














independent variable in the model, it is necessary to make a conversion calculation from the Tobit
coefficients, which are parameters for the unobserved latent variable (Long 1997). Effect sizes reported
here for Tobit models are based on calculations of the marginal effect on the expected value of the
outcome variable. A one standard deviation increase in the HIWS index is associated with a 6.40
percentage point reduction in the discipline rate. By contrast, the due process index is not significantly
associated with the discipline rate in model 2, in contrast to the prediction in hypothesis H3. In model 3,
the HIWS index has a significant negative association with the dismissal rate (p < 0.001), again
supporting hypothesis H5. A one standard deviation increase in the HIWS index is associated with a 2.25
percentage point reduction in the dismissal rate. By contrast again, the due process index does not have
a significant association with the dismissal rate in model 3, failing to provide support for hypothesis H3.
Lastly, in model 4, neither the HIWS index nor the due process index have significant associations with

the strictness of workplace rules (p < 0.10).

TABLE 3
REesuLTS oF REGRESSIONS OF DUE Process INDEX AND HIWS InpeEx oN CoNAICT RESOLUTION
ACTIVITY
(1) (2)
Grievance Appeal y
Varigble rate {Tobit) percentage (Tobit) rate (Tobit)

Contex

HIWS index 1.38%** {0.40) 24 B6** (7.65) 55.42* (21.71)
Processes

Due process index 0.71* (0.28) 12.17* (5.37) 14.66 (15.19)
Conrrols

Customer service workers 0.36 (0.66) 2.06 (12.64)

Branch of larger organization 0.16 (0.53) 6.11 (10.06)

HR office in workplace 0.42 (0.47) 7.49 (8.M)

Waorkforce size (log) 0.12 (0.17) 2.88 (3.249)

Female employees (%) 0.20 (0.90) 0.19 (17.16) 57.

Exempt workforce 0.44 (0.54) 7.07 (10.25) 24 .34 (

Constant 207* (0.87) 39.39* (16.39) 216 .63%%*

Likelihood-ratio chi-square 26.22% % 23770 26.95%¢¢

31371 592.53 27578

2 x Log likdihood

Observations 180 180 180
Stadard emors m perentheses; + signtficant & p < 0.10; *sgntfican & p < 005; **sgnilicant &t p < 001 ***agnilican

st p < 000

The three models in Table 3 report results for measures of ODR activity. For this part of the
analysis, only those non-union workplaces that had some type of formal dispute resolution procedure (n
= 180) were included as measures like a grievance rate become meaningless in the absence of a
grievance procedure. The grievance rate, the dependent variable in the first model in Table 3, provides a

measure of overall levels of dispute resolution activity. The results reported in model 1 in Table 2



indicate a significant negative association between the HIWS index and the log of the disciplinary
grievance rate (p < 0.001), supporting hypothesis H6. A one standard deviation increase in the HIWS
index is associated with a 28.3 percent reduction in the disciplinary grievance rate. The results in model
1 also indicate that the due process index has a significant positive association (p < 0.05) with the
disciplinary grievance rate, supporting hypothesis H1. A one standard deviation increase in the due
process index is associated with an 18.5 percent increase in the disciplinary grievance rate. Whereas the
grievance rate is influenced by both the underlying level of conflict and the willingness of employees to
use the ODR procedures, the activity measure analyzed in model 2 inTable 3, the appeal proportion,
measures the likelihood of using the ODR procedures for a given conflict. However, similar to the results
for the grievance rate, there is a significant negative association between the HIWS index and the
disciplinary appeal proportion (p < 0.01, model 2, Table 3), supporting hypothesis H6. A one standard
deviation increase in the HIWS index is associated with a 5.68 percentage point reduction in the
disciplinary appeal proportion. This indicates that the effect of HIWS on dispute resolution activity
is not simply a product of a conflict reduction effect, but rather lower usage of procedures for a given
set of disputes. The results in model 2 also indicate that the due process index has a significant positive
association with the appeal proportion (p < 0.05), supporting hypothesis H1. A one standard
deviation increase in the due process index is associated with a 2.78 percentage point increase in the
disciplinary appeal proportion. Lastly, how successful are employees in using procedures? Results
reported in model 3 in Table 3 indicate a significant negative association between the HIWS index
and employee win rates (p < 0.05) in disciplinary grievance rates, supporting hypothesis H7. A one
standard deviation increase in the HIWS index is associated with a 3.15 percentage point reduction in
the employee win rate. It should be noted, however, that the comparison of win rates does not control
for differences in the quality of grievances brought by employees, so the result could be interpreted as
indicating either a dispute resolution procedure that is less favorable for employees, or a combination of
less valid employee complaints and/or better justified management disciplinary decisions. By contrast,
the due process index does not have a significant association with the employee win rate in model 3.
What do these results say about the relative impact of context and process factors on workplace
conflict and dispute resolution? The HIWS index had consistent significant associations with both
workplace conflict and dispute resolution outcomes. Higher levels of employee involvement were

associated with less workplace conflict and lower rates of dispute resolution activity. This suggests



that HIWS are an important factor in predicting outcomes in non-union workplaces. By contrast, the due
process index was not a significant predictor of workplace conflict levels. However, higher scores on the
due process index were significantly associated with higher rates of dispute resolution activity.

This suggests that variation in dispute resolution procedures is a factor affecting resolution of disputes.
We can make a rough comparison of the relative magnitude of the effects on dispute resolution activity
as both the HIWS index and the due process index are standardized measures. The absolute magnitudes
of the coefficients on the HIWS index are approximately twice as large as the absolute magnitude of the
coefficients on the due process index in the models for the grievance rate and the appeal percentage.
The magnitude of the impact of contextual factors appears to be greater than that of process factors by

these measures.

Discussion

The results presented here support the existence of a set of relationships between HIWS and
both workplace conflict and dispute resolution activity. Beginning with workplace conflict, HIWS are
premised on the idea that organizations can improve the performance of their workforces by fostering
high levels of employee involvement and commitment (Batt and Colvin 2011; Becker and Gerhart 1996;
Huselid 1995; Ichniowski et al. 1996). High levels of conflict in the workforce can threaten the ability to
sustain this involvement and commitment, so organizations adopting HIWS have a strong incentive to
make efforts to reduce workplace conflict (Walton 1985). Conversely, to the degree that HIWS enhance
trust and commitment in the workplace, this should reduce conflict levels. The results of this study
provide strong support for an association between HIWS and lower levels of workplace conflict.

When we turn to the relationship between HIWS and dispute resolution activity, the
interpretation of the relationships is more ambiguous. The conflict reduction effect of HIWS, described
earlier, should lead to an overall reduction in the number of disputes in the workplace. This should be
manifested in reduced grievance rates in workplaces with HIWS (Colvin 2003b, 2004b). This prediction is
supported by the results of this study, which show a strong negative relationship between HIWS and
grievance rates. However, the impact of HIWS on the proportion of conflicts that result in grievances
being brought by employees through a dispute resolution procedure is less clear. It may be that there is
a greater trust in the effectiveness of procedures under HIWS. Past research has shown that retaliation
against complainants is a common weakness of workplace dispute resolution procedures (Lewin 1999).
To the degree that employees under HIWS have greater trust that management will not engage in

retaliation, they should be more likely to file a grievance through a procedure to resolve a conflict. On



the other hand, if HIWS result in employees perceiving greater procedural and distributive fairness in
management decision making and more willingness to resolve problems informally (Cutcher-
Gershenfeld 1991), then this may reduce the perceived need to useThe results of this study indicate that
the proportion of conflicts, in this case disciplinary decisions that lead to employees filing grievances, is
lower under HIWS. The results do not allow us to distinguish between whether employees are filing a
lower proportion of grievances because they are more accepting of the fairness of management
decisions or because they are afraid of being perceived as not being a “team player” under the HIWS if
they file grievances. Which of these explanations is behind this finding is an important question for
future research to address. A dispute resolution procedures to resolve conflicts. More negatively,
employees may also feel under HIWS that filing grievances under dispute resolution procedures will be
viewed as indicating that the employee lacks trust and commitment toward the organization and hence
has attitudes incompatible with the HIWS environment that management is seeking to foster in the
workplace.

One result that does raise potential concerns about the impact of HIWS on dispute resolution
activity is the finding of a lower employee win rate in grievance procedures under HIWS. Here again,
however, there are similar alternative interpretations. Management may be more resistant to accepting
employee grievances under HIWS out of an assumption that employees should be displaying greater
trust and commitment and that grievance filing is an indicator that the employee is not a team player
under the HIWS. However, it could also be that the quality or validity of grievances filed is lower where
there is a HIWS. If management decisions are generally more procedurally and distributively just under
HIWS, then the number of valid grievances will be lower. In addition, if HIWS lead to employees and
managers resolving many problems informally in the workplace, then this could result in the remaining
unresolved conflicts being those in which the employees’ complaints are less valid. Future research
could valuably investigate the reasons for the finding of lower employee success rates in grievances
under HIWS, which may have implications for the nature of employment relations under these systems.

The results of this study also provide support for the importance of the structure of dispute
resolution procedures for dispute resolution activity in the nonunion workplace. Procedures that feature
higher due process protections through more independent decision makers and more opportunities for
appeal and review of decisions tend to be used more by employees. To the degree that employees are
effectively expressing their preferences through their behavior, the greater willingness to use these
procedures suggests that more extensive due process protections are an attractive feature of

procedures for employees. The results did not indicate a greater employee win rate for grievances



brought through procedures with more extensive due process protections. Although that might initially
suggest that these procedures do not provide any enhancement of employee prospects of success in
grievances, it is important to consider the impact of due process protections on the type of grievances
being brought. Procedures lacking in due process protections may discourage employees from bringing
forward all but the strongest grievances with the greatest probabilities of success (Colvin 2003b). If a
fairer procedure were to increase the probability of succeeding with a given grievance that could
increase the incentive to filegrievances with less clear-cut evidence or more marginal prospects of
success. Thus the win rate could stay relatively constant even as the prospects for success on any given
grievance increase due to the expanding and changing pool of grievances being filed. This would be an
analogue in the ODR setting to the Priest-Klein hypothesis observed in litigation where win rates tend to
regress toward an even distribution of wins and losses as particularly stronger cases are settled out and
weak cases are abandoned (Priest and Klein 1984).

The results did not provide support for an impact of procedures with stronger due process
protections on the level of conflict trigger events in the workplace. It could have been that stronger
procedures would have discouraged managers from taking the types of disciplinary or dismissal
decisions that could lead to grievances. In this respect, non-union procedures appear to be more
reactive devices, rather than serving a preventative function toward conflict. At the same time, from a
managerial perspective this might be seen as an encouraging finding in that these procedures do not
appear to inhibit management decision making in the workplace. However, it should also be noted that
this study focused specifically on procedures for resolving disputes that have already arisen. Research
suggests that some organizations have adopted more proactive systems designed to help prevent
conflict from arising in the workplace (Lipsky, Seeber, and Fincher 2003). These types of conflict
management systems could have an effect of reducing the rate of conflict trigger events in the
workplace, which would not necessarily be captured by the procedure measures used in this study.

Some other limitations of this study should also be recognized. It is based on a study of a single
industry and so additional research would be valuable to determine the generalizability of the results.
The data are drawn from a cross-sectional survey, limiting the ability to draw causal inferences.
Although it seems more likely that HIWS influence workplace conflict and dispute resolution, it could be
that in some instances causality runs in the reverse direction. For example, endemic high levels of
conflict in the workplace may inhibit an organization from successfully operating a HIWS, leading to its
abandonment in favor of a more directive, control-oriented approach to management. Lastly, although a

number of different ODR measures are examined in this study, ODR systems are complex phenomena



and there are other aspects of them that could be investigated (see e.g., Bendersky 2003; Constantino

and Merchant 1996; Lipsky, Seeber, and Fincher 2003).

Conclusion

The question of how to provide effective representation to non-union employees is a central
issue for employment relations in an era of declining unionization. Workplace dispute resolution is one
of the key areas that need to be addressed in thinking about non-union employee representation. If
employees are unable to effectively challenge unfair management decisions then they are in essence
supplicants rather than citizens of the organization. From this perspective, the right to petition for
redress is as much a part of organizational citizenship as it is of political citizenship.

In thinking about policies from promoting non-union employee representation, the results of
this study indicate the importance of focusing on the work and employment systems context, rather
than just formal procedures for representation. The results presented here indicate that the system of
work organization adopted by the organization can have a greater impact on important outcomes like
levels of conflict in the workplace and the outcome of resolution of employee grievances than do formal
procedures designed to provide nonunion employees with representation and rights protection. This
suggests that we should think of strategies such as encouraging work and employment systems that
enhance direct employee participation in workplace decision making not just from the perspective of
how they impact performance-related outcomes, but also from the perspective of how they can
enhance representation of employee interests in dispute resolution. Procedures are not unimportant
and the results presented here indicate that they do affect workplace dispute resolution activity.
However, if we consider the relative role of direct participation versus that of procedures, the results of

this study indicate that it is participation that matters most.
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