Chapter 4 Employee Relations and Motivation
Chapter Overview
This chapter broadly addresses the topic of employee relations and work motivation. It examined theories and models of motivation that strive to answer the question of what motivates and how is motivation harnessed. At the individual level of analysis, there is a plethora of different approaches, most of which have some conceptual viability, empirical support and practical use. A critical task for future thinking and research is to integrate findings from diverse sources in order to be able to produce a more coherent view of motivation, its content and mechanisms. Contemporary research aspires to a more integrated perspective, but progress is slow due to difficulties forming conceptual links and a difficulty comparing studies (due to non-comparability of constructs and measurement). Some argue that motivation denotes, and is, perhaps, best treated as an umbrella term pertaining to a set of motivational issues rather than striving to pin it down as a precisely defined and measurable construct. 

The psychology of group, team and leadership processes is also examined. It is frustrating to find yet more theories and models within distinctive domains of investigation and a general lack of cross-fertilization. Thus, whilst leadership processes are without doubt, inextricably linked with group and team processes, there is little communication across these domains of research. The ‘leader’ is extracted from the group or team context in which they do their leading, and thus is thus effectively investigated in a vacuum. Yet leadership is a two-way process, influenced as much by followers as leaders. The psychological contract literature holds some promise for integrating considerations of leadership with those of the motivated employee more generally. The leader may ‘represent’ the organization in the process of exchanging reward for effort and as such, may hold the key to understanding motivational processes. The literature on group processes is also distinct from the literature on teams and even the team building literature stands alone, as an isolated consideration. Yet, there is an enormous social psychological literature on group processes potentially relevant to our understanding of what constitutes an effective team. This chapter has sought in some small way to bridge each domain of investigation by forging potential links and avenues for fruitful
Chapter Thought Bytes and Examples
	Some contemporary performance problems 

	Absenteeism
Absenteeism costs employees billions of pounds per year. Absenteeism is indicated by either frequency of absence (for example, 10 times a year for a day at a time) or time lost from work (for example, 10 days over the course of the year). Steer and Rhodes (1990) conceptualized absenteeism as the combination of ‘attendance motivation’ (product of satisfaction plus pressures to attend like economic conditions and personal standards) and ‘the ability to attend’ (see Johns, 1997 for a comprehensive review of absenteeism its correlates, causes and consequences). 
Turnover
Turnover costs are extremely high, and often highly underestimated. Nevertheless, much effort has been devoted to understanding why people leave their jobs. One of the many different models available for conceptualizing turnover sees job satisfaction as the precursor to ‘withdrawal cognition’ (that is, thoughts of leaving, search decisions and intentions to quit). This in turn is influenced by perceptions of employment alternatives and opportunities, as well as the turnover norm within a company. A recent overview relevant research yielded the following conclusions (Smither, 1994: 254– 258): there is a negative relationship between age, tenure, job satisfaction and turnover, a positive relationship between availability of jobs and turnover, intention to quit is a strong predictor of actual turnover and both individual and group variables affect turnover.


	The cooperative systems view of organizations

	Barnard (1938: 139) argues that the individual is always the basic strategic factor in organizations. Based on a conceptualization of the organization as ‘a system of cooperation’ (p. 3), the survival of this organization will depend on individual ‘cooperative’ contributions. These contributions are not automatically afforded; the organization has to actively ‘elicit’ them. Inadequate incentives mean organizational decline. Organizational efficiency then depends on the ability to ‘elicit sufficient individual wills to cooperate’ (p. 60). It can do this by either providing objective inducements (financial compensation, status, power, social support, fulfilment of need to belong and/or personal ideals, desirable physical conditions), and/or ‘changing states of mind’ (by propaganda, rhetoric/argument, and/or the inculcation of motives, and sometimes also coercion). Barnard (p.153) argues that every type of organization, for whatever purpose will need to provide several incentives and some degree of persuasion … in order to maintain the contributions required. The critical role of the executive, then, is one of ‘eliciting ... the quantity and quality of efforts’ required of organizational contributors by managing the ‘exchange of utilities’ (p.240), an exchange requiring continual adjustment and modification due to changing individual requirements.


	Measuring performance in the context of organizational behaviour

	It is generally agreed that the term ‘performance’ in a work context pertains to in-role (task) behaviour, extra-role (contextual) behaviour and counterproductive behaviour (Rotundo & Sackett, 2002). In practice, however, performance it is operationalized and measured in many ways and forms, depending on the theoretical stance of the researcher (see Chapter 3, Part 1). Common measures include absenteeism, turnover, extra hours worked, production/sales levels and so on, as well as qualitative measures such as supervisor/manager ratings on appropriate performance dimensions. Often, the measures used will in part depend on what work outcomes are regarded as beneficial by the organization. The multiplicity of performance indicators used undermines comparability across studies. Situational contingencies also restrict the range of potential variance captured on the performance measure (for example, the design of tasks in organizations reflects the objective of constraining the variability of task performance among individuals). Moreover, real-life performance may be clouded with compliance issues (for example, rule-following, not ‘making waves’). These factors together will reduce the power of the causal equation involving ‘performance’ measures. 


	The Job Diagnostic Survey

	The Job Diagnostic Survey (JDS) was developed specifically to test the viability of the Job Characteristics Model (Hackman & Oldham, 1976). In the original study, the JDS was issued to 658 employees across 62 different kinds of jobs in 7 industrial and service organizations. Data was also collected from supervisors of the focal job of each employee using the Job Rating Form. The results generally supported the relationships specified in the model, but with some exceptions. Most seriously for the model was the result that the predicted relationship between autonomy and experienced responsibility was not strong, with the latter associated with some of the other job characteristics. The JDS has since been the focus of considerable criticism. Some studies have replicated the five-factor model produced by Hackman and Oldham in the original study, but other studies have not. Other measurement problems are attributed to the unnecessarily complex way in which the ‘motivating potential’ score is derived. Many have pointed out the reliance of the JDS on the same source of data (that is, self-report) making tests of the JCM subject to the problems of common method variance. Researchers are now more concerned with refining the JCM on methodological and theoretical


	The person–job fit framework

	The person-job fit concept implies that the person and the job operate as joint determinants of individual and organizational outcomes (Lewin, 1951). The literature uses a plethora of different ‘fit’ terms such as ‘matching’, ‘congruence’, and ‘contingency’. Most research has focused on the ‘fit between employee desires and job supplies’ (Edwards, 1991: 309). Early studies documented more need deficiency than satisfaction, with respect to job level, job type, and other factors. Other studies have looked at preferences (for example, ‘would like’). The better the ‘fit’ between job and person, the higher the job satisfaction, commitment, trust and well-being, and the lower the absenteeism and turnover. 

Edwards (199: 328) is nonetheless cautious about making too much of this apparent consensus in findings, because of what he calls ‘serious methodological problems’ associated with sampling (that is, one-shot samples), design (that is, cross-sectional), measurement issues and analysis (that is, reliance on single ‘fit’ index). He makes recommendations for future research using longitudinal designs and multi-dimensional fit indices.


	Organizational justice

	Greenberg (1987) links cognitive and motivational processes specifically to organizational procedures. He proposed that perceptions of organizational injustice prompt cognitive or behavioural change if procedures are seen as terminal or an ‘end in themselves’. If procedures are construed as ‘means to an end’, perceptions of procedural fairness per se are less influential than perceptions of distributive fairness. In other words, the motivational power of injustice perceptions may be tied to personal goals. 

It has also been suggested that interpersonal aspects of procedures influence perceptions of procedural fairness. For example, Tyler and Bies (1999) proposed five norms that contribute to perceptions of procedural fairness: adequate consideration of an employee’s viewpoint; suppression of personal bias; consistent application of criteria across employees; provision of timely feedback after a decision; and providing employees with an adequate explanation for the decision. 


	Can creativity be extrinsically motivated?

	Across five studies, Eisenberger and Rhoades (2001) found that repeated reward for creative behaviour consistently yielded an increase in creative behaviour across three different samples (pre-adolescent, college students and employees). They also found that intrinsic job interests mediated employees’ expectations of reward for creative performance at work. Eisenberger and Rhoades (2001) say that these results are consistent with other views and findings that reward for high performance increase intrinsic task interest (rather than undermining it). They found that intrinsic task motivation was increased by reward via a process of increased self-determination, leading to enhanced creative behaviour. On the other hand, findings suggest that intrinsic interest can be undermined if expectations of reward are not seen as contingent on performance, which ties in with the instrumentality element of Valence-Instrumentality-Expectancy (VIE) theory (Eisenberger, Pearce, & Cameron, 1999). Other findings have confirmed the importance of self-determination (autonomy, control) in the workplace as a source of satisfaction and motivation (Parker et al., 2001).


	Engagement at work

	The following ‘engagement’ items are examples taken from May, Gilson, & Harter (2004): 
Cognitive
Performing my job is so absorbing that I forget about everything else.

I often think about other things when performing my role.
Emotional
I really put my heart into my job.

I get excited when I perform well in my job.
Physical
I exert a lot of energy performing my role.

I stay until the job is done.


	The downside of  ‘commitment’

	The assumption is commonly made that ‘commitment’ is good for an organization. However, commitment may be a double-edged sword. For instance, high commitment can lead to insufficient turnover (and thus organizational stagnancy), including an inability to either innovate or adapt due to having sacrificed personal for organizational considerations. Low commitment might also be good for an organization, affording more opportunity for personal creativity. It could also mean that there is a ‘natural’ system for the turnover of disruptive/poor performers. High commitment might well afford career advancement and compensation opportunities for individuals, but can also foster resistance to change, stress and tension due to having to juggle family/personal responsibilities with work and limited time for non-work activity. In a fast changing workforce, Meyer and Allen (1997) wonder whether a committed workforce might be a ‘liability’. Alternatively, as organizations become leaner they may rely more heavily on the commitment of core workers.


	Types of team

	Hardingham and Royal (1994) talk about two different types of team: win–lose teams (compete with other teams) and win–win teams (achieve by following their own purposes which, by default, support the purposes of other teams within an organization). Teams can also be characterized by the essential nature of the task and how team members interrelate around this task (symbiotic/associative), by the tightness of their boundaries (open/closed) and by the stability of their membership (fluid/stable).

A football team, for instance, is a win–lose team, where relationships within the team are usually symbiotic and membership is usually fairly closed and also quite stable, with a fixed team size and full-time commitment from team members. This type of team has also been called an ‘interacting team’, as compared to a ‘co-acting team’ (that is, associatively linked), where team members act independently of each other (for example, an athletic team). Shiftwork teams in a factory or hospital are, by contrast, win–win type teams, supporting each other in the fulfilment of shared goals. Members of each shift will usually have clearly defined, mutually independent roles to fulfil, but will be fairly open and fluid in their structure.


	Categories of work group

	Sundstrum et al. (2000) describe six categories of workgroup:-
· Production groups – front-line employees engaged in a production task (for example, automobile assembly groups), some supervisor-led, some semi-autonomous and some autonomous (sometimes called self-regulating, self-managed or self-directed). 
· Service groups – consist of employees cooperating in their transactions with customers; some may have management responsibilities, and some are self-managing (for example, maintenance groups).
· Management teams – coordinate work units through joint planning, budgeting, staffing and so on; may also involve supervisors.
· Project groups – carry out defined, time limited and specialized projects, usually cross-functional.
· Action and performing groups – carry out time limited performances to an audience (for example, fire fighters, nurses, musicians).
· Advisory groups – work outside of but in parallel with the production


Chapter Case Studies
Case Study 4.1: IBM Endicott
Walker (1950) described a job enlargement scenario in IBM Endicott. This was said to increase production rate and quality (supposedly via increased job satisfaction). This case study was critical to illustrating the interconnectedness of job content (including technological factors), ‘intrinsic’ reward and productivity, within the human resources tradition. It is also important to note that, in this instance, the culture of IBM Endicott was conducive to the job enlargement programme, indicating the need to recognize the role of wider factors in the job content/job satisfaction/output equation (Hollway, 1991: 100).
Case Study 4.2: The Longwall Method of Coal Getting 
Trist and Bamforth’s (1951) seminal study of a coal mine as a ‘socio-technical system’ launched the concept of the autonomous workgroup. The study looks at the implications for miners in a Durham colliery of a new method of goal getting (the Longwall method). This new method created many problems, including reduced worker cooperation and trust between workers on different shifts, higher levels of ill-health and productivity deficits. This was attributed to the decease imposed by change in worker and workgroup autonomy, de-skilling, and curtailed opportunities for communication by creating greater temporal and spatial distance between workers and created a new intermediate social structure with high task and remuneration interdependence but no social integration. Trist and Bamforth (1951) called for those involved in organizational restructuring to see how changes to technical systems (machinery, work layout) can have a profound unanticipated effect on the social system. They recommend that companies strive for maximal congruency of task and social work structures (in this case ensuring that task interdependence operates chiefly within rather than across shifts) and preserve or introduce ‘responsible autonomy’, job rotation, flexibility and meaningful whole-tasks to small workgroups. When ‘group production’ was introduced into this system, the problems described earlier were solved. From this and other work, Trist and colleagues went on to formulate socio-technical systems (STS) theory (Emery & Trist, 1969).

Whilst STS theory addressed itself mainly to the problem of introducing new technologies to a social system without addressing the human dimension, its legacy is now more firmly associated with the concept of an autonomous workgroup as a panacea work design solution for the manufacturing sector. Many European companies took up this panacea promise in the 1960s and 1970s as a means of addressing problems of high absenteeism, strikes and sabotage, low product quality and coordination difficulties rife in the manufacturing sector at the time (Den Hertog, 1977).
Case Study 4.3: Leadership in the National Health Service
Recently, various high profile media cases have raised the salience of the leadership issue in the UK National Health Service (NHS) in the public mind. Examples where lack of effective leadership (and the lack of inter-professional collaboration or teamwork) has been an explanation for inadequate (‘fragmented’) health care practice include the public inquiry into cardiac surgery at Bristol Royal Infirmary (www.Bristol-inquiry.org.uk/final_report, HMSO 2001), and the death of Victoria Climbié (Department of Health, 2003). Such cases, coupled with the reality of inter-agency health care, have created an unprecedented increase in organizational complexity, making inter-professional collaboration a contemporary health care imperative. As Griffiths (2003: 144) notes, ‘interface issues are likely to assume increasing strategic importance over the next few years and the boundaries between primary, secondary care, health and social care and treatment and prevention will demand closest attention’.

The issue of leadership is in fact now central to NHS modernization strategy and policy. The Department of Health (Department of Health, 1999, 2000, 2001) has launched a number of major leadership initiatives in recent years, all of which are in one way or another distilled in the NHS Plan (2001). The Modernisation Agency was established to mobilize and implement (among other things) various leadership initiatives, all of which are now coordinated by a designated Leadership Centre (established in May 2001). Such initiatives include clinical governance, citizenship, primary care group leadership, the chief executive programme and clinical leadership development. All initiatives argue that integrated multi-professional care is only possible to the extent that professional and directorate barriers are broken down, and a culture of shared clinical governance is cultivated in which staff are empowered to accept responsibility and accountability at all levels of the hierarchy. In practice this involves clinical audit, risk management, user involvement, evidence-based practice, continuous professional development, management of inadequate performance, reflective practice, team building and team review (Valentine & Smith, 2000). Effective leadership is clearly a key to making this vision an everyday reality. 

Several have noted the critical importance of front-line leadership in the development of integrated teamwork, one part of which will involve making the team process visible and something to reflect upon, and actively manage, particularly if there are blocks to the effective formation of collaborative partnerships arising from professional differences (for example, Department of Health, 2001c). 

Integral to the modernization programme is the need for professionals to become more involved in leadership. In the words of Crisp (2001):
Leadership must be exercised at all levels in all settings in the clinical team and in support services, in the ward and in the community and in the boardroom. Leadership is about setting direction, opening up possibilities, helping people to achieve, communicating and delivery. It is also about behaviour. (NHS Modernisation Agency, 2001)
Given that nurses (and midwives) deliver 80 percent of all health care, the birth of the concept of clinical leadership, and in particular the idea that nurses should play a critical role in implementing the new NHS (‘Shifting the balance of power: the next steps’, DOH, 2002) is thus not a surprising development in the NHS vision (Jasper, 2002: 63). The Royal College of Nursing (RCN) response to this is embodied in the National Nursing Leadership Programme as a vehicle for ‘leading the process of change’ (www.nursingleadership.co.uk), involving the introduction of ‘bigger nursing roles’ (‘Liberating the talents: helping nurses and PCTs to deliver the NHS plan’, www.doh.gov/cno/liberating talents). 

One of the problems, however, with implementing these initiatives (and making the vision a reality) is the possibility (suggested by many nurse commentators) that clinical leadership will become yet another management fad, translated into a preoccupation with local planning and control, rather than making a real difference to the care delivery process through effective relationship management. The task of leadership is made even more difficult by the absence of a uniting framework for leadership theory.
Case Study 4.4: Groupthink in Practice
Griffiths and Luker (1994) provide a case study illustrating groupthink at work. Sixteen District Nurses (DNs) working in two primary health-care centres were operating as caseload managers, authorized to carry out patient assessment and make decisions about treatment. Griffiths and Luker found that DN practice was underpinned by ‘unspoken’ group rules that preserved team harmony and cohesion at the expense of client needs and interests. The main ‘rule’ they uncovered declared that it was unacceptable to commit a colleague to anything when carrying out a first assessment visit on their behalf. They could cover for absence but were unable to interfere by offering opinions, question their nursing decisions or provide nursing input.

The culture in which these invisible rules had become entrenched was one of ‘collegiality‘, that is, intra-professional respect and mutual support. This resulted in the evolution of a protective norm making it unacceptable to either appraise or criticize one’s peers. This in turn inhibited the possibility of patient involvement and choice in care decisions. 
Appendix 7 Socio-technical Systems Theory
· The work system is an open system, which means, for example, that environmental factors have knock-on consequences for working practices – for example, heightened competition. STS theory proposes that the consequences of turbulence should be dealt with by the affected groups to allow them the freedom and flexibility to respond as they see fit (rather than the problem being addressed at the top, and dictated down). This principle emphasizes that organizational design, involving the simultaneous consideration of social/behavioural and technical systems, is an ongoing process. Evaluation and review must continue indefinitely (incompletion).
· People should be allowed to use their own ingenuity at the front line of production so long as they are appropriately trained and supported, rather than be required to operate only through procedures. This entails management by objectives or goals (what is to be achieved) rather than procedures (how work is done) (minimal critical specification).

· Problems in production and its quality should be addressed at source, by those responsible (socio-technical criterion).

· The workgroup should be provided with all necessary information to furnish its self-regulatory ability including information about customer feedback (information flow).
· Boundaries between groups should be sufficiently permeable to allow information and knowledge exchange and not tied to technological functions. For instance, planning, implementing, and quality inspection should be undertaken within the same group rather than being separated into distinct functions, to facilitate communication (Boundary Location).

· Groups within the same organization are in a dynamic interrelationship so optimizing one cannot be undertaken without optimizing the other. There should be consistency across all human support systems and the organizations’ design and general philosophy. For example, an incentive system based on individual output would be counter-productive in a team-based structure (support congruency).
· There is no one best way to complete a task successfully. Jobs should be designed so that they are reasonably demanding and provide opportunities for learning, decision making, and recognition (design and human values).
· One should look at the long-term impact of change, as there may be some unintended consequences. 
Appendix 8 Compensation and Benefits
Research has documented clear links between employee ownership and commitment (Meyer, 1997). Employee ownership may be in the form of ‘stock’ (that is, where employees have a financial stake in the organization; or related financial incentives (for example, profit shares). Findings, however, suggest that the use of employee ownership strategies are not in themselves sufficient to increase affective commitment, and might even (in certain instances) actually reduce it. The latter may come about because commitment is built purely on a financial basis as opposed to the fact of ‘psychological ownership’. 

The impact of other non-financial employee benefits on commitment is by contrast little studied. There is some evidence that the provision of family-responsive benefits like flexible hours and child-care assistance can increase employee commitment, insofar as the organization is perceived to ‘care for’ and ‘support’ its employees. Some have commented that to have a positive impact on commitment, such ‘benefits’ must be consistent with the broader cultural climate of the organization, as opposed to ‘tag ons’ in response to external pressure or as token gestures. Also, the provision of benefits for selected groups of employees could induce some friction due to perceptions of inequity (that is, reverse discrimination; Meyer, 1997: 202).
Appendix 9 Organizational Citizenship Behaviour
The notion of organizational citizenship was first introduced by Bateman and Organ (1983) and refers to the pursuit of extra-role, non-prescribed/’discretionary’workplace behaviours by employees in the interests of the organization. Examples include proactive behaviours like ‘punctuality’, ‘helping other employees’, ‘making innovative suggestions for improvement’, as well as refraining behaviours like ‘not wasting time’, ‘complaining about insignificant matters’, ‘starting arguments’, and ‘expressing resentment’. Such behaviours are pursued independently of organizational reward/punishment systems. Organizational citizenship behaviour (OCB) could in some instances undermine personal performance profiles (for example, distracted into helping co-workers who have fallen behind). 

Pro-Social Organizational (PSO) behaviour was by contrast defined by Brief and Motowidlo (1986) as employee behaviour directed towards an individual, group, or organization with whom he or she interacts while carrying out his or her organizational role, with the intention of promoting their welfare. PSO behaviour may be dysfunctional (for example, helping co-workers hide mistakes or inadequate performance) as well as functional (for example, being cooperative). PSO behaviour can also be either prescribed (for example, mentoring) or extra-role (non-prescribed, voluntary acts). 

Recently, Organ (1997) has reworked the concept of OCB using the ideas of Borman and Motowildo (1993) on ‘contextual performance’ spawned by debate about whether OCB is truly ‘discretionary’. Morrison (1994) for instance, reported that 18 of the 20 proposed OCB items were construed to be part and parcel of the job by employees. Moreover, employees differed widely in their conception of the ‘breadth’ of the job. Organ (1997) argued that this is because concepts like ‘job’ and ‘role’ are in themselves ‘fuzzy’. Typically the role evolves from a process of ‘give and take’ and expectations (and perceived expectations) can vary widely. Thus the notion of OCB as comprising ‘extra-role’ activity starts to become muddy. 

Also, contractual rewards (other than basic pay) are not necessarily guaranteed even for prescribed aspects of the job, which suggests that the ‘reward’ issue cannot be used to conceptually differentiate OCB from non-OCB activity. Organ (1997) thus concludes that all that is certain about OCB is that it makes a performance contribution of some kind.

Borman and Motowildo (1993) listed five categories of contextual performance:

· volunteering for activity beyond expectation;

· persistence of enthusiasm and application when needed;

· assistance to others;

· following rules and procedures even when inconvenient;

· openly espousing and endorsing organization objectives.

The concept of contextual performance does not presuppose anything about in-role or extra-role activity, nor does it include any reference to reward systems. The defining character of contextual performance is that it is non-task, and that in particular it contributes to the maintenance or enhancement of the context of work (Organ, 1997: 90). OCB is a form of contextual performance, is less likely than task behaviour to be enforceable and also less likely to afford contingent reward. He also describes OCB as ‘affiliative’ and ‘promotive’ (Organ, 1997: 92), defining it as ‘performance that supports the social and psychological environment in which task performance takes place’.

A number of conceptually distinct dimensions of OCB have been identified, including altruism, courtesy, cheerleading, peacekeeping, sportsmanship, conscientiousness and civic virtue. Most of these behaviours can be lumped under the term ‘helping’ in terms of how they are understood by managers and in this form ‘helping’ denotes a second-order latent construct. The OCB Scale developed by Moorman and Blakely (1992) operationalizes OCB in terms of four dimensions: helping, individual initiative, personal industry and loyal boosterism.

Evidence demonstrates a robust relationship between procedural justice perceptions and the performance of OCB (Moorman, 1991). These researchers argued that procedural justice perceptions affect an employee’s decision to perform OCB by creating the conditions for a social exchange relationship in which OCB becomes a likely form of work behaviour. Social exchange terms comprise diffuse, non-specific, informal agreements, as opposed to economic exchange terms involving precise obligations for each party. The former offer scope for reciprocation in non-prescribed ways. 

The same kind of explanation may underpin decisions to pursue OCB. Specifically, procedural justice perceptions may communicate that the employee is perceived to be of value and worth to the organization (that is, beliefs about how much he or she is valued by the organization; . Procedural justice perceptions may communicate perceived organizational support (POS). Indeed, Moorman (1991) found that procedural justice judgements were better predictors of OCB than job satisfaction or organizational commitment insofar as they represented an employee’s view of how the organization valued him/her. Research has also shown that POS can elicit OCB (Eisenberger et al., 1990) and that in turn, perceptions of procedural justice predict POS.

The association obtained between procedural justice perceptions, POS and OCB also supports the view that OCB is primarily a cognitive- rather than affect-based construct. That is, OCB presupposes the cognitive appraisal, assessment, or evaluation of circumstances, opportunities and outcomes as opposed to what the individual feels, in terms of hedonic tone. Thus, based on the norm of reciprocity, employees who perceive that they are treated fairly are more likely to (through organizational cognitions) seek out ways to promote the welfare of the organization. 

The following functions have been ascribed to OCB:

· enhancing coworker and managerial productivity;

· freeing up resources so they can be used for productive purposes;

· reducing the need to devote scarce resources to purely maintenance functions;

· helping to coordinate the activities both within and across work groups;

· strengthening an organizations’ ability to attract and retain the best employees

· increasing the stability of the organization’s performance;

· enabling the organization to more effectively adapt to environmental changes.

In their review of the available evidence, Podsakoff and MacKenzie (1997) found that ‘helping’ had a stronger impact on organizational effectiveness than other types of OCB. They also found that helping behaviour sometimes increases and sometimes decreases the quantity of performance depending on the workings of ‘moderator’ variables (for example, technological requirements of the job, systems of reward/compensation). 

The proposed causal relationship between OCB and organizational effectiveness is as yet based only on assumption rather than evidence. OCB might well cause performance gains, but performance gains might also engender OCB via concepts like satisfaction. Alternatively the association between OCB and organizational effectiveness may be spurious – that is, attributable to the way an organization explains its performance (Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997). 
Appendix 10 Industrial Relations
The Media Portrayal of Industrial Relations?
‘Industrial relations’ is a term most commonly associated with strikes, employer–employee disputes and employee sabotage. However, as a subject, industrial relations is actually much broader than the media would have us believe. Some of the less savoury aspects of industrial relations, such as striking, picketing and the closed shop, are given a lot of media attention. Other subjects could be given more prominence but are less ‘sexy’ to the media magnate. For example, every year, far more days are lost through accidents at work than are lost through strikes (not counting the number of fatal accidents), but industrial relations tend only to make the news when they constitute a disaster (Green, 1994).
Industrial Relations and its Ingredients
The topic of industrial relations ‘broadly deals with the relationships encountered by work people in their working lives‘ (Green, 1994: 1) and can equally be contributed to and studied by economists, lawyers, sociologists, and psychologists, to name but a few. The scope of the topic spans from the individual in relation to the organization through to the ‘shop floor’, all the way to national and international bodies. Green (1994) divides the topic up into four sets of consideration:
· Institutions – such as trade unions, employer’s associations, the Trade Union Council, the Confederation of British Industry, government ministries, advisory bodies such as colleges, universities and independent bodies like the Industrial Society.
· Characters – such as shop stewards, convenors, full-time officials of unions and employer associations, personnel officers, directors, negotiators, arbitrators, judges, ministers of state.
· Procedures – such as bargaining, settling disputes, settling grievances, discipline, redundancy handling, policy making, union recognition in the workplace, tribunal hearings, industrial action and referrals to conciliation and arbitration.
· Topics – such as pay, working hours and conditions, content of work, contracts of employment, termination of employment, industrial policy, government policy, political decision making, internationalization, union membership, political affiliation, union duties and activities, maternity benefits, discrimination, safety, employee participation and industrial and technological change. Issues that pertain to the topic of health and safety at work are dealt with in Chapter 8 on the design of work environments.

Here is not the place to talk in detail about each of these elements of the industrial relations system. For this, the reader advised to consult texts such as Green (1994), Industrial relations: texts and case studies. In this section we take a look at the various frameworks available in which industrial relations can be understood, and also take pains to locate the topic in a socio-political context. This provides the basis for a more focused consideration of the psychology of inter-group conflict and bargaining. 
Industrial Relations Perspectives
There are several analytic perspectives that can be brought to bear on the topic of industrial relations: unitarist and neo-unitarist, uralist, conflict or radical, systems and social action. These perspectives operate at the level of meta-theory. At the lower level of analysis, explicit theorization of the industrial relations situation is poorly developed. This may in part be due to the fact that industrial relations is fundamentally interdisciplinary, having no distinct status as a discipline and no distinct conceptual apparatus around which to frame review and discussion.
Unitarist and neo-unitarist perspectives
The unitarist perspective predominates in organizations like Kodak, Hewlett Packard, 3M and IBM. This perspective holds that everyone within an organization shares a common purpose and are all committed to this purpose. This automatically excludes the existence of conflict in any form and certainly institutional recognition of it (for example, unions). The relationship between employer and employee is seen as a partnership between the suppliers of capital, management and employees. Commentators such as Peters and Waterman (1982) are early champions of the unitary perspective. A frequent criticism of this viewpoint is its refusal to accept the existence of conflict. Unitarists counter the argument that conflict is integral to organizational life by arguing that conflict need not exist at all, and that where it does it signals a breakdown in the system, not that the system is flawed. Conflict, they argue may stem from:

· poor leadership by management;

· breakdowns in communication;

· failure to grasp the commonality of interest;

· resistance of employees;

Neo-unitarist philosophy is a new derivative, coming out of the 1980s. It is a market-oriented philosophy where the whole organization is geared to success in the marketplace, with commitment to customer satisfaction and high standards of quality. A key component of neo-unitarism is the importance given to HRM. It is held that any organizational change should be achieved through the development of the full potential of employees. It emphasizes the importance of the development and maintenance of organizational culture that seeks to develop everyone to their full potential and hence secure full and enthusiastic commitment to the aims of the organization. In support of this emphasis, the neo-unitarist perspective focuses strongly on the training of individuals, providing them with career development plans, opportunities for promotion and performance-related pay.

This perspective runs strongly counter to the traditional union philosophy of collective bargaining, which tends to determine the terms and conditions of employees on a group basis. The neo-unitary perspective makes the personnel function pivotal in any organization. Recruitment, selection, induction, career progression, training and remuneration are key components, it is held, of a company’s future. 

Unitarist and neo-unitarist philosophy arose out of the human relations (HR) movement, and is probably the most dominant contemporary organizational paradigm.
Conflict or radical perspective
Conflict theories are based on the premise that conflict exists in society and is quite naturally mirrored in that mini-society, the workplace. Conflict theories maintain that recognition is essential and that systems have to be put in place to deal with conflicts when they arise. Development, they argue, can only occur through the dialectic of the owners of the means of production with those who offer their labour. Progress can only occur, it is held, when the homeostatic self-interest of the owners is challenged or overturned by the equality-seeking proletariat. 

This perspective has shaped the UK industrial landscape. The worker–employer collaborations of unitarist organizations are new to the UK; the ‘Us’ versus ‘Them’ relationship of the unions and employer organizations has been the dominant relationship of the last 150 years. Whilst Marx’s theory is usually held to be the foundation of conflict theory, it is widely accepted that some of his century-old ideas are no longer valid. Indeed the uprising of the masses rebelling against the unfair capitalist system has not yet materialized and it can be argued that it is unlikely to. Yet Marxist theory has been developed into a more pluralist viewpoint.
Pluralist perspective
Rather than out and out conflict and rebellion of Marxist theory, the pluralists hold that the peaceful resolution of conflict is a better way forward. Whilst it is recognized that management hold the balance of power, pluralism holds that institutions and processes of organizational relations should seek to resolve any conflicts arising from this power by reaching a workable compromise acceptable to all stakeholders.

Hence the central role that collective bargaining and union representation has. Each group within the stakeholder web can maintain its identity, whilst the controlling mechanism run by management keeps a balance between the interests of the various groups. The overall consideration for management is to ensure that harmony exists and that compromises and agreements work.

There are two variations of pluralism: soft and hard. Hard pluralism is conflict based and looks to conflict resolution via collective bargaining. Soft pluralism takes a more problem-solving approach, involving joint consultation.
Systems approach
A different approach to understanding employee relations was developed by Dunlop in the late 1950s. To Dunlop, there were three main factors in his system of employee relations:
· Actors – the people and organizations involved in the system, such as managers (and their hierarchy), their representatives, the hierarchy of the workers and their representatives, and also the specialized employee relations agencies that operate within the system, such as ACAS (the Advisory Conciliation and Arbitration Service) and others who provide a service, such as consultants and conciliators. 
· Context – these are the main elements of the environment within which the system operates, including technological aspects, budgetary and market constraints and the locus of power in society.
· The idealogy of the system – this is the set of beliefs held by participants that allow them to operate the system; the body of common ideas that define the role and place of the actor. Each individual within the system may have differing views, but there has to be sufficient common ground for everyone to establish a working relationship.

Dunlop’s model has had its major impact in America. Yet there are criticisms of the approach: it is static and difficult to analyse change using it. Any systems analysis is, by its nature, descriptive rather than prescriptive.
Social action
Originally developed by Max Weber, social action theory proposes an opposite viewpoint to the systems approach. It seeks to analyse why the actors in the system take certain lines of action as well to understand the actors’ own definitions of the situation they are in. Social action, it is argued, arises out of the expectations, norms, values, experiences and goals of the individuals working within the organization. It is a bottom-up, rather than top-down method of the systems analyst. 

An example of this approach to industrial relations is taken by Morley, Webb and Stephenson (1988) from a social psychological perspective. They focus in particular on explaining the role of bargaining and arbitration in the resolution of conflict. They argue that negotiation is a fundamentally social activity and advocate exploring the ways in which negotiators work out what is going on, and why. They also advocate that negotiation is more than a process of bid and counter-bid, it is a social process in which collective images are created and changed. Finally, they see negotiation as the means by which social order is constructed (see later in  Chapter 4 under ‘the psychology of negotiation’ for more on this). 
What Constitutes ‘Good’ Industrial Relations?
It is generally agreed that ‘good’ industrial relations comprise the following elements:

· Trust;

· confidence of employees in management and of management in employees;

· good interpersonal relations between all those involved;

· realistic working agreements and arrangements;

· a willingness to work together.
The Socio-political Dimension on Industrial Relations
The rise of the Euro-company has implications for the industrial relations agenda and who sets it. It is typically argued that the industrial relations agenda is driven by management in a handful of corporate boardrooms. This proposition is based on the assumption that ‘changing systems of capital accumulation engender complementary institutional arrangements, including patterns of industrial relations‘ (Greer, 1994). This view is illustrated as follows.

In the first half of the 20th century, a dominant system of production (and capital accumulation) emerged that we now know as Fordism, because the automobile industry is prototypical of this system. Fordism (as also described in Chapter 4), is characterized by the production of standardized commodities on a mass scale, in large factories, using a largely semi-skilled workplace. This economic model generated two institutional developments (or types of employee regulation):

· Bureaucratic systems of personnel administration (mirroring the principle of standardization), which in turn afforded a highly formalized system of collective bargaining. This facilitated the rise of trade unionism, which was based on a workforce with collective strength with little if any individual labour market power. Trade unionism came to be seen by industry as the instrument through which to ensure regularity and predictability in the employment relationship – that is, by institutionalizing employee grievance, by the containment and ritualization of strikes.

· The development of state welfare provision. The collective strength of the labour movement was instrumental in facilitating the creation of various post-war settlements including the welfare system. This form of macro-economic state intervention was itself instrumental in stabilizing the labour system, structuring the ‘modern’ labour force and providing a secure framework for the expansion of private industrial capital. 

The same kind of socio-political analysis can be applied in attempts to understand the low salience and strength of the contemporary system of collective bargaining as the basis for employee regulation. The weakening of the British national industrial relations system can be explained in terms of two factors:

· Most union leaders in post-war Britain were concerned with national reconstruction, which in turn required that they ensure ‘labour restraint’. The labour force itself had also inherited a demeanour of restraint stemming from the ‘depression’ years when employment was few and far between. However, as industry ‘rationalized’, employees (particularly new generation employees who had entered the labour force during economic boom 20 years or so after the war) started expressing discontent over working conditions. They started taking employment security for granted and had aspirations and expectations that were much higher than those of their parents. This led to an upsurge in conflict but this in the main fell outside the agenda of collective bargaining.

· The growing social role of the state. State intervention (via the provision of welfare for example) had increased expenditure to the point of ‘fiscal crisis’. This, coupled with increased competitiveness in a global economy and a worsening of labour market conditions (for example, unemployment) became a major source of regulatory instability. 

The weakening of the ‘traditional’ industrial relations system appeared to coincide with the end of Fordism characterized by an increased differentiation and segmentation of product markets, technological advance that afforded product innovation, decentralized production systems, a more differentiated labour force including the rise in number of females entering the labour market (see Box 1). This, argue Hyman and Ferner:
tore apart the institutions of Fordism, collective bargaining, driving the process of decentralization of industrial relations practices and encouraging systems of company – and plant-specific regulation.  (1994: 10)
All this can be said to have occurred in a context of a rise in the ‘transnational corporation’ and the use of increasingly sophisticated global technologies, which has reduced the status of the nation-state as the primary economic agent. This has opened the British economy up to the ‘anarchic vagaries of international finance’ and ‘the calculative interventions of giant transnationals’ (Hyman & Ferner, 1994: 10), and thus a weakening (that is, deregulation and fragmentation) of all traditional regulatory regimes including the industrial relations system. 
The Industrial Relations Implications of International Management
What are the implications of this socio-political climate of deregulation and fragmentation for management conduct of industrial relations? Marginson and Sisson (1994) note the swell in number of Euro-companies since the mid-1980s, along with an acceleration of cross-border mergers, acquisitions and strategic alliances, and the growth in number of transnational companies organized on a European scale. This means that management is effectively ‘internationalized’. The consequence of this, note, Marginson & Sisson (1994: 23) is:

· the coordination and control of industrial relations across borders;

· the capacity to develop pan-European policies and practices and to crate new structures of industrial relations at pan-European level;

· the growth of ‘organization-based’ employment systems, which threatens the sectoral nature of multi-employer bargaining (the dominant system).
Coordination and control
Management by task has been replaced with management by performance. This has been made possible by the growth in information processing capacities and by developments in computer technology, which afford possibilities for intensive monitoring of ‘organizational performance’. This in turn means that transnational managers can compare performance across different sites and then ‘reward and punish’ individual sites (for example, by capital investment decisions), thereby increasing the power of management to harness concessions on working practices, terms and conditions in different localities. For example, in 1993, Hoover decided to concentrate its production facility in Scotland at the expense of a plant in France, conditional on securing concessions from the Scottish workforce. This illustrates the power of strategic management decisions beyond national boundaries to influence the working lives of thousands of employees. Employees in turn have few rights to be informed or consulted about corporate restructuring of this kind, nor do they have rights of representation at the transnational level: hence the pressure for international forms of trade unionism.
Pan-European industrial relations
Centralization of management and management structures at European level in place of national structures (for example, Ford, General Motors, Nestle, Unilever). This development has afforded the strategic potential to establish ‘organization-specific’ pan-European systems of industrial relations management. This may be expressed in common policy objectives across countries (for example, common philosophy of Human resource management as in IBM and Digital, employee involvement programmes as in Ford). Some corporates have introduced arrangements for employee information and consultation at European level within the EC (for example, work councils, as described in Chapter 5.2). Although the number of corporates that have instigated such arrangements is currently very small, it suggests that management is responding positively to the need for employee representation at the European level. Ths may also be in response to anticipated directive from the EC. 

The European work council denotes a joint body of management and employee representatives (nominated by the trade union). The number of delegates is usually around 30 and the agenda is to deal with cross-border issues and ramifications of strategic decisions. In many cases these arrangements are informal and ad hoc, although formalized arrangements are beginning to emerge (for example, as in Volkswagen). 
Organization-based industrial relations
In the case of devolved management structures emerging in mainly Anglo-American companies (and also many German-based companies) industrial relations management has also devolved. Devolvement is characterized by the establishment of quasi-autonomous business divisions, delegation of responsibility for operating matters, and devolution of financial accountability. In most cases, however, strategic decision making (and monitoring) responsibility is retained at the corporate level. In many instances this has generated an ‘internal company market’, where each business division is encouraged to trade and compete with one another for capital investment. However, wider competitive imperatives have led to the development of organization-specific employment systems reflected in the widespread growth of collective bargaining at company and workplace levels to deal with local industrial relations issues. These developments overshadow and detract from ‘bottom line’ management responsibilities in devolved organizational systems and thus produce tension between the corporate and the local therein. 

The development of organization-specific employment systems has also led companies to opt out of multi-employer bargaining systems (for example, IBM) so they can tailor employment terms and conditions to particular conditions. Those companies who have not yet opted out of the multi-employer system are nonetheless voicing demands for greater flexibility and increased power for workplace-specific negotiations. The move towards single-employer bargaining systems involving local shop stewards rather than full-time union officials at the multi-employer level has implications for the industrial relations system as a whole. However, it is unlikely that small and medium enterprises of which there are very many, will have sufficient time and resources to develop their own local industrial relations systems. Thus no complete overthrow of the multi-employer system is expected. 
Corporate Governance
Variation in systems of corporate governance across borders within Euro-companies have important implications for approaches to employee management. Within Europe, Marginson & Sisson (1994) describe two distinct modes of corporate governance: the Anglo-American ‘outsider’ system and the European ‘insider’ system. These two systems are distinguishable (in terms of their industrial relations implications) as follows:



Outsider



Insider
Dispersed networks of shareholding

Interlinked networks of shareholding
High exposure to Hostile Take-Over

Protection from Hostile Take-Over
Financial Short-termism



Financial Long-termism

The features of insider systems, note Marginson and Sisson (1994: 31), encourage greater commitment to enduring assets, particularly employee assets, which form a potential source of competitive advantage. The insider system is thus also more likely to adopt an employee development philosophy. In turn, employees are more likely to be long-term committed to the company. By contrast, in outsider systems employees are more likely to be regarded as disposable liabilities underpinned by a cost minimization approach to labour management. In Britain, this is excerbated by educational and training systems that put a low premium on sustained training. Whilst for insider systems employee management is a strategic issue addressed at central level, for outsider systems it is seen as merely a local level operational issue. It is indeed the ‘insider systems’ that have taken steps to secure transnational representation for their employees, whereas for ‘outsider’ systems where employee considerations are not seen as part of the strategic framework, the idea of transnational representation is a radical departure from their existing system of corporate governance.
Management Style and Strategy
Another factor that will influence the shaping of the industrial relations system is management style. Perlmutter (1969) distinguished between companies that are ‘ethnocentric’ and those which are ‘polycentric’ in their management approach. Ethnocentric companies (for example, US- and Japanese-owned companies) are likely to be centralized in their management of overseas operations, whereas polycentric companies (for example, European) are more likely to be decentralized. In the former, overseas operations are run in the image of the parent company, whilst in the latter, management style is more locally determined. Perlmutter predicted that the transnational corporation would evolve its own unique ‘geocentric’ style characterized by an international management structure transcending national borders and local differences in management approach and style. Whether this has occurred is open to debate. Many so-called ‘global’ companies are still essentially quite ethnocentric in their management approach. 

Marginson and Sisson (1994) argue that industrial relations policy within a global management structure will in the future be shaped more by the nature of the particular business than by practices in specific countries. In some cases, the nature of the business will highlight the importance of local industrial relations, whereas in other cases local considerations will be relatively less important. Centralization is more likely in companies (for example, food manufacturing) that pursue the same activity in several locations in different countries (for example, through expansion into new markets for established product lines) because of the gains afforded by introducing standard operating procedures. A decentralized approach is more likely when unrelated business activities are pursued in different locations (for example, via acquisitions, diversification). 
Business Unionism
Hyman (1994) argues that business unionism has replaced class unionism in the contemporary industrial relations system. This is due in part, he argues, to the de-industrialization of the UK (as well as many other countries in Europe) characterized by major growth in the service sector and a rise in number of female employees, particularly in part-time white-collar type jobs. The service sector, notes Hyman (1994), is characterized by heterogeneity and thus presents very different patterns of opportunity and obstacle for trade unions. For instance, at one extreme is the retail distribution, and hotel and catering type employment environment with a high reliance on low-paid, vulnerable and overwhelmingly female employees with few qualifications. At the other extreme is the specialized services with a high proportion of professional and quasi-professional employment. Both sectors, according to Hyman (1994), provide obstacles to unionization. 

Other factors that have eroded traditional unionism are described as:

· centralized authority within individual unions has been weakened by increased internal differentiation of interests and by tendencies towards decentralized forms (that is, organization-specific) of collective bargaining (as described above); 

· differentiation at a wider economic and political level between employed and unemployed, those with atypical as opposed to typical employment contracts, those with new specialized qualifications versus those with outdated qualifications or no qualifications whatsoever.

These economic and political conditions have been described as ‘interest disaggregation’, although as Hyman (1994: 112) is quick to point out, aggregation may have been more a product of unionism (that is, strategic unity) than a true indication of employee solidarity. In practice, the trade unions have always operated by imposing the interests of one segment of the employee population (for example, full-time male employees in core industrial sectors) on others. The result of this was to unwittingly produce a category of non-unionized ‘outsiders’, whose interests were never represented within union policy making. Thus the demise of the traditional union system may constitute not the demise of unionism per se, but of only one particular type (that is, unionism in the unquestioned image of the male manual manufacturing worker). In parallel with this is a rise in the number of different ‘voices’ from previously excluded groups seeking attention to their own particular collective priorities.

Unions themselves have contributed to this scenario. Trade union movements that had at their inception been underpinned by broad-based political and social motives (for example, communist, democratic), became increasingly preoccupied with the collective bargaining agenda. The political issue thus became increasingly ‘rhetorical’ (Hyman, 1994: 113). At the same time, the industrial relations terrain and its autonomy was increasingly being undermined by macro-economic and legislative regulation of employment relations. Initially, bargaining concerns were focused on payment terms. Later, their concerns were broadened to include working conditions, organization of production and division of labour, and even career development. Thus unions, in response to reduced autonomy with respect to issue of pay, evolved a more progressive approach to interest representation. 

However, with the advent of economic crisis (global competition, decline in GNP, increase in unemployment), the margin for real improvement in terms and conditions is very small. As companies respond to economic crisis with increased rationalization and attempts to economize, the industrial relations scene has become a terrain of merely ‘concessional’ type bargaining (that is, instead of negotiating improvement in returns and ensuring job protection, mediation with regard to the reduction of wages and regulating the terms and rapidity of downsizing projects is now involved). In the words of Hyman:
almost as a grotesque parody of the qualitative ‘new demands’ of radical trade unionists in the 1960s and 1970s, the rhetoric of humanization and employee involvement has been transmuted within the new managerialism as a means of integrating (core) workers within the constraints of corporate competitiveness in hard times. (1994: 114)
The eclipse of the traditional union is perhaps a reflection of a more general erosion of societal collectivism. Economic crisis has both afforded (and actively) encouraged a growth in market liberalism and individualism. Coupled with this is a rise in the importance of consumption (in parallel with the rise in the service sector), rather than production, in shaping personal identities and interests (Hyman, 1994: 117). Moreover, traditional trade unionism was rooted in a particular type of occupational identity (in a relatively undifferentiated work situation). In contemporary UK, however, there is a growth in individualized career expectations (see Chapter 3, Part 1 for more on this) and thus a far more complex (and potentially problematic) relationship between collective and individual interests. If these employees unionize (and this is rare) it is more for the pursuit of fair ‘career’ opportunities. In combination with this is a tendency for companies to ‘personalize’ the employment relationship. 

There has always been a tension, behind the stereotype of union solidarity, between individual and collective interest in the industrial relations scenario. This does not, however, deny the fact that changes in climate and society consciousness have occurred affecting the readiness of people to attach themselves to unions. Even upon the joining of a union, this does not mean than an individual will necessarily act on their membership (that is, follow its advice and instruction). There is clearly a ‘diminished mobilizing potential’ attributable to shifts in attitudes towards unions and what they represent. Those in the service sector (union members and non-members alike) also have to face the fact that any form of industrial action will affect not only the employer, but the consumer, with the potential consequence of losing public sympathy. It has been noted by many that younger workers in particular are less and less likely to want to participate in union activity or even take on positions of representation, pursuing, instead very different interests and aspirations than those contained within the union agenda. 

One response by unions to this crisis of identity is to focus on the qualitative dimensions of managerial discourse (which have low cost implications) as reflected in the philosophy of ‘humanization’. Another form of attempt at identity reconstruction in new terms is the emphasis on procedural demands (also with little if any cost implication), such as forums for consultation. Efforts to rebuild union strike capacity focus less on the strike as a show of strength (that is, in the ideological struggle between labour and capital) and more as a symbolic demonstration at a socio-political rather than economic level (see the box below for a brief history of strike patterns in a European context).

What then is the future of the trade union? Hyman (1994: 133–136) describes four potential union identities:

· Providers of services to workers as individuals (premised on the displacement of collectivism by individualism). This is not new. It is an identity inherited from the ‘method of mutual insurance’ (that is, collective support to individuals with common work-related interests) common in 19th century Britain. 

· The union as part of a ‘productivity coalition’ with management, collaborating to develop policies to enhance company performance. This identity is premised on the fact of altered power relations between employees and employers and structural pressures on companies in the face of intensified competition. A form of this has been operational in Italy since the 1980s and is termed ‘microcorporatism’.

· The union as an interlocuter of government, that is, forum for social dialogue in the ‘social wage’.

· The union as a popularist campaigning organization. 
	A brief history of strike behaviour

	Strike activity is the ultimate employee weapon – that is, withdrawal of labour. Strike activity is a strategy adopted by unions when, despite considerable discussion about various employee disputes, there is total failure to agree. Strikes might also be the strategy adopted when management refuse to engage in discussion or as a reaction to an unsatisfactory pay agreement. The workforce, in this instance, may refuse to work again until an improved offer is made. The strike is the ultimate bargaining tool for the union. Withdrawal of labour will have, at least in the long term, potentially profound implications for organizational functioning. Management is primarily concerned with profits, whereas unions are more concerned with terms and conditions. Usually, a working compromise is achieved without resorting to strike activity. Most companies have ‘dispute procedures’ designed to avoid the costs of industrial action. The threat of strike can be used as a negotiating tactic to convince the management of the strength of union feeling. 

Strikes can be official and unofficial. An official strike is one pursued according to union rules (for example, ballot, called by a full-time trade union official). If a union member is instructed to strike, he or she is obliged to do so (or else risk being disciplined). The unofficial strike is one pursued outside of union rules and regulations – that is, wildcat. The British strike scene is predominently unofficial, often called in the heat of the moment to demonstrate strength of feeling on a particular issue. Unofficial action tends not to last very long, whereas official strikes can last for long periods of time, accounting for about 25 percent of days lost (Green, 1994). Hyman (1994) provide a more detailed analysis of strike activity characteristic of the British industrial relations scene up until the 1970s:

· the infrequent large-scale industry wide dispute;

· the frequent workplace stoppage, often functioning as a token demonstration at a company level;

· party-political bargaining activity – that is, plant-level, symbolic protest designed to pressurize management at ‘arms length’ and the economy-wide token action to influence government decision making.

By the 1970s, growing trade union consciousness amongst employees coupled with the attempts of employers to economize resulted in a diverse pattern of conflict: national token stoppages, protracted industry or service-level strikes, and localized disputes in the strategic services like public transport. Many strikes were unofficial, resulting from company-level disputes concerning the imposition of reorganized systems of work and employment in the light of company pressures to economize. 

In the 1980s, another qualitative shift is said to have occurred in strike patterns. Company-level struggles against restructuring and large-scale redundancy reached a new height in the UK and abroad. Later on in the 1980s, this type of dispute became less frequent, perhaps due to systematic attempts by companies to contain disruptive conflict for mutual benefit. In the 1990s, the unions adopted an increasingly defensive role (for example, resistance to job loss, work intensification and declining pay). 

While it is true that the majority of strikes are about pay and hours of work, it is often not this in itself that gives rise to strike. In organizations with poor industrial relations mechanisms, something relatively trivial can precipitate strike action. Conversely, in organizations with sophisticated industrial relations mechanisms, negotiation procedures may afford a solution to even the most major disputes without the need for strike activity in the longrun. Employees in organizations that do not acknowledge the existence of conflict (that is, those which operate with unitary or neo-unitary assumptions), and thus do not have systematic procedures for dealing with conflict are more prone to strike activity. The ideal scenario is where groups, despite divergent interests and objectives, can cooperatively co-exist. 

Attempts by employers to secure industrial harmony and peace has prompted them to evolve various ‘strike-free’ deals (for example, employee participation, flexibility plus single-union recognition and a no-strike clause. 


The Multi- vs. Single-employer Industrial Relations System
The multi-employer industrial relations system has tended to neutralize the workplace as a site for trade union organization and activity. However companies within this system are not precluded from determining pay and conditions in terms of their own local business requirements, and thus permit considerable ‘local’ flexibility. In Britain, multi-employer agreements are binding in honour only, whereas in other countries like Germany, the agreements are legally binding and impose a uniform set of instutionalized arrangements on companies. In Britain, patterns of industrial relations and employment practice are more contingent on management and trade union organization at sectoral and company levels. 

However, with the move towards European integration, there is pressure for the development of EC-level directives or agreements, and thus new forms of European industrial relations regulation. The impact of the European Work Council on industrial relations is expected to be particularly profound in the UK, which is the host country for many transnational companies and for transnationals based elsewhere is the most important host economy. Most UK managers have had little experience of the concept of statutory employee participation at a non-trade union level. Employee participation (that is, forums for information dissemination and consultation) strategies are likely to remain distinct from those concerned with collective bargaining which are in turn more and more likely to be devolved to a local level. In the words of Marguson and Sisson:
companies will want to maintain this institutional separation, otherwise they increase the risk of giving trade unions a platform to become involved in the key strategic business issues of investment and deinvestment. (1994: 44)
This tendency is also likely to be maintained by the trade unions for fear of losing national authority and resources to European-level organizations.

Marginson and Sisson (1994) see the European work council as especially important for the development of a European system of industrial relations. The overall effect, they envisage, is likely to be a growing convergence in conditions of employment (though not necessarily in levels of pay) and what they call the ‘Europeanization’ of industrial relations. 
Inter-group Conflict
Disputes can also be categorized as disputes of rights (pertaining to a claim under a current agreement) and disputes of interest (pertaining to a term or condition that is not currently covered in substantive agreements, a claim for something new). In the case of ‘right’, the actual application or interpretation of the right can be the source of dispute. In the case of ‘interest’, some may construe the interest as ‘right’, which can add further complication to an issue.
Collective Bargaining
Collective bargaining is the foundation stone for the whole industrial relations system. It involves an employer, or group of employers, negotiating the terms and conditions of employment with representatives of one or more employee representatives with a view to reaching agreement. That is, the contract of employment with all its features is determined collectively not individually. The terms and conditions of employment are offered to employees in standard form (for example, pay, hours, holidays, benefits), and accepted or rejected accordingly. In the main, the terms and conditions of an employment contract cannot be individually negotiated. Exceptions include the terms and conditions attached to very senior jobs where individual executives may be free to negotiate on various aspects of their contract.

Collective bargaining harnesses the numerical strength of the workforce vis-à-vis employers, who in principle has prerogative to run the business in any way they see fit. As such collective bargaining procedures achieve a greater balance of power in the employer–employee relationship. It also ensures fairness among employees insofar as their terms and conditions are systematically determined. 

Two prerequisite conditions for effective collective bargaining can be identified: (1) the freedom to associate; and (2) the recognition of unions by employers. The freedom to associate was established formally in 1906, when legislation was passed that enabled trade unions to operate without threat of legal action. The process of trade union recognition began in the 1850s. Initially, employers resisted trade unionism on ideological grounds – that is, perceiving trade unions to be a threat to their powers of prerogative. Gradually, employers were forced to recognize the trade unions and their power to effect industrial action, such that by the 1890s, ‘collective bargaining’ became seen as the ‘legitimate’ means by which employers and employees could negotiate the terms and conditions of employment. It was not until 1975 that recognition was formalized, however. Up until then, union recognition was voluntary on the part of the employer. 

The Employment Protection Act 1975 introduced a procedure whereby union recognition could be imposed on an employer. The potential for ‘imposition’ coupled with the power of unions to effect industrial action, was sufficient to ensure union recognition among employers who might not otherwise have conceded to their existence. However, the act was repealed in 1980 due to conflict generated by ‘imposition’ procedures, such that union recognition became an entirely voluntary affair. This did not appear to undermine union recognition among employers. 

Despite the fact that union membership is not 100 percent within any one particular employment scenario, collective bargaining procedures are the means by which the terms and conditions of all employees (union and non-union) are determined. This is something that unions use in arguing for 100 percent membership (that is, closed shop). 

Collective bargaining enables:

· a balance of power to be effected between employer and employee,

· whereby the price of labour (wages, hours, and other terms) are determined,

· via a standard framework of industrial relations rules and procedures.

In some cases, there is constraint on negotiations imposed by government (that is, statutory backing) and thus pressure to work within stated limits. 

There are few aspects of an employee’s contract that are left untouched by bargaining procedures. Initially, bargaining procedures were concerned with issues such as pay and hours of work, with all other terms and conditions determined unilaterally. Nowadays the scope of bargaining is all inclusive (Green, 1994: 88–89):
· Pay – salary, basic rates, grading, lay-off pay, method of pay, interval of pay. Independent pay review bodies may be set up to examine the pay and conditions of a particular employee sector and to make recommendations to government. Various pay formulae can be applied to ensure that the jobs of a particular group of employees is equivalent to a comparable set of workers. 
· Premiums – overtime, shifts, week-ends/holidays, call-in pay.
· Bonuses – piecework schemes and payment, profit sharing, group bonuses.
· Allowances – working conditions, travel, equipment.
· Hours – basic working week, guaranteed hours, shift working and patterns, start and finish times, flexi-time, breaks.
· Holidays – basic entitlement.
· Safety – protective clothing, safe working procedures, injury benefits.
· Welfare – medical checks, canteen facilities.
· Pensions – benefits, insurance, early retirement.
· Notice – arrangements/procedures.
· Redundancy – procedures for consultation and selection, redeployment, training and redundancy payments.
· Job description – main functions and responsibilities.
· Staffing – levels, flexibility, mobility, cover.
· Training – entitlement, educational release and payment.
· Equal opportunities – in all aspects of HRM.
· Industrial relations procedures – grievances, disputes, negotiations. 

Collective bargaining is pursued at several levels from small work groups (in a private firm) to national agreements pertaining to thousands of employees. Multi-union membership within an organization can introduce much complexity to the bargaining process often leading to disunity among unions. This was a reason why single-union agreements have been instigated and is also instrumental in the move towards local rather than national bargaining. 
Productivity Bargaining
The advent of productivity bargaining has transformed the way that negotiation ensues. In traditional bargaining, the process of negotiation is one of claim and counter-claim (that is, zero-sum bargaining, where each party receives and gives something that in total adds up to zero). Productivity bargaining, by contrast, involves a situation where both sides gain something. The assumption is that employees agree to make changes that lead to more efficient and effective working. Improved efficiency will lead to economic growth, which will in turn afford increases in employee income. This changes the nature of negotiation, which in the past involved trade-off (that is, one concession against another gain). 

Productivity bargaining may involve the following considerations:
· Flexibility – employees can be moved around as demand dictates as opposed to being rooted to one machine or system, which may at times stand idle. 
· Nature of work – elimination of the practices of demarcation, that is, where no one could do the work defined as that of another group.
· Overtime – overtime can be used to keep staffing levels down, achieves more flexibility on labour hours. However overtime can be costly. By reorganizing hours of work, output can be maintained at lower costs.
Productivity agreements can lead to:
· increased pay related to increased savings and/or output;
· reduced hours of work/longer holidays;
· fringe benefits, such as improved sick pay and pension arrangements;
· Increased job satisfaction due to job enlargement or rotation (see Chapter 5.2 for more on this).

Unlike traditional bargaining, productivity bargaining cannot guarantee a fixed increase in standard of living in the face of inflation, because by definition it is based on results to be obtained in the future. Traditional bargaining is based on a ‘conflict model’ (whereby each party seeks to achieve its own, different objectives). By contrast, productivity bargaining is based on integrative (or cooperative) bargaining assumptions, whereby each side has a vested interest in the same proposals (for example, both the employer and the employee benefit from the ‘flexibility’ agreement). Such negotiations necessitate more openness and more information on which to base decisions. Productivity bargaining also presupposes ‘joint control of working practices’ (via joint problem solving procedures) with neither side assuming a position of greater power of dictation (see below, ‘Disputes over Limited Resources: The psychology of Negotiation’). 

Collective bargaining is the means by which conflict between parties is institutionalized and ‘contained.’ The means of resolving conflict (that is, defined as an instance where the rights and interests of one party are threatened) involves the negotiating process by which each side seeks to persuade the other of the importance of their case. Sanctions can be used to indicate the seriousness of a claim. Sanctions include:
	Employer sanctions


	Employee sanctions

	Lay-offs.


Dismissal – if the strike is official, the employer may risk claims of unfair dismissal unless everyone concerned is dismissed. In the unofficial strike, any or all employees concerned can be dismissed without fear of reprisal.


Withdrawal of overtime (depending on economic circumstances).
Closure – large companies may ‘rationalize their operations’ when operations at a particular site become untenable due to industrial action.

Unofficial sanctions – for example,pedantic enforcement of rules (but these can damage relations in the long term).
	Overtime ban – this can disrupt operations in instances where overtime is ‘built into’ the system.


‘Work-to-rule’ – perform minimum required under contracts of employment.

Go-slow – the job being carried out much more slowly than usual. The employee must achieve the fine line between going slower than usual and going too slow in which case dismissal is likely.

Sit-ins – occupation of the employer’s premises by the workforce.

Boycott – a term used to indicate a refusal to work a certain machine or work on certain material.

Ballot – In the 1980s, a rule was enforced indicating the need to hold ballot before industrial action. The pre-strike ballot may be used as a tactic for pressurizing the employer during negotiation. 


Sanctions can be costly to both parties. The aim of sanction is to engender a reappraisal of the situation. 
The Psychology of Inter-group Conflict
The inter-group perspective on conflict
Conflict in an industrial relations setting is fundamentally inter-group in character and content. So far we have only addressed the issue of conflict between employer and employee. However there are several other potential loci of conflict within an organization:
· hierarchical conflict – for example, senior management versus junior management;
· functional conflict – for example, between personnel in different divisions like sales versus production;
· Professional versus functional conflict – for example, accountants versus production;
· Professional versus professional conflict – for example, nurses versus doctors;
· Union versus union – for example, occupation-based unions versus multiple-employer unions;
· Conflict between organizational subgroups (functional and/or culturally based) – for example, women versus men, ethnic minority groups, generational.

To understand the nature and origins of inter-group conflict, we harness the relevant social psychology literature. This literature assumes that conflict between groups is manifest in ethnocentric attitudes and behaviours. In 1906, Sumner (Levine & Campbell, 1972: 8) defined ethnocentrism as a:
view of things in which one’s own group is the centre of everything, and all others are scaled and rated with reference to it ... each group nourishes its pride and vanity, boasts itself superior, exalts its own divinities, and looks with contempt at outsiders. Each group thinks its own folkways are the right ones, and if it observes that other groups have other folkways, these excite its scorn. 
Ethnocentrism is a robust phenomenon evident in the reactions and responses of adults and children alike. Tajfel (1972) argued that discriminatory attitudes and behaviours are rooted in the dynamics of group membership.

One of the causes of inter-group conflict is said to be incompatibility of interest and goals. This, coupled with a perception of conflict plus evidence of opposition between parties, is generally understood to be definitive of a conflict situation (Wilson & Rosenfeld, 1990: 141–142). It is also commonly presupposed that all conflict is bad. However, Wilson and Rosenfeld (1990) argue that up to a point, conflict is actually good for the organization:

· it keeps the organization on its toes;

· it avoids the organization getting too routinized and apathetic to change;

· it results in better quality decision making due to consideration of alternative points of view;

· it affords a culture of innovation and change;
Goal incompatibility
The notion of goal incompatibility is the foundation of realistic conflict theory. 

Sherif (1966) argued that inter-group attitudes and behaviours will reflect the objective interests of one group vis-à-vis the others. If group goals are incompatible such that what one group seeks is at the expense of the other, a competitive orientation is likely to result, thereby predisposing the groups towards prejudicial attitudes and mutual hostility. This is the assumption on which the need for systematic management of industrial relations is predicated. That is, the interests and goals of employer and employees are understood to be fundamentally incompatible: the employer wants to maximize the performance potential of the employee for as little return as possible, whereas the employee seeks to maximize return on what is invested in terms of time and energy on the job. An example of competitive interdependence is given by instances whereby workers demand wage increases at the expense of reducing the employer’s profit margin. This is the basis of ideological unionism, which seeks structural resolution of this conflict – that is, the overthrow of capitalism (see the ‘radical perspective’ on industrial relations described earlier). However, in practice the ideological thrust of unionism has been eclipsed by the need in the here-and-now to install and manage systematic means of ‘collective bargaining’.

Realistic conflict theory assumes that for conflict to be resolved, group goals and interests must be compatible, such that both parties are effectively working towards the same objective (and who may even need each other for successful goal attainment). In this case it is more functional for groups to adopt a mutually friendly and cooperative relationship with each other. An example of cooperative interdependence (in principle) is provided by different groups of health-care workers with respect to the mutually held goal of quality patient care. It is working towards ‘common goals’, that is the assumption underpinning unitary and neo-unitarist perspectives on industrial relations (as described above). It is this assumption that is also inherent to so-called ‘insider’ organizations (also described above) which view and treat employees as competitive assets. Such organizations aim to unite (win–win) in the face of competition at the (win–lose) inter-organizational level (for example, to secure a greater share of the market). Thus, competitive energy is harnessed at a more super-ordinate inter-organizational level of analysis. The same principle applies to organizations that work in collaboration with each other at the strategic level, forming an alliance for mutual gain vis-à-vis other organizations within the market. In all these instances, a common goal is used to ‘pull’ each party together in its pursuit.
Case Study 4.5: Realistic Conflict
Sherif & colleagues pursued three longitudinal studies said to demonstrate the viability of this analysis of inter-group relations (see Brown, 1996 for review). All of the research was conducted in a boys’ summer camp, all boys (aged around 12) were strangers to each other on arrival and had been carefully screened to ensure they were ‘psychologically well-adjusted.’ This was to ensure that all behaviour exhibited during the camp experience could not be attributed to prior friendship history or psychological dysfunction. 

In the first two experiments, the boys were split into two experimental groups after the first few days. Best friends, formed during these first few days of camp, were split up so that the majority of each boy’s best friends were assigned to the out-group. Each group engaged itself in various activities without having much to do with the other. In the second phase of the experiment, a series of inter-group contests was announced (for example, tug of war), for an overall prize of a group cup and personal penknife for each of the winning group members. Losers would receive nothing. This intervention was designed to introduce negative interdependence. As Brown (1996: 538) describes ‘... whereas in the first stage group members had coexisted more or less peacefully, they were now transformed into two hostile factions, never losing the opportunity to deride the out-group and, in some instances, physically attack it.‘ Consistent in-group favouritism was also exhibited in socio-metric preferences, irrespective of the initial bonds of friendship forged in the first few days of camp. Clearly, the inter-group relationship was powerful enough to overshadow interpersonal level (that is, ‘friendship’) considerations.

In a variation of this design (Experiment 3), boys were assigned to groups in different but nearby camps. Neither group knew of each other’s existence until strategically informed. In this instance, several of the boys spontaneously offered to challenge the other group in a sporting contest. The same kinds of biased and discriminatory attitudes and behaviour exhibited by boys in the first two experiments were then observed. 

All three experiments have been since much cited in support of Sherif’s (1966) theory of inter-group behaviour. The behaviour of the boys varied systematically with the changing level and character of their relationships with each other. Their attitudes and behaviour exhibited homogeneity and could thus not be attributed to personality dysfunction or a particular set of psychological traits.
Sherif’s experiments demonstrated the impact of objective inter-group relations (for example, negative interdependence of fate) in determining inter-group attitudes and behaviours. Others have also observed in an organizational context how the character of interdependence between groups can influence the tone of the relationship between them. Brown (1996) notes for example how a highly reciprocal interdependence between groups in combination with an inability to distinguish between each group’s contribution will tend to unite participating groups into a common purpose (for example, the education process within the University context). Where groups on the other hand are required to interact intensively without being bound up by a common reward system or joint problem solving activity (for example, inter-disciplinary health care teams), there is high propensity for conflict to occur. 
____________________________________________________________________
Forms of Interdependence in an Organizational Context 

Sequential interdependence – where one group initiates action for other groups as in an assembly line production process, that is, the output of one group is the input for another group and so on.
Pooled Interdependence –  when two or more groups pursue their tasks independently, the output of which is coordinated by another group, as typified by the university environment.
Reciprocal Interdependence  – where the output of one or more groups is passed to and fro between a number of groups until the final output is produced, as typified by the hospital environment. 

(Source: Thompson (1967))
_____________________________________________________________________
Realistic conflict theory affords the following conclusions regarding the nature of conflict between groups:

· conflict can arise out of structural conditions irrespective of interpersonal friendships and ties;

· solidarity within a group is heightened by the conflict situation;

· interaction between rival groups does not, per se, eliminate conflict;

· interaction between groups towards a commonly desired super-ordinate goal creates conditions of cooperation; cooperative interaction of this kind needs to be sustained over time by a common vision.

Unfortunately, it is more common to observe evidence for the presence of multiple often conflicting visions within organizations varying by level in the hierarchy and across different functions. Moreover, in the Sherif et al. investigations, participating groups were equal in status. In the organizational context, groups can differ widely in status and thus ‘stake’ in an organizational vision. In the industrial relations context, there is a large power differential between employer and employee that cannot be ignored in the attempt to understand the whys and wherefores of inter-group conflict.

It is also unclear from Sherif’s work whether negative interdependence of fate is a necessary or sufficient condition of hostile inter-group relations. Sherif’s work, moreover, focused on objective interdependence rather than subjective or perceived interdependence of fate between groups. Subsequent research has demonstrated the crucial role played by perception in the generation and maintenance of inter-group conflict.
Social identity theory
A crucial finding in the literature on inter-group processes is the fact that mere category assignment appeared sufficient to engender inter-group competition, despite the absence of any objective conflict of interest (Haslam, 2004). Social identity theory begins from the premise that the self is intimately bound up with social categorization processes in three principal, but interrelated ways (as also discussed in Chapter 4 under ‘Organizational identity and image’). First, upon identifying with a group, the individual takes on its defining attributes – a process labelled ‘self-stereotyping’ (Turner, 1982). Second, individuals derive a sense of self-worth from their group affiliations; they evaluate themselves in terms of the group. The evaluative significance of the group as a whole is likely to reflect on, and therefore have crucial implications for, self-esteem. Third, group memberships hold affective value for individual  – that is, membership of groups gives rise to certain emotions either positive or negative, leading individuals to have particular feelings about their group membership.

Tajfel (1972: 31) defined social identity as ‘the individual’s knowledge that he/she belongs to certain social groups together with some emotional and value significance to him/her of the group membership’. It is via an identification process that the individual is said to become attached to, and invested in the particular social groups to which they belong. It is this process that is also said to make it possible for an individual to become socially oriented to, whilst at the same time contributing to, the creation of collective forms of life.

Social identity theory predicts that individuals will favour their group (the in-group) over and above other groups to which they do not belong (out-groups) and that inter-group differentiation is activated by the search for positive social identity and self-esteem. This can result in out-group prejudice, inter-group conflict and hostility (Brown, 1996).

Much research conducted within the social identity tradition  – using minimal group and field-work type methods  – has since confirmed the strength of the finding that mere category assignment (a cognitive group) is sufficient to engender competition for superior in-group identity, despite the absence of any true conflict of interest. Mullen and Brown (1992) used the results from 42 minimal group studies reported over the previous 15 years to produce an overall effect picture of the minimal group findings. They concluded ‘people tend to see the in-group in more positive terms than they do the out-group’, and that the ‘effect, on average, is of moderate magnitude‘ (Mullen & Brown, 1992: 117). Even nurses, for whom cooperation is an important part of caring practices, show evidence of in-group bias and inter-group conflict – especially in terms of status differentials (Brown, 1996). 
The role of inter-group understanding
Walker’s (1962) work in Australia examined the perceptions of both management and workers. He found that both groups perceived more conflict than actually existed. Stephenson et al. (1983) applied the same framework to the British situation, across a study involving 24 firms in four different industries. Analysis of inter-group attitudes and perceptions revealed significant variation between firms, linked to structural characteristics such as organization size. Examination of the findings showed that both management and workers made the same form of error, they both viewed the other side as consistently more (or less) favourable to their own side. The authors termed this characteristic ‘inter-group understanding’, of which they argued there are three basic types:
· group assimilation – where both parties wrongly attribute opponents’ attitudes closer to their own interests;
· group differentiation – where both parties conventionally stereotype the opposition in negative terms;
· realistic ​– where both parties have a fairly accurate grasp of the opposition’s views

In any structured conflict it is necessary to be able to predict, roughly, what the other party/parties will do. We could therefore expect that each party would view another party’s attitudes as being consistent with previously exhibited behaviour. But as Stephenson et al. (1984) demonstrated, parties frequently make errors in their assumptions about each others’ attitudes.

Later research has indicated the practical significance of the concept of inter-group understanding and its atmospheres of misperception. Allen and Stephenson (1984) traced inter-group understanding and its effects on subsequent workplace behaviour over the long term. At a point at least three years after attitudes were originally measured, records of behaviour were collected. All activities (initiated by both parties such as disciplinary action as well as strikes) were combined into single index of ‘friction’. This index was found to be significantly correlated with the previously measured atmosphere of inter-group understanding. The higher the friction index, the greater the differentiation exhibited at time one. Similarly, it is found that the higher the level of group assimilation, the lower the level of friction, suggesting a suppressant effect. Allen & Stephenson (1984) argued convincingly that this constitutes evidence for the long-term survival of an industrial relations climate.
Disputes over Limited Resources: The Psychology of Negotiation
Strategies of conflict resolution
Watch children at play with their peers. The subtleties that pass us by in adult life are writ large and clear for us to see when the stage is filled with children. Watch how they squabble over toys. The same processes will occur as if they were arguing over an international arms limitation treaty. They first start by vocalizing demands and subsequently move towards a position of agreement by a process of concession making or search for new alternatives. Or one bullies the other into submission. In the workplace, one actor may have demands such as a wage increase, benefits increase, disciplinary demands and so on. Both actors will want to maximize their gains whilst minimizing their losses. 

If we assume that there is a fixed sum available –  that is, one side’s gain is another’s loss –  then conflict is inherent. Each side will set targets/desirable outcomes and ‘resistance’ points, past which no concessions will be made. Whilst the desirable outcomes will probably be explicitly stated, the resistance points will perforce be hidden from the other side. Where the settlement range overlaps, that is, where the resistance points overlap so that one side’s eventual compromise is acceptable to the other, a compromise may be eventually achieved and certaintly more than when the settlement range is negative.

Strategies of conflict resolution include:
· Negotiation – where disputing parties achieve quid pro quo in their terms of exchange, acceptable to all parties. Negotiation is usually conducted face-to-face. The tactics employed may involve the use of industrial power including the threat of industrial action if a certain settlement is not reached. 
· Mediation – a third party helps resolve the conflict between the two parties, a strategy employed when negotiation has failed. The mediator aims to keep contact between the two factions and effect neutral communication between them.
· Arbitration – the dispute goes to a third party, who has the power to formulate and implement a settlement which is binding on both parties. This is the kind of strategy used by trade unions when negotiations break down.

Within each of the first two of these strategies (negotiation, mediation) actors have three broad choices when it comes to reaching a settlement:

· to maintain their demand;

· to concede;

· to coordinate their demands is a mutually profitable way.

Certainly within the experimental situation, unless constrained by instructions to do otherwise, actors will behave in a manner consistent with how we are accustomed to think of industrial bargaining. Theirs is a ‘distributive’ approach, in that they single-mindedly defend their side’s claim, including exaggerating and disguising the truth of their position, whilst simultaneously attacking the basis of their opponent’s claim and conceding only reluctantly, if at all, after prolonged wrangling. In these cases the ‘integrative’ win–win potential of bargaining is overlooked.

The concept of ‘integrative bargaining’ has formed the basis of much subsequent research. Brown (1978) has found that a win–lose (distributive) approach leads to a neglect of any integrative options, and any such potential options are usually not even considered by either side. His 1978 study, for example, showed how different trade union groups preferred to focus on the differences between themselves rather than coordinate their claims for both joint gain and profit maximization. 

Pruitt (1981) lists a number of integrative strategies, to wit:

· cutting the other’s costs, which may enhance the other’s benefit whilst not materially affecting one’s own;

· compensation in which the other side is indemnified in some way for losses incurred;

· log-rolling, in which concessions are exchanges on different items to the overall advantage of each party;

· bridging, in which new options are introduced which try and meet the demands of both parties.

For integrative strategies to work, all sides in a bargaining ‘game’ must be prepared to exchange information about the priorities and ‘real’ needs that underlie their demands. This can involve some serious soul-searching and may take time. Certainly trust is essential in this process. If one side does not trust the other to respect and not exploit such information, then any chance of an integrative strategy working is just about nullified. Research into the area of strategic supplier partnerships (SSPs), where supplier and buyer work collaboratively to the mutual goal of increased profitability of both parties, has clearly shown that mutual trust, and indeed, investment of time and resources in each other, are fundamentals to this process.

If one takes the position that trust is a critical factor, one can them argue that such trust is most often engendered by the existence of super-ordinate goals. Research into buyer–seller transactions has shown that experimental participants who were told to act as if they were members of the same organization discovered more integrative, profitable solutions than those who acted as members of different organizations (Schulz & Pruitt, 1978). Indeed, evidence has been found that the position of power that the negotiator has is directly influential (Carnevial et al., 1981). Under conditions of low accountability, more information was exchanged about priorities and more integrative solutions found than when the negotiator’s accountability to others was emphasized. In other words, the greater the positional power of negotiators (the higher up the organizational ladder) the more likely they are to work towards win–win solutions. SSP research bears this out. SSPs are dependent upon a high level of commitment for their success. As research into the psychological contract has shown (Arnold, 1997), how much power the other side has to ‘deliver’ on their promise is key to trust.

Looking at this from a more cognitive position, one could argue that instances of coordinative behaviour will be most in evidence when the motive to maintain demand (MD) and the motive to reach agreement (MA) are in balance, but only if the trust in the others’ cooperative intention is high

The value of MD will depend on factors such as how ambitious the demand is, the perceived importance of projecting the image of strength, amount of publicly expressed commitment to the claim and so on. MA is affected by factors such as the costs of failure.

What one may notice about this model is that it is a purely strategic interaction, rather than reflecting any indication of how issues are constructed by negotiators or of the key decisions that must be reached and how and at what points individual persuasion skills may influence outcomes.

There should be some emphasis placed on the importance of each party’s beliefs about conflict, as these beliefs shape their construction of the situation and are instrumental in the formation of expectations about possible outcomes. Inter-group attitudes and expectations affect the range of issues over which bargaining occurs and what outcomes are expected. Inter-group differentiation (that is, perceiving the other side as more opposed to one’s own view than in reality they are) may well lead to exaggeration of one’s own claims and position, resulting in reciprocal antagonism from the other side.

Interpretation of what happens in the interactive process is, of course, influenced by each side’s construction of the other’s motives and expectations. The process of negotiation may, indeed, confirm worst fears and lead to more aggressive, win–lose behaviour. However, coordinative behaviour and integrative agreements may also be used, if the process of information searching leads one to expect appropriate behaviour from the other side. Information search is prompted when the implications for behaviour are unclear in any respect. One may question the opponent or initiate information searches elsewhere and find new possibilities emerge that justify changes to one’s expectations. But it must be noted, referring back to the SSP and psychological contract literature, that the openness of mind to consider new information is not guaranteed and is critically dependent upon a degree of trust between the negotiators.

Usually, neither side is at first willing to compromise (unless the organizational culture is one of a unitary or neo-unitary type). In terms of the Magenau and Pruitt model, they are firmly located in the distributive region.

However, several commentators have suggested that negotiations progress through a series of stages that bear resemblance to Bales and Strodtbeck’s (1950) three stages of problem solving (orientation, evaluation and control; Allen & Stephenson, 1984). However, it does appear clear that the success of the negotiations is partly dependent upon the strength of the interpersonal relationships between the bargainers and that this relationship assumes increasing importance with time, especially in overcoming potential deadlocks. The better the interpersonal relationship, the more likely the participants are to search for integrative rather than distributive solutions.

Finally, we need to look at the role of leadership in the negotiation process. Leaders play a key role in establishing group norms and regulating competition within and between groups. In many respects one could argue that leaders act as negotiators within the organization. Our review of leader effectiveness in Chapter 4 indicates that good leaders spend much of their time building relationships within and between groups, aiding the commitment generation process to problem solving.

As Feather (1997) has shown in research into managerial progress, cognitive complexity is positively associated with management progression. He argues that the ability to think in abstract and complex ways aids the management (also known as leadership) process, in that greater breadth of information is sought and more novel ways of problem solving are constructed and investigated. The ability to represent one’s group in negotiations requires more than the ability to outwit the opponent, it requires having knowledge of the interests and values of one’s own and the opposition’s group members. Such knowledge and understanding facilitates the construction of more imaginative solutions, which satisfy three criteria:

· the requirements of one’s own group members;

· the requirements of the oppositions’ group members;

· they are workable and effective.

The building of close relationships seems therefore to be fundamental and serves two purposes. First, a rich source of information about what is really going on, which is only readily available if there is an extensive network of social relationships in place, both intra- and inter-group. This serves to inhibit stereotypical thinking. Equally importantly it creates the means whereby progress through the various negotiating stages can be effected. This point needs emphasizing because most theories of inter-group behaviour assume opposition.
The social action perspective on negotiation
As noted earlier in the chapter, Morley and colleagues (1988: 120–121) argue that negotiation is a process by which social order is constructed. Negotiation begins, they say, when people recognize and respond to issues about relations between and within groups. These issues concern change, or the possibility of change, in the social order. Such changes are ambiguous. To cope with the ambiguity, negotiators link change or its potential with ‘paradigm cases which illustrate threats (to the group and its values) and opportunities (to pursue the values of groups), and how they might be handled’ (Morley et al., 1988: 121). Paradigm cases are then said to help define the identity of negotiators as representatives of groups. The paradigm cases or ‘scripts’ used in the framing of identities are not imposed but sponsored. Which script to use may itself be a source of conflict, from within the group. 

Negotiation itself is described as a form of ‘story telling’ (Morley et al., 1988: 124), whereby ‘negotiators’ (and arbitrators) have to work out what has happened in a particular case and why. They do so by creating order by reconstructing a story from reports (which incidentally are partisan and incomplete). This ‘story’ then provides the basis for making judgement and also action. The art of the negotiator is to find ways of articulating conflict in concrete and manageable terms, amenable to arbitration. In this way, disputes procedures institutionalize conflict, not resolving it but regulating it by defining conflict as a finite ‘technical’ problem. In turn, this contributes to what Morley et al. (1988: 131) term the ‘writing of organizational history’.

Questions which remain to be answered include, ‘to what extent are their limits to the way history is written?’, and also ‘what are the actors’ views of the problems and challenges they face (and how are these learned)?’ In addressing these questions, Morley et al. (1988) see a need to integrate the literature on negotiation with that on leadership.
Individuals in conflict with the organization
Classic examples of individual activity indicative of ‘conflict’ with the organization include:

· railway workers delaying shunting operations for a few hours by blocking lines with trucks;

· factory workers hiding key materials somewhere unexpected and hard to find;

· lorries ‘accidentally’ being backed into ditches;

· conveyor belts being jammed with sticks;

· weak fuses being put into electrical goods, slowing up processes at quality assurance stage;

· textile workers ‘knifing’ through carpets;

· farm workers choking agricultural machinery with tree branches;

· petty pilfering;

· viruses being unleashed into vulnerable computer systems and critical files being deleted by disgruntled employees;

· office workers spending hours playing computer games;

· having to throw away half a mile of Blackpool rock because a disgruntled dismissed worker at a sweet factory had replaced the customary motif running through the rock with a terse injunction.

The word ‘sabotage’ is derived from sabot, the French word for clog. During the industrial revolution, dissenting French workers inserted one of their clogs into the new machinery, therefore disabling it. There are many forms of industrial sabotage, all of which are said to be an index of underlying conflict within the organization. Mars (1982) studied pilfering and cheating at work, arguing that workplace crimes are not the exception that is assumed of a minority of employees. Fiddling (using company goods for personal gain, as an example) was found to be widespread and an integral part of all organizations. Mars (1982) cited the example of dustmen who became strike prone after their opportunity to make extra money through scavenging through the rubbish was eliminated by new collection technology. Strikes, he argued, are the most visible but least common manifestation of organizational conflict.

Most industrial relations activity is pursued at the collective level, through representatives of stake-holding groups. Consequently, the analysis of ‘individual’ functioning seems less appropriate than an analysis at the group and inter-group level. For instance, industrial relations disputes may be set in train by goal incompatibility between employees and employer. This has inter-group consequences not readily described or explained in terms of individuals. 
Summary and Conclusions
· In this supplement the topic of industrial relations has been overviewed from an historical perspective, and within a political and economic framework. Contemporary movements towards the internationalization of management were discussed with particular attention to its implications for industrial relations strategy and procedure. 

· The review indicates a trend towards building in strategies to manage employee relations and to pre-empt the need for industrial relations in the traditional sense. There is also a trend towards the evolution of decentralized strategies of industrial relations appropriate to business-specific/local needs and circumstances (that is, business unionism) and towards single-union rather than multiple-union representation. Union membership is on the decline, consistent with the move away from collectivist towards more individualistic philosophies within the UK economic world.

· There was a discussion about the nature of industrial relations disputes and the various forms in which it can be manifest. Collective bargaining is held to be a key concept in the pursuit of understanding the way industrial relations conflict is ‘contained’ and ‘managed’ (that is, the way in which conflict is institutionalized). The notion of productivity bargaining is also introduced as a reflection of the way in which the power balance has tipped more in favour of the employer as a source of employment, in recent years. 

· The review moved into a discussion of the nature of inter-group conflict and offers various psychological explanations for how conflict comes about, as well as suggestions for how conflict can be pre-empted and/or managed. This also affords a discussion about the psychological basis of collective action – that is, how collective action is possible. 

· The review ended with a discussion about the psychology of negotiation. The notion of integrative bargaining (that is, win–win bargaining) was discussed in terms of its implications for negotiation processes. Negotiation was also examined from a social action perspective, on the assumption that it provides the means by which social order is constructed and the forum in which organizational history is written.

�This text down to ‘Source: Thompson (1967) should be boxed.





