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ABSTRACT

This paper sStudiea the actual process of grievance

reaolution from a political perspective in cone of the Jlargest

integrated public sector steel plante in India. Six grievance

cagses were analysed fraom a poiitical perspective. It 1is found

that aources of power of the key actors and the influence tactices

they wuse on one-another finally determine whether the case 1is
decided in favour or against the grievant. Resolution of a
political

particuiar grievance {2 only an episode in the ongoing

processes in an organization. Moreover, a proper understanding of

political behaviour 1involved in grievance resolution requires
analysis at two levelsa; one, the explicit-apparent behaviour af
the actors; and two, the implicit-underlying behaviour, which

-en

lies beneath what is apparent and maﬂffeéfbfitself as symbols.



POLITICAL PROCESSES IN GRIEVANCE RESOLUTION :
MANAGING MEANING OF DUE PROCESS IN ORGANIZATIONS

From {its origins in law, the scope of the concept of '"due
process”™ has expanded to include work organizations. The
principle of due process seeks to guarantee fair treatment
for all by constraining the actions of those with authority
to rule. Thus, the right to appeal the actions or decisionsg
of those {in awthority is a basic element of due process
(Edeiman, 1990). In the industrial organizations,
congiderations of due process are being particularly applied
in the areas of formalization of the employee-organization
relationship and extension of employee rights. Formal
grievance procedure (GP) i3 one of the mast gignificant

applications of due process in industrial organizations.

Ever gince 1558, when the standing committee of the Indian
Labour Conference submitted a draft on the various aspects
of a model grievance procedure, formal grievance procedures
are being increasingly applled, especlally in large‘

industrial organizations in the country.

et et . ———————————  S———

There are only a few empirical studies on grievances and
grievance resolution in organizations. This paucity of
empirical work on grievances has impeded the development of

a theoretical framework on the subiect.



A good part of literature on the need for a grievance
procedure 118 normative In nature. Authors stress on why
organizationg shouid have &a grievance procedure (zee

Bohlander, 1989; Gordon & Miller, 19B4:; Lewin, 1983, Lewin &

Mitchell, 1992). But there is 1ittle work to examine
whether the grievance procedure resuits {in all those
benefits for various parties and organization as has been

claimed in the literature (Cappeli and Chauvin, 19891; Clark
et.al., 1992; Eaton et.al., 1882; and Gordon and Bowlby,

19688 are some of the exceptions).

Similarly, work on the formal asgpects of grievance
procedureé ig often descriptive in nature. Authors either
describe the details of a particular formal procedure or
conduct &8 survey of formal procedures (see Balfour, 1984
Begin, 1971: Bohlander, 1988: Miller, 1978). This
literature gives us hardly any insight into the actual

working of grievance processes in organizations.

There is some literature on the actual process of grievance
resolution in organizations. Most of the studiesgs are
guestionnaire based sur;eys. A large number of them focus
on the determinants of grievance outcomes. They study the
characteristics of the grievance (ciarlty of rights and/or
facts, type, stage, use of feedback, etc.). the grievant
(gkills, pay. work history, sex, etc.) or that of the union
representative (following, etc.) (Klaas, 19889; Knight, 1986:
Meyer & Cooke, 1988; Ng & Dﬁstmalchian, 1889; Rosen &

Jerdee, 1975).



This literature, points towards considerations other than
the merit of a grievance for itg8 resolution. A few sauthors
congider the grievance resolution as some kind of a
bargaining process (Kuhn, 1961; Lewin, 1883). It appears
that grievance resolution is often based on political
considerations, that is, grievances are decided on the basis
of the power of the individuals involved in grievance

resclution, and the interests that they are pursuing.

RESEARCH OBJECTIVES
The present study has two objectives:

i. to study the actual working of a grievance resoiution

sysﬁem in an organization, and

2., to study the process of grievance resclution from =a

political perspective.

Since there is jittle understanding of the actual working of
a grievance resolution aystem, we have attempted to fill
this gap through the present study. Moreover, the existing
literature suggests that {t is the political considerations
which finally determine the outcome of =a grievance.
Therefore, in this study., we have attempted tc explicitiy
apply the political perepective in order to understand the

actual working of a grievance resoclution system.

THE POLITICAL MODEL

A commonly held belief in organization theory 1ie that

organizations are rational in nature. Through control



devices such as rewards based on job performance or
seniority, rulea that ensure fair and standardized treatment

for all, and properly delineated career paths within the

organization, the influence of self-interest on

organizational deci=zion-making can be virtually eliminated.
Often organization theorists argue that, through mechanisms
such as incentives and socialization, individuals 1in the

organization can come to accept the organization's goals.

Political models of organizations, on the contrary, assert
that these control devices are not whelly effective in
producing a cocherent and unified set of goals or definitions
of organizations (Pfeffer, 1981ia). Rather, political models
view organization2 as pluralistic and divided intoe wvarious
interests, subunits and subcultures (Baldridge, 19715,
#Conflict {e seen &m2 normal or atleast customary in

political organizations® (Pfeffer, 198ia:28).

Thus, for a political model, action in organizations dces
not presuppose some over-arching intention. Instead, action
results, "from games among playere who perceive quite
different faces of an issue and who differ markedly Iin the
actions they prefer" (Allison, 1971:175). Since the outcome
is a resuit of bargeining and compromise, it seldom
perfectly reflects the preferences of any ohe group or
gubunit within the organization. Organlzational structure
is conceptualized at once as a resuilt of power struggle ac
well ag set of conditions or parametere underiying tfuture

power struggles (Lawler and Bacharach, 1983).



Folitical models of cholice further presume that when

preferences conflict, the power of the various social actors

determines the outcome of the decision process. Those
interests, subunits or individuals within the organization
who possess the greatest power., will recelve the most

favourable outcomes from the interplay of organizetional

politice (Pfeffer, 1981a).

Dimensions of a Political Model

In Morgan's (19886) opinion, there are two aspects of power -
its sources or determinants; and, the way it is used, i.e.,
the strategies and tactics employed in mobilizing sources of
power aﬁd furthering one’s interests. The two aspects of

power can also be categorized as structural and procedural

aspects, reapectively (Brass and Burkhardt, 1993; Molm,

1990).

Thusz, in order to delineate a political model, we need to

work on three aspects of an organizational situation:A

1. identify the key actors involved,

2. assesgs the sources of power of each of the Ykey
actore”, and

3. analyse the influence tactics that the key actors use

on one-another.

Broadly speaking, we are concerned with gtructural

determinant51 of power, when we talk about sources of power.

The literature on power does not sharply categoricse wvarious



sources - some of them are overlapping and some others seem
to be too broad (see Bacharach and Lawler, 1980; Morgan,
1986; Pfeffer, 1981a). We have identified seven sources of
power from the literature: formal authority, rulea and
regulations, control of scarce resources, ability to cope
with uncertainty, knowledge and information, counter-
organizations, and informal organizations. In our opinion,
these seven structural determinants of power, formal ag well
a2 informal, encompass the gamut of sources of power,

identified in the literature (Varman, 1994). Each one of

them has been defined in Appendix-A.

Broadly speaking, by Influence tactics we mean those methods
which an‘individual uses to affect the behaviour of others,
in order to further his/her interests in the organization.
For the purpose, the pgwerholder aleo uses the resources at
his/her command to overcome the resistance of others or
induce them to behave in a desired manner. Influence tactics
can be used in all the three directions: upward, downward
and lateral, and irrespective of whether they are sanctioned
by the organization or not (see Allen et.al.,. 1979
Bhatnagar, 1993: Case et.zl., 1988: Falbe & Yukl, 1992; and
Kipnis et.al., 1880). Based on both deductive and i{inductive
methods, literature identifies some vparticular influence
tacties, which have been repeastedly uvsed across many
studies. We have categorized them into ten different heads:

rationality, coalltion, ingratiation, bargaining,

pressurizing, sanctions, manipulation, invoking higher



authority, legitimating, and evasion (Varman, 1984). Each of

them have been defined in Append{x-B.

RESEARCH STRATEGY

Actual working of grievance resolution Iin organizations had
been iittle researched. Moreover, the research involved the
study of process of grievance resolution from a political
perspective. When the theoretical framework is not properly
formed and the research objective involvea the study of =a
process over a period of time and across a range of complex
variables, =a qualitative approach towards research is more
appropriate <(Morgan and Smircich, 1880: Van Maanen, 1882).

Therefore, we used case based qualitative method of research

for the study.

The unit of a;alysis for the case igs the process of
grievance resolution: we have followed 8 grievance right
from its filing to when it is finally resolved., after moving
through various stages of the formal grievance procedure.
Six such grievance cases were studied at one of the largest
integrated steel plante in the public sector in lndla.2

Summary details of the <ix cases have been given |iIn

Appendix-C.

THE ORGANIZATION : BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The Integrated Steel Plants (1SF) started production 1In
1956-57 and has now a capacity to produce 4 million tonnes

of steel. lt employs more than 57,000 people, including



around 5,000 executives. About 36000 of them work in the
plant itself, rest are spread over township, construction
and wmines. Below we will discuss the industrial relations

system and formal grievance procedure of ISP in brief, since

they have a direct bearing on our grievance cases.

Industrial Relations System

Industrial Relations (IR) in ISP have been fairly peaceful
and the Plant has hardly any history of work stoppages. IR
at ISP are governed by the State Industrial Relations Act,
1960, An important feature of this Act is with regard to
the recognition of the fMrepresentative union". Once a union
is recognised, the power it holds Iin the organization |1is
gignificantly more than that of the other unions, gsince a
"recognised” union practically becomes the sole bargaining
agent for the employees. Only "the union having the largest

membership of employeezs employed Iin the industry® is

recognised.

At present, the representative union is the Steel Workers’
Union (5WU), which is affiliated to the Indian Nationsal
Trade Union Congresg (INTUC:, the Trade Union wing of the
ruiing Congress Party3 in the Centre. In fact the Union 1is
being headed by one of the senior leaders of the ruling
party, a former cabinet minister. SWU 18 +the recognised
Union right since 1its inception in 1961 and commands =a

following of more than 40,000 workers today.

PIRAM SARABHA! LIBRAS™
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Following are some of the salient features of SWU:
1. SWU hag an elaborate organization structure, which |is
manned through electiong held every three years.

Hierarchy of positions in the Union 1is given 1in

Appendix-D.

2. Any member of the Union, who can eniist twenty five
members, ie. who can get the annual membership fee from
twenty five workers for the Union can become an "active
member”. Shop level representatives of the Uniaoan are

chosen through direct elections by Union member=s. Only

active members are eligible to contest tor
representatives., and the plant is divided inte more
than 150 wards for the purpose of electiona. All, the

higher offjce bearers are chosen by the active members
and shop representatives. The day teo day Unlon work 1is

delegated to the lowest level of Union functionaries.

3. The whole plant is divided into four zones, each being
headed by one of the four Deputy General Secretaries
(DGS) of the Union. For all practical purpoees, a DGSE

is the head of the Union in his =zone.

4

4, SWU, a2t present, wields considerable power in 1SP.~ For

practically all the personnel related day-to-day
decision-making, the Union has a sav, if not formally,

then atleast informally.

5. IR hes =also been helped by the long and continuing

tenure of the top rung of the Union leadership. The



Management also seems to be at ease with the SWU and
its present leadership. Therefore, over the years, they
have tried to strengthen the hands of the top
leadership of the SWU and actively helped them in

eliminating any rivals, both inside and outside the

Union.

Formal Grievance Procedure

Since 1963, the Plant has a three tier grievance procedure
for the employees. A brief outline of the Procedure is given
in Figure-1i. At every stage, & form has to be filled up by
the grievant within stipulated time and the concerned

authority has to reply within certain time.

Stage-1 grievance 1is to be replied by the shop level
persannel offiéer (P.0.) and Stage-il by =a committee
consisting of head of the department concerned (as chairman
of the committee), the P.0., and the Union shop
representative. Stage-~11l, the most important =stage of the
procedure, where substantive matters get resolved, 1e dealt
by a committee consisting of (i) a Deputy General Manager
(DGM) level ‘foicer as its Chairperson, (ii) P.0O., (iti)
Manager (Personnel), (iv) Deputy General Secretary (DGS) of
the Union and, (v) Grievance Secretary., who is incharge of

grievance cell, which {3 constituted to deal with Stage-111

grievances.

Grievance committee., which deals with the Stage-111

grievances, is fairly high powered and evenly matched by the

10



Fformal Grievance Procedure

STAGE FERIOD (DAYS)

FORM DECISION

1 F.O. =0 1o
H.0.D
Il F.G. U. R. =0 )
v
D.G.M.
IIIw G.S. [P.o. Mar. D.G.S.[| Zo
(F) L‘*

{

APFPEAL M.D.

|

+ Fromotion/termination cases directlyv to Stage-111
(& months)

6. — Grievant:; F.0. - Fersonnel Officer:
G.5. — Grievance 8Secretary: H.0.D. - Head of the Dapartment:
U.R. ~ Union Reoresentative: D.5.FM. — Dv. Gen. Manager:
D.G.S. - Dv. BGen. Secyv., Unian.

Fiqure - 1
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two sides, Management and Union. The main representative of
the Management is the DGM and that of the Union is DGS, both
fairly senior functionaries. More substantive matters 1{ke

promotion and termination can be directly filed at Stage-

I1t.

SELECTION OF GRIEVANCES FOR THE STUDY

After going through the files of around five hundred cases
filed In Grievance Cell from 1990 te 1983, &gix grievances

were selected for the purpose of the detailed study.

The most important consideration for sgselecting cases was
that they should be substantive enough to reflect the
complexities of the grievance resoclution process. A good
test of a system of due process is when the cases are
complicated. Trivial grlevances such az those involving some
clerical mistake regarding leave would not test the svstem,
since they would be settled quickly at an early stage of the
formal system. Therefore, it was decided that only those
grievances will be considered for the study which came to
the Stage-!11, the final stage of the procedure. Grievances
resolved in the firet twoe =stages generally invoive
relatively trivial matters. The octher considerations for
selecting involved cases were as follows:
(a) Apparently csimilar grievances, where the final outcome
of grievance resolution has gone in favour of the

grievant/s in one case and against in another.

12



(b) A case which involves back and forth communication
between varioue actors and takeg a long time to Dbe

resolved.

{¢) A case which follows & tortuous course in the sense
that the decision may get reversed as the grievance
travels through variocus stages.

(d) A case which has problems in implementing the decision

of the grievance handling body.
(e) A case in which note of disgsent is filed by the uniaon

representative against the final decision of the

grievance system.

While selecting the six cases, care was taken to capture
different types of grievances in termsz of issgues involved,
different considerations as discuésed above, different
departments, and'the background of the grievants in terme of
age, work experience, grades, etc. Out of the six cases
selected for our study. three cases involved & pair ot
similar grievances having different outcomes. These pairs of

grievances were analysed simultaneousliy.

DATA COLLECTION

The first step was to go through the documentes pertaining to

the grievance c¢ases in the Grievance Cell and 1in the

cohcerned personmel  departments. After going through the
documents, a list of questions 2¢ well ms individuals from
whom answers +to those questions can be obtained was
prepared. Indepth and open-ended interviewe of those



individuals followed. This was the main technique for data
collection. For each case, we attempted to interview all the
persons involved in grievance resclutien at the three
stages. Besides, we interviewed some other persons, Iike
colleagues of the grievant, union personnel, ete., who might

have had some influence on the conduct of the cases.

Interviews were also conducted to obtain background
information on formal grievance precedure, industrial
relations systems and personnel policies. Sometimes,
additional interviews were conducted to cross check
different versions of the actual happenings and to fill-up

the gaps in the emerging case reports.

DATA ANALYSIS

Each of the grievénpes wag studied closely - beginning with
its filing. to movement through different stages, to its
final resolution. We built wup the actual process of
grievance resolution In the background of the formal
grievance resolution procedure, persennel policies, and
industrial relations of the organization. After developing a
case réport of a grievance, we analvesed it from a political
percspective. In order to make sense of the grievance
putcome, for each grievance, we identified the key sactors,
their =sources of power (handicaps)s and influence tactics
vced by them. A brief introduction to one of the cases, "the
provided in

Union Representative's Case” and ite analysis is

Appendix-E for sampie.

14



DISCUSSION : ACROSS CASE ANALYSIS

Through an analysis of grievance cases from a political

perspective and then performing &a comparative analyels
across cages, we attempted to find {f there is a
relationship amongst the key actors, thely sources of power,

the {infiluence tactics they use and the final outcome of

grievance resolution process.

For the purpose, we categorized grievance outcomes into two:
grievances which were decided in favour of the grievants,
and grievances which finally went against them. We have

cal led them "favourablie" and "unfavourable™ outcomes,

respectively to distinguish between the two types, although,
from the point of view of other actorz, they might not be
favourable and un;avourable in that order. The key question
which follows ig. whether the sources of power of the key
actore and the influence tactics they use on one-another,

differ in the two cases of "favourable" and "unfavourable®

outcomes.

To answer the above question, we went through the following

procedure:

1. Identified the key actore across the cases. We could
identify four key zactore, who were common =cross almost
all casgec: Grievant(s): Personnel Officer (F.0.), or,
in one case, the Grievance Secretary (G.S5.) - the two
are similarly ranked perszonne! managers, having similar

sources of power, therefore, we have put them together:

i5



the Deputy Genera! Secretary (DGS) of the Union as a
key Union Representative; and the Chairperson of the
Grievance Committee as the key repregsentative of the
Management in the Committee. At Stage-1 and Il, P.O0O.

acts as a representative of the Management.

Next we attempted to generalize the sources of pawer/
handicaps and influence tactics of tbe key actors. We
had earlier identified seven structural sources of
power and ten influence tactics from the literature, as
listed in Appendix A & B respectively. Taking this list
as an aid, we tried to generalize the sources of power/
handicaps and influence tactics of wvarious actors

across the six cases.

After putting -sources of power/handicaps and influence
tactics in generalized categories, we attempted to find
how frequently each category was obzerved in

"favourable® and "unfavourable®” putcomes.

From the two frequency tables, we have abstracted
generalized models for "unfavourabie" and "“favourable"

outcomes ag illustrated in Figure Z and 3 respectively.

Constellation of Key Actors, Sources of Power/Handicaps,

Influence Tactics and Grievance Outcomes

We

of

to

of

picked up comparatively more frequently used categories

sources of power/handicaps and influence tactics in order

abstract a generalized and parsimonious political model

grievance resolution process. The purpose was to tfilter

16
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those categories which were legs stable, may be because they

were specific to the case - issue or the individual actors
involved. Porter et.al. (1981) have commented that some
individuals are more likely to indulge 1in political

behaviocur than others. But. to the extent our cases {nvolved
difterent set of actors in different cagee, we have been

able to filter out the individual varliancee in our

generalized pattern.

Unfavourable Qutcomes
The generalized combination of key actors, sources of power/

handicaps and influence tactiecse for "unfavourable®™ outcomes

has been shown in Figure 2.

Grievant’s main source of power is Union support at early
stages, i.e., from Union shop level representative. He
attempts to inffugnce the DGS of the Union through
ingratiation., i.e., he attempts to get friendly with the DGS
to pursue his grievance. To influence the Chairperson of the
Grievance Committee, he uses a combination of rationality
and ingratiation. He tries to reason out his case and also
makes a request t? the Chairperson. We have excluded the
interactions between Grievant and Per=sonnel officer, becmuse
they take ©place at the early stages of the grievance
procedure. In opur model, we have captured the remlity at

Stage-1!1, which 1ig +the most <cignificant =ctage of the

grievance procedure.

19



Personnel Officer (P.0.) derives his power from the
knowledge and information that he has regarding rules,
procedures, records, precedence, etc. But his case 11
weakened by either some lapese by his department (which might
be the basis of the grievance), or some error in following
the grievance procedure during earlier stages (for instance,
in one of the cases, the grievant was promoted erfoneously
while he did not have the requlisite scademic
qualificatioﬁs). Given the P.0.'s sources of power, he often
cites rules, precedence, etc. to legitimise his case, both
with the DGS and the Chairperson. Besides legitimating, with
the Chalrperson, the P.0. also glves some loglical argument

to support his position, often to cover his department’s

earlier lapses.

The DG5S and the Chairperson derive power from their
regpective positions In the Union and the Management. The
DGS tries to reason out the case with the Chairperson. while

the Chairperson rejects the grievance on the grounds of

rules,

In this section we have discuszed only those influence

tactiecs which are at an apparent level, and are <chown by
boid lines in the diagram. The influence tactics of DGS
towards the Grievant and the Chairperson towards the

FPersonnel Officer, which we have termed as symbcliec (shown

by dotted lines in the diagram), will be discussed

subsequently.

20



Favourable Qutcomes,

The process for favourable outcomes is illustrated 1in

Figure 3.

The grievant is powerful, because he isg either an “active
member" or a2 shop level representative of the Union.
Therefore, he himself often has access to the DGS. and
does not need the early support of shop representative, as
was the case in "unfavourable" outcomes. With the DGS. the
grievant uses the same tactic of ingratiation. But with the
Chairperson, the grievant uses legitimating and pressurising
tactice instead of ingratiation, beesides rationality (which
was also used for unfavourahle cutcomes) to support his
case. Being a Union office bearer, the grievant uses rules
and regulations to support his case and demands his due

instead of making a request to the Chairperson.

For the P.0.. the sources of power/handicaps are the same as
in the case of "unfavourable® outcomes: the only difference
being that in favourable outcomes., F.0.'s case 1is not
further weakened by the procedural errcrs. This only shows
that procedura! errors are not of much consequence, because,
inspite of +them. the F.0. gains over the Grievant In the
"unfavourable® case. The tactice used bv the F.O0. are the
same as in the case of "unfavourablie® outcomes. While for
"unfavourable”™ outcomes., noc commen tactic emerged which the
DGS wuses with the P.0O.. in czse of “"favourable" outcomeg,

the DGE uses a cambination of raticnaiity and pressurising



to Influence the P.0. It may be that the DGS is not so keen
to infiuence the P.0. for "unfavourable” cases, But in
"favourable" cases. he attempts to counter P.0.’s position,

both with logical arguments and through pressure tactics.

In case of "favourable”™ outcomes, the DGS attempts to
influence the Chairperson through "hard"” political tactics.
Besides rationality, the DGS uses bargaining and
pressurising tactics to influence the Chalrperson., The
Chairperson finally =zeems to be yielding to the pressure to
be in the DGS’e good books by granting a favourable decision
to the grievant, although he might obtain some concession

from the DGS in the bargain.

In sum, what seems to be tilting the balance in grievant’s
tavour is his power, because of his formal position in the
Union. For the other three actors, their sources of power

remain the <came, both in “"unfavourable® as well as

"favourable®" outcomes.

Grievance Resolution Proceas: Long Term Perspective

So far we have looked at the grievance resoclution process as
a selt contained entity, with grievance filing as = starting
point and the final-cutcome as the end of the process. But,
grievance resolution can glso be analysed as an episode in

the an-going political processes in the organization.

In the previous section, we have discuszed that tne DGEE, who
uses "rationalitv® to influence the Chairperson in 2zn

"untavourable" outcome, switchecs over to "hard” political

]
<~



tactics of "pressurising” and "bargaining® 1in case of
"favourable" outcomes. In response, whiie +the Chairperson
uses legitimating tactics 1in the first case, he adopts
*bargaining"” and "ingratiating® tactice in caze of
"favourablie™ outcomes. Thus, in the earlier case the

Chairperson 1itg =able to score over the DG5S, while in the

latter case, the DGS is able to push through his point. And

the nature of influence tactice differ in the two cases,.

Although the DGS seems to be winning his point in one case

and the Chairperson in another, we need to remember that the

two are tied into a long-term relationship, not only as key

members of the standing Grievance Committee, where they meet

every month: but also as very senior and important members

of Union and Management hierarchy, respectively, A

particular grievance case is fust an incident in their

relationship. And therefore, bargaining between the two 1is

not Jjust limited to a particular case. Sometimes, it {ig
between grievance cases - e.g.. Teacher's case, where the
Chairperson decided the grievance favourabiy, because

several other cases had gone =zgzinset grievante in the

particular Grievance Committee meeting: at other times it

goes bevond the particular meeting - e.g.. PRS'e® Fromotion

case and DS's Acting Compensation case were decided as

cases, so that they did not become precedence for

Yspecial®
future czses. There has even been an incstance o bargaining
which went beyvond the boundaries ot grievaences. The DGE

withdrew a Union demand. which had necthing to do with

[N
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grievance systeme in bargaln for a favourable decieion on

PRS’s promotion grievance.

A particular grievance is only one of the many issues on
which the DG5S and the Chairperson take their respective
stands., according to how best it fits with their plans +to
prométe their own interests in the Union and Management
constituencies, respectively. A specific grievance, by
itself, is a relatively minor issue in the portfeliloc of
responsibilities of such senior functionaries, as DGS and
Chairperson. It is the symbolic meaning that both the Union
and Management attach to the grievances, which invests the

grievance procedure with sufficient importance, so as to

compel the DG5S as well as the Chairperson to take a stand.
In the following section, we will discuss the symbolic
aspects involved . in grievance processes in this

organization.

Exploring Deeper Structures of Power : Grievance
Procedure as a Symbolic Act

So far we have analyzed the political behaviour inveolved 1in

grievance resolution from what ls apparent - the overt

poiitical behaviour. This view on understanding power and
political behaviour in organizztions upholde thet power can
be assessed pbjectively through positivistic method (Dasg,
1988). Identitiee of those invclved are taken as given, and

it is assumed that the parties recognise the conflict of

interests consciousiv. This fallis under the trecitionsal



gtructural-functional paradigm in soclal sciences (Burrell

and Morgan, 1879).

0f late, studies on organizational politice have been
challenging the structural-functional paradigm (Bradshaw-
Camball, 1989: Bradshaw-Camball & Murray, 1991: Clegg, 1989;
Das, 1988: Townley, 1993) ., [t 1s pointed out that
gstructural- functional approach to underetand power 1in
organizatione i{s too simplistiec, and through the tools
available in this paradigm, one can only ‘%scratch the

surface®”™ of what is "power in organizations"™ (Bradshaw-

Camball & Murray, 1991). For exploring deeply embedded
structure of power, it has been suggested that one needs to
explore not only what is included. but also what is excluded
from the power play (Bacharach & Baratz, 1962, In this
view, we need to understand both tbe overt-apparent as well
as the covert-underlying behaviour involved in
organizational politics (Lukes, 1874). We need to enguire as
to how a2 status-quo i=s maintained in a system, how the power
of the "elite” is institutionalized and produced and

maintained over a period of time (Townley, 1883).

For this purpose, we need to understand the management of

meaning and symbols in organizatione - the csubjective and

manipulative aspects of power. Tc summarize in the words of
Pfeffer:
fne critical focus cf poiitical activity in
organizations is the creztion or meaning - meaning
which justifies the positions opf power of some
participants, which justifies and rationalises
decisions and actions, and which discredits the

motivation or information of opponents (1981b:228),
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The DGS and the Chairperson get nothing immediately frem the
Grievant and the P.0O.. respectively in return for thelir
support. We can make better sense of the DGS and the
Chairperson’s supporting behaviour, if we again analvze =a
grievance resolution camse as an epicsode in the ongoing

political processes in the organization. Support of the DGS

and the Chairperson to the Grievant and the P.O..
respectively, is-tc be seen not only at an apparent level,
but =&also at a symbolic level. By supporting the Grievant,

the DGS ie attempting to send certain message across to his
wvhole constituency and not just one iIndividual. The DGS
would 1iike to be known among his Union membeys s one who
takes up their grievances vigorously with the Management.
Similarly, the Chairperson would like to be known amongst
his constituency of fellow managerse ae one who stands by
the rules and his juniors. and does not give in to the

pressure tactics of the Union.

Thus a grievance resolution episode can also be seen as an
act for the larger audience in the organization and not just

involving a few actors.

When we attempt toc go bevend the csurface-level apparent
behaviour of tnhne political actors, we realise that grievance
respolution does not merely invoive inclusion of a larger
audience. 1t alsoc involves excluding certain ctherse from the
purview of grievances through deliberate acriong ot the DGS

and the Chairperson. We have some evidence In our caeee to

support this argument.



One gpecial category of rationa! argument given by the P.O.
was, what he called "repercussions”. In some of the cases,
the P.0. pointed out that, if the case was decided in favour
of the Grievant, it would set a new precedent, and would
Jead to many similar grievances. In response to this, the
DGS and the Chairperson sometimes categorized a particular
case as a M"gpecial-case". When a grievance decision is
recorded as a "special-case" in the minutes, it means that
the DG5S promises not to use it ags a precedent {n future
cases. It is an informal commitment made by the DGE in
exchange of a favourable decision for a grievant., in whom he
is particularly interested. Thus, through the provision of
"special case", prospective grievants on similiar issueg are

excluded from using the particular case as a precedent.

However, settingr "aside <certain cases as 'special" is a
violation of the fundamentals of Mdue process®. The
fundamental purpose of institutionaiizing due ©procece in

organizations is justice and fairness. And due process is
institutionalized both through framing a formai procedure,
as well as through setting preceoents, known s:s ‘Ycase-law"
in a judicial system. The previcsion of "zpecial case” hits
at the very root of due process znd prevents other potentiasl

grievants from getting 2n equal treatment, vet both the DGS

and the Cneirperson accept it in seliected cases,

Thus, we have to interpret the relationship between the DGS

and the Chairperson, not only as involving conflict but alsao

)
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col laboration - collaboration to pursue their respective
interestae, which have a degree of convergence. The interest
of the senior functionaries of Union and Management converge
to the extent that they want to maintain the legitimacy of
the grievance procedure, On the one hand, grievance
procedure {s one more forum where the Union and the
Management indulge in bargeining their respective positions.
On the other hand, the two parties work together to maintain
the apparent integrity of the formal procedure. It {2 in the
interest of both the ﬁarties that employees retain thelir
confidence in the grievance procedure: both the Management
and the Union can use the procedure as a leverage only to

the extent that employees flle grievances regularly.

This does not mean that the grievance procedure is a mere
facade, a predetermined play being enacted by the Union and
the Management. Instead, our analysis suggests that, at
times, the two parties are in broad agreement to maintaln
the integrity of the procedure, in order to legitimize their
actions - the act of the powerful to maintain a political
equilibrium in the organization. which best serves their
long-term Iinterests. The case-to-case bargaining between
Union and Management is within this larger framework of

mutual understanding between the two parties.

Thus, at one level, formal procedure of grievance resolution
ig iInstitutionalized &and emphasized ag corner-stone of
industrial relations in the organization, both by the

Management and the Union. At another level, the &actual
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procegs of grilevance resolution is sometimes decoupled, or
at best only loosely coupled., with the formal procedure
(Meyer and Rowan, 1977). Goffman (1958 calle this as
decoupling of "front" and "back" of the stage - an
organization stages one kind of act for the audience,. which
{ie very different from the actual reality behind the stage.
0f late, authors have emphasized the "symbolic" and
"impression management" aspects of matters relsting to
organizational justice and employee rights (Edelman, 19902

Greenberg, 1990).

Observers of Indian industrial relations have commented on
the "nexus”" between Union leaderahip and Management
(Ramaswvamy, 1988; Sheth, 19983). They have also found a
growing apathy amongst employees towards Union affaire, This
trend, when compounded with the ‘wide latitude in
interpreting rules’and regulations in a large orgsnization
such as studied here, provides enough "perceptual space" for
forming "images"®" of the grievance procedure - images which

can widely differ from the actual reality (Alvessgon, 1850).

CONCLUSION

In this study we have analysed the actual working of a
grievance resolution procecss in an organization from &
political perspective. We have studied <six cases of
grievance resolution in one organizaticn. For esch case, we
have identified the key actors, determined thelr sources of

power and handicaps, and mnalysed thelr influence tactics
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agalnst one-another, in order to make senze of the tinal

outcome of grievance resolution.

We have found that the power of the individuals inveolved and
their politicael behaviour affects the final ocutcome of the
grievance resolution. Specifically, sources of power (and
handicaps) that the key actors have; and the influence
tactics that they wuse visgs-a-vig one-another, finally
determines whether a case is decided in favour of or against
the Grievant. Moreover, this politics has to be seen only as
a2 part of larger political processes in the organization,
Resolution of a particular grievance is only an epigode in

the ongoing political processes.

Therefore, it {s important to recognise that political
congiderations, as opposed to considerations of "merit" of
the case, have an- influence on due process like grievance
resolution in organ{zations. The very idea of an Institutiaon
of grievance procedure i3 to provide the employees with some
safeguard against the arbitrary use of power by the
superiors and management. But, our findings suggest that one
cannot ignore the reality of power and 1{ts unedqual
distribution amongat empioyees and other actors involved in
grievance resolution. The point we are trying to make i¢
that, how begt the realities of power can be taken inte
account while designing due processes in the crganization,
rather than ignoring them and finding that, finally,

political processesfhave taken over the due procesgses.
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We have also found that the analysis of political behaviour
involved in grievance resolution is required at two levels:
the explicit-overt level, which consists of the apparent
behaviour of the actore: and the implicit level, which
includes the intents, calculation of self-interest and the
non-apparent behaviour of the actars; which lies beneath

what is apparent and manifests itself as symbols.

This implies that a prospective designer of =& due-process
mechanism needs to not only account for the realities of
power, but also recognigse the levels of power. The challenge
is to move the political behaviour from implicit to the
explicit plane, so that it can be recognised readily and

accounted for, by the actprs concerned.

One important contribution of the study is in terms of the
methodology employed for research. ~Case reports for
reseolution procesé of six grievances were reconstructed.
Organizations are generally wary of parting with grievance

related data, especially once it comes to the specific

cases. For this reason, the study focussed on only one
organization. This limits the generalizability of our
findings. However, we have drawn from the available
theoretical framework on grievances and power in
organizationg to Iinterpret our data. By doing =o, we have

attempted to lift our findings out of their immediste

context and embedded them within the relevant theoretical

frameworks.
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Our findings =re based on six case studies which are build
vp primarily on unstructured interviews with the =ctore
inveived. But the data involving grievances {is sensitive 1in
nature. !t often involves negative commente by an individual
about other actors. The data is often in the realm of
perceptions of the {individual, and, to +that extent, is
"biased”. Although we have made efforts to cross check an
individual’s assertions with the other =actors concerned,
still our casgse reports sre more in the realm of "thick"
descriptions - a broad understanding of the procesg and
actions of the individual, rather than a description in fine
details. Nevertheless, to the extent that there is & general
pattern emerging out of the cix cases, we can have a fair

degree of confidence about findings.

In many aspects of Industrial refﬁtions. theoretical
frameworks are in'the early stages of development. What is
needed at this stage iec theoretical break-throughs. One such
way to bring fresh theoretical insighte can be multi-
paradigm anazlvsis of the phenomenon. Another method can be
procecs based qualitative study to have a better
understanding of the reaiity-appiication of inductive logic
so that fresh theory can emerge. Our analycsie of the process
of grievance resolution from a poiitical prerspective

signifies the utility of such a methodology.



Appendix-A

Sources of Power

Formal! Authority

Organizational positions are usually defined in terms of
rights =nd obligations, which create a field of influence
within which one can legitimately operate with the formal
support ©f those with whom one works.

Rules and Regulationsg

Rules and regulations are often created, i{invoked, and used
in either a proactive or retrospective fashion as part of =2
power play.

Control of Scarce Resource

Those subunits or individuals within the organization that
can provide the most critical and difficult to obtain
resources., come to have power in the organization.

Ability to Cope with Uncertainty

A plaver’s power ultimately depends on .the control he has
over a source of uncertainty that affecte the pursuit of the
organization’s aims., and on the importance of this socurce as
compared with other relevant sources.

Knowledge and Information

Knowledge and information can help a person cvstematically
influence the definition of organizational =situations and
create patterns of dependency.

Counter-0Organizations

Whenever = group of pecple manages to buiid a concentration
cf peower in relatively few hands, it ies not uncommen for
gpposing t*orces to cocrdinate their actione to create =z
rivel power bleck. For instance., unions cevelop as & check
on management in industries.

Informal Organizetion

Friende 1in high places, sponscrs, mentors, coalitions or
peopie tec trade suppot zand favoure to furither their
individual ends. and intormal networxes - all provide =a

source of power toc those involvea,
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Appendix-B

Influence Tactics

Rationality

Thig tactic involves using rational argument and factual
evidence to influence others.

Legitimating
This means establishing the legitimacy of a request by
claiming the authority, expertise or information to make it

or by verifying that it is consistent with organizational
policies. rules, or traditions.

Invoking Higher Autharity

This is to obtain informal support and formal help from the
higher authorities.

Coalition

With <coalition tactics, an agent enlists the aid or
endorsement of other people to do what the amgent wants.

Ingratiation

By ingratiation. an agent seeks to get a target in & good
mood or to think favourably of him or her.

Evasion

This includes tactic of avoiding +the target/issue or
scapegoating.

Sanctian

This inveoives using punishment to force the target to do
what the agent wants.

Bargaining

involves give and take or meeting nal!f way between the two
parties.

Manipulation
This involves some distortion ot information.

Pressurizing

An agent asserts himself, demands, threatens or sends
perdistent reminders te influence = target,
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Appendi x-D

Hierarchy of Positions in the
Stee}]l Workers’ Union

President

Vice President Treasurer

General Secretary

Deputy General Secretary

Sepinr Secretary

Secretary

Working Committee Member

Shop Representative

Active Member
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Appendix—-E

The Union Representatives'’ Case

MOA and BSR were twe techniciane in the steel melting =hop,
whose cervices were terminated for a =zerious charge of
misconduct, after a disciplinary enquiry committee indicted
them. They challenged the findings of the Enquiry Committee

and filed a stage-II! grievance (in termination cases, one
can directly file =a stage-1lIl grievance, without going
through stage-! =and stage-11), demanding their immediate

reinstatement.

This was a very special case. since it involved termination

of two persons, who were both union leaderes at shop level -
one being an "active member® and other a shop
representative. Termination of services of the powerful
Union’s functionaries was unprecedated in [S5P’s history and
was seen as a serious potential threat for the peaceful
industrial relations by the Management.

Case was taken up immediately by the grievance machinery,
ahead of the pending grievance cases. Series of meetings and
long drawn deliberationg were held over a period of more
than a month. There were meetings outside the grievance
committee, involving top level Union and Management
functionaries, There were protests and urirest in the shop to
which the two grievants belonged. Grievance committee had to
work under all these pulls and pressures from both the Union

and the Management.

In the grievance committee meetings, Management
representatives took the gtand that, since the grievants
have challenged the very basis of the enquiry, the case

should go to an appellate body and not to the grievance
committee. On the other hand. the Union wanted the case to

be deliberated in the committee, since it was & bi-partite
forum., where they could be directly invoived in decision-

making.

In reatizy, the case and the enguirv ccmmittee’ repcrt was
discuesed in the grievance committee meetings, Union
forcefulily argued for reinstatement of the grievants.

Nevertheless, management did not iet all the initistive go
out of their hands. Thev did not let the tinal decision be
taken in the committee meeting. inestead, the commitiee only

put  ferward a2 recommendaticon to the [DGM «Personnei ., who
finall'y reinstated them, but reduced their grades by one
each. Meoreover, they were pocsted in the administrative

departments ouvtside the piant =oc that their influence among
their colleagues gets diminicsheo.
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The case dezgcription involving formal ag well as iInformal
deliberations was builld uvup through interviews of & large
number of individuals involved in the case. Then the case
was analysed from a political perspective: key actore were
identified,. their sources of power/handicaps assessed and
their influence tactics over one-another listed. A summary
of this analysis ie given in Table-1. Finally. the outcome
of the case was analysed visgs-a-vig the sources of power and
inf luence tactics of the key actors.
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fi Smeery fnalysis

of lnion Representatives’ Case

S.Ra.  Actor Sources of Fower/ Infiuenze Taciics
Handicans
1 Srievant + Spoc level unian E -+ G.5.* € - LGS 6 - L.F.
(HRA, representaiive
BSR} (MGA & aztive + Provore shoo » Defiance of
{8) bnior Member (BSR! protests enaulIry
+ Foliowing in a + Barner support # Demand reinsta-
critical shoo fram tne tement
+ Suonort amone mli- milizant Umion + Provoke crotests
tant Union leadership 1eapeschip in the shoo
- Unpopuiar with the » Sunoort of
traditiopal Unlon miriitant section
1=aderchip of tnicn
- Alreadv terminated ieadership
2 Secretary.  + knowledoe of the 6.8, -> B 8.5, -+ D.6.S, 6.5, -+ C.F,
Grievance formal procedurs/
Conmitiee rules - + tpnzid * Fracedure
{6.8.} + Information on recegurg # Precedence
precegence/access + Stice fo
tc records orecegence
3 Deputy + Fosition 1n tne 0.6.8. v B D.B.8, ~ B8, L.G.S. -5 C.F,
Eenerai inion
Secretary, ’ + 5Strong * {hallenge # Cnallenoe
Union (DES] © supert to enguiry enguLry
Brisvant = # Digrepard + Threat 1o sico
precegence and the clant
DrOCRgUrE * Prescure tactics
# Disregarc croce~
durg;preceqence
4 Chairperson + Position 1n the L.r. - B L.F. - 7.0 L.F. -2 DG.E.
bvievance araanizatiaorn
commitiee « loncic + Zupoort B85,
TN DrOCESUNE Af e Deoin-
+ Tgach z nif
1essar
= Sourcez DT nower
- Hanoicaoe
+ Arrow ingirfates tne tireztion o influence,
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NOTES

Although, through these sourcee, finally the power
devolves to the individual, our understanding is that
its basis is the unique position of an individual in an
organization. By position here we mean both its formal
- organizationally sanctioned aspects, as well as
informal aspects. In our opinion. individual
differences come into the picture in terms of power
articulation - how the sources are mobilised and wused
te further an individual’s interests. Nevertheless,
we do not deny that an individual can., at times. derive
some power from the sources which have nothing to do
with the organization. But this |is the less
cignificant aspect of sources of power in organizations
and not the focus of the present discussion.

We have not disclosed the identity of the organizatiaon,
since the data on grievances may be sencsitive for the
organization. Infact, this may be the reason ftor the
paucity of qualitstive studies on the working of
grievance resolution in organizations.

In India, all the main trade unions in the country are
atffiliates of some political party-or the other.

14

This power is further muitiplied due to the fact that
ISP is a public sector undertzking and the management
had to take their orders from the political leadership
of the same party to which SWU belongs.

At times, an individual might have some personal
handicaps because ©f his/her position or a wrong move.
fur data suggested that, in order to have &a proper
understanding of an individual’s power, we need to take
inte account not only securces of power but alec the
hzndicaps of the individual (Varman. 1984).

We have not diceclosed the names ot the individuels,
because of the csensitive nature of the informgtion
ehared by them.
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