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ABSTRACT

This thesis uses a practice theoretical lens to examine the social process of
negotiation, particularly in the context of unioranagement negotiations. The use of a
practice lens helps address some fundamental gaps in the existing negotiation and
industrial relations literatures, where the focus generally is onlgithierthe micro
(behaviouralpr macro (structural) aspects of negotiations. Furthermore, most empirical
research on negotiation behaviour has tended to separate the negotiations from their
naural context. Therefore, we have very limited knowledge about the interactions
between behaviour, process, practice, and structure.

In this thesis, | use the practice theoretical approach, generally referred to as
strategyaspractice This approach epihasizes the need to see all behaviour as socially
situated, and practices as instrumental in the maintenance of structures. Therefore, it helps
address the micrmacro divide, especially in terms of the tension between agency and
structure. For my invegjation, | chose to examine multiple cases of collective agreement
negotiations within a small Nordic jurisdiction. | used a qualitative grounded theory
approach that included a) observations of bargaining meetings; b) interviews with
negotiators; and c) ehival sources, such as meeting reports, collective agreements, email
correspondence, and news media.

The theoretical model that emerged from my findings suggests that collective
bargaining is a highly routinized process that produces a truce. On tharmhehis truce
provides stability and reduces volatilityimdustrial relationson the other, it induces
rigidity and inertia, significantly reducing the ability of individual negotiators to influence

process and outcomes. However, this model alscestgthat individual negotiators do



have some individual agency in shaping outcomes, albeit marginally. More importantly,
the model shows the critical role negotiators play in enacting and maintaining the routine
truce through practice. The thesis alsomixees the sources for the varying degrees of
agency individual negotiators demonstrated, including individual skills, experience,

education, cognition, relationships, as well as the status of the occupation they represent.

Keywords: Negotiation,collective bargaining, conflict management, industrial relations,
strategyaspractice, organizational routines, qualitative methods
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Negotiation is arguably one of the most complex social processes to study. It
involves individuallevel psychological processes: cognitions, emotion, and
motivation; involves multiple social processes: persuasion, communication,
cooperation, competitionnd power; and it is always socially situated and thus
can involve a wide range of social contextual fadétdiar example, it can

involve different kinds of relationships, issues, temporal perspectives, and
technological contexts. Moreover, negotiations fallaee globally, making the
cultural context critical to model and explajselfand, Fulmer, & Severance,
2011, p. 495)

Negotiation is central for our coexistence with other human beings. We are
interdependent because most of our social, psychological, and even physicéreeds
Maslow, 1954)are affected by our interaction and relationships with other people. In
many cases these relationships are about the cooperation required to satisfy the needs we
cannot meet on our own. In other cases,end up in conflicwith other people, such as
when we compete for the same limited resource. Whether the aim is to cooperate or
resolve a conflict, we need to engage in negotiation,i ch i s fAbroadly def
ways in which individuals managethe i nt e r dGelfamdretdle A0dle @ 495)

Even in cooperation, people need to negotiate how to go about such coopeeatoiseb
while there may be common purposes and goals, there will always be some diverging
interests or needs that must be managed, if not in terms of the outcome, then in terms of
how to accomplish the task at haidie toits close relationship with condlt, negotiation

has become the main processdonflict resolution in the conflict literaturéo the extent

that negotiation has become close to synonymous with conflict manag@ngent

Bazerman, Curhan, Moore, & Valley, 2000; Carnevale & Pruitt, 1992; Lewicki, Weiss, &

Lewin, 1992; Olekalns, Putnam, Weingart, & Metcalfe, 2008)



Not only is negotiation one of our most important social processes, it is one of the
most complex. As highlighted in the opening epigraph, negotiation simultaneously
involves psychological and social processes, and is significantly shaped by context. Not
surprisingy, negotiatiorand conflicthave beerstudied extensively in most social
sciences, including sociology, economics, political science, law, psychology,
communication, and organizational behavi(ide Dreu & Gelfand, 2008However, in
most studies of negotiation, the focus is typically on only one of the stated dimensions at
a time (e.g., communication process, power, etc.), whereby the complexity of negotiations
is often lost. Furthermore, research methodologies typicaiblve isolating the
phenomenon of interest from othextraneouyariables by studying negotiation process
in controlled settings, such as in a laboratory stiy/Dreu & Carnevale, 2005;

Gelfand, Leslie, Keller, & de Dreu, 2012y otherwords, in order to refine the
measurement of a particular variable, negotiations @enéally removed from their

natural contexin most researctwith the result that the role of context has been left
largely unexamined in the otherwise rich negotiation and conflict management literature
(Gelfand et al., 2012; Gelfand, Leslie, & Keller, 2008)

Industrial relations(or unionemployermelations) isa primecontextfor exploring
negotiationsindustrial relationmegotiations aref societal relevanckecause often a

great number of people are affected (directly and indirectly), especially when these

The terms #fAindufsltabdoadr rredlaati ionmss0d anrde often used
context. Industrial relations typicallg the more academic term (relating to the study of industrial relations)
and labour relations is more assodiatéth the practice of labour relatiorBut there is no consensus on

r

this distinction.In order to avoid confusion | wi | | be using Aindustrial rel

throughout this thesis



negotiations break down and leadatsirike or a lockout. A considerable portion of all
employment relationships are governed by ctiMe agreemestnegotiated between
employer organizatiaand unios representing the employeésdustrial relations

statistics vary from country to country, and from industry to industry. For example, about
30% of all employment in Canada is coverectblective agreements, while in some
European countrighe coveragés as high as over 90%@ECD, 2016) Therefore, even

at the low range, collective agreement negotiations have considerable impact on
substantiahumberof employees and organizations, as well as on the economy as a
whole.

Negotiation and conflict management have received a great deal of attention in
different disciplineswhere a varietyheoretical lenses provide different perspectives on
how conflict andts resolution (through negotiationhfold. These differences can
broadly be categorized as either focusing omtiwo aspectsf conflict (such as
psychological dispositions and cognit)ar themacro aspect&such as the legal,
political, and powestructural environmenjsAt the micro level, there is an extensive
body (or bodiesdf literature discussing how managers (and other individuals) can
improve their use of skills, tactics, and strategiesrderto be more effective negotiators
(e.g., Fisher & Ury, 1981; Mayer, 2000; Ury, 1998)rthermore, tis literature is rich a
how negotiatiorand conflict managemebgthaviour is influenced by psychological
factors, including psychological dispositiofgsg., Moberg, 2001; Rahim, 198&3)d
cognitive mental pcessege.g., Kahneman & Tversky, 1973; Neale & Bazerman, 1991)

In contrast to this micro treatment of negotiation, éreme bodies of literature that

focus on the macro structural aspect of conflict and negotia@ionflict and negotiation



areprominentin the industrial relationsontex, as is demonstrated lopnsiderable
media attentiomabour conflict and collectivbargainingget As a natural consequence,
conflicti and the processes to resolve or manageiepredominant featussof
industrial relations theor§Godard, 2005)In many ways, the entire institutional
frameworkof industrial relations, includingpndustrial relationgaws, processes, and
institutions,is designed for (almost) the sole purpose of managintutidamental
workeremployerconflict, whichis primarily aboutsettlinghow much employers are to
pay people for their workn addition to determininthe related working conditions
(including hours of work, break, vacation, e{@paldamus, 1961)

Due to the considerable impawtlustrial relationgan have on society as a whole,
governments and other institutional stakeholders have had a great interest in ensuring that
the labourempbyer conflict be resolved ithe mostfficient and undisruptive manner
possible, usuallynrough the use of macievel institutional levers, such as statutory
regulation ofindustrial relationgprocesses. For this reason, it is not surprising that the
academic field of industrial relations has focused primarily on mbsrel factors,
frequently from an economics or law perspective

Industrial relations conflias important to studynot just because tifie
considerable media and public attention it gatsl its potential macro and micro
economic impagctbut alsabecause the main process for resolving or managing this
conflict, the collective bargaining process, sits at the intersection between the macro
structural and the micrbehaviouralWhile thereare structural elements that shape the
positions and power of the negotiating partteenegotiations arthemselvesarried

about by individual negotiatarés suchthe negotiations are affected by individual



skills, dispositions, and cognition. Furth®re, collective bargaining is a highly
prescribed process, which becomes a strong situational context for the ways in which
negotiators interact. Thus, collective bargaining is a prime context for examining the
intersection of macro and micro aspectsafiflict and negotiation.

While the industrial relations literatuhasat the conceptual levelearlydefined
the processsthrough which theonflict ismanaged(e.g., Craig, 1975; Dunlop, 1958;
Walton & McKersie, 1965)macralevel considerations still prevait the empirical
literature leavingthemicro levelprocessesnderexplored. In factj/alton and
Mc Ker si eds ( Béhévoral Theory | wietntt ijiatls processual ,
approach to negotiation, fieceived limited research folleup in the field of industrial
relations, gaining much more uptakeather fields, including some of the midevel,
behavioural research mentioned ab@echan, 1992)

Further, vhile there isaconsiderable amount of research and theory on
negotiation ana@onflict managementhere remains a significant gap between our
structural and behavioural knowledge of negotiatioth@industrial relationgontext. As
a result, we are left withlimited understanding of the interaction (or interplay) between
macro (structural) and micro (behavioural and processual) level factors. On-a meta
theoretical level, this gap is related to the longstanding debate around the extent to which
societal outcomes ar@aped by deterministic structgrer by the interventions exercised
by influential individuals, a debate commonly referred to as being about structure versus
agency(Parker, 2000)In other words, existing literatures hawa sufficiently discussed

how the ability to negotiate is shaped by both individual and structural factors.



To explorethe aforementioned gap will use a practice theory le(s.g.,
Schatzki, Knorr Cetina, & von Savigny, 200This is because practice theory
(someti mes referred Ot)o eaxsa nmai npersa ctthiec emificpreor sl
within organizatios (or other social domains) with the view that social entities and
structure, as well as the corresponding outcomes, do not always have macro level
determinants, but instead are frequently shapedathyities, everg, and practicethat
occurin regular, everyday situatioiis.g., de Certeau, 1984urthermore, a practice
perspective sees all behaviour as socially situated, whereby context gains primary
importance for undstanding activities, events, and behavsoidihereforepecause it
allows us to better integrate context in the examinatigoractice theory lens is
particularly useful for illuminating the gaps in our understanding of negotiation

In this research, | iV be relying especiallgtrategyas-practice(SAP), an
approach to practice research originating within the field of organizational stritegy.
contrast to the traditional way of treating strategy, $ARceives strategy as something
that organizationdoinstead osomethingheyhave The great majority of SAP research
has investigated the stratemaking process at the micro level, including the role of
meetinggJarzabkwski & Seidl, 2008 and the use of strategy togBpee &
Jarzabkowski, 2009However, by focusing on thdoingaspects of stratgg SAP
research has broadened the conception of what can be considered as strategy, such as
considering strateggnaking at the periphery of organizatidifegnér, 2003)and
strategy that iemergen{and not only deliberat€Mintzberg & Waters, 1985)t has
also exploreavhocan be considered a strategic a¢farzabkowski, Balogun, & Seidl,

2007) with increasing attention being paid to the strategic roles of middle managers



(Rouleau & Balogun, 2011and other personnel in organizations, such asuatants
(Fauré & Rouleau, 2011Furthermore, SAP research also deviates from traditional
strategy research, by focussing less on financial performance (or other types of
performance outcomegyaara & Whittington, 2012)which has provided opportunities
to study different types of organizat®nncluding hospitalDenis, Dompierre, Langley,
& Rouleau, 2011)universitiegJarzabkowski, 2003and even symphony orchestras
(Maitlis & Lawrence, 2003)However, while there have been some attempts to introduce
SAPto the study of human seurce manageme(d.g., BjorkmanEhrnrooth, Makela,
Smale, & Sumelius, 2014%here havegto my knowledgebeen no such endeavours to
study uniomamanagement relations.

The SAP approach is applicable to the study of umamagement relations
becausendustrial relationsmpactsorganizational performancand as suchmany
organizations will haveeliberatandustrial relationstrategiegM. Thompson, 1995)n
some casesrganizations may conduct tha@wdustrial relationsn a celiberde manner
(i.e., they have a planned strategy), even if such strategy is not explicitly stated in the
or gani z at ¢plan.dre stsategy eotle igsieamherge fronpractice at the level
of theindustrial relationgractitioner.ln other cases, industrial relatiopactitioners may
have no conscious strateggd may instead just make up the strategy as they tueyr
may (perhaps unconsciously) simply continue thegstablished and habitual approach
to industrial relationsessentially replicating strategy in practi&nce collective
bargaining is the central foundation of the uAmanagement relationship, and besa
bargaining for a collective agreementhe formal reasorwhy this relationship exists, it

is a natural place to examimalustrial relationstrategy in practice.



The specific conceptualization of practice research established in SAP provides a
framework to examine the inteelationships betweegpractices praxis andpractitioners
(Whittington, 2006) Practices(thewhai refer to shared behavioural routines,
procedurestraditions, and normgpraxis (thehow) to the ways in which actors engage in
practice in specific situations, such as meetiagents, or other communicatiand
behaviours that may or may not be routinizaad practitionersto the people engaged
with the practices, with a particular focuswhothey are, including their abilities, skills,
identities, and backgroun@g/hittington, 2006)

The focusomp r a c t 1 dgenoynneSARIsa itical contribution to our
understanding of organizations and of strategy. In focusing on how organizigions
strategy, SAP research has examined notwhlycan be considered a strategic actor, but
also the individual attributes that contribute to tladillity to shape strategy and
outcomes. Such research has particularly e
including linguistic, discursive, narrative, and rhetorical abilifeeg., Balogun, Best, &

Lé, 2015; Balogun, Jacobs, Jarzabkowski, Mantere, & Vaara, 2014; Laine & Vaara, 2015;
Maitlis & Lawrence, 2007; Roulea& Balogun, 2011; Sanw&redericks, 2003; Wodak,

Kwon, & Clarke, 2011)Fauré and Rouleg2011)e x pl or e fAst redt ewhi c hcor
is a combination of technical expertise, discursive abilities, and strategic knowledge. And

there is a small amount cégearch that examines how cognitive processes can shape what
managers d¢e.g., Calabretta, Gemser, & Wijnberg, 2017; Hodgkinson & Clarke, 2007,

Kaplan, 2008)However, while this research examines a number of factors that shape
manager8agentic abilities, the tension between the agefaydividual and the

constraining effects structure has on agency remains underexplored within SAP research.



While there is considerable research exploring poacticescan either constrain or
enable individual agendgee Vaara & Whittington, 2012, for a reviewhere is little
research explicitly examining hogractitionersmanage such constraints. In other words,
with regard to the tension between structure and agereyam focus has been on the
structure side of the equation.

As mentioned, in the SAP literatygacticesareoften considered in terms of
their routinized characteristics. In fact, there is considerable theoretical overlap between
the separate researfiblds of SAP and organizational routingsldman, 2015)This
relates to amspect of negotiations that neither the industrial relations
negotiation/conflict management literatures have addresdedhis that negotiation is
frequently a highly routinized process. This is particularly true for collective bargaining,
the corepracticeor A c o nv er sad(Graig, MAEEnuaionmanagement
relations, where parties meet at regular intervals, following a certaoh getcedural
nor ms. I n the organizational l iterature, a
patternof i nterdependent act i(fekman&Pentharm,2008,n g mu
p. 96) Routines are important for organizatiofaictioning because they function as
Astandar d o p e (Penitland & Hagremo201s,doudbe se@March & Simon,
1958)which provide for stability, predictability, and continuity. Routines also allow for
Acogni ti v éPergldnd & Hadareenn201p,P. 466)eaning that individuals
engaged in a routine do not need toregabstantial cognitive resources to their activities,
because their individual behaviour has largely been prescribed in the routine.

For collective bargaining, routinization is likely to have a profound impact on the

level of influence individual negatiors have on process and outcomes. Because activities



and behaviowware so prescribed in routines, it is reasonable to expect that individual
factors will matter less in routinized processes. Furthermore, even if individuals are
inclined to act in strorly individualistic ways, their behaviour and interventions are
likely to be considerably constrained by the routine norms. Indeed, while routines provide
stability, they also commonly lead to rigidity, inflexibili{¢sersik & Hackman, 1990;
Weiss & ligen, 1985)and inertigHannan & Freeman, 1984)

While an SAP approach has the potential to provele msights on the nature of
negotiations, the study of collective bargaining is alsaique context to study strategy
as it is practiced. Using a strategypractice perspective thus allows me to investigate
how individual negotiators engage with therdpmining routine, their role in constructing
and maintaining the routine, their ability to use routine aspects strategacaliyre ways
in which they may try to modify or deviate from the routihealso allows me to examine
the role individual attribtes play in shaping individual behaviour in the routine context. |
pay particular attention to how individual negotiation practitioners interact with the
constraints embedded in the collective bargaining routine, as a way to engage in the
longstanding saological debate around structure and aggiRarker, 2000)Iin
particular | focus on how actors manage the tension between agency and structure within
a routinized proces3.o examine these relationships, | ask the foltaywinain research
guestions:

1. In which ways doethe structure of collective bargaining shape the
negotiation process aiigd outcomes?

2. What influence do individual negotiators havetl@a negotiatiorprocess and
outcomes, and what are the sources of suftieince?

10



3. What is the interplay between agency and structure within the routinized
processand in what ways do individual negotiators manage this tension?

To investigate these research questions, | nseductivequalitative approach
Thisincluded direct observations dénbargaining meeting28 interviews with current
and past negotiatofer 17 different union or employer organizatipasda range of
archival documentary sourc@acluding collective agreements, news reports, internal
meeting nags, and some internal email correspondefRoe data collection, | visited the
small Nordic jurisdiction of the Faroe Islands, where | followed multpkef
collective bargaining between various parties, in both the public and private sectors. |
chosethis setting because its small size (a population of about 50,000) made for a more
confined context, which made it easier to treat as one casel%sthaller casesf
collective bargainingmbedded within i(see Yin, 2Q4).

My findings demonstrate that routinization of bargaining severely constrains what
negotiators are able to do and achieveentral finding was that the routine nature of the
negotiations, especially with tis¢rong use of pattern bargainiuging the outcome of
one negotiation as a template for subsequent negotiations; Craig & Solomon, 1996)
resulted in aruce which reduced the likelihood of underlying laterdustrial relations
confl i cdoeirgexpresabm i hi ghl y @elsom &Wirter, ¥982, 5. o r ms 0
109) While thisprovided both stabilityand predictability to the processutine
bargainingalso induced a certangiditywhi ch severely | imited nec
influence bottprocess and outcomdsowever,even within these constraintiere were
considerable individual differences in how negotiators approachdxthaining some

appeared to be somewhat mindless followers of the routine,\semegery deliberate in
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their use of strategy and tactics, and others were creative imgeowiiso made up
bargaining strategy on the fly. The findings also show that reggotagencyi.e., the

ability to influence process and outcomas influenced by individual attributes, such as
skills and dispositions, experience, education, and occupational background, aswell as
relational factors, such as interpersonal relahgngrust, and mutual understanding of
practice and process.

This study makes four main contributions: Firstly, it provides us avitiore
contextualized understanding of negotiatiespecially as it relates to routinized
negotiation, a phenomenon thaistgenerally been neglected in the negotidiierature.
Using a practice theory perspective, | have shown that negotiation behaviour is shaped
not only by micro/individual (psychological) or macro/structural factors. Instead, this
study shows that behiawur often also comes out of pexisting practices that are
established through time and are independent of the specific individuals involved. The
routinization aspect of the negotiation is particularly interesting. While routinization of
negotiation (wih the accompanying truce) reduces the overt manifestations of conflict
and the direct role of power differences in the negotiations, it also severely constrains the
agency of individual negotiators, making it difficult to make substantivetemyg
changedo the issues being negotiated. Secondly, this study provides a bridge between
macrostructural and micro behaviounahderstandings of conflicamely; it suggests
that in order to understand how the structure of the collective bargaining process affect
macro level outcomes, we need to examine the interactions at the micro level. While
power and othemacrastructural dynamics do shapelustrial relation®utcomes, these

are often not noticeably manifested in the collective bargaining intergatagdher the

12



micro-manifestations of structure embeddegbiactice (or routine) that have more direct
implications for the outcome$hirdly, by focusing on the capabilities and characteristics
of individual negotiators, this study brings new insights &témsions between agency
and structure within a routinizgaocessThese insights include the finding that
negotiators vary considerably in their ability to navigate within (and sometimes around)
the structural constraints. This varying ability (or aggrseems to be largely the result of
different levels of skills (be it technical, relational, or processual) as well as different
degrees of reflexivity (i.e., processual and situational awareness). In fact, reflexivity
appears to be the most critical faicgiving some negotiators a higher degree of agency,
because a higher level of processual awareness provides negotiators with a better
understanding of how the process works and how it can be modified through the use of
tactics. While strateggspractice(SAP) research has given greater prominence to the
agency of individuals as strategic actors within organizations, including the consideration
ofpr act i discussivesor reeforical capabilities, this study extends this literatures by
examining a broder set of skills (such as technical, processual, or relational skills). Also
novel in this study is that it simultaneously explores cognition and behaviour in relation to
the broader structural context. Finally, this study extends SAP research to the dbma
industrial relations, a critical context of considerable strategic importance, but that is
generally neglected in strategy research. It is also a rare example of SAP research on
inter- rather than intrarganizational practice.

The outline of thighesis is as follows. In Chapter 2, | review the existing
literature on conflict and negotiation, including a review of collective bargaining structure

and process. | follow this with a reviest practice theory with a particular focus on
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strategyaspracice as well as a review of the literature amganizationatoutines.In
Chapter 31 describe the methods used in this study. | present my findings in Chapter 4.

In Chapter 5, | present the emerging theoretical modefiaalt, in Chapter 6, | discuss

the theoretical and practical implications of this study
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CHAPTER 2: THEORY AND LITERATURE

As stated in the introduction, | use a stratagyractice (SAP) perspective to
address the research and theory gap resulting from the decontextualization of mos
negotiation research. However, in order to assess what SAP contributes to our
understanding of negotiation practicand possiblyvhat this study contributes to the
SAP literaturd it is necessary to review what is already known about negotiation and
conflict management.begin byreviewing the existinditeratureon conflict and
negotiation as it has traditionally been exaadjrprimarily from social psychologgnd
industrial relations perspectisieAfter detailing some the gaps in traditional conflict and
negotiation research, | then describe how practice theory, and the SAP approach in
particular, carbeuseful for a getting a more contextualized understanding of negotiation
processeslhereforethe first half of this chapter is mainly a comprehensive review of the
traditional literature on conflict, negotiation, and collective bargaining, whereas the
second half is more closely directed at discussing the theory used to explore the research

guestons.

Conflict and Negotiation Theory and Literature

Mostresearclon conflict revolves around the question of how people (or other
entities) manage their interdependemmople areitherdependent on each other to
satisfy their needs, or people and gremay compete for the same resource in order
satisfy their own needs. As a result, most conflict research has focused on the extent to
which people and groups manage these interdependeonamgetitivelyor cooperatively

(e.q., Axelrod, 1984; Deutsch, 1949, 1973; Tjosvold, 1988jile definitions overlap
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with those for conflicmanagemeniegotiation is genelly consideredias t he ways
which individual s ma (Geltaed ettaly 201, p. 498ntothar d e pe n d
words, negoation has been understoodtls process through with conflict is resolved or
managed.

As stated inopeningchaptey negotiation(whether structured or unstructuresl)
Afone of the most complex processesand o stud
involves a host of different social and psychological processes and multiple contextual
factors(Gelfand et al., 2011, p. 499)hereforeit is striking that conflict management
and negotiation research raserwhelminglybeen decontextualizé@&elfand et al.,
2012) Theresultis that while we know a lot about how psychological or situational
factors can impact negotiation in labtng settings, we have little empirical knowledge
about negotiation in redife contexts. In other words, negotiation and conflict
management research hwsa large extentailed to integrate social and psychological
factors simultaneouslgndhasessnt i al | y not taken the fisoci
negotiation seriously enough.

This omission of contexttassignificant implicatios for the practice of
negotiation.There is a large body tferaturefocusing on negotiation skills and
processesHowever, thiditerature including books such as the best sell@etting to Yes
(Fisher & Ury, 1981)is primarily prescriptie. It focusses on skills and interventions
negotiators could or should employ, and not so much on what actually occurs in
negotiations in a variety of settings, which very often involve negotiators whotare n
schooled in thé&etting to Yegor similar) methodAs with much of the conflict

management literature, the individdalel focus also results in a lack of context.
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Therefore, it does not provide much insight into what negotiators @oeable to doin
contexts where the process is heavily structured and prescribed. Additionally, with the
attention on individual behaviour and interventions, it also does not examine the effect of

aprocess that ieeavily prescribedor even routinized

Defining Conflict

While theories and methods differ, the research on conikanly revolves
around one questipn a mel vy, A How do individual and grc
i nterdependenc e(Dadreu B Galfane, 2088 ppt 8h ince?conflict
is present in so margspect®four | i ves, the term Aconflict
to different peoplén different contexts. For instance, armed conflict between two nations
anda personds internal conflict regarding a
the same phenomenon. The former refers to transactions (or behaviour) and the latter to a
mental state. Since this thesssto a large degre@about conflicta clarification of the
meaning(s) of the terificonflictdis in order.

At various times andh variouscontexs, t h e t e rhasbeénaugedtb! i ct o
d e s c r iahtecedént cbryditior($or example, scarcity of resources, policy
differences) of conflictful behavior, (2ffective statee.g., stress, tension, hostility,
anxiety, etc.) of the individuals involved, @gnitive statesf individuals, i.e., their
perception or awarenes$ conflictful situations, and (4onflictful behavioy ranging
from passive r esi s (Pandycl®67tpo298 emphradisinsoggmalle s si o
Further refining the distinction between the different types ofliconfPondy proposes a

dynamic process view of conflict consistin
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(conditions), (2) perceived conflict (cognition), (3) felt conflict (affect), (4) manifest
conflict (behavior), and (5) conflict aftermath (conditipn@ondy, 1967, p. 300pe
Dreu and Gelfath (2008)further simplifythedistinctiors by grouping them into two
main categoriedatent conflicts which include felt and perceived confliehdmanifest
conflicts which include the whole range of conflict behaviour and expressions, including
violence, armed conflict, as well as peaceful constructive negotiations. The distinction
between latent and manifest conflict has also been used specifically for theorizing
industrial relationgonflict (Barbash, 1980)
In thisthesis | distinguish between the terconflictandconflict management
with the former referring to latent aspects of conflict, such as competing interests around
resources, values, and practices, and the latter referring to the behawvighish people
engage in rgmonse to the latent conflict. De Dreu and Gelfé2@D8)attempt to integrate
both materi al resources and psychol ogical/
proaess that begins when an individual or group perceives differences and opposition
between itself and another individual or group about interests and resources, beliefs,
values, or practip8®s that matter to themo
Negotiation versus conflict managememMe got i ati on, HAbroadly
ways in which individual(Gelfambhehah,  Q@&L1, p.AIDY r i nt
can beunderstood athe process through with conflict is resolved or madager this
reason, there is considerable overlap between the conflict management and negotiation
literatures, with the theoretical foundation bemegrlythe same with many of the same
authors writing in both domair{e.g., De Dreu, Beersma, Steinel, &WVileef, 2007; De

Dreu & Gelfand, 2008; Gelfand et al., 201The different usage of terms seems to
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dependmostlyon context. Negotiation is typically a more explicit process (e.g., car
purchase, international treaties, etc.), while conflict managemapntefer to situations

where aimanifest confliob has materialized and the goal is to resolve the conflict in
guestion, such as in interpersonal conflict. Conflict management could refer to the
Amanagement 0 of confl i ct sngpnevengonagfevarer al | vy,
conflict such as through careful management of the sources of conflict. In either case, the
management of confliatsuallyemploys the principles of negotiation. When paréies

stuck in conflict the task at hand is to negotiateegolution with careful attention to the

needs and interests of the parties, even if parties themselves do not refer to this as a
negotiation. As for the ongoing mareagentof conflict, the task is one of continuing
negotiation of the various underlyingets andnterest aneénsuing that there are

accessible and practical ways to resolve conflict as they arise and before they escalate. In
theindustrial relationgontext, there is a mix of latent and manifest conflict. While the
conflictswill someimes ke overt, a great deal of the negotiation will be over the ongoing
latent source of confli@sdiscussed in the previous section. In this thesis, the terms
finegotiatio andficonflict managemeotwill have essentiallythe same meaning, with

the usage of e mostly reflecting the specific literatuirem whichl am drawing.

Conflict in industrial relations

Industrial relationgs a topic tlatfrequently occupies the news headlines. Whether
it is thecrew of a national airline, security personnel at thel laicport, teacher, nurses,
or the general public sector, society as a whole is often greatly impacteé@when

breakdown in collective bargaining results in a strike or lockout. For this reason,
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governments generally takeegttinterest in encouraging prochive industrial relations
In fact, the entire purpose of havimglustrial relationsegislation is to regulate how
parties manage the uni@mployer conflict in wagthatbothprovide for more stable
labaur conditions and minimize the negatieensequences of manifest labconflict
and unrest to the whole of soci¢byabor Law Casebook Group, 2011)

Conflict, and how employers and unions manage the negotiation process, has been
central toindustrial reationssince the origins of the labomovement. Central to this
conflict is the dispute around how well workers are to be compensated in return for the
time and effort they put into their wofksodard, 2005)In the field ofindustrialrelations,
labaur conflict has primarily been seen as a structural issue of power, where economic,
political, and legal factors shape the process and outcomes of conflict. In contrast to the
more individualistic view of conflict in psychology, industrial relasaherefore takes a
decidedly macro view of conflict.

Industrial relations sources of conflicin many ways, the entire relationship
between unions and employers is based on fundamental conflict over how much workers
are to be paid in return for theior k ef f or t s . From a Mar xi an g
exi stence of capitalism depends (@odar,bhe abi
2005, p. 54)Whetheror not we see the employemployee relationshigs an effort of
exploitation, it wildl (from an economics p
pay as little as possible for their labour needs, while employees will always want to
maximize their wages and minimize the time and effort tdwtribute It is the conflict
over thiswageeffort bargain(Baldamus, 1961that is thefoundation of the employer

employee relationship. However, while on theface the source of labpconflict looks
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straight forward, i.e., a conflict about time/effort and money,uabonflict is typically
much more complex, which is why intractatdbour conflicts may often seem irrational
to the casual observéBodard, 2005)

Highlighting thatindustrial relationss not simply about economics, Godard
(2005)outlines a number of other sourcesrafustrial relationgonflict, including
workesO | ack of | e g avork (mgainakenasion,ilapk ofarfanagehaé i r
influence fature of the employment relatiprand the reliance ongsychological
contract(see Rousseau, 1998)the employment relationsh{pe., the extent to with the
wageeffort bargain relies on unwritten expectatips®mething that can lead to severe
levels of mistrust between employees and employers. According to Ge0ark)
mistrust and violations of psychological contract are often a key reason for adversarial
attitudes among workers and unions representatives. Godard further higbtliggnts
contextual sources afdustrial relationgonflict, incuding( a) empl oyeesd f ai
perceptiongi.e., distributive justiceJ. S. Adams, 1963)fluenced bybroader saietal
inequalities (b) the effect of priokabour market experienaan workeréconcerns for
basic human/psychological needs relating to job security, safety, and (sealélderfer,
1972; Maslow, 1954; McClelland, 1988s well as (c) factors related to theture of
work itself which can contribute to worker job satisfaction, strasd burnout.

While many of thdactorsjust highlighted apply to the individual workers and not
necessarily to actually collective agreement negotiators, it is important to recbgtiize
the contexin whichunion negotiators operate and the interests of their constituents.
While on he surface labour negotiations are mostly about the (material) terms that end up

being stipulated in collective agreements, it is essential to be aware of the many
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intangible factors that complicaitedustrial relationsUnion (and management)
negotiatordave tonavigatethe complex task of mnagingmany conflicting (and often
contradictory) interests, not only between the two negotiatingepditit also within their
own florganizatiorm

Theindustrial relationssystem In the field ofindustrialrelatiors, the
predominant perspective amdustrial relationss the oneportrayed in the Industrial.
Relations System (IRS), first put forward by Dun{@858) While this model has been
influential in describing the role afdustrial relationsctors and the context which
they work later scholars have seen the need revisedtder toaddress some of its
limitations (e.g., Craig1975; Meltz, 1993JCr ai gés revi sed model , w
which | will refer in this thesis, divides the various components of the IRS into five
groups of factors: external inputs, actors, internal inputs, conversion mechanisms, and
outputs(Craig & Solomon, 1996; see Figure External inputsnclude legal, economic,
political, and sociocultural subsystenatorsinclude labouremployersand
governmentinternal inputsinclude values, goals and poweonversion mechanisms
include the bargaining process, dayday relations, dispute resolution mechanisms, joint
committees, and strikes/lockougdoutputsinclude collective agreements, levels of
productivity, employeeights, employee satisfaction and commitment. According to this
model, external inputs influence the role of the actet® in turn form the internal

inputs that shape the conversion mechanisms, which in the end determine the outputs. In

21 wi | not go into detail with Dunlinywatsto | ndustri al
acknowl edge the systembés origins.
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other words, th external environment has a significant influence omnithestrial

relationsprocess, but only through the mediating role that actors and internal inputs play.

External Inputs

(External Actors Internal Conver_3|on Outputs
Inputs Mechanisms
Subsystems)
Legal EmployeeslUnions Values Bargaining Wages
Working conditions
Economic A Employers A Goals A Grievances A Union rights
Management rights
Ecological Government Strategies Dayto-day relations Work climate
Employee satisfaction
Political A End users A Power A Dispute resolution A Productivity
Sociocultural Strikes/lockouts
(values)
c ¢ ¢ c ¢
< ---Feedback Loop-<

Figure 1. Industrial Relations System Modelbased on Craig &olomon, 1996, p. 4)

While the IRS fairly comprehensively encapsulates the variables involved in most
industrial relations issues, one of the most mentioned critiques of the model is that it does
not have much explanatory poweétebdon & Brown, 2008)While the different
variables are specified, little is offered in terms of causal explanations of exactly how the
variables affect each other. Instead, it should be seen as-theetetical framework that
is open to various more defined theoriesxplain specific causal relationships. For
example, economic theory of supply and demand can be used to explain how product and
labaur markets shape the power and strategies of actors, which in turn affect outcomes
and outputs, while various sociologica¢thmies could be used to explain how social
val ues and structur es i ndcholarsmeeesuggestddd r s 6
the IRS is ripe for multidisciplinary exploration from fields such as law, economics,

history, sociology, psychology amalitical sciencde.g., Hebdon & Brown, 2008)
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While the IRS may not have a great amount of explanatory power, it does provide
a rich illustration of factors that together form the behaviounsdustrial relations
including collective bargainm Consistent with other systems models, IRS also embraces
phenomena existing at multiple levels and is malleable enough to be incorporated in both
top-down(e.qg., structural effects on individual behaviours) badomup (e.g., how
micro-practices or eves have an effect on future structure and context) angéé/gis
Kozlowski & Klein, 2000)

The collective bargaining proces€ollective bargaining is a centr@nversion
mechanisnfCraig & Solomon, 1996 industrial relations systems since it is through
this process that worker pay and benefits are set, and ibithatgigh bargaining that the
rules regarding the formal uni@mployer interactions are formulat@dodard, 2005)
Craig and Solomo(il996)d ef i ne col |l ecti ve bargaining br
activities and relatiorisps occurring daily or continuously in the workplace, concerning
both the rewards workers receive for their services and the conditions under which these
servi ces &or2563) Theydidtieguishdh@egotiationprocess as the more
narrowly defined fAimeans by whichuandhputs (t
management) are converted into outputs (rewards to works for their services and the
conditions under which wor k inctonhletweeh or med) 0O
negotiation and collective bargaining is clear and logical, common usagg amon
practitioners is not as clear, and textbooks often also use these terms interchangeably
(e.g., Hebdon & Brown, 2008fror this reason, | will use us tkermficollective

bargaining as the formal collective agreement negotiation ppedetween employers
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and unions, and use the terfimegotiation/negotiatirwhen referring to the general

theory or process/practice of negotiating.

Approaches tdNegotiationand Conflict Management

The conflict and negotiation literatures hateea large extentocused on the
different mode or approaches that can be used in the management of ctngithe
choice of method that has been the core focus in the majority of conflict and negotiation
researcl{e.g.,Axelrod, 1984; Deutsch, 1949, 1973; Tjosvold, 1998jis research has
primarily focused on the extent to which parties use a ptvased approadtury, Brett,
& Goldberg, 1988pr an approach that strives to integrate the interests of both parties in
the outcoméFisher & Ury, 1981)In the conflict literaturethese ar@isually referred to
ascompetitiveandcooperativeappro@hes to conflict management.campetitive
approach is typically based on an assumption of resource scarcity, commonly referred to
aszeresum, di stridputeioveas s occoopdiativiappsodch, kequently
associated with labels such as graive, mutual gains, or interdsased bargainingr
negotiation, relies on the belief that not all interests are mutually exclasidehat the
partiesd interests are best served through
bot h par andieterdsts came e dasisfied simultaneously. This could involve
outcomes that simultaneously meet the interests of both parties, such as increased
workplace safety, or it could involve one party gaining something that for them is
perceived as being ofdh value but that the other party considers of low importance and

therefore a small loss. With such an approach, the parties vedadurns gaining and
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losingon different issues so thab the greatest extent possiliee exchanges end up
being a sees of high gains and low losses for each party.

The most comprehensive theory of tlegotiationprocess is perhaps the
framework proposed by Walton and McKergl€®65)in theirbook, The Behavioral
Theory of Labor Negotiation$n thisinfluential work they describe four sutrocesses
that occur during all collective bargaining.fact, these suprocesses are likely to apply
to all conflicts between organizational entities. In addition to the coope(attegrative
bargaining and competitive conflicfdistributive bargaininggmanagement approaches
described above, Walton andcKlersie(1965)introduce two additional processes
attitudinal structuringandintraorganizational bargainingAttitudinal structuring refers
the socialpsychological aspects of bargaining such as the relationships parties build,
including factors such dsust, friendlinesfrost i I i ty, beliefs about
and actorso motivational orientations (e.g
considerations involve both those of the individual negotiating representatives and of the
corstituency they represent. Intraorganizational bargaining points to the internal
negotiations the bargaining representatives have to manage. Not only do negotiators
represent diverse and often competing interests among their constituents, they also have
to manage the balance between what their constituents expect and what is possible to
achieve at the bargaining table. This includes negotiating representatives reconciling their
own attitudinal stances with those of their constituents.

Among Wal t omnés eadrsd uMdkKlaue contri butions
social and psychological dimensions into a domain previously dominated by economic

theory and assumptioiigochan, 1992)Additionally, they spell the out the particular
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problem of the dual (and sometimes conflicting) roles bargaining representative have in
needing to simultaneously manage the external and internal negotiations. Friedman

(1994a) however, suggest that in spite of i@ h a v i 0 r acbmpielepswvengs® s

and influence omdustrial relationghinking, the theory does not offer a weleveloped

explanation of how the four processes are managed together. Aiming to examine the
relationship between the four processes, Friedfh@®4a)takes a dramaturgical

approach. He suggests that distribute bargaining is what people perceive to be happening

on t he Ad rwhitl eothahpecesséismtegeative bargaining, attitudinal

structuring, and intraorganizational bargainingre for the most part invisible to the
observer, and are thausFrdiedemards uggaedhtes Atblae
portion of bargaining epr esent ati vesd work i s to manageé
front stage and back stage processlesably,Fr i edmandés wor k is al so
studies using qualitative methoidsexamine negotiatiom realcollective bargaining

context®

The Pgchology ofConflict and Negotiation

Psychological sources of conflicAt the psychological level, conflict can be
defined as fia process that begins when an
opposition between itself and another individuadjarup about interests and resources,
beliefs, values, or (perDeeg& Gelfaads 2008hpa8) mat t er

According to this definition, conflict is about more than just competition for scarce

31 am here referring to studies of the standard, traditional collective bargaining. There are some studies
(e.g., McKersie et al., 2008; McKersie, Eaton, & Kochan, 2@0at) have studied the alternative and very
di fferent procesdHarsefdebraed ati mi aagyg/ Mmiemgtodrn easti on. 0
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resources but also about psychol ogical ©phe
and behavioral needs. For example, a conflict between two coworkers sharing the same
office can be about who gets the bigger desk (a resource conflict), but it can also be about
how they coordinate their work (a conflict related to practice), as well as about how they
interact with each other, a communication conflict that may relate itartdesidual
identities and values.

While numerous taxonomies of conflict exist, from a psychological perspective,
all conflicts carbebroadly categorized as falling into one of the following categories: 1)
Scarce resources and conflicts of interesyad)es and relationship conflict; or 3) socio
cognitive conflict(De Dreu & Gelfand, 2008)

The psychology of negotiatiorWhile Walton and McKersi€1965) discuss
negotiation at the organizational or group level, the processes they describe are very
similar tothoseput forward in the psychological literature on interpersonal conflict. The
conceptualization of conflict behaviour with the greatest tragsdhedual concern
model(Pruitt, 1983; Rahim, 1983; K. W. Thomas & Kilmann, 200l)is model defines
five different conflict management styles (Pruitt odgfinesf our ) t hat portr ay
habitual ways of managgconflicc . Based in struct (1964) on Bl al
managerialgridt hese styl es are mapped onto two di
concerns for selindconcern for othersAs shownn Figure 2 the dominating style
invol ves a pure comwitheomnciooceomedorown hee sd
with adominatingstyle will usethetools and resources availalbtethemto achieve a win
attheexpensef t he ot logsrAttpeeppesmgnends abligingstyle describes

a persono6s ltheitotwine neerdcser rbuftorhi ghandanncer n f
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obliging person will thus be inclined to give in to the demarfdsthers with a resulting
lose/win outcome. lis also possible that a person ants/ays that demonstraligtle

concern for either self or the other. Rather taaquiescindo the demands of others, an
avoidingperson will be inclined to shy awdywm the conflictaltogetheysuch as trying

to stgy away from the person making the demand or avoiding confronting the other
person so that conflict can be resolved. According to the dual concern model, avoiding
behaviar leaves the conflict unresolved, resulting in a lose/lose situation, where neither
paty gets what they want or need. One of the most important aspects of the dual concern
model is that idoes noportray the concern for self and concern for otherawtually
exclusive. Accordingly, people can act with great concern for themsal¥iessame time

as showing great concern for others. Instead of seeing all situations assarmggame,

the model suggests that it is often possible to meet the needs of both parties by using an

integratingconflict style.

Dominating Integrating

Compromising

Concern for self

Avoiding Obliging

'
Concern for others

Figure 2. The Dual ConcernModel (Olekalns et al., 2008; Pruitt, 1983; Rahim, 1983)
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While the duaconcern model has become the predominant one to describe
different modes of conflict behawin it mainly describes the different behawial
strategies and the underlying interpersonal motivatibai®es not provide a lot of
explanation of what may nae those motivation&ven thougtconflict styles are
presumed to be relatively stable over tif@¢ekalns et al., 2008jhe literdure
acknowledges thahechoice of strategy will also be influenced by situational factors. For
example, Rahin1983, 2001 proposes that people in organizations often will act
differently depending on whether their conflict is with a peer, a superior, or a subordinate,
situational characteristics that are integ
Il (ROCHII; Rahim, 1983) In general, people will be more dominating when interacting
with a subordinate and more obligingn@n interacting with a superior, which means that

high power is associated with dominating and low power with obliging.

Predictors ofNegotiationBehaviour

Individual dispositions The research on conflict management and negotiation
the individual leveis vast. Using mainly quantitative experiment and survey
methodologie¢De Dreu & Carnevale, 2005)esearchrshave established relationships
between numerous different psychological predictors and different conflict/negotiation
styles. Tlese factorinclude personalityAntonioni, 1998; Barbuto, Phipps, & Xu, 2010;
Graziano, Jense@ampbell, & Hair, 1996; Macintosh & Stevens, 2008; Moberg, 1998,
2001) seltefficacy(Ergeneli, Camgoz, & Karapinar, 201@nd emotional intelligence

(Shih & Susanto, 2010Yhus, different approaches to conflict have been associated with
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innatepsychological dispositions as well psytigical dispositionshatarelikely
trainable(e.g., Goleman, 1995)
One stream of research has focused on h
choice of conflict behaviours. Such research has primexgyored the relationship
bet ween conflict behavi esalfrmotivation@.g.Beeosspmd e 6s p
& De Dreu, 2002; Carnevale & Lawler, 1986; De Dreu, Weingart, & Kwon, 2@der
related research has focussed more on values at the collective level, Sudtuss
value® (Hofstede, 2001; R. J. House, Hanges, Javidan, Dorfman, & Gupta, 2664)
the relationship these hawith conflict management stylés.g., Elsayedkhouly &
Buda, 1996; Gabrielidis, Stephan, Ybarra, Pearson, & Villareal, 1997; Holt & DeVore,
2005; Morris et al., 1998)
Cognitive processe&nother extensive stream of research, focused more on the
psychological processes involved with negotiations, has highlighted the limitation of
assuming that people will behave rationally in negotiation situations. Among others, this
research has highlightd how negoti at orcedniive lvearistiogne., r el i an
mental shortcuts), often lead to behaviours thahaitherrational nor necessarily in the
persoris best selinterest (Bazerman & Neale, 1983; Neale &Berman, 1991)
Kahneman and TverskiL973)suggest that people rely on these shortcuts in order to
make sense out of complex environments. Unfortunately, such shaftemsvolve the
tendency to rely on arbitrary reference points, typidadlged on the most salient and
available information, and to use the most immediate features of a situation as a basis for
judgments. In a uniemanagement negation this would be like making premature

judgements on the basidemandfasalienplautarbijyrarys openi
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reference point, or making the assumption that a new lead negotiator for the other side
will be hostile and adversarial, just becauseptt@iousone happened to be. Arbitrary
reference points can be particularly coupteductive because they often lead to

inadequate estimation of realistic gains and lodsakneman & Tversky, 1973)

Furthermore, peopleds psychological propen

perceived losse@s per prospect theorgahneman & Tversky, 197%gan cause these
inaccurate judgements to lead to very poor decisions, such as going on an unwinnable
strike. This type of inadequate framing is likely one of the factors contributing to the

theory of fAsad(Gadkk20050s mi st akes

Anot her factor t hat | eads to inaccurate

enhancement bias, which tends to cause
evaluations as well as a tendency to seek out information thatrmergdreestablished
opinions(Gelfand et al., 2011Beltevaluations tend to be biased because humans are
motivated to maintain positive sgierceptionge.g., K. W. Campbell & Sedikides,

1999) In theindustrial relationgontext, sele nhancement bias can
fairness perceptiongvhich can make them think their position looks more favourable to
an arbitrator thars realistically the case. This bias has also been linked with the
likelihood of longer strikes and less productive negotiation proftesehompson &
Loewenstein, 1992 ypically, lf-enhancement bias also has the effect that people
assume that othewant the same thgs, which results in ixed-pie perceptiorwhere

only distributive outcomes are seen as posgDéDreu et al., 2007Altogether,

information processing involving framing and seifthancement biases are the result of
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rash judgements and have been shown to be associated with distributiveé Recticsu
et al., 2007)at best, and costly mistakes at wgksthneman & Tversky, 1979)

Combining mental processes and dispositiohile it is common for people to
rely oncognitive heuristicen negotiation situationsiot everyone is equally likely to fall
into these traps. In essence, people motivated to engdgeprthinkingare mud less
likely to rely on heuristics. With deep thinking, a negotiator takes the time to explore and
try to understand the many nuances to an issue (or issues) and thus avoids taking the
mental shortcuts that lead to faulty assumptions. The degree to ndgoliators employ
deep thinking is determined by what is referred testemic motivatignwhich is a
personb6s fAineed to develop a ri (ObDreurkd accur
Camevale, 2003, p. 236; Kruglanski, 1989; Kruglanski & Webster, 193)ple with
high epistemic motivation will take the time to explore issues from different angles and
will avoid making premature judgements. While there are situational charactesstbs
as time pressures, that may constrain peop
motivation has also been shown to be a dispositional trait, frequently manifested by
individual difference in th@eed for cognitive closurghich refersto er son 6 s
discomfort with ambiguity and preference for order, structure and predictgdiiélgster
& Kruglanski, 1994)which isthe direct opposite to epistemic motivation.

Skills and experienceConsidering the popularity of negotiation and conflict
management training programs and books, it is interesting that little research has been
conductedonth ef fect such training hasusoOnepeopl e
of the primary objectives of much tife materialthat does exidfe.g., Fisher & Ury,

1981; Mayer, 2000; Ury, 19919 to instill in negotiators and conflict resolvers the
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understanding that most situations have much greater integrative potential than most
peope are used to believe. Essentially, these negotiation manuals aim to increase the

| earnerso6 | evel of epistemic motivation.
psychology of conflict of and negotiation consulted for this re\eg., De Dreu, 2011,

De Dreu et al., 2007; De Dreu & Gelfand, 2008; Gelfand et al., 2011; Olekalns et al.,
2008)mentioned the effect training may have. In my literature seaweas lable to only

find a small number of conceptual@mpirical papers discussing the influence of training
on negotiation behavioye.g., Brockman, Nunez, & Basu, 2010; Coleman & Lim, 2001;
Movius, 2008) | will discuss how skik areseen from a practice theory perspective later

in this chapter.

Relationships andlrust

A central characteristic of uniemanagement negotiatiorssthat they araot of
interpersonal nature but rather between negotiators representing separate organization
level entitiesWhile individual employees af@nemberse of the organizations that
employthem, the formal relationship in employment terms is between the eeng@log
the union representing the employees. In a unionized work environment, the union is the
supplier of the labour, at least in terms of determining pay and working conditions.
Therefore, relationshigbetween employers and unicereessentiallyinterarganizational
in nature, sharing many of the characteristics of diheyersuppliep relationships. For
instance, unions and emplogeould choose (and some haresen to establish
cooperative relationships where the parties strive to work on conmteyests, rather

than relying primarily oradversariabpproaches
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However,as inany such interorganizational relationsttipere will always be a

tension between the partiesd6 common intere

both parties,andéh ar eas wher e the partiesodo int
areasvhere the parties are more likely to use adversarial n{&atisa, Rosenberger, &
Eisenhardt, 2008; Oliver, 1990) is for this reason that Walton and McKer§l®65)
describe the labour negotiation processassisting of botlntegrativeanddistributive

bargaining, as discusdabove Notable examples of the commonality between union

erest

empl oyer relations and other inter@9iOgani za

paper on the alliance formation process an

(2013)paper both of which invoke Walton and Mckern €1868)Behavioral Theory.
While interpersonal negotiation wipically involve two (or more) relatively
autonomous individuals, interorganizational negotiatioesuaually carried out by
individuals who act as organizational representatives, wbbseisto work in the
interest of their respective constituents, whether these are regular union members or
management executives and shareholders. Interorganizategaiations are more
complex in that negotiators hold a dfiahctioning role, where they have to build trust
and relationshipbetween two competing groups. The first is with the constituants
whose behalthe negotiator is bargaining and the otlsawith the negotiators
representing the other party, with whom the negotiators also need to build a working
relationshipReferring to the unioimanagement contexriedman and Podoln§L992)
describea person occupying such a role dsandary spanngfsee also J. S. Adams,

1976; Katz & Kahn, 1978; Zaheer, McEvily, & Perrone, 19889) me one who
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influence between constituents and their opponents, and . . . represents the perceptions,
expectations, and ideas of each side to th
While employetunion relationships are formed for different reasons than the ones
typically discussed in the interorganizational relationsKiPR) literature (e.g., strategic
alliances, and joint ventures), many of the same principles apply. The dynamic that
organi zations exist in a relational cont ex
degree dependent on its interconnectednessothér organizationfAuster, 1994;
Gulati, 1995; Oliver, 1990pplies to unions just asuth as it does to other
organizations. For example, unions @nelirmembes are dependent on the employer
organizations staying alive and continuing to provide a source of employment, while the
employer organization is dependent on the warsra supplyf labour.
The IOR literature is increasingly taking a muiétvel perspective, paying
attention to the fadhatorganization level relationships avaly made possible through
the interaction between individual representatiidsin, Palmer, & Conn, 2000; Zaheer
et al., 1998)All the tactical and strategic (and behawad) decisiols on how to approach
other organizations (including employers and unions) are made by human individuals.
Negotiators will typically have their own style (based on their experience, skill, and
personality) and they will decide how to go about the negatigfie.g., how they choose
to talk about the issues and process) based on what has worked in the past. Many of these
individual decisions will be made in advance, but negotiators will also have to make
immediate decisions in response to what happens iméle¢ing.
Trust Trust, defined as fAa psychol ogical st

vul nerability based upon positive expectat
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(Rousseau, Sitkin, Burt, & Camerer, 1998, p. 38bintegral to how people manage their
interdependence, especially in cases of mixed motive interdependence. Perhaps the best
illustration of the effectoftrussi t he c¢cl assi ¢c examplwhereof t he
two captured prisoners independently have to chat&ther tocooperate or compete
with another(e.g., Rubin& Brown, 1975) If they both cooperate, they will both get off
with a relatively short time in jail, but both choose to competer fidefect), they will
both get a very long time in jail. If one competes and the other cooperates, the competing
one will get out of jail immediate|while the other will get the maximum jail sentence
The prisoneros dil emma i | | ausisttheaverallbest hat wh
choice for bottparties choosing to coopemaalso make®neprisoner highly vulnerable
should the otheprisonerchoose talefect

|l ntegrative strategies involve trying t
and situatio. This typically requires a willingness to share a certain amount of insider
information, such as company financial information. However, sharing this type of
information could reveal that one party is not in as powearfudsition as appeared on the
surface, which is information the other party could then use to its advantage if resorting
back to a less cooperative approach. When two organizational bodies are in negotiation,
the degree to which these negotiations are integrative or distributive dedends ¢he
amount of trust between the organizatiohsiegotiator who is unable to trust that the
othernegotiatowill not defectis unlikely to share enough information that is necessary
for cooperation.

Thetrust between organizations relies entiretythe trust between the individuals

who function as boundary spann@fsiedman, 1994a; Zaheer et al., 19%&3)heer et al.
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(1998)make the distinction between interpersonal iaterorganizational trust as
follows:

We use the ternmterpersonal trusto refer to the extent of a boundary

spanning agent's trust in her counterpart in the partner organization. In other
words, interpersonal trust is the trust placed by the individual boundary spanner
in her individual opposite member. The tanterorganiational trustis

defined as the extent of trust placed in the partner organization by the members
of a focal organization(p. 142, emphasis in original)

According to his definition, trust is an individual cognitive concepherethe
trusting actor is alays an individual. The difference between interpersonal trust and
interorganizational trust is that the former is one person trusting one other person, while
the latter involves one person trusting the collective entity of the other organization. In
otherwords, only individuals can trust while both individual and organizations can act.
Accordingly, the overall trust between organizations amounts to the aggregate level of
trust among individual members. Research has shown that trust between the paaties has
centr al i nfl uence on (Friedman,1@94adZameergtalt, 1968) i o n
Furthermore, trust is something that only develops over time through repeated
interactiongBalliet & Van Lange, 2013)

Bargaining representatives are in a position wi@rghe one handhey have to
build a negotiating partnership with their bargaining counterpart, a process referred to as
attitudinal structuring while on the othetheyhawe to manage thentraorganizational
bargainingwith their constituentéWalton & McKersie, 1965)Having to build both

intra-organizational and ter-organizationdl trust adds to the already complex

“The literature twpraaklgpnigesi ohal Deams #finterorga
a hyphen. However, in this text, | insert a hyphen when wanting to contrast the two, for clarification.
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negotiationandscapeFriedman and Podolr(}t992)found that distrust among

constituents |l eads to an increaseadskAl evel

number of studies have also found that increased monitoring by constituents tends to
make their representative engag more distributive strategiéSarnevale & Lawler,
1986; Friedman, 1994a; Gel f.é&folbws&erRlgb | o,
decreaed trust among constituents leads to more distributive behand greater

difficulty in reaching agreemeiiEriedman & Podolny, 1992)

As highlighted by Godar(2005) only a portion of th¢ a r texpecttidn can be
precisely stipulated in the collective agreement, with the result that a significant portion
of the relationship between unionized workers and their employer relies on a
psychological contragRousseau, 1995Not only can any perceived violations of the
psychological contract result in a perceived material loss, these violations wilikebst
also result in considerable losstofst in the employer among union members. Not only
will members want to be materially compensated for this loss in the next round of
bargaining’ which likely will lead to a more aggressive stance from the unitire
decrease in trust will also leadrtmre monitoring, which in turn ressin more

distributive bargaining behavio.

Powerin Negotiation
Power is a central element to all management of comftidtnegotiationit is

through the assertion of power that parties, also imthgstrial relaibonscontext, have

been able to exert concessions for the other parties in traditional distributive bargaining.

Power is inherently |Iinked to partieso
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party B than party B is dependent on party A, then #rgypvith the higher level of
dependence has less power. Take, for example, the historical case of fishermen in
Newfoundland who, with their families, were entirely dependent on fishing merchants for
selling their fish. In fact, their entire survival waspgndent othe merchantsince they
had no other options or alternatsvét the same time, the merchants had little or no
dependence on individual fishermen since there wemysuppliersfrom whom they
couldget fish, andhusnot getting fish from amdividual supplier would have little or no
effect on their bottom line. Due to these imbalanced interdependencies, the merchants had
a huge surplus of power and could almost unilaterally set the terms for the financial
relationship(Cadigan, 2009)

Perceived lack of power among workers compared to the employers was also the
main factor behind the rise of the lalbanovement. The idea was that workers would
have much more power collectively than they would have as thdiVemployeefCraig
& Solomon, 1996)An employer can much more easily disregard the demands of one
employee than it can a demand from a union that can go on strike if demands are not met,
with the result that production would stdp.other words, workers acting collectively
makes the employer significantly more dependent on tkiénen discussing power, it is
important to recognize that power has both structural and psychological dimehsions.
discuss power from a practice theorygpactive irnthesecond half othis chapter.

The psychology of poweT he relationship between power and dependence has
also been established in social psychology. According to Thibaut and KEJi&k) A an
individual 6s power over another derives fr

Person A has the power over B to the extent that by varying his behavior, he can affect
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the quality (p.fl24Brbasclassicrevievwfraeasge of experimental

studies, Rubin and Brow(1975)found that cooperative behaurowas much more likely

in situations of equal bargaining power, whereas in situations of unequal poweryéhe mo
powerful would have a propensity to dominate, while the less powerful would usually
submit to the otherds power. However, ther
actively resist. From a dual concern model perspective, the more powerful wilbtese

a dominating strategy, while the less powerful, vinllmost casg, resort tcanobliging
strategy. In certain cases, however, the less powerful will try to fight with the more
powerful, using a dominating strateghhis is mordikely whenthe les powerful have
resources to fight with, such as the opportunity for coalition buil(Ruipin & Brown,

1975) In the employment context, an example of such a battle would be an aggressive
demand of wage reduction from an employer, a demand that workers would perceive as
fundamentally undermining their livelihood. As summarized by Zartman and Rubin
(2000) power asymmetry will tend to lead to distributiveties; and higher demands

from those with more power, while power symmetry will lead to higher levels of
cooperation and greater use of integrative tactics.

This discussion has highlighted how power is related to interdependencies.
Economic power, in termsf supply and demand of latmg has an effect on the
interdependencies between employers and unions, which then affects their relative power.
Labaur legislation also significantly affects the power the parties have. For example, the
legal limit to the righto strike, such as certain jobs being declared essential services, can
reduce the power a union has. As for the political climate, the more prepared a

government is to impose batkwork legislation, something that is influenced by public
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opinion, the ¢ss power a union will have. As we have seen, integrative strategies usually
occur when there is a relative balance of power while a surplus of power will typically
compel that party to employ a dominating strategy.

Bargaining power Earlierin this chapte | discussed the role of power in
negotiation more generally. In this section, | give a brief overview of how power
generally is discussed in collective bargaining. Go@2085)defines power simply as
At he abifl uencpEdopuhie €mrigand Solomofl996)provide a more
detaieddescriptionr ef erri ng to power as fithe ability
resistance of others, and is made up of at least two elements: (1) a g#aohgant to a
desired objects or to one already possessed but threatened; and (2) an ability to impose
s a n c t(p. 9).Mhesaefinition speaks directly to the dynamics of interdependency
discussed earlier. Sanctions can be moral (e.g., relating t@ pplation), economic (e.qg.
strike or lockout), or physical (e.g., violence or intimidati@@jaig & Solomon, 1996)
Godard(2005)distinguishes betwedabour market powerwhich is the perceived value
of the employeesd skill s and relahbdndl pover es amo
which is the extent to which workers can affect employer outcomes directly.

While these definitions describe power more generally, indliselations
textbookg(e.g., Craig & Solomon, 1996; Hebdon & Brown, 208Bgcify a number of
factors that contribute to the patheda i esd ba
unionhasversustheemployer comes down to supply and demand of labour, including
the elasticity of supply (and demar{tdebdon & Brown, 2008)as well as other

economic factors, such as competitiveness of the product mankleavailability of
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substitutes for laboysee Marshall, 1926)Specific power factors for employers include
size of inventory, seasonal nature of businegngness and/or ability to replaces

striking employees, proportion of labour cost of total cost, replacement worker laws, and
government willingness to intervene in labour disputes. For unions, sources of power
include impact of the strike on the emptoystrike timing, access to strike funds,

picketing, and the level of commitment to the issues among meilf@raig & Solomon,
1996) It is clear from this description that powerimglustrial relationss mostly

considered as issueseconomics and interdependenicater in this chaptei will

discuss a practice perspective on power that helps explain how power dynamics ar

shaped, modified or mitigated practice during the collective bargaining process.

Negotiation in Mntext
Theresearch on conflict management and negotiation is extensive. Most
prominently, this research includes the study of gémeretic social dilemmas, such as
t he pr i s on(discudsed edriietpaedrmanial psychology research focussing on
the psychadgical motivations for managing conflict in different ways. This type of
research has overwhelmingly relied on laboratory experiments, survey methodologies,
and mathematical modellif@e Dreu & Carnevale, 2005) his has led to a fairly robust
understanding of some basic psychological and economic (game theoretic) factors
determining peopl e6s .Eavaverthe undersmumgaithee ment ¢

contextual factors is still very limite@elfand et al., 2012, 2008)

A comparison between MH998) ke Folcésss amexainplé of somed Port er 0s
interesting similarities and theoretical overlaps between the fields of Strategy and Industrial Relations.
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In theepigraph tahe Itroductionc hapt er, negotiation is r
most complex social processestd u ceganse involvesmultiple psychological and
social processes ameécauseitii al ways socially situated and
range of soci a(Gelfawettale 2011upad99) is therdfocer s 0
particularly notable that context has largely been left out of the study of c¢Giittand
et al., 2012, 2008)n part this is the result athe predominant methodolocsl
approachethat tendo deliberatelyemove context as a way to reduce noise and increase
generalizability(Bamberger, 2008)nstead of observing actulaéhaviours in their
natural environment, conflict researchers have overwhelmingly relied on laboratory
experiments or survey methodolog(&e Dreu & Carnevale, 2005)urthermore, the
vast majority of conflict research has been conducted with student sgBpédsns,
Woestyne, Mstdagh, & Bouckenooghe, 200The result is that most of what we know
about conflict behaviour is based on either artificial situations or on what study
participants will tellresearcheren a survey questionnaire, neither of which provide good
information onreal behaviour irreal contexts.The one contextual variable that has
received sustained attention is poeg., Rubin & Brown, 1975)ut power thats
artificially manipulated in a laboratory is unlikely to replicate the much more complex
social dynamics people experience in their real lives.

The reliance on laboratory experiments and survey methausticularly striking
considering the large boay professional negotiation and conflict management literature
(e.q., Fisher & Ury, 1981) largely based on what Friedmét994a)calls prescriptive
theories(e.g., Follett, 1942) that is predominantly focused on how the choice of process

in conflict management can haaéundamental impact on outcomes. Thus, with the huge
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popularity of prescriptive theory books, ligetting to YegFisher & Ury, 1981)which

focus predominaty on process and practice, we still have little or no empirical research
on the actual contextualized practice and process of negotiation. The lack of research on
conflict in action then also exposes a considerable gap between what these theories
proposeand what actually happemnssitu.

Fr i e d@¥®4apverk on thedramaturgyof labour negotiationss one of the
very few to provide a somewhat contextualized examination of conflict management in
action. Due and Mads€f®996)conducted a similar, but more expansive exploration of
multiple roundsof public-sector collectivddargaining in Denmark. While both of these
studies illustrateeal bargaining behaviour ireal contexts, neither has any explicit
purpose to examine context

While both these studies point to a way of examining conflict management in
context, there haselen very little followup on these studies. A Google Scholar search
produces only 110 citat i owhietheVWeb & Edieecd man 6 s
lists 37 citations. The vast majority of these citations areionlgentalreferences. Due
and Madsemnly comes up with 2 citations on Google Scholar, but that could fherta
result of the work being written in the Danish language. While these two studies should
be considered grounareaking research, significant gaps still remain.

Contexts and mulple levels The neglect of contextualized research is not unique
to conflict managemerand regotiationresearchWithin several organizational research
domains, there have been increasing calls to take context much more seriously
(Bamberger, 2008; Cappelli & Sherer, 1991; R. House, Rousseau, & Titmiagd 995;

Johns, 2006)Part of the reason for the decontextualization is the positivist focus on
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generalizability, meaning that researchers have been compelled to produce research that
proposes or tests theories that are not context specific, butd@stegalid across
contexts(Bamberger, 2008)r'he result is thaso far,research across organizational
disciplinarydomainshas onlymanaged to provide limited explanations of how context
influences behaviours. As House et §1.995)s u g g emdiltgenerdl fusychological
theories are linked to organizational contextual variables they will remain inadequate to
explain what goe@70.n i n organizationso

This lack of contextual research exists within both quantitative and qualitative
research paradigms. In quantitative research, there tiaterecently been technological
barriers that have made it dftilt to statistically test the effect of contextual variables
(Bamberger, 2008)put even if technically possible, it is questionable whether the
complexity of context can be fully measured quantitatively. JG2®@6)proposes that
context can be better captured through qualitative methods. Gé&bd)highlights
interpretivist and critical postmodern perspective as particularly useful for providing
At hick, detail ed des cHiféqortextothasrecovkraredct ual ac
preserve the actual meaningh at actors ascribe to these a
However, BamberggP008)suggests that there still is a lack of qualitative research that
is oriented toward generating context theorMest focusmainly on the behaviours of
the actors and the immediate situational characteristics.

A great deal of the discourse around integrating context in organizational research
relates to a better linking of macro and micro level phenomena. As Bam{iZg8)
states, A[t] he basic premise of alll soci al

between micro and macro atidht to appreciate the complexity of any social reality we
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have to examine the i nt ¢r8dd).koylowbkeahdKéeiaen t hes

(2000)point out that while multilevel systems have a long tradition in organizational
theory, multilevel thinking hagor the most paronly had a metaphorical influence on
actual research. As such, Kozlowksi and Klein suggest that organizageealch has
made frequent references to micro vs. micro, but rarely (as of the time of their writing)
has research actually incorporated multiple levels.

Context isinherentlya multilevel phenomenon. If the focus is on the behaviours
of individuals, thee will be an immediate situational context, an organizational
departmental context, a whole organizational context, and a broader societal context.
Typically, the lowetlevel contexts are conceived of as being nested within highel
contexts, such thaihe macreevel context is considered the container for nidese)
level contexts, anthe mesdevel context the containers for mielevel contexts
(Kozlowski & Klein, 2000) Shapiro, Von Glinow, and Xia(2007)suggest that instead
of necessarily thinking of contexts in hieracai levels, researchers should become more
attuned to multiple types of simultaneously occurring contexts, such as cultural,
environmental (technical, economic, political, and social), psychological, sensory,
communication, philosophical, and tempesghial contexts, an approach they refer to as
polycontextuality

In multilevel thinking, context is typically seen as existing at a higher level than
the phenomenon under stu@ozlowski & Klein, 2000) For example, the political or
economic context is seen as malaeel and as affecting all behaviour (organizational
and individual) within its political and economic jurisdasti Organizational context

meanwhile affects everything that happens within the organizatésaup-level context
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shapes the behaviours of everyone within the group.tdpidownapproach is the
predominant methodsedto think of context since the gaalusually to examine the
contextual influencesdowever, Kozlowski and Klei(2000)point out that many higher
level phenomena actualmerge as a result of what happens at the lower level. These
bottomup phenomena include organizational culture, organizational climate, and team
effectiveness, which are the result of the aggregate attributes of thelémeteentities
within them and othe interaction between these entities, just as molecules are made up
of atoms.

This fairly comprehensive revielas explorediow conflict, negotiation, and
collective bargaining have been discussed irtrdmtitional literature In the seond half
of this chapter] will discusshow the gap$ haveexposed can be examined using a

practicetheory lens

Practice Theory

So far in this chaptet,have highlightedsome key areas of whatkeown about
conflict and negotiation, contrasting the individualcro level, psychologypased
literature with the more structuraddustrialrelations literature. | have algmphasized
some otthe limitatiors of existing conflict and negotiation research, in particular that
empirical researchas neglectetb considersocial context, and proposed that a practice
perspective would be appropriate to address this gap due to its core principle that all
behaviour is socially situated. the remainder othis chapter, | review this practice
perspective, with a particular @mmasis on strateggspractice | also considethe closely

related concept of organizational routines.
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The practice perspective on organizational research

Theincreasingnterest in researching practice comes out of the desire to take
seriously the regal activitiesthathappen in organizations (and other aspects of social
life), aspects that have been relatively ignored in research that has focused on either
psychological, economior macrosocial explanations of behaviowasd activities An
importantaspect of practice research is that it examines activities and behaviour in their
natural social environment. Furthermore, practice research is naturally focused on
practice sometimes examining practice in very minute detail. Early examples of the
studyof practi ce i [1973)ethtagragMic studyzdgbrea mager i al wor
and Latour and Woolga q1979)anthropological study of how scientific facts are
produced.

Practiceoriented research in organizations is becoming increasingly popular due
to its focus on how thigs are actually being done in real life settings. In addition to
examining dayto-day practice (as opposed decontextualized laboratory experiments),
practiceoriented rgearch provides an alternatiperspectivgOrlikowski, 2015)
regarding the nature and structure of organizations. This perspective does not necessarily
assume behaviour and activities to be determined by the psychological dispositions of
actors, economic forces, or by deterministic mdexe| structure. This wayractice
researchers can examine organizational behaviour without needing to find psychological
or economic causes.

Practice research avoids methodological (and ontological) reductionism, whether
it is individual psychological reductionismiierewe can eplain all activities and

behaviours through the psychological dispositions of individuals) or structural
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determinism\\hereall behaviour can be explained the structural dynamicsiead,
practice research treats ambdeddédevithimawebofr as s
soci al practiceso and Athus confronts one
structures and human agency | (Vmmk&t oget her
Whittington, 2012, p. 288)Thus, practice research investigates behaviours that are both
routine/habitual or improvise@arzabkowski, 2004)

Practice research has gaihincreasing traction in various streams of
organizational researchcluding technologyOrlikowski, 2007) accountingAhrens &
Chapman, 2006)managementTengblad, 2012)rganizational changend/or
restructuringBalogun, 2007; Jansson, 2018)arketing(Korkman, Storback, & Harald,
2010) entrepreneurshi@Rittenhofer, 2015)ethics(Lodhia, 2015) corporate social
responsibility(Sharp & Zaidman, 2010andhumanresourcemanagemeniBjérkman et
al., 2014) However, practice research has made the greatest inroads in strategy research,
forming a growing research communifiyhis communitynormally refes to itself as
Ast r-aspe @y (SAR Gotsorkhi, Rouleau, Seidl, & Vaara, 2015; Whittington,
2006) and hasts own Academy of Management interest group, Strategizing Activities
and Practice$ Scholarsin this research community (SAP) haveveloped the most
elaboratenethods (or mods) for the empirical research on practitevill describe SAP
in more detail later in this chapter, bust | descrbe some of the theoretical

underpinnings of practice research.

8 This interest group is currently in the procesagplying to become recognized as a full Division within
the Academy of Management.

50



TheoreticalUnderpinnings

[A practice is a] coherent and complex form of socially establishepemative
human activities(MacIntyre, 1981, p. 187)

[Practice is] doing, but not just doing in and of itself. It is doing in historical
and social context thaives structure and meaning to what people do. In this
sense, practice is always social practfgéenger, 1998, p. 47)

Practice theory builds on a substantiatly of social theorizing, including the
work of Giddeng1984) Bourdieu(1990) Foucaulf(1980) de Certea(1984) Garfinkel
(1967) and Latou2005) andis in part influenced by philosophical work of Heidegger
(1962)and Wittgensteir§1951) The study of practice in organizational research is linked
to a broadefipractice turoi n soci al research. According t
actor is never a discrete individual detached from conbexxtrather a social being whose
possibilities are defined by tVaara&r acti ces
Whittington, 2012, p. 288)This contextualization of the individual is ideal for the study
of the compl& social process of negotiation, and in particular when trying to address the
longst andi ng question of Ahow social structu
expl anat i ¢Viarao&fWhittimgton, 20020 p. 288\ccording toNicolini
(2012) nall practice theories foreground the
work in the creation and perpetuation of all aspects ©fis@ | | prdcteed and 0
approaches are fundamentally processual and tend to see the world as an ongoing
routinized and recurrent accomplishmento (
Practice theorists seémdividualsasi mpor t ant fiagentso in the
both carriers and p®rmers of social practices. Practice theories contrast ohassical

theories of action, in that they do not confine action as being based or) (seional
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decision makingl{lomo economicusjor on simple rolgerforming and norrfiollowing
(homo socitogicug (Reckwitz, 2002)In practie t heor vy, At he social v
foremost populated by diverse social practices which are carried by @(Ret&witz,
2002, p. 256)By focusing on practicenpmo practicusrather than on ration&hoice,
structural, or even psychological explanasiohbehaviour oeventsNicolini (2012)
suggests hat At h-ddsedaiewpof tlzesdcial el offers a remedy for a number
of problems left unsolved by otheaditions, especially the tendency of describing the
world in terms of irreducible dualisms between actor/system, social/material, body/mind,
and t heo(p 2;/seealsoiOaner)1984; Reckwitz, 2002; Rouse, 2007; Schatzki,
2001b, 2002)In other words, a practideased perspective can help address the
previously discussed gaps in conflict and negotiatesearchinstead of focusigmon
either structural macrtevel determinants or purely psychological and cognitive
explanationsapracticeview allows us to start with the practice andook for
explanations that come from the practice itself. More specifidhlly approaciprovides
insights orhow established praates, such as the formal collective bargaining process,
may shape behaviours, activities, and outcomes.

Structure and agencyThe role of the individual ageiti e i t her - as t he s
interested figure of the homo econows, or as the norifollowing and roleplaying
actor of the hom@eckwitz; 2002| po25Q) ltas beenzeanteahd s 0
long-standing debate in sociological thetinpthas revolved around relationship between
structure an@dgency. Whereasaditionalsociology (e.g., DurkheipMarx, and Webeér
considers human behaviour as the product of social structure, other streams of sociology,

such as symbolic interactionigf@lumer, 1969)pr dramaturgical analys{§&offman,
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1959) have focussed more on the micro conception of human interactions. It is only later
sociologists, such as Giddefi®79, 1984and Bourdiey (1977, 1990)who have tried to
bridge the micro and macr@iddens and Bourdieu are also twidtte theoristswvho have
had the greatest influence on practiz@sed organizational research. While there are
commonalities between them in how tlesyiphasizéhe role of practices in the social
structure, they do differ in terms of the amount of agency they ascribe to individuals.

Giddeng(1984)theorizes the relationship between structure and agency as a
process ostructuration According to Giddensndividual actors do not behave blindly
according to the structurabmms and power structuress suchindividuals are not
mindless followers of rules and structyrest ratheyreflexive d their positions and
options The point is not that individuals are free from structural constranstead,
Giddens argues that people bsghtheirfi d i s cou r a§piabtiel consciousnest
make decisions in individual situations. Giddét884, pp. xxii xxiii) writes:

Human agents or actord use these terms interchangeablyave, as an

inherent aspect of what they do, the capacity to understand what they do while

they do it. The reflexive capacities of theman actor are characteristically

involved in a continuous manner with the flow of ¢ayday conduct in the

contexts of social activity. But reflexivity operates only partly on a discursive

level. What agents know about what they do, and why theyidinéir
knowledgeabilityasagents is largely carried in practical consciousness.

Practical consciousness consists of all the things which actors know tacitly

about how to 6go ondé in the contexts o
them direct disarsive expression.

According to Giddeng]iscursive consciousnessfers the extent to which people
are able to articulate the reasons for their choices and behaviours, in relation to their
social situation and conteXractical consciousness about undrstanding the context in

a more Apractical o sense, where people kno
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choices) without necessarily being able to articulate the reasons for this. Finally, for
Giddens, is thenconsciouswhichincludesthe more psycholgically repressed
motivations for human behaviour.

While the structure in and/or around particular situations may compel actors to
follow a predetermined path, their individ
otherwise: to follow one systemof practt s and t o (Whitfingtene201d,mpot her 0
147) For example, in a situatiomhere workers arfaced with the choice between the
pressures of stay late at work or going home to be with fathéy,will make different
individual choicegWhittington, 2015) Even if the social or economic pressures push
strongly in one direction, the behavioural decision is still an individual one.

The second part of the relationship between agand structure, what Giddens
(1984)refers to as thduality of structureis that structure only consists through ongoing
practice. For example, as in the work/family dilemma above, the choices individuals
make are instrumental in reproducing socialsttuur es. For i nstance, A
home may not only protect one's own family life; in some tiny way, it contributes to the
preservation of the family agWhdtingior, 2045, al sy
p. 147) This example illustrates the small amoahsocial powethatindividuals
possess as well as how social structure is maintained, or possibly disrupted, by social
practice. Parkef2000)suggests that in spite of the longstanding sociological debate, this
finterdependence of structure and agency in accounting for the production of social
structures s [ now] gener al |l y argicad,prdédtthe ( p . 9,; em
remaining debate is mostly abdwwstructure and agency are related. However,

Giddensg(1984)is much more explicit about this relationship than other social theorists,
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highlighting that At he stththeenedwmandthe r oper t i
outcome of the practi @5 Inbtheewords, practicessi vel y
reproduce social structures at the same time as they also can transform structures.
AsmentionedBourdied s a p p r adatonship lmetweehtrecture and
agency is slightly different from Giddens?d
concept ohabitus which hedefinesas fa system of cognitive a
(Bourdieu, 1990, p.53rasia s et of h ifdepositediwithan individeal at i on's
bodies in the form of mental and corpor al
(Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 16 othe words, habitus can be definsignply as
peopl ebs socially acquired dispositions. W
agency, Bourdieu iskeptical of overemphasizing the reflexivity of individual actors
(Gomez, 2015)Instead, individual decisiemaking is seerno beshaped byabitus
which is how structure is embedded within each individual. Therefore, people are likely
to act in accordance with thdiabitusand in ways that are not always rational. With
structure so embedded habitusit is difficult for actors to see structure as separate from
themselves, and accordingly, Bourdieu assigns considerably less reflexive agency to
individual actors thadoesGiddens.
In summary, practice theory proposes that individual agastsarriers of
practicetheyiar e nei t her autonomous nor the judgr
They understand the world and themselves, and use-knemand motivational
knowl edge, accor di ng(Reckwitzt2002, p.286Praciicethdlorg r pr a
positshatisoci ety i s a system, that the system

the system can be made and unmal@rmert hr ough
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1984, p. 159)As discussed, e of the main differences between various theorists, such
as Giddens and Bourdieu, leelamountof agency they ascribe to the individual.

Social practice as éigameo To illustratehow behaviour and social choices are
often not deliberateBourdieu uses thmetaphor of game Each player in a gamaill
have different habitudepending onhteir socid educationalcultural, or economic
backgroundsandwill possess different levels and formsapital (economic, social,
cultural, symbolic; Bourdieu, 1977, 199@ctors that together influence how each player
plays each hand of cards. While the suté the game are consistent within a particular
game of cards, different players will play the same hand of cards differently. Rather than
necessarily making rational decisions, as Giddens seems to suggest, for Bourdieu, the
decision making seemstobeme i ntui ti ve, where habitus g
g a m@aurdieu & Wacquant, 1992, p. 12&8omez2015, pp. 186186)paraphrases
Bourdieu(2002, p. 74ps follows:

Playes are subsumed in the game, they are taken by the game. They feel that
they are taking part in a larger systémot only the team and the match, but

also the game itself. Every match is different, and players develop new
strategies, new forms of actio@gcording to the position they occupy in the
team. The forces attached to the players depend on their various strengths and
weapons, and on their position in the playground. The one who plays as a
defender will not have the same possibilities as the anengl as a striker. In

the same way, players from a team at the top of the league will not develop the
same strategies as those in an aspiring one.

Players act according to their feel for the game, the field and the rules, and by
anticipating their ceplayers and opponents' actions. During a match the actions
of players cannot be constrained to a simple application of the rules of the
game, nor to rational and reflexive analysis of the situation, which would
suppose a clear separation between action amkirtg. The players use the

way they integrated and interpreted the rules and their possibilities for action. It
is a state of belief that characterizes the players' relation with the rules. They
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learned various possible actions through the game andchgyainievery match,

however, they will face new situations, during which they will not just use their

knowledge but also restructure it. They possesgiase of the garbéhat is the

result of initial predispositions, training and practice, through wtinek

integrated the rules. The play@xactly knows what he has to do ... without

need to know what he does. Neither automaton, nonedtartod

As previously statech main difference between Bourdieu and Giddens is the
amount of reflexivity each asbes to individuals. While both stress the relationship
between structure and agency, Bourdieu rejects the extent to which Giddens suggests
actors are reflexive€Gomez, 2015)Bourdieu is therefore also more pessimistic about the
potential for individual aors to deviate from or change the rules of the game. However,
it would beamistake to overemphasize the amount agency Giddens agorinds/idual
actors For instance, Giddens stresses that all practice is institutionally situated, an aspect
that muchstructuratiorinspired research appears to have negledtédttington, 2015
Both Giddens and Bourdieu provide theoretical frames for inasigthe

practice of collective bargaining. Giddens
ways inwhich structure (as in the collective bargaining routine) both constrains and
enables individual behaviour throughout the collective bargaining prdogsaticular,
the idea of individuals as reflexive and knowledgeable actors provides a way to explore
the decisions behind the tactics and strategies negotiators employ. Furthermore,
structuration also offers an examination of how prior negotiationidasisnay have

influenced current bargaining routin&ut,Bour di euds game metaphor

il lTustration of how fAplayer so nmmavhichtheyt ual | vy

Whittington (2015) also suggests that Ghedsdens is ¢
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operate. It is highly likely that negotiators wilequentlyjust follow habitual process
without any reflection on why tiseprocesssfollow certain steps or whether current
practice is at all useful. | have included both Giddens and Bourdieu in my framing,
because they may both be simultaneously applicabeqtiite possible that some actors
are more reflexive of their position and practice than others, which could mean that
di fferent situations fit better with eithe
Mutual intelligibility. As practices are part of the sicsystem, people need to
have a somewhat agreagon understanding of their mearsngor example, a simple
greeting, such as a handshake, will not make sersm®rieone unless they have
previouslylearned its purpose through prior experience and irtteracSimilarly, a
doubleledger accounting system only works because accountants have a similar
understanding of its functions and purpose. The same goes with language; people are only
able to communicate because they have an agnead understand oflanguage,
including its words and syntax. However, it is important to realizddhguage and the
meaning of words change througbage and that the same word can mean different
things depending the context and the people usifsgd Wittgenstein, 1951)
As with language, practices are only possible and usable if the people
participating (or acting and ebrving) have similar understandswf their meaning. In
otherwordst he acti ons car r i eidtelligihled(Sdhatzkie2006)0 b e fim
As Nicolini (2012)states:

Put crudely, actions within a practice are linked by a practical understanding
when most participants agree on what it makes sensétodat least
participants tacitly understand that there is one particular way to go about it
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(which means that they calisagree, yet they still understand each other and
what is going on). (p. 16566)

In thecontext ofcollective bargainingpegotiatorsnay have vastly different
perspective andpinionson what neeslto be done, but thaysuallywill haveacommon
undersandingof what ishappeningAs mentioneckarlier in this chaptebargaining
follows a fairly specified number of steps where everyone involved has some
understandingf their purposeFor example, when one party goes through the motion of
reading throughheir opening demands at the first bargaining meetingatisn is fully
comprehensible to the other party, as the
(Schatzki, 2001a9f how the act fits in with the overall practice of collective bargaining.
When practices are mutuafintell i gi bl ed it means that the a:
Ashared practi cal (Sanatz#ti,e2004a, @ Hlfdcouddgherefard t h e m
cause problemis bargainingfor examplejf some negotiators decided to act in ways that
others could not make sense ofgls@s if a union came to the first meeting with no
demands whatsoever. It is also possible that in cases where the same negotiators have
been sitting across from each other over multiple rounds of bargaining, that they have
developed particular ways of gy things and interactingh at ar e #dAintel l i gi
involved. If these actors are replaced, i.e., there is an entirely new bargaining team
representing one or both sides, this could lead to a lack of understanding between the
parties of how the vawus steps in the process are to be carried out, likely resulting in

more difficult negotiations.
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Strategy-As-Practice

As stated earlier, | employ a conceptualization of the practice perspective referred
to asstrategyas-practice(SAP).FundamentallySAPis a field of research that uses
practice theory to explore organizational strategy. SAP is aneetbred approach that
examines strategic actions, activities, actors, and routines at the micro level. With this line
of research, scholars treat strategysomething organizatiods rather than something
they justhave(Jarzabkowski, 2004 5AP research examines how people (including
executives, middle managers, and adoptnsul t an
specific skills and r ol eqRowdag 2013ems48)gi ng 1 n
Much SAP research has @¥®eaurlyiobsev@atiomalendrkdny Mi n
what managers actually ¢e.g., Rouleau, 2005)

Naturally, SAP research has focussedistnategyo but instead of taking a macro
perspective of organizational strategy and on organizational outcomes, SAP has primarily
examined the activities and practices through which strategy is made. SAP researchers
have examined a wide range of strategizing activities and phenomena, including
budgeting(Fauré & Rouleau, 2011gommitteegHoon, 2007) meetingge.q.,

Jarzabkowski & Seidl, 2008; Liu & Maitlis,044), use of PowerPoir(Kaplan, 2011,)
strategic planningHoon, 2007; Jarzabkowski & Balogun, 2009; Nordqvist & Melin,
2008; Whittington & Cailluet, 2008}elecommunicatiofR. Thomas, Sargent, & Hardy,
2011) and strategy workshojslealey, Hodgkinson, Whittington, & Johnson, 2Q0IR)e
SAP approachas also been employed in a wide range of contexts, including family
businesgNordqgvist, 2012)universitiegJarzabkowski, 2003, 2008; Jarzabkowski &

Wilson, 2002) public administratiofHoon, 2007) symphony orchestrgMaitlis &
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Lawrence, 2003)museumgBalogun, Best, et al., 201,5pultinational corporations
(Ansari, Reinecke, & Spaan, 2014; Mueller, Whittle, Gilchrist, & Lenney, 2R&gnér,
2003) interorganizational relationshiBaroutis & Pettigrew, 20073irline alliances
(Vaaa, Kleymann, & Serist6, 2004nonprofit hospitalgDenis et al., 2011 puilding
societiegMcCabe, 201Q)public broadcastinRouleau & Balogun, 2011¥ngineering
(Laine & Vaara, 2007)and accountingEzzamel & Willmott, 2008; Jgrgensen &
Messner, 2010; Whittle & Mueller, 201BAP research even extends to examining the
role thatmuseum frortine workess play in realizing organizational strate(ialogun,
Best, et al., 2015While SARinspired research has started to emerge in the study of
humanresourcemanagemenBjérkman et al., 2014Yhe SAP approach, or any other
practice approach, has ngdtextended to the study of unionanagement relations.

SAP resarch utilizes a range of practice theory perspectives, some of which |
have outlined above. What is unique with SAP research, apart from focusing on
fistrategp phenomena, is that it has evolved into a framework that enables researchers to
simultaneously ioorporate both the routine and Amutine activitiesas well as both the
doing and thinking aspects of pract{cte., the cognitioraction duality; Callon, 1998;
Latour, 1987) This framework, proposed by leading SAP schdleus., Jarzabkowski et
al., 2007; Whittington, 2006}ivides practice research into three interrelated concepts:
practices praxis, andpractitioners According to this frameworlgracticesrefer to
Ashared routines of behaviour, including
acting and oMiitingtgn, Z006hp. GLYrsother words, practices can be
seen as normalized routines and habitual ways of thinRiraxisis what people actually

do in sgecific instances. Where practices are patterns that are established over time, praxis
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is action that responds to needs of specific situations, action that may follow or deviate

from practice normsractitionersare the peoplesho carry out the actions. By have
individual skills, knowledge and whoti vatio
they arehowthey act anadvhatr e s our c es t @Qazabkawvskaetal., @03, p.o

11, emphasis in original)n the following sections, | illustrat and provide examples of

howthese concepthave been explored in SAP research.

Practicesand Routines

Simply put, practices atbeiit ool s, norms, and procedur e
(Vaara & Whittington, 2012, p. 287Practicesretheis har ed r outi nes of
including traditions, norms and procedures
 ast i n t he(Whittingtend2006,tp. 689 racticgorm a foundation of
what actually happens in praxis, at the same time as praxis that deviates from practices
will, through reptition andover time changeand modify existing practices, or create
new pradices(see also Reckwitz, 2@0 Schatzki et al., 2001pome of the practices
investigated in SAP research are tools such as strategic pldhitiog, 2007;
Jarzabkowski & Balogun, 2009; Nordgvist & Melin, 2008; Whittington & Cailluet,
2008) Port er oSpeef&iJarzmbkdwski, 206BWOT analysigSpee &
Jarzabkowski, 2009andPowerPnt (Kaplan, 2011)

Organizational RoutinesAs discussed, practice research examines behaviours
that are both improvised and routif@r examplepracticesar e fAaccepted ways
things, embodied and materially mediated, that are shared between actors and routinized

ov er (Yaaran& \Whittington, 2012, p. 28@nd involve activities thatreessentially
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thesame regardless of who the individual actorsRracticesarethusstrongly related to

the concept obrganizational routinesAccording to Giddeng§l984) #fiThe r outi ne
(whatever is done habially) is a basic element of da&g-day social activity ( p .. XX i i i)
Routines have a Il ong history in organizat.
the primary means by which organizations accomplish much of what t€fFeldman

& Pentland, 2003, p. 94pince Stenél940) routines have been discussed as one of the
essential ways organizatioascomplish thingg¢e.g., Cyert & March, 1963; March &

Simon, 1958; Nelson & Winter, 1982; J. D. Thomps1967) Routines are important for
organizations because they ensure stability and predictability in organizational activity.

Often associated wittules(Pentland & Rueter, 1994; Reynaud, 2Q0@3spanizational

routinesare seen as important because they ensure predictability and continuity in
organizational functions and bureaucracy, including accountafglgy, Hummel, 1987;

Kaufman, 1977; Stinchcombe, 195B) addition to being an important part of

organizational bureaucracy, routines are in the organizational liteedso@iscussed in

terms of HAcogni t istandard dpératicgipmaedupgBenttaral®i t , and
Haerem, 2015, p. 466; see also March & Simon, 1968hany ways, routines can be
conceptualized as fAwork or behavior that i
habi (Pendand& Herem, 2015, p. 466)

Feldman and Pentlari@003)d e f i ne an organi zati onal ro
recogni zabl e pattern of interdependent act
for an activity ompracticeto be considered a routineneedto satisfy four crieria:it 1)
has to be repetitive, 2) is a pattern of actions, 3) involves actions that are interdependent,

and 4) has to involve multiple actors. The hiring process is a commonly used ei@ample
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illustrate the nature of a routirge.g., Feldman & Pentland, 2008)repeats every time
someone has to be hired, is an established recognizable pattern of interdependent actions,
andinvolves multiple interdependent steps (i.e., job posting, applicant screening,
interviewing, reference checking, etc.).

Routines ar@ftenseen as essential for organizational operabatthey do have
some negative consequences. While being impaoidamrganizational stability, routines
have also been associated with less positive features, such as inflef@@lisyck &
Hackman, 1990; Weiss & ligen, 198%)ertia(Hannan & Freeman, 1984nd
mindlessnesgAshforth & Fried, 1988)Routines can therefore also be an impediment to
change. However, as Feldman and Pent(2003)point out, routines can also be a
source of flexibility and change, particularly through ongoing variation and adaptation, a
dynamic that is reminiscent of the concepts of structudeagency, that were discussed
earlier.

Considering the long track record in organizational research, the routines concept
has been used to study a whole range of organizational phenomena, including the use of
software fAwi zar ds 0 irocesgHtakes &Tidd, 8003)t devel opm
Aroutinizati on a s(Brasonp& Rosenkraszo2014quatity | ear ni ngo
standards in meatrocessingLazaric & Denis, 2001)waste manageme(Eurner &
Fern, 2012; Turner & Rindova, 201 ewspaper printinfAroles & McLean, 2016)
electronic equipment maintenance worksh@synaud, 2005 )reativity in retail sales
(Sonenshein, 20163oftware implementisn in automotive manufacturingDé Adder i o,
2003) routine transfer across complex organizational set{in@sd Ad d e r, amal , 2014)

interorganizational routines in strategic allian¢&sllo, Reuer, & Singh, 2002At the
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more cognitive level, researtlas explored the relationship between routines and
organizational interpretive schema in research instituti®erup & Feldman, 201 1and
how SWAT officers use reorganizing routines to create a sense of order in chaotic
conditions(Bechky& Okhuysen, 2011)

Theoretically, there have been two main ways of looking at roufifesnigiam
& Howard-Grenville, 2011) The first, which preoccupied earlier organizatioeory,
sees r out i ne shatarganifatoasthave, an approace thai kethe
routines themselves relatively unexamined. The seaanidh occupies most of the
contemporary literature, focuses on the internal dynamics of routines, such as how
routines are shaped, transportaod modified Feldman & Pentland, 2003; Parmigiani &
HowardGrenville, 2011) The secondiew of routines is based on a practice theoretical
perspective, ands suchthe one | will primarily use in thithesis

With its shared theoretical foundation with much of the SAP literature, the
practice view of routines builds on many of the samertbede.g. GiddensBourdieu,
and Latou), andaswith many of these theorists (primarily Giddens and Bourdite)
interplay between agency and structure features prominently in the contemporary
literature on routine dynamig¢s.g., Feldman & Pentland, 2008eldman and Pentland
(2003) see routines as structures,tbatthe one hanaonstrain the actions of individwsal
even &, on the othethey enable particular actiorsjch aswheniir out i nes enabl ¢
bureaucracies to organize expertise and ex
therebysources of both organizational stability and change in thah#&yensure
continuity and predictability at the same time as they enable individuals to deviate from

and change routine and through that process establish new routines. This recursive nature

65



of routines, whichFeldman and Pentland (2003) refer to asogtensiveand
performativé aspects of routines, is directly related to the duality of structure in
structuration theory. For Gidde(E984) rotitinization. . is vital to the theory of
structuratroodbi hesthae integral for indiuvi
activities and are essential f om@reduthe mai nt
only through their continued reproductiono
In relationto Bourdiedpr acti ce theory, routines can
game. While Bourdieu ascribes somewhat less agency to indstiaal Giddens,
Bourdieu framethe position of individual actors as that of the card players, described
above, who intuitively improvise their actions at the same time as they follow the rules
necessary to allow multiple to players to play together
Routines and collective bargainind he concept of routine is very applicable to
the study of collective bargaining as the negotiation process fodowsnber oalmost
universally established steps and involves a set of standard praatibaties,and
behaviours (as discussed in theypous chapter). Some of these steps are formally
prescribed in law or in prior collective agreements (such as notice time periods,
ratification, conciliation etc,while other steps and practices are mainly habitual (such as

the timing, format, and typa content of bargaining demands). In other words, the

8Some readers may find Felddoaper&aodmMBRéenvkedndds obvesste
different than the way Latour uses it in the original source. There may a case of some misinterpretation on

Fel dman and Pentl andds part, l'i kely stemming from f
discussion that | do not have space to get into here.
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collective bargaining routine has become an institutionalized prém@ssd through
history andi t fnkfeo r g (Saduaby, Bodter, & Midl, 2014y actors’

For collective bargaining, the established routine provides predictability for what
the parties can expect in bargaining (in terms of the behaviour of others), which makes
the parties better able to prepare. Tristitutionalization of the bargaining routine is also
demonstrateth educational materials created toriversity courseée.g., Hebdon &

Brown, 2008)or union training programs

Negotiation routines Considering collective bargaining asoutine makes it
possibleto intersect structure and agency in the examination of individual behaviour. As |
have discussed, there are strong structural elements shaping the negotiation process
(mostly discussed in the traditional industrial relations literature), as well aglinaliv
dispositional factors (mostly discussed in the psychological literature) that influence how
individual choose to exercise their agency. A practice theory perspective on routines is
important because this describes behaviour that cannot be atttibined/iduals. While
negotiation skill and experienegeimportant, recognizing that collective bargaining is a
routine that limits individual agency also helps illustrate limitations of focusing on
individual attributes.

It is interesting that while #re issomeliterature on repeated negotiations,
examining issues such as interfirm relati@@seppard & Tchinsky, 1996)trust

(Lewicki & Bunker, 1996) and reputatioFerris, Blas, Douglas, Kolodinsky, &

9 It worth mentioning, however, that the alternative method of bargaining, commonly referred to as interest
based bargaining (IBB), or mutual gains bargaining, is a deliberate deviation from traditiogeihing

routine. However, the use of IBB is rare and it is only in cases where it is used repeatedly over multiple
rounds of bargaining that it could be considered a new routine replacing the old routine.
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Treadway, 2005)there isa notable lack oliteratureconsidering the routine aspects of
negotiation(Kesting & Smolinski, 2007)

While thegeneral negotiation literaturadks consideration of routines, there has
been some related and relevant discussion in the literatunéeparganizational
relationships, relationships that share some characterisims-management
relationshipsin the context of strategic alliances, Zollo et(2002)define
interor@ani zati onal routines as fnAstabl epegpattern
and refined in the coymx&BTheimplicakopisthated col |
through repeated interactiommrtnering organizations establish a set of routines for how
to manage different aspects of their relationship, whereby ovethispemoothout
Ainteractinorderip @t thed psdni ti gate coordinati on
informationg at h er i n g(Zoloretalh RP082ns BO3While routines serve some
of the same functions as trust, they are conceptually distinct

[W]hereas trust stems from interpersonal relations, we emphasize the
development of routines at an interorganizational level and suggest that
interorganizational routines are likely to explain [the beneficial effects] because
of the tacit and semiautomatic nature of the routinization process, compared to
the more deliberate efforts to assess the likelihood of opportunistic behavior,
typical of rust processegZollo et al., 2002, p. 709)

Praxis

Whereagracticesrefer to theools and more routinized activities used in strategy
making,praxisrefers to the more immediate, sometimes spontaneous intera&iiRs.
researchersrefertopraxisias | | t he various activities i n\
formul ati on and i mgWhetingeon, 2086, p. 618Yypedlly st r at egy

consisting of strategic episodes, or seqeasfeepisodegHendry & Seidl, 2003)
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including Aboard meetings, management retr
presentations, p r(\hittegton, 2006, p. 619)These epjzddes, t al k 0
which are instrumental in an organizat®strategy making, include foal and informal,
routine and nomoutine events, as well as activities related to emergent rather than
deliberate strategMintzberg & Waters, 1985pndevents occurring at the periphery of
the organizatiorfRegnér, 2003)Meetings are the type of episode mostuentlystudied
in SAP researcle.g., Clarke, Kwon, & Wodak, 2012; Jarzabkowski & Seidl, 2008;
Kwon, Clarke, & Wodak, 2014; Liu & Maitlis, 2014; Wodak et al., 20TThe SAP
research on meetings includes examination of discgGiaeke et al., 2012; Kwon et al.,
2014; Walak et al., 2011and emotional expressighiu & Maitlis, 2014)

Just as meetings can be a focal point for organizational strate@lanzgbkowski
& Seidl, 2008) meetings are also an essential component in collectiveihiaggeEven if
thereis a whole range of informal communication happening between the parties between
meetings, the bargaining meetings are central to the relationship. It is difficult to imagine
any process of collective bargaining without the partiedingeéace to face. It is at
meetings that proposeind demands are exchanged, during meetings that parties
explicitly agree or reject specific demands (eifehe issues may be negotiated
informally on the side), and it is at a fateface meeting thahe parties formally agree
on a final settlement. Thus, in order to examine that during collective bargairning
worth paying close attention to what happens during the meetings.

One aspect of praxis that has received considerable attention in SARhase
discourse. This research has explored the conversational aspects of ni€édnkgset

al., 2012; Kwon et al., 20)4meeting agendd€larke et al., 2012;atzabkowski &
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Seidl, 2008) workshopgHealey, Hodgkinson, Whittington, & Johnson, 2Q14)d

strategic planningHoon, 2007; Jarzabkowski & Balogun, 2009; Nordqvist & Melin,

2008; Whittington & Cailluet, 2008 5AP research on discourse has examined strategy
discourse associated with the downfalEmiron(Whittington et al., 2003)power and
emotiong(Brundin & Liu, 2015) and power and politics in organizational decision

making (orchestragMaitlis & Lawrence, 2003)A fascinating study by Kornbergand
Clegg(2011)illustrates how the discourse through the strategic planningyfdmey 2030
affected the power relations among the various stakeholders by legitimising certain views,
helping to manufacture a consensus and avoiding contention and essefdradingi

dissent, by limiting the discourse to certésafed issues

Practitioners

From apractice perspectiv@ractitioners are never simple individuals: they are
social beings, whose soepwlitical and rhetorical skills, and even national
culture and gnder, all make a difference to how tlvegrk and what they can
achieve (Vaara & Whittington, 2012, p. 304)

While practices and praxis are thetivities tools, and events used in strategy
making,practitionersare the ones who actually carry out both practices and praxis.
Established practices will inform the ways in whpractitioners perceive specific
situations, and in th way, practitionerperforma mediating role between practices and
praxis. While whapractitioners do in praxis will often be entirely by routinee., they
make no cognitive evaluations of how they act in a certain situaoactitioners will
also frequently act in their own individual ways. In other words, while they are strongly
influenced by the norms of habitual practices, they also do have individual agency to act

according to their individual knowledge, skills, and dispositions. Whittin(2606)
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suggests that A[a]J]ctors become i mportant b
Li ke Bourdi euds ( Yyth&danpe hand difttrergly ayer s, w

according to their skill and the flow of the game, these actors are seen not as simple
automata, but agtéul interpreters of practicégp. 615).

The examination of practitioners can be broken into lookimgpatthey act(i.e.,
their particular behaviouyswhatresources they draw upon, such as tools, technologies,
etc., and finallywhothey are, including the investigation into their background, skills,
experience, and motivations. Research on practitioners includes thmatamof the
roles of middle manage(Balogun & Johnson, 2004, 2005; Mant&2805; Mantere &
Vaara, 2008; Paroutis & Pettigrew, 2007; Rouleau, 2005; Rouleau & Balogun, 2011;
Sillince & Mueller, 2007; Suominen & Mantere, 201@®p management teams
(Jarzabkowski, 2003, 2008; Jarzabkowski & Wilson, 2002; Liu & Maitlis, 2014)
consultantgSchwarz, 2004) fi ¢ h a (Marnteoen260®; Nordqvist & Melin, 2008)
andstrategyfiprofessionald (Whittington, Cailluet, & YakisDouglas, 2011)as well as
the role of gendefRouleau, 2003)int hi s st udy, I also consider
psychological characteristiesmd/orprocesses, an area that bafarmostly been
explored with regard teensemakingdBalogun, Beech, & Johnson, 2015; Balogun &
Johnson, 2004, 2005; Heracleous & Jacobs, 2008; Kapfarilowski, 2013; Liu &
Maitlis, 2014; Mueller et al., 2013; Stensaker & Falkenberg, 2007; R. Thomas et al.,
2011) with a small amount of research on emotifns & Maitlis, 2014)and identity
dynamics(Beech & Johnson, 2005)

Practitioner skills.As portrayed in the card game taghor,practitionerskills can

beof vital importance, whether among topanagergJarzabkowski, 2003jmiddle
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manageRouleau & Balogun, 2011dr front line workergBalogun, Best, et al., 2015)
In theSAP literature, most attention has been paidkills related to disaurse. In this
sense, if discourse can have strategic implication, practitioners who are highly adept in
usinglanguage in shaping strategic discourse will have a greater influence on the
outcomesThis literature is not yet very consolidated, adviewshows variety and
nuance in th&inds ofconcepts and construais whichresearcherfave focused. These
include suctconcepts abnguistic skills(Balogun et al., 2014¥iscursive abilityMaitlis
& Lawrence, 2007)relationalrhetorical skills(SamraFredericks, 2003discursive
competencéRouleau & Balogun, 201 linteractional comptencegBalogun, Best, et al.,
2015) narrative skil (Laine & Vaara, 2015; see also Kaplan & Orlikowski, 2058d
discursive leadershipkills needed foconsensus buildingndfigetting people on boabd
(Wodak et al., 201). These skills can be instrumental for consensus builadak et
al.,2011) in terms of fAmiddle managerso role a:
changedo i n ev egRovleha 2005)onin how feootline vaorkers are able to
realizeorganizationastrategy through theinteractions with custmers(Balogun, Best,
et al., 2015)Going bggondthe mere discursivandinteractional, Fauré and Rouleau
(2011)discuss how accountadtnd middle managedsseoft hei r fAstr at egi c
c o mp e t(ientheecambination of strategic knowledge, discursive abilities, and
technical expertigecan have importantrsttegic implications in budget making.

Some of thesskills are related tpolitical skills (Pfeffer, 1981)dd i ned as fAt h
ability to effectively understand others at work, and to use such knowledge to influence
others to act in ways that enhance onebs p

(Ferris, Treadway, et al., 2005, p. 1261 what Fligsteif2001)r e f er s t o ,t(as fis o
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simply defined as the fAas the abilltisty t
important to note that skills are often not used deliberately anthessforebe difficult
to precisely define in #hanalytical sens€omparing a manager to a poitelintzberg
(1987)highlights the often verintuitive nature of management and strategy work:

In my metaphor, managers are craftsmen and strategy is theitikayhe
potter, they sit between a past of corporate capabilities and a futusgladtm
opportunities. And if they are truly craftsmen, they bring to their work and
equally intimate knowledge of the materials at hand. That is the essence of
crafting strategy. (p. 66)

Tensions between agency and structultals important tamentionherethat
while SAP research has highlighted the importance of indiviptedtitioneragency
(partly through the skills and capabilities mentionedvablittle of this research has
explored theensionbetween structure and agency, from the practitioner perspective.
While there is considerable research on Ipoacticescan either enable and constrain
agency(see Vaara & Whittingin, 2012, for a review}here is littlethatexplicitly
examireshow practitionersgo about managing such constraints. Thus, while discursive,
linguistic, narrative, rhetoricge.g., Balogun, Best, et al., 2015; Balogun et al., 2014;
Laine & Vaara, 2015; Maitlis & Lawrence, 2007; Rouleau & Balogun, 2011; Samra
Fredericks, 2003; Wodak et al., 2011) a nd A (Fauné & Roalgau, Q1 Bpilities

have been elored generally thee has been less attention on the effect these have when

(0]

the structural constraints are taken into account, and especially in terms of the strategies

practitioners may employ to challenge or circumvent these reamtst
Cognitiveengagement withpractices andoutines.Carrying out practices and

praxis involves a considerable amount of mental processing. As praxi®ftgihrequire a
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certain amount of bargainingractitionerswi | | be faced wiststb t he

(Gelfand et al., 2011%hat negotiation idHowever,within SAP researctihe
psychological dimension has & only received limited attentiotthis isperhapsot
surprising considering the sociological origins of this field of resedituére is however,
a small amount of research exploring cognitive fra(f@plan, 2008)n strategizingas
well the tensions between the use of rati@mal intuitive mental process@Salabretta et
al., 2017; Hodgkinson & Clarke, 2007; see alsal process theorjvans, 2008)o help
better understand the relationship between practicastifowners, and praxis.

In my review of conventional conflict and negotiation researchitlined a range
of psychological predictors of negotiation behavioledso mentioned that there are

cognitive aspects to the use of routines, and it is theref@iural to discuss the cognitive

implication of routinized negotiation process@s.Giddeng1984)s t at es, fA Rout i

is vital to the psychological mechanisms whereby aesefifust or ontological security

i's sustained i n t he (pdxxii).lAylindicatedeavliertoneefthe o f
benefits of routines is that they are cognitively efficient meaning that in carrying them
out, individual actors only regre minimal cognitive effort. The flipside of this cognitive
efficiency is that onca certain actioror activity has become routinized biecomes a
habitandactors may not contemplate the consequences. In a senaetiitg/action has
become # (Mshiodh &ged,d988)While in many casehis will be beneficial,

it can also be detrimental. The most obvious case is when routinized behaviour directly
harms the organizations or individualsuch as when a hiring routine leads to the hiring of
the wrong peopldn such cases, the routine likely just needs to be replaced with a

different routine. In other cases, the routine may in itself not be directlyfdlabut the
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resultinginertia and inflexibility may ba problem. Once a pattern of bef@ur has been
fixed, it becomes much more difficult for individual actors to adjust to the nuances of
particular situations. Furthermore, since the routine is set up to not require significant
engagement, there is likely a tendency for individual a¢toengage with them
mindlessly, an@s a resultthey may not use their cognitive capability when they actually
should.

However, sme routine scholaig.g., Pentland & Haerem, 201kgve pointed out
that routine behaviour is not necessaiityindlesso While routines involve pre
established patterns of action, ther&equently room for variatiowithin the routine,
andsome elementsf routines will often require considerable cognitive effasgtjs the
casein accountingPentland & Haerem, 2015\t a psychological level, routines often
require considerable information processing, whether this processinpisatid(i.e.,
mindless) or analytical (i.e., mindful§ee dual process theory; Evans, 20083
important to note thahindlessn this context does not refer to a lack of intellige e
rather to fAeffi caenonanmd patsomexiperuiutinii
(Pentland & Haerem, 2015, p. 472)

Thereader may recall from trearlierdiscussiorthat the use of heuristics testo
lead to decisions that are biased and lack careful deliberation, where decision makers
frequently fall into a number of cognitive trafgahneman & Tersky, 1973and
simplified mental models associated with distributive, rather than integrative, negotiation
behaviours. The result is that while routines and heuristics may prevent information
processing overloaid considering the complexity of thmeegotiationand the constraints of

human cognitn (March & Simon, 1958j an ovetreliance on heuristics will likely limit
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the improvisatoryand creativeelements needed for integrative negotiations. As discussed,
heuristics are also associated vitik cognitiveneed for closuréWebster & Kruglanski,
1994)andareantithetical to thepistemic motiationneeded for integrate; problem

solving negotiationgDe Dreu & Carnevale, 2003; Kruglanski, 1989; Kruglanski &
Webster, 1996)Thus, looking at the cognitive implications of routines leads us back to
some of the siftar considerations that were made in the discussion on negotiation and

bargaining theory.

Powerin Practiceand Strategy

In a comprehensive review of the history of strategy, the war scholar, Lawrence
Freedmarf2013)ar gues t hat sft rarn eagtyififigt spidswhearbmut a e
more out of a situation than t(pegi)Similarrti ng
to the practice view of strategy, Freedman suggests that strategy is not about a
predetermined plan or objectives but rathieout getting the most out any given situation
usng whatever tools and resources available. Furthermore, power is not only about the
power parties already possess but also about the power parties are able to create through
tactics and strategie8s Freeiman(2013)writes,A Thi s i s why strategy
pol i ti(pcx) arto

While Freedman suggedhat power is an essentiagredient ofstrategy, Clegg
and Kornberge(2015)highlight the absence of power considerations in strategy research.
They suggest that this lack stemgartfrom the disciplinary divides between thagko
study organizational sitegy (traditionally through an economic lens) and those who

discuss power (in disciplines such as sociology, philosophy, political science). However,
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with the advancement of practice (and process) perspectives in strategy resaarch, the
has been inease interest in powe(e.g., Dick &Collings, 2014; Ezzamel & Willmott,
2008; Knights & Morgan, 1991; McCabe, 2010; Mueller et al., 2013)

Power in bargaining As discussee@arlier in thischapter, traditional
considerations of power in the industrial relations literature revolves astuadural
power, most of which can be defined as relating to the interdependencies between the
parties,such as factors related to demand and supply as well as the ability to of one party
to exert pressure on the oth@&tven the limitedocus on practicand actual behaviour in
industrial relationsesearch, there is@mncomitantack of interest in how power is
manifest in the bargaining interactio$e regular power considerations vabviously
play a role in the bargainingdowever giventhe practice focus of this study, my main
considerations of the role pwerplays in practice.

Interestingly, prescriptive negotiation theory as well as the negotiation practitioner
literature spends a considerabieergyon power relations, especially irrmes of how
skilled negotiators can manage and manipulate the process in ways that minimize the role
of power in the decisiemaking, at least where negotiators aim for a cooperative process.
However, since there is only limited empirical research to bpdkese prescriptive
theories, there is very little research on how power plays out in préatiicey
negotiations. There is, however, some empirical research on the alternative bargaining
process referred to agterestbased bargainingIBB) or interest-based negotiation
(IBN) (see McKersie et al., 2008; McKersie, Eaton, & Kochan, 20043urprisingly,

considering the relativieeglect of power structure in thheutual gainsargaining (i.e.,
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IBB/IBN) literature(Friedman, 1994hpowerreceives only limitecttention in these
studies

Power in practice theoryPower features fairlgentrally for many of the social
theorists who have influenced practice reseamtiudingGiddens, Bourdieu, Foucault,
Garfinkel,andLatourFor Gi ddens, power is distributed
has some s or t(Whitfingteno2015,9.147f sywemerds mobilized
through interactions and practice but is founded upon the structural resources (i.e.,
facilities) accessible tactors. Even though power is based on structuraliresgthis
should not be equated with a deterministic understanding of relationship between
structure and actioiRather it is the case that access to resources is instrumental for
individual agency. Again, Gidderi$984)demonstrates the recursive relationship
between structure and agency by which structure either enables or constrains individual
practice through which structure is maintained or changed. In contrast to conventional
sociologyGi ddensb6s fAversion of s(@arkera2000rpel@d) i t y i
and he theorizes power dAwithout any positi
| oc at e(Pakert 2000,90105Jarzabkowskj2005)summarizes the structuration
view of power as follows:

[1] Agency is connected to poweroWwer is the ability to draw upon the

resources in the social system to lend meaning to action, which frequently
reinforces that social system; [2] While power is weighted towards dominant
groups within a social system because of asymmetrical accessumessat is

not solely their province; [and 3] Power is also accessible by other actors within
a system. It is thus contested and open to change as well as reinforcement of the
social system(pp. 33-34)
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As discussed previouslgractice theorists agrélkat agency and power are
enacted in practicdutthey differ in terms of how much agency they ascribe to
individual actors. InthissensB,our di euds conception of power
structural hierarchical view of power conventional sociogy. For Bourdieu1977,
1990) social positions are enacted through different forms of capital (economic, social,
cultural, or symbolic). However, Bourdieu sees positions (i.e., capital) as intertwined with
dispositionsifabitugs o ti ghtly that the fAperson and s
(Parker, 2000, p. 1051t is this internalization of social structure that makes domination
possible through what Bourdieefers to asymbolic violence wh i c liolence it he
which is exercised upon a social agent with his or her comgi(Bgurdieu &
Wacquant, 1992, p. 167; emphasis in origin@ij)mbolic violence is possible because
those dominatelothplay alongwith and take for granted historically and socially
constructed bedfs and rules whighn practice favour the dominating party and help
maintain social power structures, without any physical violencemgtmbe exercised.
One way to explain this internalization of power structurés nsidehow some
women may cay the beliefs and rules of a patriarchal society within their halanhg by
acting according those internalized beljefsntribute to their own dominatiqae
Beauvoir, 2011)

Foucault(1980, 1995)s perhaps the most prominent social theorist on power in
the late 20th century, and much of the research on power within stesgt@ggctice has
used a Foucauldian | ens to analyze di scour
is not so much itheamount of poweheld bydifferent parties but rathem how power

is enacted in practice. According to Foucault, power is not hiddbemdactivities and
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things but rather is enactéttoughthem®Rat her t han t hFeucduswhat 0 of
f ocuses ofPragad 20050 h o wo

A great deal of Foucauldian analysis of power focuses on the role of discourse.
This has also been the case in SAP research. Knights and Mb8$dr) who have
inspired much of the research on discoumsgrategy, define strategy aprimarily
di scursive process, i .e., fHa set of ideas
to, and acting upon, parti assdrtalratp hfetnloenenon
discourse and practice of strategyidi st i ncti vel y (Hnighti®g& hani sm
Morgan, 1990, p. 476 According to Foucault, discourse is governed and structured by
internalrulest hat #Adi ctate what can be spoken abol
writing may be considered legitimate; what sequence of arguments is to be followed in
any di scour(Brasad, 280%,d. 2580phusp im any discursive procesd)ieh
is whatstrategizing essentially is, there ok presentations of arguments and facts, but
the agendas, sequence aiuiss, types of information amplicit fitheorie®!'! that are
seen as legitimate can have instrumental effects on the outcomes.

Summarizing these predominant practice theegriste can look at power as
follows: 1) Giddens suggests that power is distributed and everyone is instilled with some

agency to fiido otherwiseodo than the structur

internalize social power structure and are frequently unknowingly complicit in their own

10| atour(2005)suggestshis is a distinction that has been somewast in the translation from French to

English.

By At heoryodo | i mpl y-makingisbased domedkind of vioekingahte@etichle c i si on
assumptions, whether these are economic, sociological or psychological.
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domination through symboliiolence;and3) for Foucault, power is intertwined with
and enacted through knowledge and discourse

Routines, power and truceé\s mentioned, ratines can have a profound
stabilizing effect on process and organizational activities. This includes the shape of
power relationship andhé management of conflichs discussed elgr, in addition to
structural angbositional power, a fair amount of pomie enacted in practicélardy
(1996)defines four modes througthich power can be mobilizedesoures, processes,
meaning, systenRoutines can affect power in a number of ways. Whereas individuals
can mobilize their power in routinized practice (by using their resources and political
skills), power structures andiagonships become stabiliz&droutines For example, in
commenting on the relationship between scientific management prautites
organizational power structures, Bravernja@98)argues that manageméntiomination
over labour rests on organizational decisma ki ng r outines and Athe
through the control over thaecisions that are made in the course of the work{ 3p74;
emphasis in original), and where fAvariatio
(Feldman & Petland, 2003, p. 110; see also Burawoy, 1979; Leidner, 1993)
Routinization is thus a way to reinforce and stabilize power and to limit individual agency
to either exercise or resist power.

In routines, roles, authority, language, and decision critegigyaically
prescribed in advance. While this is efficient (cognitively or otherwise), it also reinforces
existing power relations, without those holding the power needing to actively engage in
mobilizing their power. In other words, power mobilizatiothéing activated in advance.

For example,n a budgeting routineyhereaccountants are seen as key actmd, where
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accounting statemesére used to guide the direction of the budgetagounting and
accountants become key power holders and actous ifistead of accountants needing
to activelyengage in politics, they only need to follow a predetermined script. As Burns
(2000)suggests

[B]udgeting routines emerge, and reproduce, over time, once budgeting rules

and procedures (e.g. the budgeting fAru
budgeting can then become taken for granted among personnel &tit$ rib

enactment is performed without conscious recourse to the initialduleé p-. 57 1
572)

A prime example of how powes inscribedin routines are rules that provide veto
powers to certain actors in decision making (e.g., the United Nations $&couincil).
The restrictions on when unions can go on stailgalso away toregulae power
relations in the routine.

The same applies to discourses used in any routine. What is talked about, and in
what language, does affect decisioaking. In a nofroutine meeting process, actors can
try to shape language use andagénda in ways that favour their preferred outcomes
But in a routinized procesknguage and agenda aftenalready set in advance. Thus,
individual actorgequireless agencyo mobilize existing power structigeat the same
time, howeveryesistance to power becomes very difficult.

Trucesare a common concept discussed in the routine literature. Nelson and
Winter (1982)highlight the importance of routines for controlling the behaviours of
individual organizational members, aasisert that, therebggutines ensure that
individuals continuously act according to organizational ratheritigividual needs.

Salvato and Reruf2017)define truce as follows:
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A truce is an agreement to cease fighting or disputing for a period of time.
When observed in routine performance, a truce is an implicit agreement among
routine participants tperform the routine task (e.g., developing a new product)
for a period of time while suspending disputes about how to perform the routine
task that would otherwise be engendered by their diverging interests. (p. 2)

Routines ar¢husimportant for managim both latent and manifest conflict and
Afare cruci al i n keeping the underlying con
expressed i n hi Nelson&Wintery108@,tp.il@9k tefme aof ms 0

intraorganizational conflictNelson and Witer (1982)suggest:

Conflict, both manifest and latemqtersists, but manifest conflict follows largely
predictable paths and stays within predictable bounds that are consistent with
the ongoing routine. In short, routine operation involves a comprehensive truce
in the intraorganizational conflict. There estruce between the supervisor and
those supervised at every level in the organizational hierarchy: the usual
amount of work gets done, reprimands and compliments are delivered with the
usual frequency and no demands are presented for major modificatites i
terms of theelationship(p. 110)

As is apparent, trucédenacted through routinedo not necessarily resolve latent
conflict, butrathes u ppr es s t he inanifegtationyf theém.Asroutimdsi v e 0
also enforce management control mechasjshese truces do not resolve bange
existing power dynamics.

While Nelson and Wintegf1982)and otherge.g., Mangolte, 2000; see Burns,

2000 for further discussiomre maiy concerned with truces in inti@ganizational
conflict, routines as truces are also relevantrftar-organizational conflicts and
relationshipge.g., Helms & Oliver, 2015; Helms, Oliver, & Webb, 20I)eindustrial
relationscontext is a prime examptd this. Prior to the establishment of formal,
regulatedand routhized employeunion relationship$ whether regulated through

statute, as in the Wagner Act in theAJ@National Labour Relations Ac1935) or
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throughthe voluntarynegotiationf the September Compromise in Denméik L.

Campbell & Hall, 2006) industrial relationsvere generallyighly disruptive(J. L.

Campbell & Hall, 2006; Labour Law Casebook Group, 201@)North America, for
example, ace the Wagner Adlype processes for union recogniticertification and
collective bargainingnad beerestablished, labour conflict became much more
manageabl€éCox, 1958) In essence, routinization resulted in a truce for many parts of
the relationship. If we usesoccer game metaphor, the rules ensure that games are not
chaotic and minimize the risk of players being injured. Howeveririig, established
through the rulegjoes not to any large degree change the relative strength of each team
in other wordsthe rules do not alter the relative skill level of each team.

In this chapter | have provided a comprehensive revieeokiterature on
negotiation, conflict manageent, and collective baagning, as these gave been discussed
in various fields of research, mainly negotiation, conflict management, and industrial
relations. | have highlighted a number of gaps, primarily that prior research as
insufficiently examind the context, and routinization in particularslwa both
negotiation process and outcomes. | have proposed that using a grestigelens
makes it possible to better investigate the contextual elements of negotiation. In doing so,
| havefocussed espedig on the relationship between agency and structure, both in terms
of how the structure shapes negotiation behaviour, as well as how individual negotiators

go about exercising their agency within the confines of the structure.

84



CHAPTER 3: METHODS

The objective of thistudywas to investigate the practice of collective bargaining
in a way that examines the routine aspectsegfotiation the effect routinization has on
process and outcomes, ahe extent to whicimdividual negotiatorsrreable toshape
negotiation praxis and outcomégocusedspecificallyon the following main research
guestions1) In which ways does the structure of collective bargaining shape the
negotiation process and its outcomes? 2) What influence do individual negdtiaver
on the negotiation process and outcomes, and what are the sources of such influence? and
3) What is the interplay between agency and structure within the routinized process and in
what ways do individual negotiators manage this tension?

In accordane with the gaps inegotiation andonflict research, mainly caused by
the predominant quantitative, laboratory based approaches in these fields of research, |
havetakena qualitative approach that is better able to examine negotiation practice and
behavour in their real contexts, in part, based on the recommendations from scholars
focusing on contexie.g., Bamberger, 2008; Johns, 20@)alitative methods are also
the pedominant approach in SAP and practice research more generally.

As anoverarchingapproach, | used a qualitative grounded théGigser &
Strauss, 1967; Strauss & Corbin, 198BproachGrounded theory is an inductive
approach wheréneaimis to lettheory to emerge from the datther than to deductively
testpredeterminedheory anchypothesed di d, however, use the
to grounded theorizing proposed by Krei{@2016) which is intended to reflect the fact
that qualitative researcherarely enter a research settiwgh acompletely blank

theoretical slateThis approach allows for theory ittductivelyemerge from the data at
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the same time asxisting theory is used to guide research design and constrattion
research questionslsing a qualitative inductive approaghg., Lincoln & Guba, 1985)
allowed me to explore idepth the process and interactions involved with the
negotiations bcollective agreement artd compare these observations with
practiti oner s.daldoalloveedmeaxegamimdat archieaksdocuments
revealabout formal context as well bargaining routines.
In the choice of caséused a theoretical sampling approadieredata sources
are selected based on their relevance to the research quésisemhardt, 1989)n
choosing a context for my investigatidio | | owed Ei senhdg20@/3} and Gr
suggestionto selectacases et t i ng that i s fApartandul arl y ¢
extending relationships and logic among constougts27) In choosing a case, the
purpose is not necessarily to find the mos
population of contexts, but rather to select a case based on its ability to gédregten
the relationships between the constructs of interest. As Yin (2014) states, the goal of case
study research is fAanalytic generalization
Collective bargaining is an institutionalized process thatspatsed anthken up
by the various different actors within a field, by a combination of coercive, normative,
and mimetic forcegDiMaggio & Powell, 1983) The actors within jurisdictiorisand
even across jurisdictionistend to adopt essentially the same process. Howeneer
regulatory and cultural environment will vary considerably between jurisdigtiteds &
Soskice, 2001) For this reason, | chose to investigate a number of cases within one
jurisdiction. | chose the small jurisdiction of the Faroe Islands (population of about

50,000) to be better able to treat the jurisdictiomdlistrial relationgs one casayhich
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nevertheless includedultiple bargaining relationships within ithis is what Yin(2014)

refers to as ammbedded case study design

Research Context

The Faroe Islandarea selfgoverningjurisdiction within the Kingdom of
Denmark with just under 50,000 inhabitants. Fishing and aquaculture are the predominant
industries, but the public and service sectors are relatively large. Like other Nordic (and
Scandinavian) countries, the Faroe Isifehture most of the characteristics of a
coordinated market econon@@ME; Hall & Soskice, 2001)such as a high unionization
rate, centralized industry leMeargaining, a policy of high government involvement in
regulating labour markets policy, high levels of public funding of education, including
tuition-free postsecondary education, and access to relatively generous study grants for
all students. Moreoveas in other Scandinavian jurisdictions, the social support system is
generous. For instance, unemployment benefit entittements are 75% of earned wages up
to a maxi mum of DDK 17,500 (& CDN$ 3,300)
(Arbeidsloysisskipanin, n.d.gompared to 55% of earned wages (maximum $2327 per
month) in most Canadian jurisdictions for up to only 38 wegaépending on province
(Government of Canada015) Hence, the Faroe Islandeean example of an economy
where theéndustrial relationsctors (as well as the general population) see the
government as having central role in coordinating and regulating the labour market. In
other words, a generkgic prevails where it is assumed that simple supply and demand

will not be sufficientto coordinate labour market needs.
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Collective Bargaining History

Collective bargaining in the Faroe Islands has a long history, with the first
collective agreement (bete en t he Fi sher men 0 sOAtbaciatom) and t
being negotiated in 191(&trgm, 1998)As a jurisdiction within the Danish conteite
Faroe Islandsaveinheriteda great deal of the Danigiolitical, legal, and labour market
institutions.

In Denmark, collective bargaining originates from the September compr@mise
L. Campbell & Hall, 2006; Madsen, Due, & Andersen, 20ah}l since therassociations
of employers and large (mostly national) unions have regularly engaged in voluntary
bargaining. It is notable that in Denmark (@®ther Scandinaviacountries)jndustrial
relationsare based on a voluntary arrangement, whereas in North Anadaoatrial
relationsare to a much greater extent based on statutory regu{dtemketMeadow,

1996) Evenwith these differences, the processois the surfacevery much the same
and follows very similar steps.

A cental aspect oindustrial relationsn Denmark (that is different from other
jurisdictions, such athe USA and Canada) is the tradition of centralized bargaining.
Centralized bargaining involves the negotiation of one collective agreement covering
multiple employers, instead of separate negotiations for individual employers (sosetime
even different worlsiteswithin the same employ@rganizatiof that isthenorm in
Canada and the USAince its origin,his been seen as the norm, a tat@rgranted
assumption of how parties are to negotiate their wages. This is also the norm in many
otherEuropean countrigamber, Lansbury, & Wailes, 2018nd a practice that has

become part of the Faroe Islanddustrial relationsetup partljpecausenany collective
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agreenents (n thepublic sector at leastyere originallyDanish (i.e., the Faroese
employees were represented by Danish unionsyanelonly later been taken over by
Faroese unions.

In the Faroe Islands, there are essentially three employer organizatiens
representing the nationgbvernmentone for municipalities, and one for the private
sector These three organizationsgotiae with multiple, sometimes very small, unions.
Some of these unions negotiated with all three employer associations/orgasizati
While things are very centralized on the employer slusyare muchmorefragmented
on the union side. For example, the governmenbkias 30collective agreemestvith
di fferent unions and t he prover2dolecteect or em
agreemerst This centralization on the employer satedfragmentation on the union side

hasimportant implications for the collective bargaining process, as | will discuss later.

Data Collection

Sampling

Because | was interested in seeing thiedéht wayghatdifferent negotiators
engaged with bargaining, | soudgbtbuild as much variability as possiblearthe
sampling and lincludedboth public and private sectbargaining Wheres choosing one
bargaining case would have allowed méallow a singleprocess from start to finish,
taking a more crossectional approach provided me wahicherset ofdata and access to
a wider range of informanttusproviding a more solid foundatidrom which to

theorize general patterns of actemdbehaviour Limiting myself to one casmayalso
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havelimited me toobservingoehavioural patterns that were more idiosyncratibé¢o
particular actors involved.

While | stipulated in advance that my sampdeuld include both private and
public sectobargaining relationships, | follosdthe grounded theory theoretical
sampling logic. According to this logiopt all sampling would be predetermined. This
meant that the final sampémdedup looking a little differenthan the one originally
planned Since sampling is supposed to be theoretical, the sample may change as new
theoretical themes emerge from the d&arbin & Strauss, 2008§5rounded theory
relies on an iterative (inductive and deductive) process of going back and forth between
the analysis of the various types otalal'his iterative process alloweade to use early
rounds of analysi® guide subsequent data collection to test and confirm earlier findings.
This process continued up to the point of dafaration the point where new themes no
longer emerge (Strauss & Corbin, 1998pr where additional informatidmecame
redundan{Eisenhardt, 1989) describe the selection of interview participants,

observationand documents in the following sections.

Interviews

During the fall of 2015 and the spring of 2016jdited the Faroe Islandwice,
for a period of two weeks each timeehose these periods consciou8ince the
collective bargainingrocess igenerally very concentrated close to contract expiration
(Fall 2015 for the public sector and Spring 2016tHher private sector), there was adbt
negotiation activity during my visits. This allowetkto observe a number of bargaining

meetingsand tointerview negotiatorgluring the bargaining procedsonducted 28
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interviews with practitioners with directvolvement with collectivdargainingand
interviewed &otal of 26 different individuals (two participants were interviewed twice,
before and after negotiations). The interviews ranged in length from 30 to 90 minutes
with an average length of around 4%hotes. | conducted all interviews fat®face, with

the exception ofwto participants who had to be interviews over the phone for scheduling
reasons. The interviews were audio recorded and later transadhentbatim For one
interview, | took handwrien notes because the participant preferred not be audio
recordedThe interviews were later professionally transcribed, with time stamps inserted
after each paragraph, making it easy to compare the transcription with the actual
recording. | have provideah overviewof the interviewed participants and their

respective roles Table 1.

Table 1. Total Interviews

Role Number of Total Number of
Informants Interviews

Management 10 11

Union 15 16

Neutral 1 1

Total 26 28

The purpose of the interviewswaso s eek negotiatorso6é expe
bargaining interactions, their assessment of the nature and quality of the relationships
with bargaining counterparts, their perceptions and interpretations of past events, and how
they houghtthese wuld impact wture interactions. In addition to descriptions of process

and activities, | asked them about their motivations, priorities, and strategies wéier it c
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to negotiating collective agreemenitslso askdthem about their perceptions of the
motivations, prorities, and strategies of their counterparts.

In line with the primarily inductive nature of this project, | emplogaedpen
ended intervievstructure While | focused on specific topics and issues of interest related
to my research questions, | soughtivoid imposing too much direction on participants
in the interviews, but rather invddéhem to share the aspects of topics tleemd to be of
greatest relevance and importance. The interviews, Wenefore semistructuredKvale
& Brinkmann, 2009)n nature and included a set of broad quest{ofisg rtcum d
guestionso; Mas 1Guchaas Bossible (sek @pénglix 1 for the interview
protocol).

Using an interpretivist len®laikie, 2000) | soughtas much as possibi® elicit
participantsd6 own thoughts andevénasted exper
provided some structure to the interviessghat they remained focussed on my research
guestions. Maso(R002)refers to this approachasiac onver sat i o(p.6%.i t h pu
While interviews themselves were fairly fluid, especially in terms of the order the
guestions were asked, | did not follow this protocol stridtiyt rather used it as a
checklist to make sure key areasrer@ddressedince @rticipants would frequently
segue to another issue on their own accbditl not necessarily ask the questions in the
order prescribed in the interview protocBbr each main question, | added a set of
prompts | that | could use to probe funth@o the questions, depending on how much
detail participants volunteered in their initial answers.

In addition to the information recorded in the actual interviews (audio recording

and subsequent transcript), | also took note of other informatiorusgling the

92



interview. This type of information includehe setting, any noticeable aspects of setting

up the interview or recruiting the participant, as well as new things participants brought
up after the audio recordingdhsatoppedWarren et al., 2003)There wereseveral

instances where interviewees would make comments before the actual interview started,
or just as | was packing up, comments that would provide additional insights that were
not expressed in the actual interviews. Furthermore, theeaneuple obccasions

where the participant wanted me to stop the audio recording when they had something to
say they felt was particularly sensitive. For these reasons, | wrote a note and commentary
after each interviewThis note and commentasymmarizedny observations and
interpretation. Not only did this help me capture aspects of the interviewmitait not

have beeimncluded in recording and transcripts, it also helped in getting a preliminary
interpretation of the interviesvl couldthenusethisinitial assessmerin the preparation

of subsequent interviews tecide orwhethertheinterviewquestions needed to be

modified as kcontinued | also recordedome specificharacteristics of each participant

such as their level and lengthaafllective bargaining experience, professional field, prior
experiencesandeducational background, since these coulthb®rsexplaining their

perceptions and behaviour in the negotiations.

Observations

Observational methods are the backbone of much practice research. As
understanding practices and processes were a big part of my research questions, getting
access to observe interactions and meetings was a priority. | had access totebserve

bargainingmeetings, ranging in length from two hours to a whole day. These
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observations included sitting in on private caucuses. | wrote generabn@eomputer
during the meeting and | wrote daily memos reflecting on observations and interviews. In
most cased was allowed to sit at the end of a boardroom tdli@ok note of the quality
and nature of interactions between the parties, what type of process seemed to be
established for eaaheeting the number and kind of representatives for each party, the
amount of time spend on nebusiness talk (such as small talk in the beginning), and
which people (i.e., roles) tended to speak the most. Without gointhexpecifics of
issues discussed (for confidentiality reasons), | recorded the ways in which difypesnt
of issues (such as wages, pensions, work rules, senjohtglassifications) we
discussed.

| recorded the general flow of the conversation, the general tone (e.g., friendly or
not), amount of small talk and humour, the extent to which parsied distributive or
integrative strategies (and joint problawmlving), and whether thegoproactseenedto
depend on the type of issues discussead. was enteringvhat was, for me, aew
context,l tried torecord as much observable information as fsdiecausé did not
know in advance what would be most interesting. This is akin to an ethnographer going
into a field and treating everythingsisange meani ng t hat f#Anothing
granted and not hing s houl(Nkylabdk 20@8sps100fikid t o b
included how people were dressed, how promptly parties followed scheduled starting and
ending times, what types of refreshments werdaa, and whether or not parties had
lunch together. While some of this information turioedito be of little relevance, some

of it did help illustrate characteristiparticularto eachbargaining relationship.

94



Participating negotiators were surpridingilling to allow access to observe
meetings. Almost all negotiators | interviewed were keen to have me observe one or two
the bargaining meetings whichthey were involved (I often interviewed people on both
sides of the same negotiations). Additidydl also had several opportunities to observe
internal private breakout meetings (i .e.
meetings was limited to the times | was visiting the jurisdictions. As my goal was to
capture a cross section of di#ext negotiations, | was not able to follow any particular
bargaining process from start to finish. Instead, the ges8onal sampling provided me
with a good representation of the variability in bargagnFurthermore, was able taise
theinterviewsto get further information on the overall bargaining process, information
that | could get from the negotiasd (perhaps subjectivglerspective, which | coulthen
evaluate and compare with my own observations and the perspective of the process |
would hear when interviewing people on the other side, which loftas able to do.

Prior to data collection | had concerns that access to meatiigint prove
difficult for confidentiality reasos; howeverpnce | had explagdthe purpose of my
research and éreason for observing meetings, as well as my ethics and confidentiality
protocol,participants expresse@ry few (or noxoncerns. The parties seemed very
comfortable with an extra person in the rodnis possiblethat peoplavereon better
behavioumbecause¢heywerebeing observedsomething that some participants ireon
meeting jokinglycommented on did, howeverpobserve a range of friendand hoste
interactionswith at least one meeting featuring strong negative emotions.

In addition to thedirect observation of the meetingsydoteshort field notes on a

daily basis during my data collection periods. These memos were a way to capture some
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broader contextual observations, sometimes involving reflections on what was said during
a media interiew compared to what | had observed myself in the negotiations or heard in

interviews.

Archival Material andDocuments

In addition to interviews and observations, | collected both publicly available and
private archival data. Publicly available dateluded existing and prior collective
agreemers industrial relationstatutes, employer and union websites, newstetad
news media coverage of collective bargaining (includnegys websites, newspapers,
radio,andTV broadcasts). In some instancewas granted access to internal documents,
including meeting notes from bargaining meetings, bargaining demands/proposal,
proposals for settlement, and even some email correspondence between employer and
union negotiations.

The archival documents serviedo main purposes: Iheyprovided information
about the broadendustrial relationgontext (i.e., legal environment, history of collective
agreements, etc.), andtBpyserved as supplementary material to interviews and
information as a way to helpterpret and/or verify observations and expressioadein

the interviewsi.e.,they aided irdata triangulation(Yin, 2014)

Analysis

Once data was collected, | imported all data into the NVIVO qualitative date
analysis software to help witmanaging the large amount of data. All coding was,
however, done manuallycoded all the interviews and archival sources in the Faroese

language, which is my native language, making me fully able to interpret the nuances of
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everything that was said@hus, | did all the analysis in Faroese but translated any excerpts
used in the Findings into Englishhe analysis followed the grounded theory iterative
process of constant comparig@orbin & Strauss, 2008; Glaser & Strauss, 196h)s
mears that the researcher is constantly comparing incidents or themes in one data source
with other data sources, whereby similarities and differences can be identified for the
purposeof then defining the larger themes upon which thebyilt.

For analysis| used a qualitative grounded theory appro@rbin & Strauss,
2008; Glaser & Strauss, 196wjth some modifications. The approach was inductive in
that | did not start out with any predetermined hypotheses to test. |ngiteacded
theory is based on the principle that theory should emerge from the data. However,
gualitative researchers often do not start out witbmpletely blank theoretical slate, as
pure grounded theory might suggest, but rather set out to egdpezfic theoretical
phenomenon or gap. For this reason, qualitative researchers will typically tesagpirey
theory to construct research questions and research designmiyhmgjn modification
to the grounded theory was a simultaneous inductive analydia theorbased data
collection and coding proceéss ee At win sl ateodo anal ysi s; Kr

The main difference between the twin slatethodand other approaches to
groundedheory(e.g., Gioia, Corley, & Hamilton, 2013} that it incorporates existing
literature and theory early in the codiagdanalysis procesdurphy, Klotz, & Kreiner,
2017) While Kreiner(2016)hasrecently formalized hi s appr oac h, | abel |
g e mi n u sskate, ft is aniapproach that has previously been discussed by grounded
theoristg(e.g., Locke, 2015; Van Maanen, Sgrensen, & Mitchell, 206 ddition, his

approach has been usecaiinumber of prominent recent artgle.g., Hollensbe,
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Khazanchi, & Masterson, 2008; Kreiner, Hollensbe, & Sheep, 2006; Kreiner, Hollensbe,
Sheep, Smith, & Kataria, 2015; Smith, Knapp, Barr, Stevens, & Cannatelli, 2010;
Trevifio, den Nieuwenboer, Kreiner, & Bishop, 2014)

One of the benefits of this approashhat it keeps the researcher from spending
time analying, describingandconceptualizing constructs that are already well defined
and illuminated in the literature. In addition to being a potential (and paggsaver, it
also helps the researchena unnecessargeplicaton. Instead, it allows the researcher to
more directly, and earlier in the analysis process, link existingtructsand relationship
with the more novel findings emerging from the data. In essence, the twin slate approach
follows the constant comparison principles of grounded th@wybin & Strauss, 2008;
Glaser & Strauss, 196Mutextends it to include the incorporation of existing literature
from the start of the analysis process. This way, instead of the developing a new, free
standing, theoretical model emerging from the dhtwinslate approach aims to more
directly incorporate existing theony the model. For example, and as | discuss in more
detail later, constructs suchtagst androutinesemerged as prominent themes in this
study, but since these already have extensiveboflliterature behindhem it seemed
unnecessarior me to reéfine themespecially as findingessentiallyconfirmed what
we already know about them. Instead, | focused my efforts on analysing andiagplain
how these predefinezbnceptgelated to the other findings of this study. For this realson,
have includeagxamples of references to existing literature in the findings chapter,
something that is otherwise unusual in other approaches to grounded theory.

While Kreiner(2016)presents the twin slate approaclaasi st i nct Afl avol

grounded theor{Murphy et al., 2017)there inothing that prevenis researchdrom
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mi xing it with ot hisualdigplays ssedonthe &ioia nsethedh as t h
(Gioia et al., 2013)Similar to what other users of the twin slate approach have(dane
Knapp, Smith, Kreiner, Sundaramurthy, & Barton, 2013; Kreiner et al., 20h&ye
used the twin slate analysis method together with the visual representation proposed by
Gioia et al(2013)to represent the data structure of the findings.

To structure my data, | followed the thrstage process recommended by Getia
al. (2013) This method is intended to make findings more easily interpretable, and to
provide the reader with a clearer trafilthe relationship between raw data and emergent
theory. The first step is to define first oradedes that describe data close to the raw data.
Typically, the firstorder codes would be defined in terms the informants would
recognize The seconabrder codesire definedat a slightly higher level of abstraction
with labels defined by the researcli¢an Maanen, 1979However, since | used a twin
slate approac(Kreiner, 2016hat simultaneously is inductive but also uses pre
established thory to shape firsbrder data collection and recording, some of my-first
order codesverecategorized in somewhat theoretical terms. Finally, the third step
involved arranging the second level thermet higher level theoretical dimensions

have preseted the final data structure kigure 3

Ethical Considerations
While this research posed relatively low risk to individual participants, there were
a few ethical issues that neelto be carefully addressed. Since interviews relate to
parti cifpeasnstisodn aplr oexperi ences and do not go

private lives, the risk of psychological and emotional harm was very small. However, it
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was difficult to predict what mght cause participasto have emotional or psychological
reactiors. For this reason, participants were explicitly informed that they could déacline

answerany questions they were uncomfortable with and that they were free to withdraw

from the study at any time up until one month after the end of their participation.

First-order Categories

* Formal rules
* Bargaining steps

Second-order Themes

Overarching Theoretical
Dimensions

* “Rules of the game”
* “Obligatory dance”
* Routine variation

Formal process

* The “wage frame”
* Negotiating within the “frame”

h 4

Informal process

Structure /
The Bargaining
Routine

* Labour peace

h 4

Pattern bargaining

* Historical inequities continue

* Silence on “power”
* Power struggles are in the past

« Predictability »| Stability
* “What’s the point of bargaining?”
* “Nothing ever changes” P Rigidity
* A necessary evil Bargaining
Outcomes /
- The Truce
* Everyone gets the same raise »| Distributive justice

* [ssues tactics

* Process tactics

* Relationship tactics
* Creative tactics

Stabilization of power

* Interpersonal relationship
* Trust
* Mutual intelligibility

h 4

Tactics

* Skills
* Reflexivity
* Dispositions

h 4

Relationships

Negotiator
Agency

* Experience
* Education
* Occupation status

h 4

Individual attributes

Figure 3. Data Structure

h 4

Negotiator background
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The more likely risks to participants reldt® my responsibility as a researcher to
fully protect participant s oofwhcloooydhave y and
social and financial consequences. Examples of soicbequences includéhe social
i mplications of a participantdéds controvers
partyods bargaining positi on niatonbeigglealedpr o mi
Anonymity was particularly challenging the smdljurisdictionin which| was
researching. For example, in the Faroe Islamitt a population ofess than 50,000,
where there ia very limited number ahdustrial relationsctors, there was great
likelihood that people wuld be able to gussthe identities of some amy participants
Even if | personally treatlevery person and organization 100% amoaysly, there
might, for example, only be one or two people in charge of bargafaimgach employer
organizationHowever, diring mydata collectiormostparticipantsverenot particularly
concerned about anonymity awduld even talk to each other about participating in my
researchEven thougtsomeof participanthose to compromigéeir own anonymity, |
reiteratel to all participants that | wouldot personiy disclose to anyone whom | was
interviewing or observing, and that in myittegn and oral reporting, | wouldo my
utmost to conceal any characteristics tt@mildreveal individual and organizational
identities. In other words, | wary eplicit with participants about what lauld and
would not do to protectheir anonymity. What they cBe to reveahboutthemselves to
other people was not something | coatthtrol.

Confidentiality of the information | was exposed to wiely of greater concern,
especially when participants compronaigkeeir own anonymity. Moreover, the exposu

of confidential informatiorwaslikely a primary way to identify individuals and
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organizationsFor this reason, in the reporting of my findsigm oftenunable to

specifically identify who said what, even with a pseudonihe proposal for this
researclwasreviewed by the Interdisciplinary Committee on Ethics in Human Research

and found to be in compl i ande.Memaridi Memor i a

University ethics approval is included in Appendix 2.
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS

In this study, | set out to examine the extent to which routinization of bargaining
constrains th@ossibility of individual negotiators influencing process and the outcomes.
To do this, | asked the following specific research questibnist which ways does the
structure of collective bargaining shape the negotiation process and its outcomes? 2)
Whatinfluence do individual negotiators have on the negotiation process and outcomes,
and what are the sources of such influence? and 3) What is the interplay between agency
and structure within the routinized process and in what ways do individual negotiator
manage this tension?

The overarching story from the findisg that the highly structured and
routinized process severely constrains what is possible in terms of outdomest
respects, what negotiators did during the negotiationdirngdd impacton the outcome
and this isespecially due to the strong presence of pattern bargakurnipermore, the
routinized structure of the bargaining process also constram&degotiators went
about the bargaining. However, even with the limited directeéfe outcomes, some
negotiators seemeadore effectivehan othes atescaping (even if only in a minimal
sense) théshackles of the routine Although this did not always ledd material
differences in outcomes, the negotiators demonstrated a vemndcdhighly varied
repertoire of bargaining tactics, withe most creativéacticsaimed specifically at getting
around the constraints of the bargaining routine, and \fragee pattern bargainingn
essence, this became a story of structure versus agsserydingly,this chapters
organizedaround the structure (as represented by the bargaining routine), the outcomes of

routinized practiceand the agency of negotiators.
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In this chapterl will discuss my findings in the following der: 1)1 begin by
discussingheroutinized bargaining structure because tarsedout to be the dominant
feature ofmy findings and the feature that was most instrumental in determining
negotiation outcome®) Next, | will discuss the bargaining outcomes, in partidubtav
these were determined by the bargaining structure and especially by the routimiation
the process3) Finally, | discuss the role and agerwithe individual negotiat@y with an
emphasis on the role of tactics, skills, cognition, and dispositiahiscusshow these
were related to negotiatd@isackgroundsindexperiencesand examindéow tactics were
affected by the bargaininglationships

| also want to remind the readers more familiar with other approaches to grounded
theory, that, in accoehce with the twin slatepproachKreiner, 2016)I integrated
concepts and constructs already established in existing literature andeghdpiy my
analysis. For this reason, | will make some references to literature in my description of

findings, something that may be uncommon in other approaclysunded theory.

Structure: The Bargaining Routine

As outlinedearlier,collective bargaining is a highly structured procdsss
became quickly apparent iny observations and interviewsll the differentmini cased
investigatedollowed afairly prescribed process that was relatively strictly adhered to by
all parties.In essence, the process fit the characteristics of what Feldman and Pentland
(2003)label anorganizatianal routine As such, bargaining consisted of 1) a pattern of
actions (i.e., the various steps in the bargaining process), 2) the involvement of multiple

actors (two opposing teams, each consisting of multiple members and representing many
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moreconstituenty 3) interdependent actiorfthe execution of one step activity, such

as a bargaining meeting, depends on the execution of other activities, e.g., the termination
of collective agreement), and eBpetitive patterngactionsrepeated for ezn round of
bargaining). While there was a strong presence of a routine, the activities and actions
within the routine varied in terms of their formalifundamentallythe strictly formal

process only provided the skeleton for the routine, which feathe most partheld

together by a range of informal actions.

While this formal process was highly structured and prescribed, and on the surface
quite rigid, there wanonethelessonsiderabl@uance in how the various steps were
enactegas the negotiate did have some discretion in how they chose to perform each
step. Furthermore, there meendividual and contextual reasons for such variability,
especially because bargaining between two parties was strongly influenced what
happened in bargaining betweether parties, particularly in relation to the order in
which the variousiegotiationgroceeded.

In addition to the variability within the formal process, thesrealsosome
informal elements involved. In fact, there was fluid interplay betweerotheaf and the
informal. There was not always a cleaut distinction between formal and informal, and
it would be more accurate to describe activities as ranging in level of fomfiaity very
formal to very informalThe point here is not necessarilydevelop a precise
categorization but instead show that levels of formality vaNeate importantly, whether
aspects were formal or informal, they both seemed to be essential elements of the process

and the routingas | will describe below.
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Formal Process

Formal Rules Collective bargaining in the Faroe Islands esagithin a light
regulatory contextparticularly incomparsonwith jurisdictionssuch as Canada atite
USA, where there are stronger statutory and legislative regulations of industrial relations.
While thereareagreedupon formal steps in the process, as well as ways of engaging,
very little of thisis formally described. Unliken other jurisdictions, like @hada and the
USA, there is no statutory mandating of atuty to bargainnoris thereany requirement
to bargain irgood faith i.e., the legal requirement of both parties to make honest attempts
to reach agreement through negotiaii@Gox, 1958) Much of the legisation that does
exist relates to employment standards issues such as the stipulation of the number of
holidays(Lagtingslog nr. 30 fra 7. april 1986 um fritid vid lgn, sum seinast broytt vid
lagtingslog nr. 56 fra 16. mai 2006986) unemployment insurance issues
(Arbeidsloysisskipanin, n.d.and job security provisions, particularly for whitdlar
workers(a Rogvi, 2013Starvsmannaloginl970) As for the bargaiing process itself,
the statutoryprovisions are essentially limited to the requirement for thady
conciliation before the parties are allowed to call a strike oréatkand a recent law
requiring parties to stipulate in their collective agreemantexplicit noticgperiod
requirement for strikes or lockouts.

With therelativelylight statutory framework, most of the formal regulation of
industrial relationss contained within existing collective agreensgmost specifically
the notice period fothe termination of the existing collective agreen{equivalent to
theinoti ce t o bar gai nwahichisitypicdilyeseeCtareemahthsashh cont e

small number of bargaining units (i.e., sets of umwamagement bargainingiryg have
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madewlat t hey | abel Aimai n ag rupoe bm@adet parametets i c h

around the bargaining process, such as the defirafiarno is included in the bargaining
unit, agreement to not initiate any watoppages during the term of a collective
agreement, issues related to dispute relations, and notice of agreement termination
(stipulations thaareoften later specifieth subsequent collective agreensnt

Bargaining stepsln almost allthe cases$ observedbargaining follovedsome
predeterming steps. The main steps incladgotice to Bargain (as per the time fram
stipulated in existing agreement), FiFsirmalMeeting éxchange of demands/proposals),
Negotiations lfargainingmeetings), and Signing of AgreemeBargainng always
staredwith one party giving notice to terminate the existing collective agreement by the
first allowable expiry date specified in the agreement (three months being the most
common). Apart from the actual signing of the agreementwiésshe onlystrictly
formal part of the process.

Within the formal stepghere were strong norms around how these steps were to
be performed. For example, there would generallgdoexplicit requirementor the
parties to meet face to face, only that they initiate the bargaiaimtbby necessityhe
parties would need to sign the agreememtrder to complete negotiations. However, as
meetingsverecustomarily considered the main mode of negotiation (in most sectors of
society) they were taken for granted as a core compouiethe process. Accordingly,
the first formal meeting between the parties was considered the official start to the
bargaining process. At this meeting, the parties would exchange deamipisposals
for desired changes to the collective agreement, anfatimeal and standard, but not

regulated, part of the process.
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At this stage, the parties would listen to each sfigoposals and stated
priorities butwould generally not respond to specific reqaesb negotiation would
happen at this meeting, excépt the discussion of scheduling of subsequent meetings.
Occasionally, there would be issues with the sequencing of different concurrent rounds of

collective bargaining.

Informal Process

In addition to the most formal aspgof the process, collective tgaining
involved a rangef events and activities that varied in degree of formalibere were
norms around how meetings were to be scheduled and,cligédvhat a meeting agenda
might look like However, vihat happened within the meetings was ofteatnely
informal, though again, there were norms around how sairttee interaction was to
happenFor exampleas stated previouslgt the first meeting it wasustomaryfor the
parties to present their demantte only other agenda item would besthedule a time
for the second meeting. At the second meeting, each party Vvimtladn, respond to the
ot her partyos ordemands. Only mipimabhack sira fogsh negotiations
would happen during this meetindt this stage, cussions wouldnainly be about
seeking clarification from the other party about the proposals and responses to demands.
Depending on the time scheduled for the meeting, the parties could continue immediately
with negotiating, but normally only aftaroreak where eachapty had had the
opportunity to discuss tbbferededdimdowtopart y 6 s
respond. The normal routine was that the parties would meet, present their position on a

particular 1 ssue, or t heiemand presbpforns e t o a

108



clarification on particular points, and then go their separate ways to discuss the latest
responses. This could involwething more thaa short break where the parties could
internallydiscuss a small point that they could respond toediately (if time
permitted), or they could agree that the parties needed more time to consider the issue
internally and continue the discussion at a subsequent meeting. In essence, the basic
sequence involved: 1) presgiosition, 2) probe for clarificain, 3) break for internal
discussion, and 4) present response or counter poaftema break oat the next
meeting.

Becausehereusuallyare many issues to negotiate in collective bargajr@ind
steps 1 and 2 of the above basic sequence wouldtbratedn relation toeach issue
during the same meeting before the parties went their separate ways. Thus, there was a
behavioural communication pattern that was routinized for the negotiation meetings,
consisting of the sequence of presenting a posifioybing for clarification, parties
meeting for private internal discussion, and then responding to the position at the
subsequent meeting. Whileis sequence of eventss informal, it waslso,
neverthelessessentially a script that everyone was exga¢o follow.

There were also certain customs around the order in whecparties discussed
the varioudssues. Generally speaking, it was common practice to leave the monetary
issuedo the end. In parthis was because there wasiallymore overlamf interess on
non-monetary issuesuchas the process for applying for leave without,payich made
it possible to establish relationships before getting to the more difficult and divisive
monetary issues, where negotiatiovere usuallyconsiderablyenser Becausdhe steps

in the process and how they were enactédvere not equally regulated or scripted, there
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was a grey area between what constituted the formal ahesthéormakspects of the
process.

fiRules of thegameo As described, theollective bargaining involved a number
of specific steps that everyone took for granted. None of the participants interviewed
guestioned the need for these stege absence of such questioningesponse tony
guestions about thehoughtsabout procsshighlighted that these werfor the most
part taken for granted. The collective bargaining steps wWerghabitual parts ofoutine
Aistandar d o p e Penitland &Hagremp20ls,doudb6e sedalso March &

Simon, 198).

A number of negotiators referred to bar
becausdiplayer® operated withisome agreed pon fir ul e.sBeaalfiseshesk e g a me
rules were taken for granted, they often only became explicit when people brésahed t
sometimes because thiagked the experience to have internalized tH&ach a breach
of the rdes could cause the negotiations to become much more difffssilbne
negotiator explained:

[ Iltés i mportant] that you somehow know
implicationsthese have. . But if you experience ending up in bargaining where

the entire bargaininfpami s new, then it wondt be ea:
dondt knywshdhaltdht dhte go out to the news
green forestg'?because theywndt be able to |ive up to

Thus, it was apparent that the behavioural rules of the bargaining routine were not
something that new negotiators could just pickrom reading a manuaro be

manageable, the bargaining process required a lot of nuanced behak®urs

2 Faroese saying referring instanedsere people make extraordinary promises on which they are unlikely
to fully deliver.
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understanding of which negotiators only gained through experience and engagement with
the process.

fiObligatorydance Burther orthetheme of bargaining not being an entirely
rational endeavour was the notion of the negotiation routine being some form of
Aobl i gatoorEw echancheough bargaining could tech
meetinggn some casesome negotiators felt thtere were customeambeddedvithin
the bargaining process that did not directly contribute to constructive negotiations. One
negotiator suggested that while in many circumstances it should be possible to conclude
the bargaining after just two meetsyghe negotiations sometimes appeared to be drawn
out simply to fulfill some expectatiortkat bargaining should take a certain amount of
time:

It feels [exactly] like you are doing some kind of obligatory dance to end up in

a place, where you conceivably coliave got to after one or two meetings. . .

My guess is that [the employer] feels that some customs have to be followed.
The unions should not feel that they are getting anything too easily, and they
should not get the impressitmatsomeone will put allheir cards on the table

right away, because, perhaps, if you can save the employer some [pennies] here
and some percentages there, and get a [stricter] wording in someplace, then it is
a bigvictory. The [employer negotiators] have something to provtkdo own
employers. . . that [the name of the union (which might be perceived to be in a
privileged position)] doaewithihntwe ome i n an
meetings. But in reality, it could be ovend done with in two meetings.

As this quotdhighlights one reason for this Aobligat
process more legitimacy in the eyes of constituents and other stakeholders. Essentially,
negotiators had to demonstrate that bargaining was a challenging process where
negotiators had to work hatd achieve outcomes that were fair to the people they were

representing, and to show that no union got anything more easily that other unigns. But
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as will be discussdin more detail later in this chaptexperienced negotiators knew that
the process ahoutcomes were for the most part fixed in agstablished truce, where
they could predictith relative easwh i ch | ssues were worth
oneswere unrealistic, which meant th&gchnically negotiations could be completed in a
veryshort time. However, for those outside the preaasl not fully aware of this
completing bargaining in two meetings would not make sense in terms of feeling that
their interests were being vigorously pursued.

Routine variation.While there was a standhroutinefor theoverallprocess of
bargaining with a number of specifisteps that everyone followed, there was some

variation in how these steps were perforfregdl some bargaining units complenseht

thestandardoutine with some additional, usually informal, steps as they saw necessary.
For examplethere was variability in how the first step happened. Some bargaining units

had started to schedule an initial formal meeting before either party had given notice to

terminate the existing agreement, where the parties could discuss scheduling and perhaps

some of the issues that might be prominent in the negotiations. Thus, while only one of

the cases observed provided for this explicitly in the collective agreemtrgs, o
bargaining units (i.e., uniemanagemenpairg had started to do this informally.

Within meetingsthere was also variability in how the parties interacted. Some
would stick tothe barebones routine while othedevoted a considerable amount oféim

to problemsolving discussions during the meetin@sherbargaining relationships

involvedextensiveprivateside negotiations between the lead negotiators for each team.

In other words, the negotiations varied considerably in terms of formality. Other

variations included the number of meetings, the timing of meetings, the length of
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meetings, the format, content and length of opening demands, the portion of time spent in
joint meetingversusseparate caucuses, and the exttemthichthe lead negotiatorsould

talk in private. However, there wasll a sense of a strong routjnewasbasically a

slightly different version of the routine, depending on the partiahlaracteristics of
eachbargaining relationshjsuch as individual negotiator attribat the type of tactics

generally used, and the quality of interpersonal relationship between negotiators

PatternBargaining

The fiwage frame ©®ver the lastwo decades, a pattehas emerged that
increasingly imposed a form of pattern bargaining onafiigs. In recent yegrthis ha
become a core component of the bargaining routine. This pattern bargaining involved a
fwage frame where theemployer would negotiate an agreement with one of the larger
unions firstand then use thissa frame tadetermine the wagmcrease pattern for all
subsequent negotiations with other uniofise use of the wage frame was possible
because of the centralized bargaining whiegewas essentially only one employer (or
association of employers) negotmat with all the unionsputting them ira position tdbe
able toinsist on giving the same overall wage package to all unions.

With the centralized bargaining, there were two overall rounds of bargaining. In
the public sector (both jurisdictional and municipalimost all collective agreements
expired on the same dafivate-sectorbargaining followed the same pattemith the
expiration datefor private and publiesector agreementsually being roughly one year
apart from each othewith the collective aggements typically being two years in length,

this meant thagveryyear theras amajor round of negotiations githerthe public or
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private sector. While the public and private sector negotiaticgiadependent of each
other, the wage pattern establed in the most recent negotiations in one seatbr
influence the outcomes of the subsequent negotiations in the other sestoot It
uncommon for the Year 2 increase in one sector to be replicated in the Year 1 increase in
the agreement th&bllows.

The impeus for the establishment of the wage frame practice seems to have come
from the experience of more tumultudndustrial relationsn the Faroe Islands (prior to
the 1990s) whestrikesandlabour disruptions were much more common than they are
today!? It was also partly due to frustrations among the employers with the fragmentation
of the number of unions that the employer had to negotiate wiilch made negotiating
a different level of pay increases in each case almost impossible, espmssallge
employers had to trip consolidate the demands from 30+ unions and negotiate 30+
different wage packages. As a former employer negotiator expressed:

It is the employer who is forced to do it. If you have 32 unions, and if you give
number 3 morehen number 1 and 2 are going to feel screwed. And then it will
be much more difficult to get an agreement next [time]. And therefoteare
forced tooset a Afr ame

Furthermorenegotiatorsverecognizant of the Dansh modelaccording to which
therewould onlybeone major negotiation on wages. Therefore, they started to insist on
everyone accepting the same overall wage fra&h#he time, a fair number of Faroese
public sector employees were represented by Danish unions, and since these were
accustome to the Danish model, they would come to the table already expecting there to

be a wage framén the words of adrmer employer negotiator:

13 Based on information from informants. Official statistics not available.
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But it was easy with the Danish unions. They accepted the frame because the
were used to it from Denmark. [Theyw | d] get st rVdhatgsht t o 1
the frame? Is it set? OK.

Negotiating within the frameWith the wage frame in place, the employer would
insist on giving all unions essentially the same wage package. There was no real
bargaining on overall wagacreases. Without exception, all unions wouldmettically
the same deal in overall monetary terms. As a result, bargaining ended up being mainly
about adjustments within the overall veafgame, such as adjustment on job
classificationspr allocatingsome of the package to specifirovisions, such as overtime
For example, if the union wanted to add an extra step to thegadg, the cost of this
extra step would be subtracted from the overall percentage wage increase. Similarly, the
union ould Abuyd an extra holidayy subtracting the calculated value of from thage
frame increase. There was, howewemnsiderable flexibility on howhe gainswere
allocated, as long as the total package did not cost any more than the wage frame offered
to othersAs oneemployemegotiator expressed:

Oh, theras still much to negotiate. Because then one union will say, if the
frame is 3%, then we would like to use all of it to raise the wage of one
particular group of employees . . . or they can use it to ragspahsions for
some, etc.

Thus, even though wage f r asmeething mi t ed t h
negotiators could find very frustratingpanyfelt thatthere was still a lot to work on. As |
discuss later, there wagiah variety of ways negotiatotsied to get the most out of the
negotiations within the wage frame, particularly in terms of the range of tactics they

employed.
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Bargaining Outcomes: The Truce

The routinization of bargaininig the Faroe Islandsppeared to havesaibstantial
effect on he bargaining outcomes. On the one hand, the routine brouggitieable
stability to the conflict and reduced the occurrence of strikes. In essence, the routine had
resulted in a truce that minimized the extent to which the underlying-nmeoragement
conflict was fexpr ess e elsom& Winteg, b982%; p. t0Bys r upt i v .
other words, the rigidity and stability ensutbdt the manifestation of the latent
industrial relationgonflict was kept at a manageable level. On the other hand, the
routine, and the wage frame in particular, caused an enormous amount of frustration
among negotiators due to the constraints it potigd their ability to negotiate. Finally,
the routine truce ensured that wage increases were applied equally to all occupational
groups, resolving some distributive justice issues, while also introducing new ones. The
pattern bargaining therefoestablisked atruce that allowed bargaining to continue with
rel at i v e,0dvendsitlimitad passibly necessary wage adjustments between
bargaining groups.

As describedtheroutine pattern involving a wage frame ergia consistency in
outcome, in thaall parties wouldjetvery clo® to the same outcomes, in terms of wages.
The routinization also established some predictability in the negotiatubin), in most
casesmade it easier for the negotiators to manage the various steps in the process. My
interviews and observations demonstrated that the routinization of collective bargaining
provided many of the same effediscussed in the organizational routine literature,

includingstability, predictabilityyigidity, and the establishment of a truce.
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Stability

The bargaining routine (in part due to the wage framephadnber of important
benefis for all parties. Not only did it resolve some of the pracpoablems described
above of having 30+ differentajor negotiations, it also madepossibleto negotiate
quite efficiently; that is if the parties wergenerally acceptg of the frame. And it
removedhe distributive justice issues apdssibleoutrage should some unions be able
to negotiate materially highgainsthanothers.As reported byny informants, lte
stability provided by the routin@as perhaps most explicitly demonstratedhe
significantly reduced number of work disruptions in the Faroehgstrial relationsince
theemergencef the wage frame pattef.

The routine also praged a high leel of predictabilityin negotiationswhich
allowednegotiators to prepare well for the négbons because they knew what they
couldexpect inthe process and they weaable to predict what typef ssues their
counterparts would bring uand they ha@ good sense in advance of how the issues
would be discussed, and in what order. Even at the more intuitive level, negotiators had a
senseohow t he negot i dé¢playedsomethagitemas enlydistumted
when some people ditbt play by the rulespftenbecauseewernegotiators haget to
learn and internalize tke rulesin some casethis predictability of the routindid help
make the process more expedient as it albsome parties to complete the negotiations

in a relaively quick mannerHowever, his may have depended on the specific parties

14 As reported by informants. Industrial relations statistics are not officially tracked Fatbe Islands.
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involved, becausevhile there were examples of negotiations being completed in two

meetings other negotiations would take much longer

Rigidity

Most of the negotiators interviewdnad strong feelings about the bargaining
routine. The biggest frustration wimatsome felt thatheframe essentially resulted in
their right to free negotiation®ing take away from them, #h one union negotiator
exclaimingi what on earth is the point of bargai
appreciating the purpose and need of the wage frame, complained that routine and
habitual thinking(seemindlessnessAshforth& Fried, 1988)in bargainingneantthat
nothing really important in the uniemanagement relationship (or contract) ever
changed, since it was possible with considerable accuracy to predict in advance what the
other party would bring to the table and,aresult, what a final agreement would look
like. As one employer negotiator reflected:

| know from experience and having observed what happens in bargaivahg

very little actually changes. We can predict almost 100% what union is going to
come with.And even if at one point the union comes with these drastic
demands, it really only ends up in the usual stuff and small details we always
see. Therés no surprise. And we never gatound tamaking any

improvements more broadly speaking.

Thus, for a negotiator interested in a more integrative approach to negotiations,
where broader discussi®oould be held and where the parties could prokdeive on
particular worksite issues, the routine would encourage entrenchment and habitual
thinking with the result that nothing really ever changed. However, many had come to see

the wage frame as a necessary evil, because they could see that the alternative would
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mean chaos. As ommployemegoti ator stated, #@A[thte un
frame. But if you negotiate a new frame for each of the unions then it will turn into
anarchy. o

While the rigidity of the routine certainly constrained what was possible to
negotiag, it was, however, sometimes possible for unions to get a tiny bit bxtra
usually in ways that were difficult for other partitedully see throughAt the same time,
it seems that employers differed in how willing they were to engage in such creative
exchange ofainsandconcessions and some would simply be much maistent on
sticking to the wage frame. | discuss some of these faroemventing approaches in

more detail in a subsequent section on negotiation tactics.

Distributive Justice

Over time, bhe routinizdwageframebargaininghas ensured a consistency in
outcome, in that all parties would end up with very close to the same outcomes, in terms
of wages. This consistency resolved some distributive jug@eAdams, 19633sues
becausét removed the possible effettatvarying bargaining power could have on the
outcome. Almost regardless of how powerful some unions potentially were, they would
essentially get the same deal, which had become the expectation of almost all parties. It
would likely be a source of consideratldutrage should any union be able to negotiate
materially higher gains than others.

One of the most highlighted implicatioof the constraints imposed by the wage
frame model was that it madeviery difficult to make adjustments to the wages of

particdar occupational groups relative to other occupations. Thus, a downside of this
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stability was that it made it virtually impossible to rectify perceived distributive injustice.
This meant that occupations that were perceived to be historically underpendbfethe
employers) had almost no cltanof having this perceived wage injustice rectifisdch
adjustmentsvould require breaking the frame, something the employers had committed
themselves to never do (due to the almost certain chaos that would esslit)ee
would likely be considerableutrage from the other unions if the employers were to
suddenly breakhis supposedlyn-breakable principle.

As expected, the greatest concern around this issue came from the unions that
were struggling to raise ¢ir wages compared to other occupati@se union negotiator
stated:

The way we negotiate, we are never going to be able to [lift] one area. It is

simply impossible. The only thing we are doing, is to increase the difference

with those more highly paidhey actually get further ahead every time we

negotiate [as the same percentage of a higher wage results in a higher monetary
raise]. It is not really acceptable fr
because someone once, historically, hasbeenloveer d; it candt be
you should always be [lower paid].

This concern was actually shared by many employgersvell There were
instances when thetoo, thought adjustments in relative wages were appropriate. But
none them could see a feasible waylo this because breaking the frame was a non

starter, forthereasons explained above.

Stabilization of Power
It also appeared as if the bargaining routine had essentially stabilized power in the
truce. Power has been centrairtdustrial relationgnd collective bargaining theory (as

well asto negotiation generally). Traditionally, bargaining power has been perceived as
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coming from one theother side dasbmethingtithey otherwise avéulel
notdo. Inindustrial relationsthis typeof power has typically been exercised through
strikes and lockouts. The Faroe Islands have had their fair share of strikes in the past
(lockouts have been rare), but monsgotiators currently involved in negotiations
appeared to havearnedthat the sties rarely accomplish much: the cost of the strike
hasoften cost more than the gains the unions made as a result. With the more rigid
implementation of the wage frame in the last couple of decades, gains from strikes have
been minimal. The employers wouftsist on not deviating from the wage frame because
doing so would make the whole system collapse. Most unions did accept, even if
grudgingly, that it would cause outrage from other unions if some were able to gain more.
Therefore, the wage franteecamehe essence of a truce where power relationships have
been stabilizeddowever, a few years ago, one unionsatisfied with being part of the
wage frame pattern, attemptedpiash for something more than they would get in the
frameby going on a protractestrike However.even with considerable public support,
what they @ined in return was negligible.

It is quite likely that the stabilization of power in the routiaeouredthe
employers more than the unionsrEmployersthe wage patterwasan efficientway to
control costs. Furthermore, my interviews indicated that employers were in control of
what could be discussed on the bargaining table in that union negotiators often saw
themselvesn a position to be asking (or even beggifay)certan concessions while
employers had the power to giverefuse Prior to the routinization of the wagattern
individual unions were certainly better able to assert their individual demands and

employers were less able to use a pattern as a bargaioingdonentioned earlier,
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however, this added potential power in individual situations was on balavicablynot
of sufficient enough benefit in terna$ costversusoutcomes, which iBkely why parties

accepted the trade off of labowrge over direcbargaining power.

Negotiator Agency

While the routinization of bargaining imposed a similar and consistent pattern for
all negotiations, there avestill considerable differensen how the bargaining was
carried out across different sets of negotiatitmgividual negotiators had a wide range
of (sometimes uniqyeapproaches to negotiations, ahdse combined with the
particular relationship with the negotiators at the other side of the table, gave each set of
negotiations a unique flavour. In the fmMling sections, I illustrate how the bargaining
interactions were shaped by 1) the range of tactics individual negotiators used and 2) the
nature and quality of the relationships between the paltiesn discuss how tactics and
relationships were affeetd by 3) negotiatorsd indidvi dual

backgrounds.

Tactics

Despite the severe constraints imposed by bargaining routine and the wage frame,
the majority of negotiators found that there was still a good deal left to negotiate.
Negotiators had a wide rangkapproaches to negotiations, to the extent that each set of
negotiations was substantially shaped by e
negotiation tactics. In other cases, the tactics were not as much deldsetiatgy were

part of intuitive improvisation.
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Through my observations and interviews, | was able to identigxgensivdist of
tactics,of which | will describea subset in more detail é8Appendix 3for the complete
list). | separate the tactiesto three main categorieissues tactics, process tactics, and
relationship tacticsThese categorigai r r or di stinctions made in
(1965)Behavioal Theorybetween issues (distributive vs. integrative) and relationship
(Aatti tudinal structuringo) tactics, as we

(

management literata (e.g., Cloke & Goldsmith, 2005; Fisher & Ury, 1981

3t

probl emso) and process maadndconfiot much Apr e

Additionally,1 hi ghl i ght a few tactics | refer to
usal to try circumventing theonstraintsmposed by the routine and wage frame.
Issuestactics As the main isswson the bargaining table are monetanygl a
thereby distributive in natuyelistributive negotiation was the focal point in all the
negotiations. Since the wage frame had already beém seist of the negotiationthis
constrained the bargaining in a way that implied that the bargdipiegjhad already
beenfifixed.0 Therefore, the negotiations were mostly about how to distribute what was
already in the pie.
Tradeoff bargainingwas by far theactic that negotiatonmost commonly
discussed, as it involved tradin§gains and concessions hiit the corstraints of the
wage frame, as disclexbpreviously This tactic is based on the principle that anything
you want to gain has to be paid for by some concessionghase because whatever
adjustments (or gains and concessions) the partiesiategiobad to fit within the pre

established wage frame so that each set of negotiation hadtalig the same overall
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monetay outcomeat leasbon the surfacdJsing the example of vacation dagse union
negotiator explained:

Regardless, we are tolithe frame is 4%, for example. If you want to have an
extra holiday [vacation day], then it is going to cost this and this amwllie
subtracted from the frame. Which meamattyou will get less in wages.

Another negotiator referred to thisggess aa form of horserading

What you can do is to Obuyd from the f
be that for half a percentage that is worth one percent, or something like that.

So, horse trading like that can happen. So instead of having the ¢reanged

from 2.25% to 2.5%, then we can say that we will take 2% this year and say

that we willuse it for something else.

Employers were generally flexible theadjustments thewere willing to make,
as long as this was within the frame. However glveerelimits at times. Because even if
the outcomevas materially the same, and within the frame, some things were not
perceived as politically plausibleén the words of an employer negotiator:

For example, [union] would like that we give [name of classification] zero

increasezeroincrease. They canwishftrattb ut it i snét really
candét just say with [these employees],
the unionwantsit Do we want i t? We also have a
peopl e 1| i ke t h8&dthe unioasumighthavetheir wishestbhta t .

they need to be modified a bit, so that it is possible psychologically and

politically.

Bottom linebargaining A few negotiators talked about the traditional distributive
bargaining tactiof deliberately consiering of thebargaining zoneand how this related
t o e a c Ihottgmalines Suéhexplicit considerations were more likely among
negotiators who had taken mgtion training ohadotherwise bee exposed to
bargaining theoryAs an employer negotiator noted:

In the end there is a number, that is not defined, without people knowing about
it.Sowe have o6paiWethaesmd®ti dnec erd]ldtar i | vy d
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is there somewhere. And they [other party] has one. And then you have an

overl ap, what in negotiation theory is
Zone of Possible Agreement. The parties are not always aware of it, but there is
a 6windewbwhbee i f you could see insid

approximately where it was going to be. That is where we are able to do the
work. And you need to be conscious of this, when you negotiate, of where are
we oursel ves? Li ke therehndghtde an agreenfert? 6 z o n e

Thus, these negotiators hae tidea of @argaining zone at the back of their
heads, and deliberately made, and responded to, demands with this bargaining zone in
mind. As distributive negotiation was the norm, parnvesild routinely make wage
demands beyond what they knew they could realisticallyAgahion negotiator put it
this way:

Of course, we go in and set some demands that we know are too high. But at

the samdeime,we have a good s enhsree sohfolwdhoe ries ,[ o€
we use a few meetings to test out [what might be possible]. We want, of course,

to sell as expensively as possible and they wahtly as cheaply as possible.

As the last quote suggests, negotiators would sometisgethe negotiatio
discusson to get an intuitivesenseof where a possible bargaining zameght be and
would not introduce specific any wage demands or effietil they had alearsense of
where the zone was. In some instances, negotiators would refuse to esielerco
demands they considered not seriand far beyond what they considered a realistic
bargaining zone.
It goes without saying that bargaining zone considerati@re of less relevance
once the wage frameadbeen established. However, even whergaining was limited
to trading off within the wage frame, there were instances where parties had clear bottom

lines on particular issuek the words of a union negotiator:
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| saidthis also to our team yesterday, that now [name of employer negotiator]
says thahekhe wants to havkalf, and the others here by the table, who work
at [particular site], they say, no, no, our pain threshold is 0.2, you know?
[Employer] says half, and it ended up being 0.45, or something likeSthat.

this [insistent whining], yes,therehas to be somenjiddle poinj there, you

know? But | said internally today, that this was bloody nonsefse. |

employer negotiator] is so determined on that point, thiwey gettheir way
there, then | will get my thing through somewelse. Not sithere and
o0whibngyeou know?

Integrative tacticsA problemsolving tone wagresent irmanynegotiations, but
mostlythis was at a level that could be contained within the wage frame. In other words,
there was no sense of parties tryiagolve the larger wage issues integratively. If
anything,anymentions of integrative bargaimjrcame from negotiatoxgho had bee
exposed to negotiation theory antio wished that other parties would be more open to
integrative approaches. Even on srannetary issues, which atgpically better suited for
integrative negotiation, some negotiators felt that stlegg@artmentainanagers were
rarely present in negotiams, important wordesign issues could never be discusged
one union negotiator put it:

| think we should be bargaining more directly with the leadership and

management of [name of institution]. Because that would have led to some

much better agreemexntwhich would have been much better for the end user, |
think. Now, | 6m sounding a |little Abor
money after all. . . Then we could all have been reasonable and focused more
onwhat the best work arrangements are.

Process tacticOverwhelmingly participants looked at tactics as a viaynake
the process more efficient, rather than simply as tools to make gains. Most of these tactics
had todo with process and how meetswyere conducted. Many negotiators expezb
that sticking rigidly to formal process was not going to lead to productive negotiations.

While most recognized that the wage fram@osed constraints on what could be
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negotiated in monetary terms, they still wanted to work on the real issues tthad tee
be addressed. Many of these tactics were aimed (not necessarily consciously) at

improving relationshig, increagg problemsolving, and in generahaking the process
more productiven terms ofreaching an outcome.

Meeting structure, schedulingnd location.While the bargaining routine was
rather flexible in terms of how long meetings were, it was common to have meetings that
were about two hours in length, often separated by a week or more, depending on the
stage of the bargaining process. Saragotiators were cognisant of how the process was
affected by this type of scheduling. As a response, straegly preferred tbawe full -
day meetings. They felt that the short meetimgcomplished very littldbecause a good
portion of themeetingsventto reminding everyone where they left off last tinéh the
result that very little got accomplished each time. In contrast, longer meaflimgesd for
more continuity in theliscussionsOne union negotiator observed:

We think it is important to hauwather long meeting days, because if you have

this with two or three hours, thénit is as if you have to start from the
beginning agai n. Be @afyeudavgtosiopdlidahe 6t get
time, then you have to remember,avlwas it? Where did wget to?

In some bargaining units, it had become common to have more concentrated
negotiations. In these instances, the parties would usually have short initial meetings, but
change to longer and more intensimeetings once they got deeper into the nagots
This could mean that the parties would meet almoststom, possibly late into the night
and with very short breaks between meetings

While most negotiators interviewed did not highligheeting locatioras one of

the most important themeis wassomethingof which manyof them werecognisant.
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Typically, the meeting location was simply chosen on the basis ofwadsthe most
comfortable location. In most cases, it was the employers who had the best meeting room
facilities, butwhenthe union hadjood facilities, the meeting could be held there.

However, in the negotiations where the parsigiseduld long, intense meetings, the

parties would often book a hotel to get more privacytarget away from everyday work
distractionsAccording to onainion negotiator, this approach was inspired by prior
experience with conciliation, a process thayscally intense and noestop

We agreed that we would set aside one weekend. . . We went to Hotel [name of
hotel] so that we would be at a neutral locatio. where [eacparty] would

have its own room.. Thisactually makes it possible to walk back and forth
between the rooms we are in, then the lead negotetoid also possibly have
some discussiain the corridors, and then we all meet togethrereoin a

while. But otherwise, we alk into each othe §réoms].. . And nobodyknew

that we were [at the hotel]. It meant that we were completely undisturbed.
There was no news med@ anything like thatthatknew we were there&o,

there was nobody lurking@und in the corridors.

Informal (ficoffee/therapg) meetingsA somewhat recent trend was for one or
both parties to request an early meeting with no set agenda for the purpose of building
rapport,getting asense of the potentiproblem issues, and establisipexpectations
around timelines. Some bargaining pa&irs wo
as some participants called them, in the middle of the bargaining pricesdl cases
utilized these types of meetisigout whether or not they didll casedollowed the same
steps of formal meetings.

There was variability in the number of meetings amithe resulting length of time

required to complete the negotiations. This was mostly reflective of the compliettigy o

128



negotiations, as reflected in the number of issh@meeddresolving as well as how
contested the issues wefa employer negotiator outlined their process as follows:

We have found a model where we first have these [initiating] meetings

then we have a meeting where we exchange demands, and then we have some
meetings we call At her apy aké&matitalh gs 0 wh
frequently too.

These informal meetings also habkgitimizingfunction to demonstrate to
p ar t angitsiemts that serious effort was being put into bargaining. Potentially, this also
involved demonstrating to other unions that no union got any easy aledikyus these
informal thingsformed a part of théobligatory danceé d e s c r oublyelnithep r e v i
words of an employer negotiator:

[Some will have] meeting after meeting, and we well know that it is therapy. It

is necessary, there need to be this and this many meetings before we can make a
settlement. It as if we need to be massaged at bit, youkiibey needo

impress on their constituents that we have really thed,t  w @etfarthar 0 t

than this.

However, not everyone was equally happy with these coffee meetiniggsome
considering it a bit silly to just sit there aradl jokes over a&upof coffee A union
negotiator observed:

But my impression is that we attend an awful lot of coffee meetings where we
sit and tell jokes across thable [just] to showthat it looks that itook a
certain amount of time.

Caucusinglt is essential in anpegotiation process that each party takes the time
to manage its internal negotiations around what issues to prioritize, how to strategize, and
how to respond to demands and proposals from the other side. Obviously much of this
processwaspartofeachpat y6s preparati on f or edodavg ai ni n

these internal discussions in order to process recent events at the bargaining table so that
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the whole bargaining teanowld agree on what teay next in the negotiations.
Frequently parteswould take a break in the middle of a joint meeting in order to discuss
particular issues interfglbefore continuing to discuss them with the other party. In the
casas observed, there was considerable variability in the extent to which this type of
cauaising was used. In sonmestancesthe partiesesorted to hamg mostlyrelatively

short joint meetings (less than two hours) with little or no interruption and chose to
discuss the issues internally in between the scheduled meetings. In other cgsetethe
would spend only a minimal amount of time together in the same, reitimthe majority

of the time during scheduled meetings in separate rooms, often just waiting while the
other party decided how to respond to a particular iddyaotes from onef the
bargaining sessions state:

For one negotiation, where | did not get access to the joint bargaining meetings,
| was allowed to sit in on the caucus okea@nde. During the two hours | joined

them in the afternoon, they only meintly with the othe bargaining teanfor

two minutes. The rest of time was spent formulating a response to a particular
demand from the other side, waiting while the lead negotiator conversed with
the other lead negotiator, or waiting for a response from the other side. But
mostly, the time was spent on unrelated small talk.

Private offthe-record meeting®\ tactic somdeadnegotiators useaasto holdprivate
sidenegotiations. This tactic was oftesed in conjunction with caucusing so that each
bargaining team would wait in separate roonmiéthe lead negotiators discussed the
details of particular issues. A main purpose of these private meetings was to allow the
negotiators to explore optionsaonfidence without making promises or raising the
expectations among other members of the bargaining teams. These discussions would

allow for a deeper level of problesolving as the lead negotiators would be more open
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about their r etopserctheiissuesdhpley feltitheyscduld wieers i
everyone was present. Often this involved trying to get a better sense of the sentiments
within the ot hegptoringwaichtoptions mighe e agreaabld to the other
side. Some negotiationsagithis tactic extensively, while others maitigldthese side
discussions when things seeatto become stuckA former employer negotiator

articulated it this way:

Well, you can have chat whese, there is no playing for the gallery. Like,
6 how f @mo, lcow far cgn we go? Are there really no possibiliies?

Usually, you would not make any commi:t
give us this, then | expect to be able to work things out on oubside r
something like that. It is quite commonanl | negoti ations, tha

smaller groups to trio find outwhere the problem is, you know?

Relationship tacticsRelationship building is instrumental in any negotiations. As
Walton and McKersi€1965)highlight, attitudinal structuringis one of the core sub
processes in negotiations. Relationship factors were a common theme emerging from the
interviews. In essence, a productive relationship is an importantliegten a productive
process. In the following, | highlight some of the core factors that contributed to poor and
good relations respectively. | also illustrate some examples of how the quality of
relationship affected the negotiation process and outcomes

Small talk and humouA considerable amount of small talk was present
throughout almost all the negotiations. People would talk about the weather, current
events, and even about politics (in a friendly4pamntisan manner). TheaFoe Islandsre
a small place andl would not be uncommon for people to meet each other outside of
work, at family or community events. Therefore, some of the negotiators might share the

same social networks, aspects of which miggome part ahe nonbusiness, smathlk
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conversationsWhile using small talk in these types of meetirggkely not unique to the

Faroe Islands, the smallness of the society meant there was greater likelihood of

negotiators having overlaps in their social netwotsiost all meeting would sart with

a considerable amourddpendng on the length of the meetingf)small talk before the
parties would turn to the official agenda.
meetings described abgwmalltalk was essentially the onigenda item, with some of

the more serious issues sprinkled in between the chatting and joking.

The switching between small talk and serious business discussiorbeajulde
fluid. In fact during the introductory small talkhere were instances ofipters being
made to the business at haad well adightheartedff-topic comments being made in
the middle of serious discussion. In both cases, this waftéd be in the form of a joke,
as one of my observations from one of the meetings illustrates:

Someone mentions that it is [union pre
him/her Union rep jokes that they are expecting presé&msryone laughs.

Sometimes, negotiators would use sarcasm to get a particular point asross
evidentin a momentvhen anemployer inquired about how accepting rank and file
membersnightbe of a particular potential new provisidimade the following
observation:

[Employer negotiator] jokes about a handful members negatively affected by a
reclassificati aameefiDagsReéy Usdifeywil upp r e
when they hear about this.

WorkshoppingWhile much of the relationship building was ad hoc andaasu
some negotiators talked about deliberate intervention intended explicitly for the purpose

to improve relationshipg\t one point one party proposé#thtboth bargaining teants
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goon a retreat togethén build a better relationship\s a former emplger negotiator
recalled:

We made that trip in [year]. We [both bargaining teams] went to [name of
place/foreign city] together. Not everyone came along, but it worked anyway. It
created a climate where we dared to corevargtle better. And therfor the

first time in a long time, we were alile come to an agreement withohet
involvement of conciliators.

Creative tacticsSome of the most interesting observations of these negotiations
wereabout theactics negotiatorgsed to try to circumverhe tappings of the wage
frame.Because they aimed to get more than was allocated in the wage frage tactics
cannot be labelled distributivhowevertheyare also not integrative since they did not
necessarilylexpand the pié Nor did theyintegrate tle interests of both parties. What
was commonn all these tactics is that thé&volved making it lookas thougtthe parties
had stuck to the wage framejenasoneparty managed to get in some gains that were
not immediately obviousom the outside

Allocation of gainsWhile some unions may just have accepted the offered wage
frame as isthat is,as a simple overall percentage wage increase for everyone, most
unions aimed to make adjustments to classifications or other provisions within the
limitation of the frame. These prioritizations were typically very strategic and deliberate.
Somenegotiatos prioritized specific provisions, some prioritized the final siéfhe
wage scaleand some prioritized the putting it all on wages, because the basicfaages
the basis of the calculation of most other benefits and of future increases. Thus, how
paries chose to allocate tlmedependean their piorities. Inthe event thaa union

wantedto address some distributive justice issues within the bargaining watldopt
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to allocate a greater portion of the wage frame to some select classificasatiscéssed
previously, there were cases where a union had used anpoirtice wage frame to
allocatea larger wage increase particular occupational groups within the bargaining
unit.

Many unions would be very deliberate and strategic in how theyatéd the
available wage frame. Some unions would also take a longer term strategiswecé as
anticipating what the negotiated ben@fduld be worth in the future, not just tod&ar
example, mstead of putting the frame only towardeneral percegage increase, some
unions felt that it would benefit their members to prioritize the higlage steps, because
with the wage scales in the Faroe Iskabéing relatively short (sometimes only 10 steps)
thatwas where most of their members would end opaaay, relatively soorAs one
union negotiator described:

We [also] want to build an incentive in our contract, where it pays off to take
additional educatiorSo,we try to put the wage [increases] on the final
[classification] step, or get an additidiséep added, so that everyone can end
up with a higher wage, eventually.

filn the fogd A particular tactic that was much discussgdnformantswas the
concept of negotiatingn the fogo filn the fog (or fin the shadowor fibetween the
inside andbutside wallg as other negotiators pu} itnplied that it was possible to
negotiate provisions in addition to what was stipulated in the wage frame in a way that
was not transparent to outsiders. In other words, other unions would not be able to tell
exactly how much a provision was worth because they wooitiave access to the

information necessary to get a close estimate of the true cost of the provision. Typically,
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this involved adjustments of some technical nature that would make it difficuliienrso
to interpretA union negotiator illustrated:

| think if you want a better outcome than the one you will get from the frame,

then it is about negotiating something that is hidden, where it looks like, when

you read the sett |thsamthiOButthe@Kisintrymg , t he
to get something where it iIis in betwee
calculate the cost af.

fiLong gameé tactic. Another tactiomentioned by only éew participants, was to
play the long gamevhere in he bargaining of one collective agreement, the union would
ask for a particular (essentially-cost) clause to be added, with the goadd small
incremental adjustmenis subsequent rousdf bargainingn a way that was hardly
noticeable to the eptoyer. While the clause would initially have no or only negligible
cost, this provisiorould gradually be improved through arguments of reason and justice
so that over time it would become a substantive befféfé negotiators using this
strategy believethese were important gains that were achieved in addition to the wage
pattern As a union negotiator argued:

There are some things that you think ought to be in the agreement. This is
where we trpeitodotesatbt maypwyst tao much,
know? Because the demand is so small. But when you firstithavgaperland

it becomegpart of the agreement, then we can begin to add to it later. Then we

|l ook at Yotu aknndo ws awh,atii, we ought to get
that. . .[Menions extracompensation foa specific taskas an examp]éVe

started with [being paid for] orteour butended up with threkours after a

number of years.

It appeared that such tactic was only possible when there was an amicable
relationship between thgarties, something that would motivate parties to be a tiny bit

flexible, and make italittemer di f f i cul téot o Aj ust say Ono
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Relationships

As mentioned, the quality of the relationship could significantly impdether
particular tactics ended up being useful. For instantegrativetacticstypically required
a certain level of trust. For trust to exist between bargaining parties, there needed to be
trust at the interpersonal levelowever, the quality of #arelationships also depended on
the level of understanding of the motivations and interests of the other party.
Furthermore, negotiators also needed to make sense of the behaviours of their
counterparts, meaning that the behaviours of negotiators refngseaifferent parties had
t o be Amut ua($et Schaizk, OOGFihallygthelrdlagoaship between the
parties wasignificantlyshaped by the history betwe#re partiesatboththe
interpersonaand organizationdevels. In fact, ust as each bargaining case was shaped
by the range of tactics each negotiator employed, bargaining was also coloured by some
of the unique relationspicharacteristics each case featured.

Interpersonal relationshipsAlmost all negotiators found the quality of the
relationships to be of considerable importance for the bargaining process. There were
several examples of there being respectful and aneicalationships between the parties.
Many negotiators were cognisant of the fact that they were dealing with other human
beinggs who also deserved to be respected and treated with civility, even if they made
ridiculous claims or arguments. Oarionnegotidor highlighted:

So,the civility [is important] that is the respect for the other party, because
regardles®f how silly something you propose Isstill needto respect that it is
your opinion, and | need to consider it in a reasonable way.
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Even one ather hardnosed negotiator could not help/herselffrom being
influenced by the positive demeama@omingfrom the other side of the table:

It is actually unfortunate with the group of people at the other side of the table,
that they are so awfully nice. Each person is nicer than the other, and it is going
to be very regrettable to go to say to them tomorrow thaiy know, | have

thought abat it [particular proposal/solution], but it is not going to work.

Even if it works on papert is not going to work. Yes, this really regrettable. A
real shame. Yes, it is also my job to upset people at the other side of the table.

The agreeablenes®fn the counterparts matids negotiatofeel almost
uncomfortable becaugkeeirmodus operandum was to say an almost autorfiabito
what was throwntheirway, andtheyfound it very difficult to say not to such a nice group
of people.

There were alsanumber ofexampla of poor relationships between union and
employer negotiators. Thewereevena fewinstances of outright hostile
communication. This included (perceivesdvere rudenesscluding the use of
profanity. Becausaegotiatordound this lehaviour fromtheir counterparan impediment
to any kind of constructive communication, they experimented with getting an outsider to
lead the negotiations for their teafunion negotiator recounted:

Then we had our lawyer with us to lead the negofiatito see if this could

change the quality of the conversation. And our lawyer is experienced with
negotiations in the private sector, for other unions. And he was rather shocked

by the tone and mode of communication. He thought it was unheard of. He
consdered, or speculated, whether they could be reportesbftee authority.
Unclear].Report them to.[. ]. He was completely shockefl.. .] He was not

used to people saying things | i ke Afuc

Some negotiators werbowevernot as botheredybsuch behaviouge.g.,
shouting and slammingf door9, suggesting somewhat jokinglyBud if you have grown

up in a dysfunctional family, then things
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d e a | Itis possibl&that such behaviour thhave been intentional and part of a
theatrical ploy to intimidate opponents. In addition to door slargmmegotiators might
use more subtlmtimidation tactics, such as trying to demonstrate superior technical
skills. As a union negotiator stated:

Now, | dondét know wh 8hat haveiexgergencedise X per i
that [name oh e g o t i laeflsheis Juch &n actoHe/Shecomes in often

he/shedoes a kind of exercise like teaching himvealculate, as if to tell us that

we are idiots, you knowtzke calculating percentages. Wherddinestarts by

saying that we agree that you calculate percentages by dividib@Obgnd

mul tiply byé you know?

Somethinghat irritated some employer negotiators immensggwhat they
perceivedasfiwhingingd andsulking from some union negotiators. Some negotiators saw
bargaining as an inherently aggressive game, where people should hetalerate a
little bit of mudslinging without other people being offended and taking it personally. It
goes without sayindhat this was not a constructive dynamic, and neither party reported
positive experiences from these bargaining relationsiipgge words of an employer
negotiator:

The truth is that they are sulky if you say something that can could seem

offending or sorathing, you know? | have experienced it with [namarabn],

where | said something, and then one of thens §&t itwasincredibly

rude/offensivehow couldyou demean [the profession], demean us like that.

You have no idea, Yy deydhtaeitpersormllyor beené
something.

Trust. Trust was also a theme throughout most of the interviews. Not only was
trust important for parties following through on commitnsamd promises made in
previous meetingst was particularly important becasegotiations would often happen

in private offthe-record meetings, where lead negotiators could explore options in
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confidence without making promises or raising the expectations among other members of

the bargaining teams. These discussions would dowa deeper level of problem

solving as the | ead negotiators would be m
positions on the issuesaththey felt they could when everyone was present. Often this

involved trying to get a better sense of the sentimentst hi n t he ot her part
exploringwhich kinds of options might be agreeable to the other side. However, the use

of such offthe-record discussion was only possible if the negotiators could trust the other
negotiators to not reveal to their tearhatwas said in those discussios employer

negotiator explained:

[Trust] is important, becausecanl give you a concrete example? So, they

have a lead negotiator. If | am not afraid to say to a lead negofigtar,know,

| might be able to get theeople on my team to say yes to 2%, on the condition

of this other issue being resolved. Bu
offer.0 Then[negotiator]is not going to go to the other side and tell them that

we agreed to 2%. But it could be tia¢gotiator] told them,fiOK, | have now

got the devil to agree to 2%. And let us just catch him in tidatsomething

like that. But if[negotiator]does that, then there is no more trust, you know?
Accordingly, if you have trust, you can be more open [inroomication].

Mutual intelligibility. As discussed in the Findings chapter, for practices to work
T in this case the bargaining routin@eople need to have a similar understanding of the
meaning of the various activities and behaviours involved. In @tbets, practices
require that the behaviours of various partiesiere t ual | y (seeSahdtzkii gi bl e 0
2006) Transferring this idea to dektive bargaining, this would mean that in order to
have good and constructive relationships, it would be impaarmavesome common
understanding between the parties on how to engage in the negotiatidns fact,

there verea number of examples this studythat demonstrateldow thevaryingdegrees
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of mutual intelligibility could affect the bargaining relationships both positively and
negatively As | observed, the similarity between employer and union negatidtor
expertise and level of knowleda@llowed for a level of discussion where the parties
seemed to be on a similar wavelength and therefore better able to engage in-problem
solving and collaborative discussioi@ne employer negotiator reflected

[Segment not recordetiased on handwrittemote$ Sometimes the chemistry

j ust does n gThinking veky haadsad carefully how to sayt, or

how much to sait. Wonders howihonesb to bg. Some unionfno names
mentionedlarejust not on the same wave length. How does the union

undersand the gamer the ightd? Do they really knowor understand the

@améaswell? Sometimestheyd on 6t quite know how to p
it involves. It specifically tends to depend cartainoccupational groups [no

names mentioned].

For one thingemployer negotiators appreciated that the union negotiators could
understand management issues andcogcerrhence t he percepti on o
but union negotiators, due to their similarity in educational background and professional
experience, wee mor e easily able to understand em
engage in the negotiations accordingly. Some negotiators highlighted that skills were
needed on both sides of the table and lamented the occasional lack of skills among parties
on the otler side something they felt often could impede effective negotiations.

One fairly assertivenionnegotiator found that the ability to bargain hard on the
issues was uneven among the negotiators on the other side. This negotiator was prepared
to make serious changes to the collective agreement that would both improve the union
memberéworking conditons as well as increase the effectiveness and efficiency in the
workplace. But in order be able to negotiate such changes, there needed to be stronger

and more determined problesolvers on the other sid&s this union negotiator stated:
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A

|l 6m ready wel hawkh to offer, for a reas
thatthis capability [to bargain] is there among those on the other esxdept

for with [name of negotiator5o,what ends up being considered a reasonable
agreemenbecoms rather attachetb particular person.

Individual Attributes

As highlighted in my research questions, | was interested in the degree to which
individual negotiators were able to influence the process and outcomes. | have already
described the ways in which routinizatiorverely constrainethe negotiathg room
negotiators hadvailable to themHowever, it was very striking that there was great
individual variability in how effective negotiators were at creating space to both influence
process as well @e negotiaé bette outcomes on behalf of their constituents. There were
two main categories that determined the level of negotiator agencyv&3mnelated to
negotiator abilityjnvolving behavioural and cognitive characteristics, such as skills
processual awareness, arefjotiation dispositiond'he other category was more
structural and related to the negoti@drackground, such as their experiemckication,
and the status of their profession.

Skills. As suggested, the use of tactics vadedsiderablyetween indiidual
negotiators. When asked to reflect on the characteristics of a good negotiator, the
interviewed participants expressed their opinion about certaecapabilities required of
leadnegotiators. Their answers reflecigtat they saw as the importagpectof their
own approach to negotiatioandalso reflected what they perceived as being important
capabilities observed in other negotiators that they had observed from experience over
time. While most of the participants interviewed had leading roles in negotiations, most

of them hadat one timeor anothertakenmore supporting roles on a bargaining team,
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experience thdtadgiven themthe opportunity to observe other negotiatdéngheir own

more direct experiences negotiatorghey had seen what did and did not work and most
had also had exgpience sitting across the table from other negotiators and had been able
to observe which of their counterpait&havioursvere more effective than others.

The fact that negotiators were able to extract different levels of concebgions
using a varietyf tactics, suggestifferent levels of skillsSome negotiators were very
conscious of the rolhatskill and technique had in negotiations. As the following
excerpts illustrate, negotiators were able to identify an impressive range of necessary
skills and capabilities. The skills identified ranged from the technical and analytical skills,
to relationship and processiented skills. In essence, the skills were closely related to
the use of the various tactics. For example, soegotiatordighlightedthe need for
relationshipbuilding skillsandprocessual awareness, as well as technical content
expertise as being importaiteskills identified by participantare illustrated in more
detail in Appendix 4

The skills appeared to be critically inmpant for the use of tactics, because most
of the tactics described above would not have been possible or effective without the
abilities and/or the strategic awareness of the individual negotiAidgionally, apart
from the straighhegotiation skillsit also proved to be vitally important to have content
knowledge and technical abilities (sudxcalculative skills) becaughis background
proved to instill considerapimore power in the people possesdimgm. This is because
having such skills puhese negotiatois a much better position to argue strongly in one
direction or theother andnade thenbetter able to critically evaluate the proposals of

other In some cases, the level of expertise compelled some less knowledgeable
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negotiators to relpn the knowledge their counterparts presented since they did not have
any better source of information themselves.

As discusedin the tactics section, there was a certain amount of improvisation in
the ways some negotiators employed various negotitatits. This suggesthat some
negotiators engaged with the process intuitively rather than deliberately. While there was
plenty of suggestion that many negotiators had picked up skills through training, or
simply throughexperience, some informanisverthelesbelieved that some negotiators
were purdinaturaso and that many important negotiation attributes were innate.
Referring to a particularly skilled negoti.i
of negotiato}f has it. It is innate [e., you are born with it]. You notice it when you are
bargaining. It is real pl easure [to experi

Furthermore, some informants suggested that the best negotiators were those who
possessed the whole package of skillhile many negotiators possesstbng skills in
particular areas i.e., some were particularly adept at building relationships, some had
strong processual awareness and knowledge, and some have very good analytical
capabilities’ the best negotiatoisad strong skills in all areaBy simultaneously having
a deep understanding of the issues and the relationships, having a good overview of the
whole process, being able to convey demands in a way more likely to be accepted (or
even considered) by othees)dhaving the interpersonal ahiés conducive for building
trust and understanding (including the ability to establish a relaxed tone and atmosphere,
with the occasional use of humout)esenegotiators were beableto the integrate the

different types tacticsAn employer negotiat@ummarizes things this way:
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It requires broad knowledge, insight, and awareness. And extreme patience. . .
And good analytical capability to be able to analyze how to find solutions to the
situations at hand, also in relation to, what should | say, homedaut together

our demands so that we get the most out of iAlso,t hat you donoét
negotiation®nly as something that happens at the table rather that you see the
negotiations aan ongoing process the whole time, also in between rounds of
bargaining. So that at the bargaining people, you are ready, but relaxed and able
tell the occasional joke across the table to make the negotiations a little more
positive.

Reflexivity. As | was interviewing participants on their use of skills and tagtics,
became strikingly apparent that negotiabd@msareness and conscious engagement with
process rangkfrom the highly deliberate use of tactics and skdisshapng (and in
somecasesmanipulaing) the bargaining process, what Ashforth and Fried1988)
refer t o afsllonang df thebarghinieggoaitine. In the middle, there were
negotiators who were neither entirely deliberate (in the analytical sense, at least) nor were
they totally mindless.

And as with thauseof tactics, there was greangein how aware(or reflexive
Giddens, 1984hegotiators were about preseand how they saw themselves inteniane
it. At one end (of continuum) werghosenegotiators who were very deliberate in their
negotiation strategy and use of tactics, while at the othetlergbwho were essentially
mindless followers of the routine, as they knew the basic steps of the process, but had
very little awareness of how they could try to adjust the process.

Deliberate There was a strong relationship between the possession of skills and
processual awareness. The most skilled negotiatassndicated by the range of skills
they were able to taltbout, or the what oth@egotiatorsaid about therm were also the

ones who were most knowledgeable about process, and sometimes also about collective
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agreement content. The negotiators who spoke explicitly about tactics (as discussed
previously) were lso the most deliberaten other wordstheyhad the highest degree of
Adi scur si ve (Gddems1984p usnes s o

While the extensive range of tactics may give the impressiavefy high leel
of deliberate strategic thinkinthis was not necessarily the case, except with a few
exceptions. In most cases, negotiators waoesdeliberate in some areas and less so in
other areas. And in many cases, the small interventions negotiators rasaitpdr
observing were somewhat automatic reactions to what happened in a particular situation
and not part of an overall planned strategy. However, there were negotiators who were
very deliberate and plann@dparticular aspects of the negotiatiolmspreparation for
bargaining, ae negotiator spent a lot of time deliberating their position on the issues,
where an acceptable wage level might be, where their bottom line would be, what (non
monetary)settlementsheycould the accept in principle and whinot This negotiator
would also try to anticipate the issuesithmunterpart would go after, and how to
strategize possible responses to demafdstherinformant who had past experience on
themanagement side in public sector bargainamgplained:

It's precisely those points suchi@@here is our limit2Vhat are the principles

and limits to wagestco It's very much in the hands of the politicidoglecide
how far theywill go in wage increases. But then there is the principle of which
onesyou canaccept which oneg o u .cAadrith@n in the preparation there's a
lot of time spent discussing the opponent. Which position are they in and what
can we expeckirst you analyse what your position is and where the opponent
is.
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Other negotiators wereare focussed on the strategy around process, particularly
with regard to the order in wdh issues were to be discussAd employment negotiator
outlined the process as follows:

We usually plan it so that we deal withéallor | usually think to first proess

all the things that are not about monéshich then is what you talk about last.
| t 6 s @ #theselissta® much noise when you discuss money and wage
increases, then it can become very distracting.

And finally, some negotiators were also highlyildetate in their thinking about
the relationship and how these affected the overall negotiation process. One example is
the case where one negotiator propdbatlboth bargaining teams go oriveo- to three
daymini cruise so as to build better rappoedationship and understanding between the
parties.

It i s clear that the negotiatorsd use of
conscious awareness of situation, context, and process. Those who were most deliberate
were the most reflexive, meanirtat they were able to reflect on the context and their
own role in it. Thereby they were able be more strategic with their tactical interventions.
These were the negotiators who were effectively able to alter process, in great part due to
their understandg of what the various aspects of the bargaining process accomplished
and they had some understanding of the human and interpersonal dynamics involved. In
essence, it was the deliberate negotiators who were best able escape the constraints of the
routine Some weresvenable touse the routine for their advantage, sometimes by
deliberatemodificationof the routine.

Mindless:fiStrategy, what is thad?One of my most striking observations was

when | asked negotiators about what strategy theyinssehotation. Frequently, this
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guestion was met with a blank stare from the informants. It was as if a deliberate
approach to bargaining was an entirely foreign concept. This somewhat mindless
approactstoodin stark contrast to the way the more deliberate and highly reflexive
negotiators approached bargaining. Perhaps the starkest example came from a relatively
experienced negotiator whio response to my questions on their usual negotiation
strategy, answed:

Oh God, that [strategy] is something, someththgt|l have never, not ever
thought about. | startdd [year]when thg started with these cuts to the public
sectors, all | have been thinkir@,d you must reallyvatchout for the

A

handbrake. .. No,no,lh#a en6ét really thought about

In other words, all this negotiator seemed to be explicitly conscious aheas
need tostand guard against cugnd possibly concessigrdemanedby the employer.
The mindless negotiators would take the psscfor granted and would follow all the pre
established steps of the process without questioning them, and therefore never considered
any variations for deviations from the rou
tactics and skills was very limie This is not to say that they never employed any of the
tactics described previously, but when they did so, it was almost always out of habit, and
without any contemplation of whether or not thésetic® wereuseful or effective. For
example, | obserd some of these negotiators engage in small talk or use humour, but
since they did not have the processual awareness, these intersemtioemot necessarily
employed in a useful way, such that the meeting could end up containing too much small
talk, tothe extent that it became a counterproductive distraction.

Improvied.While many of the tactical interventions just described were

deliberate, in many instances, there was an element of improvisation, i.e., negotiators did
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not have a clear motive for amicular action, but rather deviated slightly from the script
basedontheir intuitive feeling of the situatiodfter the completion of an interview
where | hagposed questions about negotiation strategiesnegotiator reflected further
on the issuefcstrategy As | wrote in my field notes:

The informanthen mentioned something about my question about strategy
which madehemthink about what their strategy really was because it is not
something they really articulate or consciously think abouttiBaydid
conceddhat over the years they hawe fact develogdsome strategy through
practice. However, it was not a strateggy could readily articulate.

This makingit-up-asyou-go approach also indicated improvisatory tendencies of
many negotiators. Most negotiators had little or no negotiation training and thus had been
forced to learn on the job, either by imitating other by trial and error. Thus, while
therewascertainly an improvisatory element to negotiating, there stlieexpectations
of certain unwritten rules to be followed.n t er ms of Gi ddensds (196
of reflexivity, these negotiatorsrelid pr i mar il y on their Apract
(Negotiation) DispositionsAs mentioned earlier, it appearsthsughthere were
almost as many ways to engage in negotiations as there were individual negotiators. Each
negotiator seemed to have a uniqambination of skills, attitudes, experienead
education, which, in combination with the situational characteristics, such as the relative
status of the professions, and relationship with the other party, led to a tendency to engage
in collective bargaimg in a particular way. While | am, for space reasanable to go
into a detailed discussion of the various negotiating disposjiiasgossible to
summarize this range of tendencies in a number of negotiaigles which can be

broadly classifid astaskoriented(fjust get it done), aggressivéMachiavellian),
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problemsolving(dialogue seekinglontrarian (fil just say no), whinging(fiwe are not
appreciated), andnornassertivglobliging). These negotiation styles have similarities
with, but ae not identical to, those commondiscussedn the conflict management
literature(e.g., Pruitt, 1983; Rahim, 1983V hile, as | will explain in the following

section, the way negotiators engaged with the bargaining process wasg®e @degree
influenced bytheir background, such as their education and experience, the negotiation
styles highlight that there also was a dispositional (or personality) element shaping

negotiation behaviouiseeAppendix 5.

NegotiatorBackground

The differences between negotiatoréamms of their approach and skill level
relatedto bargaining seemed to be shaped considerable degréy their background.
Experience and education seemed to lgeatlyinfluencedindividual negotiatoré
capabilities, whilehe occupation statu@ossibly associated with tigeendeed
characteristicef the occupationthey represented seemed to influence toav
negotiators were perceived by their counterparts.

Experience Direct bargaining experience was likely the most important factor
determininghow people engaged in with the negotiation process. While some suggested
that negotiation skill was something people were born with, it was through experience
that negotiators developed their understanding of the process and learned what worked
and what dl not. In addition to having learned from past negotiations which of their own
behavioursandinterventions had woddand which ones had not, they had also been able

to observe how the behaviours of those on the other side had affect the process. Just as
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some of the most experienced negotiators were often the most skilled, there were also

strong indications that the lack of experience could be a real obstacle to productive

negotiations. Not only did the lack of experience usually cause a lack of taepiegioire

(to maximize outcomes for the party the negotiators represented), the limited

understanding of the process would often lead to frustration among counterparts, due to

lack of understandingftheir ul es of t he gamed toorr yo fd atnhcee 0s
Researche Whatis required of the parties to make the negotiations go well?

Employernegotiator: That they know the craft. . . That they know the rules of

the game. . . It comes from experience. . . But then sometimes new people take
over, and it takes a while. . . Like if you if you get into a negotiation where

there is an entirely new union executive [or bargaining team], then it is more

di fficult. They dondét know that they s
sorts of things,thing t hey candét achieve.

Education There was a very strong relationship between the level education
negotiators had and their awareness and knowledge of process and content. Those with
the highest level of university education (some had mulgrdduatedegrees) were
usually the ones with the strongest analytical skills. They were generally also the ones
who had the most awareness of progess were the most reflexiveand theywere
usually able to use that awareness to manage the negotiation pitwesgs especially
the case when the education was directly relevant to the negotiation process. For example,
having a substantive business, fingrareeconomics background was often of
considerable help with dealing the technical and financial aspiitis megotiationsOne
negotiator known for hisermathematical skillsvould effectively use and demonstrate
these during bargaining meetings, sometifmesdvertently or intentional)ydeceiving or

evenintimidating the other sidé\ union negotiator riéected:
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But you have to watch out with the calculations, also those of [name of
employer]. There were figures that we had asked for, because we had been told
thatit was not possible make subtraction that we had proposed, in the way we
wanted it. And then we sit there at the Hotel and negotiate, and then suddenly
this column appears [in the spread sheet], as [employer negotiator] is showing
us.[Employer negotiatoris incrediby good at these thinggEEmployer
negotiator]shows us a load of tables and calculations, and then this column
appears. And we say, wait a minute, what is that? Q&psployer negotiator]

had the numbers but | us.tSogyduhdvetd watcthant t
out. Youhave toat least take the time to make the calculations yourself,
becausehey arequick.[Employer negotiatoris incredibl quick when it

comes to math and calculations.

While there was a clear tendency for the morélyigducated negotiators to be
more skilled and more reflexive (in termsdi$cursiveconsciousness), not alf these
highly educated negotiators were equally skilled. In, famnenegotiators for some blue
collar (trades) unions appeared to be justfiective as somef thenegotiators with
higher degrees, suggesting that education was not everydmdtpatother individual
characteristics also played a considerable Ati¢he same time, the negotiators for
manual labour unions (i.e., occupatidhat required no training program or education)
were certainly the ones with least skill and knowledge on both collective bargaining
content and process, something the employer negotiators highlighted a number:of times

The competency among sommeions is very low. The fear of getting into a

di scussion is so great that you donodt
changes their positienIf they had been better at it, we would have been able

to sit and discuss things more directly across the tabh greater extent.

(Occupation Status In many respects, level of education was associated with
occupational status of the particular union negotiating. For instancelewgih
professionals, especially those likely to hgldduatedegreesgenerally had high status

and (relatively) welpaying jobs. In addition to likely having better skills and

151



understanding of content and process, they also seemed to have earned (or inherited due
to status) better respect from negotiators at the otheofttle table. The relative status

of an occupational group had soeffect on the negotiation process. There was a pattern
that those most dissatisfied with the bargaining process were the unions struggling to
assurebetter recognitiorior the occupationthey represented. In particular, these unions
(often representing workers in the health and personal care sedtars tend to be

heavily female orientgdelt that they wer€and had historically beg¢ninderpaid relative

to other occupatisrequiringsimilar level of education and responsibilities.

Furthermore, the dissatisfaction was not only with pay. In many ways, the perceived
underpay was just one of several indicators of the lack of the respect for the profession.
Even though job and educatiomuérements were just as high, or higher, tfarother
occupation, the union representatives felt that these professions had a lower status than
they deservedAn employer negotiator described:

It has been a recurring theme for [name of union], the laokoognition and
respect. fAWe have un iare eurveagesoynuah bbwec at i on
than [other occupation]?06 for exampl e.

The feeling of undeserved lower status appeared to affect interaction at the
bargairnng table. These unions would often demand more respect from the employer, and
they were generally the unions most vocally dissatisfied with the constraints of the wage
frame. However, this insistence for greater respect often irritated employer negotiator
who felt that these unions were unreasonable in continuing to ask for things the employer
negotiators could not deliveio their mind, the employer negotiators felt just as

constrained by the wage framdecause breaking the frame would have unmanégeab
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repercussions and respect was not something they could negotiate into a collective
agreement. The result seems to have been that employer negotiators would often end up
perceiving these unions &whingingd whichin turn might compel these negotiattos
act with even less respect.

It is difficult to ascertain whether this perceived lack of respast purely a
response tperceivedvhinging and supposedly unreasonable demandsjtonas
actuallyin part caused by lesser respect for these pantiogtaupations and the
negotiators representing the@ertainly, it seemed that the perception of nagging and
fAisulkines® did not in any way increase the employgegjard for these professions.
Further to this point, some key negotiators admitted thatwieeg mape a little more
lenient with the demands of union negotiators they perceived as amicalfiecaa
which suggesithat they may have been considerably more rigid with union negotiators
they found irritating. While there seems to have beenatioakhip between the status of
the unions and the quality of the relasbip with employenegotiators, especially in
terms of respect, it is not clear whether the poor relationships were caused mainly by an
original lack of respect for a lower statugf@ssion or mainly a result of frustration with
the tactics the other side try to employ. Possibly, both factors were at play and if so, they

were likely mutually reinforcing.
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CHAPTER 5: MODEL: STRUCTURE, AGENCY , AND TRUCE

My findings, described in thgrevious chapter, and summarized igufe 3in
Chapter 4, illustrate how structural factors interact with individual inputs during the
collective bargaining process, and the outcomes resulting from this interplay. In this
chapter] describe andiscusghe resulting theoretical modeli¢fare 4, a model that
essentially becomes a story of structure versus agency in structured negotiations. The
model features three main componehbtrgaining structure, negotiator agency, and
bargaining outcomes. In thelfowing sections, | discuss the relationship between these
main components as well assme of the lowelevel dimensionsvithin them and the
interrelationships between those. | follow the same order as in the Findings chapter,
starting with the Bargainin§tructure, followed by Bargaining Outcomes, and ending

with Negotiator Agency.

Structure: The Bargaining Routine

As illustrated in the model, the bargaining structure consists of both formal and
informal processee.g., Ring & Van de Ven, 1994y hich together form a routinee.,
Afa repetitive, recognizable pattern of i
(Feldman & Pentland, 2003, p. 98)here pattern bargainif@e., using the outcome of
one negotiation as a template for subsequent negotiations; Craig & Solomon, 1996)
becomesfocal activity. Inthe Faroe Islands industrial relatiacentext, there are
relatively few formal rules in the legislated or regulated sense. Through time, however,
strong established norms and traditions have been established around how the parties are

to interact, to the extent that actors take them for granted almost asaf#feymal
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rules.lt is difficult to clearly delineate between the formal and informal, some parts of the

process are consideraldgss formal This is especiallyhe case withthe parts of the

process that often are not explicitly discusgguexample of this is whemegotiators

(typically the mae experienced ones) expect otliiptayer® to follow a number of

informal (and often unspokenylesi like in agame(Bourdieu & Wacquant, 1992)in

addition tothemore formal and explicit rules
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While the formal process may prescribe a certain timing and sequiestep®
there are unwritten expectations around some of the interactiompastech as the
timing of when in the process to discuss monetary issues, how to go about the give and
take of gains and concessions, or the extent to which issues shouldldrrebtdoe
discussed publicly whilbargaining is going on. In a way, bargaining almost becomes a
ritual (Johnson, Prashantham, Floyd, & Bourque, 20djobligatory dance where a
certain choreographyustbe followed in order to give the process legitimacy in the eyes
of both internal and external stakeholders.

Pattern bargaining is mostly an informal component of the bargaining routine.
However, it is a dominating feature with significant implicationsaibat is possible to
negotiate during the bargaining procdaseach round of bargaining, the accompanying
wage framesets the cost level for each negotiation so that no union is able to negotiate a
better package that costs more (in terms of percentagease) than any package
negotiated by another union. As a result,wastmajority of the time spent in
negotiations is spent on negotiating adjustments that can be made without changing the
overall cost of the package on the tallhile this severelgonstrains what is possible to
do and achieve, it can at times also make negotiations easier because knowing the wage
frame in advance enables negotiators to more easily focus on the issues they can
realistically negotiate.

As the routines literature rends us, routines are never fixed. Instead they are
continuously morphing entities shaped by prior practice at the same timeg abdbe
future practicFeldman& Pentland, 2003)Routines theorists, especially those who

focus onroutine dynamicge.g., Feldman & Pentland, 200®yoposdhat routines are
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simultaneouslystensivdi.e., the formal, or routine in principle) apdrformative(i.e.,

the ways in which the routine is actually performédcording to this modekhereare
certain formally described (or assumed) aspects dédhgaining process, such as the
prescribed steps in collective bargaining. At the same timedyargaining routine is
continuously adjustethrough experimentation and use of situational tactics, and these
variations do occasionally become part of thereitroutine, which is why there are
frequently slightly different versions of the routine for each bargaining relatiorishem
the rigidity of the wage frame is something that emerges over time as a main feature of
the routine. Thus, whilpracticesareprescribedandsometimes routinizedherecan be
considerable variatiom praxis (Feldman & Pentland, 2003; Whittington, 200B) this
sense, the ostensive and performative aspetf® abutine appear to map fairly closely
on to the conceptualization pfacticesandpraxis, respectively, as defined in the SAP

literature(see Feldman, 2015)

Outcomes: The Truce

As described in the findingtye routinized structure of the collective bargaining
process has had profound implications for the outcomes, where individual negotiators
only have marginal influence on the outcomes. The central outcome of the routine is that
it produces a truce that nimizes the expression of potentially destructive conflict
(Nelson & Winter, 1982)Four main themes form part of this truce, namely stability,
rigidity, distributejustice, and stabilization of power.

Stability. The use of pattern bargaining, and general (even if sometimes reluctant)

acceptance of the wage frame in the routine ensure a considerable level of stability. First
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and foremost, this is demonstrated in lthe level oflabour unrest and disruptive conflict

compared to the time prior to the solidification of the bargaining routine. In addition to

ensuring relative labour peace, the truce also stabilizes the more direct negotiation

outcomes such thaglativeoutcomes (between different occupational groups) are kept

consistent; that is, the relative differences in wages between groupsataigent

While the truce allowsome of thessueparameterso be renegotiateth every round of

bargaining (typicallyevery two years), the overatidustrial relationsrucein the Faroe

Islandshas remained in effect fatmost two decadedost negotiators considettempts

to change the overall shape of the tr(roainly by trying to break the wage fraje be

futile. While the model here refers to emer-organizationatruce, it corresponds with

Nel son and Wi nt er intsa-orgdni2aBangl truteh, evere they suggest o n

t h at seeniis safe to say that fear of breaking the truce is, in general, ayldored

tending to hold organizations (o2t he path
Rigidity. While the truce has minimized the volatility and increasieglstability in

industrial relationsit has also imposed a severe rigidity that is noy fmistrating for

negotiators but also makes it difficult to make any fundamental and important contractual

changes. In particular, the lack of flexibility and the rigidity of the truce siakifficult

to make changes to contracts that involve chaniiiegpay of one occupation relative to

another. For example, there mayadabour shortage within a particular occupation

which might be helped by an increase of relative pay, but making such an adjustment

would break the wage franamdundermine the tru¢esomething that employers do not

want to risk.Thus, just as the organizational routines literature has suggested, the benefit

of stability in routines is often accompaniedibgrtia(Hannan & Freeman, 1984hd
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inflexibility (Gersick & Hackman, 1990; Weiss & llgen, 1988)mething that generally
is not considered in the negotiation and conflict management literature, which has
explored what happens when negotiation is routinized.

Distributive justice.There is one implication of the truce that has immediate and
direct effects on outcomes. When there is one overarching truce affecting multiple parties
within it, the truce constrains what outcomes each party is able to reach relatiker
parties.On the one hand, ¢ftruce ensures some level of fairness, in that everyone
receives essentially the same raise each round of bargaining. On the other hand, the
constraints of the truce prevent historical issues around distributiveejfistm being
rectified. While the effect of freezingrages of different occupational groups relative to
each othecould be considered a positive in the sense of distributive jutiséha a
particular negative effect on the unions representing otiomahgroups perceiving
themselves as historically underpaid. Because the wage frame gtippsame
percentage increase on all unions, the unibasareperceivedo beunderpaidseem
unable tcescape the underpayment trap. Not surprisingly altso these unionthatare
most aggrieved by the rigidity of the wage fradmecontrast to most negotiation
literature, which has not fully embraced the contextualized neturegotiations
(Gelfand et al.2012, 2008)and especially not routinized negotiatigkgsting &

Smolinski, 2007)this model demonstrates some of the macro level effects of a routinized
truce.

Stabilization of powerAs the truce limits the variability in what each party can
achieve in bargaining, to a large extent it reducesdieepower plays in the negotiation

process. Te truce essentially leads to a stabilization of relative power, where individual
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powerplays become somewhat ineffective. Before the pattern bargaining became
routinized(something that happened in the last/2@rs) it was somewhat possible for
individual actors (unions or employer) to use their bargaining power to push for greater
concessions. However, with the (sometimes reluctant) acceptance of the wage frame
pattern, power relations haua essencegbeenstabilized at the levedrior to the
entrenchment of the routine.

With power stabilized and embedded within the routine, the latent power
dynamics become less obvioieldman & Pentland, 2003p the extent that
participants often do not explicitly speak or think of them. Even when participants are
aware of these latent power dynamics, participants seem for the most part powerless to
affect any meaningful change to the process. This stamlizat power may possibly
benefit the employers more than the unions because employers have more control over
the wage pattern in that they essentially have control over which union is part of setting
the wage frame. As the more centralized negotiatinty pidwe employers have more

control over how the frame is being implemented across different bargpainsg

Negotiator Agency: Negotiators, Tacticsand Relationships

As discussed, the routinization of bargaining dominates the bargaining process
and toalargeextent shapes what is possible in terms of outcomes. However, the
bargaining routine is not a fixed object. Rather, énacted and maintadthrough the
continuous and repeated interactions between the parties involved. Much of this
interactio is routinized, but as the findings show, theresangeralfactors that shape or

enable variations in how the routine is performed, and sometimes modified or deviated
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from. These factors can be grouped under bargaining tactics and relationshipstHattors
are further shaped by individual attributes and backgrounds of the negotiators

Tactics.The findings of this study demonstrate a vast range of tactics negotiators
use in order to try to influence the process and outcomes, even with the awarnéss th
difference they can make in tangible outcomes is marginal. These tactics target different
aspects of the negotiations, with some aiming directly at the outcomes (issues tactics) and
others at managing the process and relationships. This categorizatactics
corresponds with much of the prior negotiation and conflict management literature, some
of it A p(Freedmam, 19p48;isee ab example, Cloke & Goldsmith, 2005; Fisher
& Ury, 1981) It also matche®va | t o n a n d (194%)d{sénction between
distributive and integrative issues tactics and attitudinal structuring (i.e., relationship
building) tactics. The negotiators employed this considerable variety of tactics, well
aware of the structuraonstraints imposed by the routine. In this model, | have added a
category | abeled Acreative tactics, 0 becau
normally possible with issues tactiiacs. Rat
common aspe of integrative tacticka t act i ¢ such as negotiatir
bargaining for an extra small piece of pastry hidden away in the corner of the oven, where
few people can see it. | have also put these tactics in a separate category, begause th
require a certain amount of extra creativity, and it is only through such creativity that
negotiators are able to bargain for anything in addition to what is already fixed in the
wage frame. In addition to the tactics directly targeting the issuesuérohees, those
aimed at the process and relationship are also critically important. Not only do a smoother

process and better relationships make for more pleasant, sometimes more constructive,
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negotiationsbut theyare also important contextual factorattban be of great relevance
to what otherwise is possible in the negotiations, especially regarding which other tactics
negotiators can successfully employ, something | discuss in fulttesibelow.
RelationshipsAs just discussed, some tactics aspexially targeted at managing
the relational dimensions of negotiatiqseeattitudinal structuring Walton &
McKersie, 1965) These tactics are important because the relational dynamics can be
critically important in negotiations, because many of the tactics discussed are only
effective ifthe parties have a positive relationship with each other, at least if the parties
were attempting employ any form of integrative negotiation. And a positive relationship
is essential when trying to employ any of
Interpersonal redtionships and trusiThe quality of the relationship between two
bargaining parties can have profound impact on the proceedings of the negotiations as
well as on outcomes. This is the case even in highly constrained negotiations, such as the
ones that wer part of this study, where process and outcomes to a considerable degree
are prescribed in advance. The need for trust in any integrative (or cooperative)
negotiations is well established in the literat{iffgedman, 1994a; Zaheer et al., 1998)
order to come up witsolutions that benefit both parties, negotiators have to disclose
some of their core interests to each other, information that could be used against them by
more competitively oriented negotiators, t
example ofhis (e.g., Rubin & Brown, 1975)nterpersonal relationships are critically
important ininterorganizational relationship&lein et al., 2000; Zaheer et al., 1998)
whereinterorganizational trust is foundationally based on interpersonal trust, which at the

individual level isdefineda8a psychol ogi cal state compri si
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vulnerability based upon positive expectat
(Rousseau et al., 1998, p. 39B) addition to trust, getting along at the interpersonal level

also seems to have an impact. There is one example in my findings where one negotiator,
generally known for a contrarian, haodrgaining approach, strgigd with having to say

no to a demand from an opposing bargaining team whim wheyhad an otherwise

very amicable relationship. I n other words
acquiesce tgpecificdemand may at timebe influencedbyhe fAni ce 0 t hey <cor
the other negotiators to be.

Mutual intelligibility. In addition to trust and good or reasonable interpersonal
relationships, negotiations are also deeply affected by how well negotiators understand
each other 060s b es.heninegaotiatas tadkralmbut meeding a good
Achemi stryd with the people on the other s
along on an interpersonal level. In fact, it is just as much about the chemistry of the
bargaining interactions. Fadné process to flowthe negotiators need to havenatual
understanding of the process and the interactions witHiomhenegotiatorassociate
this to knowing the Ar uloexepooimutdahe game. 0 T
intelligibility which iscentrdto much practice theorfe.g., Schatzki, 2006Mutual
intelligibility is needed for practices to work, because the actions of allsdtawe to be
interpretable by other actoi$ negotiators are experienced and have participated in
bargaining numerous times, they will have a better understanding of the behaviours of
others in the process. In other words, it is partly through repedtgddctions that the

actions of the parties become mutually intelligible.
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I n addition to experience, mut ual i nt el
backgrounds. For instanc@greareexamples in this studyherenegotiatoravere
generally gtting betteralong with counterpartsith similar educational and professional
backgrounds. In cases where parties differ more in their perspectivetustrial
relationsand process of bargaining, theygpears to beuch less understanding (or
willingness to understand) of what the other pertyying to do.

Having a mutual understanding of process, practices, and behaviour is critically
important for constructive for negotiations. When negotiators do not have this common
understanding, one party caasily come to see the other as unreasonable and unrealistic.
This will often be the case when experienced negotiators sit across with inexperienced
bargaining teams. In addition to being an irritation that can negatively affect the overall
relationshipjt can also make it difficult to jointly probleisolve on issues, because part
of the art of persuading the other party is to be able to speak on issues in language and
terms the other party can accept.

When playing according to the defined (formal andrinfal) rules of the
bargaining routine, where general acceptance of the wage frame is expected, strong
resistance to this frame by one party can be seen as not playing by the rules, and as a
result the actions and behaviours of the resisting party ate fikbe seen as a lack of
skill and understanding of what is supposed to happen in bargaining. This can have
considerable consequences for the relationship between the parties, with difficult and
unconstructive negotiations as a consequence.

Individual attributes.As described earlier, negotiators are able to employ a vast

range of tactics in the negotiations. One of the most interesting things is how much
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variability there is in the tactics used by different negotiators. In many ways, each
negotiator teds to use their own unique style of negotiating (more on styles later) that is
based on their very individual skills, reflexivity (social, processual, and situational
awareness), and dispositions.

Skills The main reason for the varied repertoire of tactsed bydifferent
negotiators is their considerable differenceskitl level. In order to effectively utilize the
different types of tactics (issues, process, relationship, or creaiaggtiators aed to
have particular skills related to the respective tactics. Accordingly, negotiators with a high
level of content knowledge and technical skill are particularly capable in dealing with the
concrete issues being negotiated. Possessing strong matla¢siallis, for example, can
give negotiators an advantage over negotiators weak in this area, as they can be much
more confident in understanding the implications the adjustments being considered
(typically within the wage frame), especially in situatiovizere they may need to make a
quick evaluation to a proposal coming from the other side. Similarly, some negotiators
may have a strong, sometimes intuitive, understanding of process and are able to mold the
process, if not for their own benefit, then imler to make the process more efficient. At
the relationship level, some negotiators appear to have strong interpersonal skills and the
ability to instill trust with other people.

In the strategyaspractice literature, skills are often discussed in terhtlsedr
linguistic, discursive, rhetorical, and narrative naferg., Balogun, Best, et al., 2015;
Balogun et al., 2014; Laine & Vaara, 2015; Maitlis & Lawrence, 2000jd3m &
Balogun, 2011; Sam+Bredericks, 2003; Wodak et al., 2018any of these skills are

certainly relevant in collective bargaining. However, the difference is that as collective
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bargaining is primarily an interather than intraorganizational pycess with SAP
research so far mostly focused the lattére modepresentedhere applies particularly to
the skills in negotiating with parties ext
(1973 Ainegoti atoro rol e. The strongest negoti .
skills (content/technical, process, and relational), simdavhatFauré and Rouleau
(201)refertoadi st r at e g i c(a combimptiert oétecknical expertise,
discursive abilities, and strategic knowlejige

As suggested in the substantial training literature on negotiation and conflict
managemente.g., Cloke & Goldsmith, 2005; Fisher & Ury, 198tjary of these skills
can be learnedut there are also strong indications that some of the most skilled
negotiators have a very intuitive approach to negotiation. For them, negotiating seems
very much like a craftMintzberg, 1987)where they rely considerably upon
improvisation, which is necessaiior some of the more creative tactics.

Reflexivity.Not all negotiators are equally deliberate in how they engage with the
bargaining process. Some negotiators will have a highly deliberate st(stiedgberg &
Waters, 1985)while others will follow the routine somewhat mindleggghforth &
Fried, 1988) Most ngotiators will fall somewhere in the middle of this continuum, with
a few being nearer to either the deliberate or the mindless end. Somewhere in between are
the negotiators who are neither mindless nor fully deliberate. Instead these will rely more
on ther intuition and be somewhat improvisatory in their approach.

The deliberate negotiators will be highly conscious, and often analytical, of the
process. Due to thelinowledge ofprocess, they will usually be very skilled, and highly

strategic in their usef tactics. Some may have special strengths relating to certain
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aspects of the negotiations and be particularly deliberate in these areas. For example, a
negotiator could be especially focused on contenisswks andpend time in advance

planning whakind of distributive bargaining tactics to use. Another negotiator may

spend more time on how to deliberately adjust the process, for example, by changing the
parameters around how the meetings are scheduled and conducted. And finally, a

negotiator particlarly attuned to the relational aspects of negotiations may take the
initiative to try building better interper
conception of reflexivity, the deliberate negotiators have a high leviaidrsive

consciousess which refers to the extent to which people are able to articulate in words

(to themselves and to others) reasons for their actions.

In contrast to the deliberate negotiators, there are those who rely more on
improvisation.While these negotiators dwave a strategy of some sottis one they have
developed intuitively over timandthrough experience, and one they cannot easily
articulate. These negotiators rely on what Giddens (1984) refers to gu#utical
consciousnessSome of these negoatitais can be quite effective, as they can be very good
intuitive players of the gam@ourdieu & Wacquant, 1992However, because they often
cannot articulate the reasdios their actions, they do not have the same level of
reflexivity as the more deliberate negotiators.

Finally, thosenegotiators with the least reflexivity tend to follow the bargaining
routine somewhat mindlessishforth & Fried, 1988)For these negotiators, the idea of
havi ngt eag yids tcraan be somewhat of a foreign co
unreflexive of context and will usually take the process for granted. These negotiators

will generally be the least skilled and will have the smallest utilization of tactics.
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Dispositons.In addition to the different skill level and range of reflexivity,
negotiators will often also have different preferences for how to approach negotiations
and conflict, similar to the dispositional styles laid out in the dual concern model in the
corflict management literatur@.g., Pruitt, 1983; Rahim, 1983; K. W. Thomas &
Kilmann, 2002) The findings from this study, however, suggest some different styles (or
at least variations of) than tle@es specified in the dual concern model. In addition to the
styles suggested by the dual concern model, sucbrdsnting, integrating, obliging,
avoiding, or compromising, thesjastgettityl es
done-attitudg, different ways of contendinggigressivecontrarian, whinging, in
addition to the more common conflict stylg®blemsolvingintegrative andobliging.

Thus, in addition to the simple two dimensions, condersself and concerfor-others,
this demonsttes how assertiveness can be expressed in different ways.

Negotiator backgroundWhile negotiators have individual attributes that affect
their effectiveness in negotiations, many of these attributes are shaped by their
background. For instance, lengthn&fgotiating experience seems to be directly related to
negotiating skill. Level of education is strongly associated keitlexivity andcognitive
capability. Furthermore, some negotiators have had specific training in negotiation, or
have been exposed negotiation theory during their higher education, something that
contributes to both higher skill level and awareness of process.

A third factor, occupation statyss less about whthe negotiators are as
individuals but rather about the group of pedplkeyrepresent. The primary evidence of

the roleoccupation status plays is in how tality to influence bargaining outcomes

seems more constrained by the unions perceiving themselves as historically underpaid.
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These unions consistently feel that tlaeg less respected by the employer negotiators,
something they attribute to the perceived lower status of their profe$siese

professions are typically in the personal care sector, and there are strong suggestions

(from negotiators representing theseams) that these occupations being female

dominated is an important factor affecting their historically lower status, something they
believe impacts their success at the bargaining table. It is these unions that are

consistently the most dissatisfied wghtternbargaining truce. Accordingly, they are less
willing to accept the regular Arules of th
as unreasonable, unrealistic, and fAwhingin
intelligibility between the parties, something that then undermines the establishment of

the positive and productive relationships necessary to make any extra gains in the

negotiations.

The Tension Between Structure and Agency

A recurring theme in this thesis, is how thetmoized structure of bargaining
severely constrains the agency of individual negotiators. However, another strong theme
also emerging is the rich variety of ways negotiators try to work within these constraints
and sometimes around them. In this regat@ve particularly focused on factdhst
might explain the somewhat varied amount of agency negotiators seem to have. A focal
point of this discussion are the attributes of the individual negotiators, who are quite
differentnot onlyin terms of their levels of skills and reflexivityut also in terms daheir

psychological dispositions. At one level, there is a purely psychological dimension to this
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discussion. At another level, the psychological discussion leads us back to the
disagreement Giddens and Bourdieu have on individual agency.

There seem tbeboth psychological and sociological factors shaping the degree
of individual negotiator agency. From a psychological perspective, routines could be
referred t o aoqCodpsri&Wheyg2009;iMischal, 197 Bymee
personality and dispositions will have less relevance for behaviour than the situational
characteristics. While this is likely true in this case, as demonstrated by the constraints of
the bargaining routines, my findingtso show that them@reconsiderable differences in
how people engage with the constraints, differences that seem to be determined by
negotiator Adispositionso (broadly defined
negotiators wharemore reféxive of the context and routine seem to feel freer to deviate
from thestandard routine and to think of creative ways to circumvent the wage frame.
Thus, the greatest effect of dispositional differences seems to have been that the situation
strength may &ve been a matter of perceptiarhere those moneflexivefind
themselves to be less constrained (due to their higher level of awareness, knowledge,
skill, and seHefficacy) and those lessflexivefind themselves much more constrained.

The findings tlerefore suggest a considerable psychological dimension of individual
agency.

As discussed itheliteraturereview(in Chapter 2), individual dispositions and
behaviour are socially situated, and cannot be considered out of context. Not only are
individud dispositiondargelysocially acquired, in what Bourdi€t977, 1990)efers to
ashabitus t hey al so interact wi(thethe Aicagi viad

1977, 1990)Bourdieu suggests that power structures are internalized by individuals and
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that individuals only have limited reflexivity (awareness) of their own social position. My

findings, however, suggest that some negotiators do indeed haveleveigbf

reflexivity and awareness of their social position. The fact that ragegble to creatively

deviate from prescribed routipéi.e.,havec ogni t i ve wher ewpdt hal

Giddeng(1984)proposes suggests that in the disagreement between Giddens and

Bourdieu on the level of agency possessed by individoath, perspectives have merit.
Interestingly, this theoretical disagreement betw@gldens and Bourdieu

exposed byny findings,can be somewhat reconciled fioyther consuktion of

Bour di e u 0dicalovark, evertteowgh it B dimension of his theorizing that he

himselfhasperhapsinderexplored. While Bourdieu is less concerned with vangnejs

of agency the ability to otherwise)my findings suggest that the level of ageany

i ndividual negotiator has i fledveytaer mi ned

dispositional dimension thab alargeextent s i nt err el at ed wi th

intersectingypes of capital (social, educational, economic, ¢Bolurdieu, 1977, 1990)

Someone with a high level oéflexivity will often have a high level of education,

something that iBkely associated with high intellectual capabilighigher level of

education is often alsassociatedvith relatively higher social class. Lastihigh level

of education is also more likely to lead higher status jobs. Meanwhile, someone with a

low level of reflexivity is likely to have less education, be in a lower status profession,

and bdess used to dealing with process due to the typically more manuaif tgbeur.

In my study there were several exceptions to this broad conclusion, but most can be

explained by other factors. Individual dispositions vary within one category, as not

everone is equallyeflexivewithin the same profession, nor are they equally skilled.
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Furthermore, some negotiators nimhighly educated but be in a low status profession
(e.g., personal care profession), where tr@go positionally disadvantaged froiret
outseti or thar counterpag do not have generous attitude towards this particular party
T that no amount of skill or creative tacisogoing to make much difference in the
outcome. Thus, the lack of creativity and pondering of process map&stibped by

them not seeingnypoint in trying because any sugireviousattempts may have been
futile. Furthermore, if paidsseethemselves as unfairly served (i.e., significantly
underpaid) by the wage frame routine, they may be reluctant to simglytdbe wage
pattern routing because that would be akin to giving up on their historical grieviance
which would generally be required for being able to use any of the creative (and generally
cooperative) tactics othersvesuccessfully used. These fings alscalign with social
psychology research which suggests that an imbalance of power is likely to lead to
adversarial approaches to negotiatiBubin & Brown, 1975)

This modelhighlights the need for a better conversation between psychology and
sociology. As demonstrated, routines (including negotiations) are strong social situations
that involve a considerable amount of cognitive and psychological processing. While
some of thé processing might be at the passive (mindless) end of the scale, it still requires
some level of intellectual engagement, even if this is mostly automatic and habitual.
However,some negotiators will be much more actively and deliberately engaged with the
processat acognitivelevel (i.e., be more reflexive)Vhile all negotiators likely portray

some level of activearsugpassive engagement with the process, they differ significantly

in the balance between active and passive cognitive procdssinge i d u al proces

t heoryo; [Evans, 2008)
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While individual factors appear to be critical in simgpindividual agency, some
factors are primarily relational. Some of these factors become apparent when one looks at
which negotiators are able &a@hieve some small extra gains, over and beyond what they
aresupposed to, according that was, at leasfficially, avery restrictive wage frame
pattern. Interestingly, the smglhcrementglor fAi n t he f o gassibiedor ns ne
the unions that were already perceived to be disadvantaged by the system. Whereas
employer negotiators claim to understahe plight, and possible unfairness, of the
constrained wage frame, they claim not be able to do anything about distributive injustice
because giving any union more would makewsge frame truce fall apart. At the same
time, theyarek nowi ngly giving increment al gains (¢

those already behind in wages.

Model Summary
As the emerging theoretical model shows, the routinization of negotiations results
in a truce that provides stability in industrial tedas. While providing stability, this
truce also imposes considerable rigidity around possible outcomes, at the same time as
routinization severely limits the agency of individual negotiators. However, even within
the constraints of the routinized truseme negotiators appdarbebetter able to
exercise their agency, mainly through their varied use of tacticdactoes explaining
this varying level of agency appear to be: 1) individual attributes, asskills,
reflexivity, and behavioural dispdsii o n s ; 2) relational factors
interpersonal relationships, level of trust, and the degremitfal intelligibility (i.e.,

commonality in the understanding of practice and behaviour) between the negotiating
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counterparts; and 3) factarse | at ed t o negotiatorsé6é backgro
experience and education, as well as the status of the occupation negotiators represent.

Central to this model iheintersecting ways in which the various components
contribute t oy Suecgseftlusadftaatics & depampaemnt on individual
skill and reflexivity as well asnthe relationship with negotiating counterpaas,
relationship that to a considerable degree can be shaped through negotiating tactics.
Negoti at or s 0 stapeddthgindividual ditsbutesaamnd relationships. For
instancea higher level of education tends to increase the level of skill and reflexivity, at
the same time as similarity in educational background contribute to a higher degree of
mutual intelligiblity, something thatanthena f f ect ne gddemgloyor s6 abi |
negotiation tactics.

As this study was set in specific contéstllective bargaining in the Faroe
Islandg, | want to briefly discuss the extent to which this model can be genertdized
other contexts. While there are certain factors that are idiosyncratic to this context, such
as the specific negotiators involved ahd overall industrial relations climate, a number
of things can be extrapolated. Firstly, when negotiations arenioedi, there is a greater
likelihood that they will result in a truce, with both the positive and negative
consequences. While not all negotiations (including collective bargaining) will be equally
routinized, similar outcomes are likely to occur. In gesise, it does not matter so much
whattheexact details of the routine (idiosyncratic factors such as the actors, legal
context, and specific steps in the negotiation proaassht is more that when there is
routinization, negotiations are more likeétyproduce a truce, constrain the range of

possible outcomesind limittheagency of individual negotiators. Secondly, while each
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context will feature a unique combination
backgrounds, and relationsHaxtors, the ansiderable variability on these factors within
this study demonstrate relationships between these félotdttkely will occur inother

contexts.

175



CHAPTER 6: DISCUSSION

In this study, | sought to examine the extent to which the routinized structure of
collective bargaining shaped the activities and interactions between negotiators, and what
effect routinization might have on outcomes. On the flipside, | also exitloeaoles
individual negotiators played in the process, especially in terms of tihestaot
strategies they used, aadsessetb what extent they were able to influence the process
as well as outcomesblaving described and discussed the emerging theoretical model in
the previous chapter, in this chaptewill discuss the theoretical dpractical

implications of the findings as well as the limitations and areas for future research.

Implication sfor Negotiation and Conflict Management Research

One of the motivations for this study was that negotiation and conflict
management theory amelsearch haso a considerable degraeeglected context
(Gelfand et al., 2012, 2008 particular, there has been a lack of research on negotiation
as a routinized phenomendn.contrast to laboratorigased research, context plays a
considerable role in shaping the behaviour and interactions in actubier@ggotiations.
There are often highly developed relationship dynamics between the parties, both at the
organizationalnd interpersonal levels, which shape behaviours. Not only are there
historical relationships between individual negotiatbtgthe individual negotiators have
also inherited a relational history at the organizational lewe thishistorical
relationdip shapes the broader relational context. We saw this, for exdample
relationships wher e s o @gecificchgrgaininggtoapwerd at t i

shaped by past interactions, even though the individual negotiators had changed.
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As also discussl previously, thactualprocessof negotiation has received
relatively limited attention in empiricalegotiationand conflict managemengsearch,
even though the HApr es(Eriedman, 1994eddphaseeg ot i at i on
manipulation of process asmayto get as much as possible out the negotiatibether
throughdistributiveor integrativemears. By focusing specifically on individual level
interactiors, | have shown how individual negotiasananage the multiple multevel
dynamics in negotiations with a mix of issues, relatipgadl process tactics.

One of the key findings in this study st routinization of negotiation has
profound effects on both process (strategy and tactics) and outcomes. Considering that
negotiations are very commonievenivheepeat edo
different parties are involved, negotiation oftelidas an assumed standard process (or
Aost ensi (Reldmao & Rentlane,@0038)it is surprising that there has been so
little attention paid to routinda negotiation research.

Much negotiatiorandconflict managemediteraturefocuses on how individuals
differ dispositionally in their approach to negotiation and on what individuals can do to
achieve better negotiated outconjes., Fisher & Ury, 1981; Mayer, 2000; Ury, 1991)
This study, however, demonstrates how these indiVatr@butes can be severely
constrained in real contexts. Certainly, there was plenty of evidence of negotiators being
differently skilled and differently cognitively disposed. These factors inepldaciw
negotiators thought about negotiations and affeittedone and relationships in the
bargaining. But the effect on actual outcomes was actually relatively small, at least in the

short term.
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Probably the most significant contribution this study makes to negotiation theory
and literature is the use of priaet theory. Practice theory helps address the ontological
gaps left by the individual reductionist tendencies of the psychological perspectives on
negotiation and conflict management and the structural determinism of predominant
industrial relations theoryl'he focus on practice (or routine) as a unit of analysis helps us
escape the trap of considering behaviour to be causeitheyindividual psychological
factorsor macrolevel structural factors. Instead, focusing on practice allows us to
consider behaviour and activities not only as outcomes shaped by other factors, but also
as structuring elements in themselves that can have substantial effect on further behaviour
as wel | as structure, and even individual
Ashforth & Fried, 1988). This study demonstrates that while miese structure and
individual psychology both play a role in shaping negotiation process and @stcom
practices and routines also play a significant role that cannot necessarily be explained by
micro and macro factors.

| have highlighted a number of effects routinization can have on negotiation (e.g.,
stability, rigidity, and truce). These findingsroespond closely with much of what is
already well established in the organizational routines literature. While these findings are
not necessarily surprising from an organizational routines perspective, these findings
provide novel insights to negotiatititerature, where the consideration of routines is

essentially norexistent.
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Implications for Strategy-As-Practice

While using a strateggspractice (SAP) approach has made it possible to address
some critical gaps in the negotiation, conflict managenad bargaining literatures, the
findings also make specific contributions to SAP research.

To my knowledge, this study is the first to apply an SAP lens todustrial
relationscontext.For strategyaspractice (SAP)this context differs from thoggpically
examined. First, whereas SAP contexts are typically-mganizatimal i such as
meetingge.g., Jarzabkowski & Seidl, 2008; Liu & Maitlis, 2014)rategic planing
(Hoon, 2007; Jarzabkowski & Balogun, 2009; tgvist & Melin, 2008; Whittington &
Cailluet, 2008)andbudgeting(Fauré & Rouleau, 2011)collective bargaining provides
an interorganizational setting. Second, collective bargaining provides an ideal case for
studying he interplay between structure and agency, given that collective bargaining is
highly routinized, while being influenced by individual negotiators. This rarely explored
context, thereforgrovides some interesting and unique insidgbtsSAP research.

As discussed earlier, uniemanagement relations are of strategic importance to
organizations, even if many organizations do not have a delibedatgrial relations
strategy(see M. Thompson, 1995, for examples of deliberate labour relations strategies)
In this study, the organizations generally did not have any delibedatstrial relations
strategy. Insteadtrategy was ofterather impovised, or even mindlessly accomplished.
Thus, most of the cases examined were examples of emergent rather than deliberate
strategy(Mintzberg & Waters, 1985)nstead of the strategy being conceived at the top
management level, it typically emerged from the interactions between negotiators. This

study therefore extends the conceptiomwbbcan be considered strategic actors in
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organizationgJarzabkowski et al., 200AVhereas prior research has explored the roles
of top management tearf@arabkowski, 2003, 2008; Jarzabkowski & Wilson, 2002; Liu
& Maitlis, 2014) middle manageralogun & Johnson, 2004, 2005; Mantere, 2005;
Mantere & Vaara, 2008; Paroutis & Pettigrew, 2007; Rouleau, 2005; Rouleau & Balogun,
2011; Sillince & Mueller, 2007; Suominen & Mantere, 2QH&countant§Fauré &

Rouleau, 2011)consultantgSchwarz, 2004) fi ¢ h a (Mariteoen260®; Nordqvist &
Melin, 2008) this study adds the categorylalbour negotiatorayhoin some cases could

be categorized as boundary spanr{iaigedman & Podolny, 1992jhiddle managershis
research, therefore, has relevance for research (primarily within SARx#Hraines the
strategy that is enacted on the periph&ggnér, 2003df organizations by a multitedof
different personnel who, unlike member of top management teams, are not traditionally
considered to be strategic actors.

Apart from the novelty of the particul a
contribution to the SAP literature is perhaps tkangination of the relationship between
structure and agency in a highly routinized contagtdiscussed earlier, one of the
primary features of the SAP approach is the separation of the distinctive aspects of
practices(i.e., shared routines, tool, proceds, and behavioural routinepjaxis(i.e.,
events, meetings, communication, and behaviour) paactitioners(i.e., the people
engaging with practice and enacting praxihittington, 2006) The findings in this
study highlight a number ofprfactioedigynet aad e
to shape process and outcomes within the constraints of the bargaining routine. In other

words, it addresses central aspects related to individual agency within rigid structures.
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A considerable amount of SAP literature has examined the constraining and
enabling effectpracticescan have on individual agen¢see Vaara & Whittington, 2012,
for a review) This study shows how strong these constraints can be within a heavily
routinized process. However, the researcip@ttitionershas tended to focus more on
the roles and identities of actdsee Vaara & Whittington, 2012, for a reviewhere
have leen a number of studies that explpractitioner® agenti c abilities,
linguistic, discursive, narrative, and rhetorical abili{jeg., Balogun, Best, et al., Z81
Balogun et al., 2014; Laine & Vaara, 2015; Maitlis & Lawrence, 2007; Rouleau &
Balogun, 2011; SanwBredericks, 2003; Wodak et al., 201B)t, in terms of the
tensions btween structure and agency, there mSAP, been more attention paid to the
structure part of the equatioAs the review by Vaara and Whittington (2012) illustrates,
the literature has predominantly examined the constraining (or sometimes enabling) effect
of practices, with much less attention paidh¢ov practitioners go abouhanaging these
constraints, and even | ess attention on th
situations.

A patrticular contribution of this study is the examination of the factors that can
explain the varying degrees of agency individual practit®nsay have. The first
individual factor is skill In this studyl have highlighted a range of skills categorized as
technical, processual, and relational skills. These skills complement the types of skills
previously discussed in the SAP literaturest pecifically whatFauré and Rouleau
(2011)r ef er t o as A s (e, the cmbinationcobdisqursive abilites, 0
technical expertise, and strategic knowledgeaddition to thediscursive and rhetorical

abilitiesjustreferred to aboveBy exploring a broader range of skills, this study extends
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the still somewhat limited literature on practitioner skills within SABecond critical
factor affecting indivi du arkflexuitydhetssueofoner s o6
reflexivity touches on some of the deeper sociological disagreements between the theories
of Giddens (1984) and Bourdieu (1977, 1990). Where Giddens attributes a certain level of
agency to individuals, assuming them to be reflexive beings who have to capability to be
eitherdiscursivelyor practically consciousf the their situation and actions, Bourdieu
appears to be skeptical of the existence of such flexibigmez, 2015)The findings of
this study suggest that there mnandckothermamses wh
where Bourdieub6s is a better fit. The diff
on the c¢combi n athalmtumandchpitgd(rtaoc tu ste oBroeurrsddi eu 6 s t
findings showed, reflexivitgependdo a large extentoneah i ndi vi dual 6s uni
combination of personal characteristics, including the moo®nsciougGiddens, 1984)
dispositiongsome of them socially acquired; Bourdieu, 1977, 19809l social status,
background, and education.

It is important, however, to recognize that individual agency only exists in
context. In addition to the constraints of embedded praditgsoutines, people exercise
their agency as they engage in activities with other pedpknature and quality of the
relationship with these other people also plays a significant role in the agency other
people have. In addition to purely interpersaetdtionshipsthelevel of agency depends
considerably on havingfas har ed pr act iotpeattices, whkethet andi ngo
behavioursaré mut ual Iy i nt el | i, gpmdthing that i$ iSfloemced by k i , 2

relative status and capit@ourdieu, 1977, 1990)
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This andysis gives us a better of understanding of how agency works in practice.
As this study featured a highly routinized context, the findings are particularly relevant
for other similar structures, as where there is a high level of routinization andagbels
practice.

Relevance for othemterorganizational contextsWhile collective bargaining is
somewhat of a unique context, | believe these findings are of relevance to other
interor@nizational contexts and negotiations. Some ottmextuakimilarities have
previously been illustrated by sc@i$d)ar s
Behavioral Theoryo otherinterorgnizational relationships, suels strategic alliances
(Kumar & Das, 2010and mergergMonin et al., 2013)While interorganizational
negotiationsareoften not as standardized and formalized as they are in collective
bargaining, there are norms and standards (often taken for granted @uatlanatized)
in business negotiations thaill, to a large degreshape the negotiation behaviours of
individual negotiators. While my findings show that individual attributes matter a great
deal in negotiations, they also show that strategy andgatcvery often habitual, and
thatthe routine structure puts a considerable constaaound process and outcomes. As
most studies omterorgnizational routinege.g., GarcigCanal, Valdéd.laneza, &
Sanched.orda, 2014; Reuer, Zollo, & Singh, 2002; Zollo et al., 20@nonstrate,
repeated and routinized negotiation can makerorganizational relationships
considerably more effectiyé is to be expected thahat some of the negatiaspects of
routines will also be present. Howeveith some relativelyare exceptionge.g., Arifio
& Reuer, 2004; Arifio & Ring, 2010jnost studies omterorganizational negotiations do

not examine process to arsiderable degrethusmaking it difficulty to verify
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similarities with the present studihat saidRing and Van de Ve(1994)do suggest
some conceptual propositions regarding the relationship between formal vs. informal
processes imterorgnizational relationships.

As routinization is something that happens over time, the routine effects (positive
and negative) are liketyp become more relevant the longer and more established the
interor@nizational relationships become, and the more routinized the interactions and
negotiations become. While there are efficiencies (cognitive and otherwise) created
through the routinizatigrthere is a high risk of increased inflexibility and inertia. While
interorganizational relationship are increasingly being studied at multiple |&ieis et
al., 2000) there is stilimuchleft to be studied at the individual level, especially in terms
of process and practice. Therefore, this is an opportune area for further shmtegy

practice research.

Implications for Industrial Relations
Most texts on collective bargaining allot gra small amount of spate
bargaining tactis(e.g., Craig & Solomon, 1996; Godard, 2005; Hebdon & Brown, 2008)
and when they do, they often dedicatedgheatest portion of the discussion to distributive
bargaining tactics related Thbesbet @btasgded
space to individual negotiation skills, if at all. This is in contrashéstof the
fiprescriptive practitioneroriented textge.g., Fisher & Ury, 198Which generally
discuss techniques and strategies useful to individual negotisttodels such as the IRS,
while being fairly comprehensive in including macro level forces, and/mesco level

actors, and being fairly detailed in the descriptionarfversion mechanispdo not
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sufficiently include the roles of individual negotiators and miernel processeatplay in
shaping outcomeds a resultthe industrial relations systeframeworkhasbecome
somewhat detached from the proeesentedibehavioural theoriégWalton &

McKersie, 1965)andin this way the macrmicro divideis sustained. By using a practice
theory perspective to study the process of collective bargaining, this study helps
illuminate this gap by examining practices and roasestructural elements at the same
time asit examineghe individual characterists tratshape how individualengage with

and try to manipulate the structure.

Limitations and Future Research

The uniqueness of the choice of context in this study has both benefits and
limitations. On the one hand, the smallness of the context allfmwel@eper insights into
the bargaining process where there was close proximity between the various actors.
Furthermore, using a small context made it more likely that there would be consistency in
thebargaining process, which would help illuminate vgriathow different negotiators
engaged with the same routine. For this study, | made the decision to do observations and
interviews across a multitude of mini bargaining cagésle difficulty in getting access
to observe a wholease from start to finisiwas part of the reason for this chqitiee
main reason was that | wanted to explore the perspectives of as many negotiators as
possible within a relatively confined context, so that | could get a greater variety of views
and perspectives on essentialig same process. Howevehat| gainedin data richness
in termsof variability, I likely lost in terms of the nuances and intricacies thight have

been observedithin one particular case.
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In addition it is possible that some of the findings coulddesyncratic to the
particular contexof the Faroe Islandsndtheindividuals involved. However, | do
believe that | have alleviated this concern somewhat because | highlighted how these
differences in individual attributeid indeed play a significamole in shaping
negotiations. As | have discussed, the tone and feel of the negotiations in each mini case
was strongly shaped by individual negotiator attributes as wbl #e unique nature of
each relationship across the bargaining table in eaeh Thus, the variability of the
flavour of bargaining is therefore an important part of the story. | have highlighted
negotiation skillreflexivity, dispositions, experience, educatiangdoccupational status
as factors that seem to contribute to tlasability. However, sincé focused mainlyon
process, and not on measurement of individual attributes measurement, it was difficult to
precisely determine exactly how these factors interact in shaping bargaining behaviour. It
is indeed the interaction tveeen these factors that makes such determination difficult.

As | have discussed, since there is a strong relationship between these factors,
such as educatioreflexivity, and skills (factors that together could shape or influence
negotiation dispositics), it beame difficult to separate theput in orderto determine
causal and interactional relationshietween them, at least if one were to do so
guantitatively. Add to this the strong effects of situational, relatj@nd contextual
characteristicsand thisquickly becomes a very complex web of variables, many of
which are very difficult to measure. This complexity reminds us of the opening quote by
Gelfand and colleagu€2011)which highlighs h o wWn]egotiation is arguably one of the
most complex soci al processes to studyo (p

entanglement of a multitude of both psychological and social processes, as well as social

186



contexts. Due to th complexity, it is perhaps not surprisiti@tthere has been so little
research on negotiation and conflict management research that has fully explored the role
of context(Gelfand et al., 2012Due to the quantitative paradigm dominating these fields

of researchi{De Dreu & Carnevale, 2005} is possibly too difficult to measure the
relationships between these variables in a way that részareel is robust and

generalizable enough. This was one of the main reasons for employing a practice (theory)
lens in this study. Furthermore, this study also demonstrates that while there is very
interesting nuance and variety in how people negosatg individual differences can

have limited influence on the outcomes, even though individual influence certainly should
not be discounted.

Based on my findings, | suggest that thersmuchmore to be explored in terms of
negotiation and conflict managemt using similar qualitative approaches, whether the
context is collective bargaining, grievance dispute resolutider-organizational
relationships, merger negotiations, musliakeholder negotiations, intoganizational
conflict management, or attetive dispute resolution (ADR)n a variety of contexts.
Furthermore, | have highlighted the effect routinization has on the negotiation process. |
therefore also suggest that future negotiation research take more seriously the notion of
routines, bothn terms of how routines shape negotiation as well as how the negotiators

shape and maintain the routine.

Practical Implications
The findings of this study, and the emerging theoretical model, show that context

matters a great deal in negotiation sitoiasi. First and foremost, it shows that as
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negotiation and bargaining become routinized, there is a tendency for the process to
become rigid, something that can lead to inflexibility in outcomes. While the resulting
stability is certainly beneficial for thmanagement of latent conflicts, there is a risk that
important issues remain unresolved. In collective bargaining, likely one of the most
structured and rigid negotiation contexts, the resulting relative labour peace comes at the
cost of not being able @ddress historical inequities tmradjust wages to reflect labour
market supply and demand. Addressing inequities will be of more concern to labour
unions and society as a whole, while making contracts reflect labour market supply and
demand will likelybe more of a concern to employers, becdhisenight make it
difficult to recruit people with qualification that are in high demand and short supply.
However, other jurisdictions have demonstrated that even if the process is complex, it is
possible to rebalance historical inequities between occupagioous somewhat by
engaging in broadcale multiparty pay equity bargainingee for example Hart, 2002a,
2002b) In other words, where there is a will, therteafis a way.

A second practical implication is that even when the bargaining process is highly
structured and routinized, negotiators do have a certain level of aigeaféscing
outcomes, as well as in shaping context. What the practice theory lsnsstil that
structures and routines ate alarge extentmaintained through the practitionérs
repeated engagement with them. This means that as the negotiators are the ones
performing the routines and structures, they also have some power to rhedifyim this
study, we did see some examples of such attempts. What is most striking is the varying
level of skill and ability in this area. Some negotiators seemed to be mindless followers of

the routines, while other negotiataveremuch moreeflexive of their situation. It was
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the latter who were better able to bend the process to their benefit and, atatimes,
achievea better bargaining outcome as a result.

Thus, in addition to demonstrating the constraining etfeaticontext can have on
negotiatesbability to negotiate, this study also shows that individual negotiator attributes
are of great importance. Not only are negotiating skills, like the ones taught in common
negotiation and conflict management programs, of primary importance for using and
understanding the various kinds of tactics, negotiat@npetency also involves being
able to understand the overall process,tarsge what the different components do. The
findings show that the most reflexive negotiatoasibetter grasp of the effesccaused by
the process structure. Somere able tsee how the process severely constrained what
was possible to negotiate, but they also understood the very risky implications of trying to
break the pattern, especially the wage pattern. Therefosamprtant that a deep
understanding of process structure be considered an essential part of negotiation
competency.

Finally, while negotiators might increase their skill level and process awareness
through training, some of the best negotiators had dpedltheir competency in both
areas simply through experience. Furthermore, it seemed that some negotiators were
naturally disposed to become good negotiators. However, it is also very clear that general
level of education (not restricted to negotiatiairing) played a significant role in
negotiatorécomprehension of structure and procéssir level of reflexivity as well as
their skills.

I have highlighted some areas where thi

implications, without necessarilyaking specific recommendationgo a large extent,
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such recommendations will depend on the particular context. However, what | can
summarize from these findings is that becahsetructure of the process impacts

outcomes more than most peopland everpractitionerd realize, it is of great

importance for negotiators to become m@#exive of their role in the procedsecausat

is only through such awareness that they will know which levers they can use to affect
substantial chang@see Senge, 2006)hey will also need this awareness to understand

the risk of modifying aspects of the process, something that could undermine the stability
the procesgrovides. And lastly, those with overall responsibility for organizations

(unions or employers) need to understand the importance of having the right individuals
in charge of the negotiations: people with the right experience, education, trakiiisg

and apitude.

Conclusion

In this thesis, | set out to examine collective bargaining as a routinized process of
negotiation. This study used a practibeoretical lens to examine the gaps Isfthe
divides between the micrand macrdevel approaches to coidft and negotiation
researchThesegaps have left us with relatively limited understanding of effect of context
on negotiation, especially when it comes to negotiations that are routinized. A central
theoretical interest for this study was the desire doenaleeply explore the tension
between structure and agenghe findings of this study demonstrate that the context and
structure of the negotiation matter a great deal. While there is a vast range of tactics and
skills that negotiators can learn to ues contextéspecially when routinizéaan

severdy constrain the effectiveness if these interventions. However, even within these
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constraints, negotiators appear to be differently able to exercise their agency, agency that
is not only shaped by theirdividual ability, but also their background ateir
relationshig with their counterparts. This research has been highly interdisciplinary and
contributes to a number of different fields of research, including negotiation/conflict

management, industrieglations, and strateegspractice.
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APPENDICES

Appendix 1. Interview Protocol

Background/Introduction

1. Can you tell me briefly about your background and experience? That types of jobs
you have held?

2. What is your educational background?

3. What is your experience with collective bargainingfoffpts: What specifically
did you do and for how long?]

4. How would you (in general terms) describe your current labour relations work?

Bargaining process

5. Could you describe the overall shape of a typical bargaining process? [Prompts:
What are the typical gps and timelines the parties follow? What kind of
communication do you have with your counterparts leading up to (and in between)
bargaining sessions?]

6. Overall, how do you feel about the bargaining process you have just described?
[Prompts: Which aspectio you find useful? Are there things you would like to
be different?]

Factors

7. What do you think are the main factors that influence collective bargaining as you
experience it? [Prompts: What about law, regulation, society, tradition, economy,
political, ard bargaining patterns established in other negotiations?]

Bargaining approach and relationship

8. What do you see as your main role as a negotiator?

9. What do you see as your main objectives in this role?

10.What is required from both parties for the process tsngoothly?

11.What characterizes an effective negotiator? [Prompt: Can you provide some
examples?]

12.Do you have a specific approach or strategy for negotiating collective
agreements?

13.Can you describe some negotiations that have gone well? What made them go
well?

14.Can you describe some negotiations that have been difficult? What made them
difficult?

Issues and context
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15. Are there some issues/topics that are easier or more difficult than other topics to
negotiate or discuss?

16. To what extent do different individuegpresentatives shape the bargaining
process in different ways? [Prompt: Can you provide some examples of
characteristics and differences these make?]

17.Is there anything that stands out for you with regard to how collective bargaining
is framed and shapea your sector or industry? [Prompts: What do you think of
these aspects? How did this come to be? Do you see any alternatives?]

18.What effect do you think other processes (e.g., conciliations, arbitration etc.) may
have on the collective bargaining process?

Structure and context

19.What is your general opinion about the current state of (uerigployer)
relations?

20.Do you think there is any the is specific or unique about labour relations and
collective bargaining ithe Faroe Islands

Closing

21.We have come tde end of this interview. Do you have any questions, comments
or concerns for me at this point in time?

22.1 want to thank you for being willing to participate. Would you be interested in
received a copy of the summary report that will be created with thjsgbiis
completed?
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