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Employee participation and representation in Central and Eastern Europe

Abstract

Using data from the 2013 European Company Survegtudy employee involvement and
participation (EIP) in decision-making in twelve @@l and Eastern European (CEE)
countries, a context that is rather less studig¢dnieresting because of its political past and its
current emerging economic status. We explore haseltountries can be clustered according
to positive employee attitude towards employeeasgmtation and EIP in decision-making.
We examine the association between these two coemp®rand the effectiveness of the
employee representation (ER) body, as well as vengkiere are differences between country
clusters. Finally, we examine how the degree ofikI&ecision-making is related to ER body
effectiveness. Our study contributes to prior wbykseeking to understand EIP in decision-

making in an understudied sample of CEE countmespaovides an insightful classification.

Keywords Employee involvement and participation, Decisiorkmg, Employee

representation, Post-communist countries, CentidilEmstern Europe, Clusters
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I ntroduction

Employee involvement and participation (EIP) inidem-making encompasses a variety of
different approaches including representative forsystems, direct formal meetings and
informal interactions (Marchington, 2015). We defifelP in decision-making as any
workplace process that “allows employees to exemtesinfluence over their work and the
conditions under which they work” (Strauss, 1998). Until the 1980s, it was seen as being
very much about representative bodies such as Gomsultative Committees (JCCs), which
provided opportunities for employee representatit@smeet with managers to discuss
workplace issues. In the 1990s there was moregisttahown in direct formal EIP in decision-
making where managers interact directly with thetaff rather than via employee
representatives. Team briefings and problem-solgigemes, such as quality circles, were
examples of this and these mechanisms, althouggrdesprimarily to help managers with
business improvements, also often provided oppiigsnfor workers to raise issues and
concerns. Informal EIP in decision-making refersmore ad hoc interactions between
managers and their staff (Marchington, 2015). is gaper we focus on the more embedded
forms of EIP in decision-making, namely indireatrfis where workers are represented by one
of their co-workers or trade union officials oroarhal committee (Marchington and Kynighou,
2012).

EIP in decision-making is seen as a crucial elenerteating a positive employee
relations climate, achieving successful organisafiachange, as well as driving financial
performance, reducing turnover rate and improvimgkforce morale (Riordan et al., 2005).
Indirect EIP in decision-making can have varyingcomes with representatives’ power
varying from having a vote on the boards of directo a more advisory voice on a workers’
council (Cotton et al., 1988). It is particularhtiiguing to investigate indirect forms of EIP in

decision-making given the decline of collectiveragentational forms in the Anglo-American
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world (Freeman et al., 2007) and across the deedleponomies of Western Europe (Kessler
et al., 2004). The recent financial crisis hasristied the deterioration of collective bargaining
in the context of significant labour market chan@ehnstone et al., 2019) Some suggest that
indirect EIP in decision-making is less effectivean it was, with employers reducing
consultation with their staff within the climatetbi crisis (Marchington and Kynighou, 2012).
Much more is known about the trend of weakenindective representational forms
and how this affects the effectiveness of EIP itislen-making in Western European contexts
than in the emerging economies of post-communigttr@e and Eastern Europe (CEE)
(Psychogios et al., 2016). A major reason for Has been the lack of suitable quantitative
data, which has stalled research on this topic.tieroreason is that small and medium
enterprises (SMEs) and informal economic activitgvail in these economies (Williams,
2015), thus limiting the opportunities for studyimglirect forms of EIP in decision-making.
What we know is that formal institutional industnialations (IR) in CEE were at best
only partially established after the collapse & 8oviet regime (Hyman, 2018). According to
Soulsby et al. (2017), the collapse of communistegoments left a vacuum of regulatory
frameworks, which was filled by institutional trdesfrom international sources, such as the
IMF, the World Bank and the European Bank for Retarttion and Development. This
entailed a “shock therapy” (McCann and Schwart)&20for many countries due to the
immediate introduction of free market conditionsl #ime dismantling of communist structures.
The result was a rise in unemployment, a declinéving standards, intensification of work
and chronic job insecurity (Korkut et al., 2016hig situation has been exacerbated by the
global financial crisis, although the CEE countiiese been less affected than other Western
economies because they have not yet fully intedrateo financialised global capitalism

(Hyman, 2018).
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IR in the CEE region have experienced a declirteaie union membership, declining
coverage by collective agreements and low influemt@ublic policy (Ilvlevs and Veliziotis,
2016). Much of this decline has been attributetthéatransition of the region to democracy and
the consequent accession to the EU of most of Ete €buntries in recent years. This period
resulted in a change from a system of compulsoryrumembership to a system of voluntary
membership and to the rise of the non-unionisedafeisector (lvlevs and Veliziotis, 2016).
These large structural economic changes and thespidad perception of unions as the
“remnants of the old system” (Avdagic, 2005: 27)s&d the decline in trade union density
across post-communist countries. This perceptiohfwdher fuelled by the way each country
handled the transition in terms of internal positidynamics and decisions at union leadership
level, often resulting from incentives offered blyettransition governments (Lee and
Trappmann, 2014). Research in some countries ofC#E region has so far found cross-
country and sectoral variations in trade union apphes (see for example Mrozowicki, 2014,
for an analysis of industrial relations and tradeons in Poland, Slovenia, Estonia and
Romania). Formal mechanisms of representationemefion were weak and even when there
were structures these were somewhat illusory becaiuthe limited power and legitimacy of
organised labour together with a lack of capacitpational institutions to emulate Western
European practices (Varga 2013).

In this respect, a focus on the effectivenessdiféct forms of EIP in decision-making
in the CEE context is timely. Despite the plethofditerature on EIP in decision-making in
the Anglo-American world and across Europe (Freemiaal., 2007; Kessler et al., 2004;
Wilkinson et al., 2010) we need to understand EiRJeécision-making in relation to the
organisational and social contexts in which theguocWe argue that this is case of CEE
economies where the development of EIP systemséfbes;ting economic development, been

uneven, haltering and rendered volatile in the waikihe global financial crisis (Soulsby et
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al., 2017). This study, therefore, foregrounds toeintries of Bulgaria, Croatia, Czech
Republic, Estonia, FYROM, Hungary, Latvia, LithuaniPoland, Romania, Slovakia and
Slovenia. The historical context for the analysithie weak EIP representational forms and the
negative perceptions of their effectiveness (Avdag005).

The notion that Europe can be divided into clusigiommon, although clusters that
have been presented so far do vary depending daplteof discussion (Brewster, 2004). Most
of the studies in management literature attempttingategorise countries based on various
employment aspects arenducted in western contex@doke et al., 20)which,among other
attributes, tend to have strong and establishetitutisnal bases.Yet, the literature on
employment relations in CEE countries is more fragtad and partiaLarsen and Navrbjerg,
2013, because of the changing political and economintext (Psychogios et al., 2018). CEE
countries are characterised by highly diversetimstinal histories (Ivlevs and Veliziotis, 2017;
Soulsby, 2017) and transition paths to democra@ydi 2014). There is a lack of theoretical
country ‘clusters’ on EIP in decision-making inghiegion. ‘Clustering’ has the potential to
help us understand the key similarities/differenoesveen groups, or clusters, of these CEE
countries regarding EIP in decision-making. In tt@spect, this paper aims to explore three
research questions: 1) How are CEE countries ckagccording to employee attitude towards
ER and EIP in decision-making? 2) How does emplogtitude towards ER and EIP in
decision-making relate to ER body effectivenesshie CEE context and are there any
differences between country clusters? 3) How dbeglegree (low, medium, high) of EIP in
decision-making relate to ER body effectiveness?

Results showed that, at the county-level of ang)ythiere are mainly two clusters of
countries, while at the individual level of analygiere is evidence of an association between

positive employee attitudes towards ER and ER ladthctiveness and more solid evidence
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on the relationship between EIP in decision-makind ER body effectiveness. The next two

sections provide the theoretical and contextuakdpazind of this study.

Employeeattitudetowar dsemployeerepresentation, EIPin decision-making and relation

to ER body effectiveness

How an ER body can be perceived to be ‘effectiyet® members is related to managerial and
employee attitudes towards representation anchtkeaiction of these two parties (Franca and
Pahor, 2014; Van den Berg et al., 2018). In thislgtwe focus on the ‘employee’ part of the
employment relationship. Employees and their repriedives need to value the process and
outcomes of representation since their attitudii@nices the outcome of such practices and
can enhance their voice within organisations (Dumdet al., 2004). From an employee
perspective, a positive attitude to representatimuld be to perceive the ER body as a
necessary mechanism for successful negotiatioimstiagtemployer (Bengtsson and Berglund,
2010), to value the outcome of employee representéButtigieg et al., 2014) and to express
an interest in the outcomes of consultations ampbtietions (Cotton et al., 1988). Individual
employee motives for supporting an ER body couldideological (a commitment to
supporting the principle underlying the body ottinsental (support is seen as the best means
to reach one’s own goals) (Allvin and Sverke, 20B0rdker and Berglund, 2003). Factors
affecting employee attitude towards employee regmdion include union membership and
socio-demographics (age, gender, education, odompatd political beliefs), institutional and
organisational structure factors (Debono, 2017). é&s@mple, research has found that union
members feel more positive about their union’s @ffeness in dealing with working
conditions and job security issues (Givan and Haid,2) most likely because they would have
already benefited from their union either througHividual assistance or through collective

bargaining (Debono, 2017). Similarly, in instituted environments supportive of unions,
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employees exhibit more positive attitudes towahasrtunions and their effectiveness (Turner
and D’Art, 2012).

Apart from positive attitudes towards the ER boaiat also matters in order for the
ER body to be effective, is the actual participatmf employees in decision-making. The
evidence suggests that EIP in decision-making esefit both employees and organisations
(Strauss 2006). Studies of voice indicate thatratine opportunity for “voice” has “value-
expressive” worth even if this is not linked to anfluence over the decisions made (Tyler,
1987). There is also evidence suggesting that ¢lgee@ of involvement matters. The “depth”
of EIP in decision-making relates to the extentwbich employees have a say about
organisational decisions. A greater depth is seberev employees can influence those
decisions that are normally reserved for manageniért other end of the continuum may be
a shallow depth, evident when employees are sinmpdymed of the decisions management
have made (Wilkinson et al., 2013). Many EIP scheimeve been criticised for not meeting
the standards of full participation (Pateman, 19alHough they can offer opportunities to
influence workplace practices and change (Cox .et28I06). Prior work has shown that a
negative perception of the degree of EIP in denisiaking by employees may lead to a
negative organisational climate (Shadur et al. 9199 here is also evidence suggesting that
when organisations insist on maintaining a low degsf involvement from their employees,
improvement programmes have limited impact (Sha@@®0). Similar evidence has been
found in south-eastern European countries (PsyospgD10).

Nevertheless, the arguments in favour of EIP inigi@t-making has been mainly
formulated in western contexts, although “the fiorctof the different participatory
programmes, and the attitudes of the employeedviedon these programmes, cannot be
understood in isolation of an awareness and knayeled the organisational context and the

labour market traditions and culture where thegtplace” (Jeppesen et al., 2011: 70). There
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is still little research that has been undertakeamerging European economies including CEE
countries (Cooke et al., 2011; Psychogios et alL02 In other words, we know little about
employee relations in general and EIP in decisi@king in particular in post-communist
national contexts and this provides a good seftingur research to make a contribution to

help understand the process of transition and eeneegof these systems in these countries.

Employee involvement and participation in decision-making in the Central and Eastern
European post-communist context

Post-communist CEE countries are characterizedingrse institutional histories (Soulshy,
2017), including changes in political economy andia institutions (Ilvlevs and Veliziotis,
2017), making their transition to democracy uneasd fragmented (Hardy, 2014). It is
because of this variation that the establishedlogpes within the comparative capitalism
literature, which are largely static, fail to camuhe developments in this region, which
underwent a transformation from central planninghrket economies.

None of the established clusters in the extanlitee look at EIP in decision-making
on which is the focus of this study and in gendral CEE region has not been widely studied
when creating such clusters. Bohle and Gresko2i@971) do present a CEE clustering, but
their work is more focussed on economic issueseamgloyment relations in general and EIP
in particular are not well covered. Their work pets three variants of transnational capitalism
emerging in CEE: a neoliberal type in the Baltiatss (Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania), an
embedded neoliberal type in the Visegrad stateediCRepublic, Hungary, Poland, Slovak
Republic), and a neocorporatist type in Slovenieiilresearch presents these typologies based
on economic analyses of marketisation, industriahdformation, social inclusion and
macroeconomic stability. Hence, as noted above Hrmllysis is not specific to employment

relations issues. Their clustering is also limiteda selected number of CEE countries.
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Nevertheless, this work provides insight on thdedént capitalist political economies that
emerged from the transformation in the CEE regioth demonstrates the diversity of these
economies due to historical institutional legaci@sd perceptions over the reforms
implemented. Our study focuses on the wider s@kf counties and aims to understand how
these countries can be categorised and explaireddaeg to employee attitude towards ER
and EIP in decision-making. In turn, the clusteriag provide a strong basis of a comparative
perspective within this region, but also acrosgedént regions of other emerging economies
in Asia and Africa, as well as across regions ofandeveloped economies. Leszczynski
(2015) argues that, although CEE countries shaposdt-communist heritage, they have
developed diverse forms of capitalism attributedthcee main factors. First, the former
communist nations had developed a variety of comsmuibetween 1945 and 1989, despite
having some commonalities between them in termyaf systemic political and economic
features imposed by the Soviet Union. Second,dh@unist system legacy that shaped initial
conditions for the transition of these economiesoalaried within countries. Third,
transformation strategies also depicted variatibhe existing political, economic and
institutional conditions affected the speed at Wwhigforms took place (“shock therapy” versus
“gradualist approach”). Therefore, one can exgeatER and EIP practices in the CEE context
will also demonstrate diversity, although some ¢oas may be more similar than others in
the way their IR systems have been transformechduhe transition to democracy and the
accession to the EU that followed.

Earlier work by Pollert (1999) in Poland, HungaBlpvakia and the Czech Republic
found that unions in this region have made subistigmtogress in establishing the institutional
frameworks of labour representation. However, ammomtrend of trade union marginalisation
in terms of diminished roles and influence as asegnence of economic de-regulation and

privatisation was observed (Pollert, 2000). Vliempart (2007) asserts that organised labour

10
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was a major loser in the restructuring of post-camist economies. Caught between former
neo-corporatist structures and the competing dyesofideregulation, formal and indirect EIP
in decision-making is increasingly under pressi8everal commentators have observed
declines in union density and influence in Estobéatyia, Lithuania (Sippola, 2009), Hungary
(Richbell et al., 2010) and Croatia (Svetlik et @010), variations in the ER system used
(Meardi et al., 2009) (see Table 1). This is, intjpdue to the changing political context, but
also to the growth in non-unionised firms and sectdhe growing mass of unorganised
workers is a major feature of the emerging CEE ewnvas (Pollert, 2000). Political reform
and economic recession combine to put greater esigoba smaller and family-owned firms.
Even where there are formalised ER systems andatemu it is characteristic of the CEE
context to be grappling with evasion of regulati¢idsychogios et al., 2014).

In addition, there is evidence on the variatiothie levels of board-level representation
in private companies (ETUI, 2018), which can hefpaontextualise the “culture” of EIP
practices in organisations in this region (see d@all) primarily affected by the
institutional/legal context. Looking at this datae CEE region under study depicts a mix of
countries ranging from those with no legislati@tifitating representation at board level
(Bulgaria, Latvia, Poland, FYROM, Estonia, Lithuanand those countries who do facilitate
ER at board level albeit with specific conditio@datia, Slovenia, Czech Republic, Hungary,
Slovakia, Romania).

[Insert Table 1 about here]

On the face of it these trends suggest a pessinaigtiook for EIP in decision-making
with few mechanisms for employee interests to beaaded. It is, therefore, appropriate to
examine the effectiveness of indirect forms of BIBecision-making in this context. However,
multi-country comparative research on EIP in decisnhaking and employee attitude towards

ER in this context is scarce. There has been aly sicross 12 European countries which was
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published by the IDE International Research Gral§B{) almost four decades ago, which
surveyed samples of employees on their percepfimodker and management influence. More
recent comparative studies on employee perceptbneice and representation have been
conducted (e.g. Bryson and Freeman, 2013; EdwandsEalwards, 2015), but these are
relatively small-scale studies and do not focuth@CEE region. The first official quantitative

study shedding light on EIP in decision-making Ire tEuropean region is the European
Company Survey (2013), which we are using in thisgp.

We, therefore, are unable to use recent prior reseda hypothesise how perceived
employee attitude to ER and perceived EIP in dewcisnaking might be associated with
perceived ER body effectiveness in the CEE contéatvever, we know that institutions can
shape employee expectations about the nature oihElBcision-making, affecting employee
perceptions of how satisfied they are with thesecgsses (Edwards and Edwards, 2015;
Kessler et al., 2004). Thus, we expect to see sariation in perceived employee attitude
towards ER and perceived EIP in decision-makingpiwithe CEE context, given the diversity

in their political, social and economic development

Resear ch methodology

Data and sample

To examine the main research questions of thisystwd use data from thé“3vave of the
European Company Survey (ECS) conducted by the pearo Foundation for the
Improvement of Living and Working Conditions in Z)(Kankara$ and Van Houten, 2015).
The survey provides information from managementresgntatives in over 24,000
establishments with 10 employees or more and eraplogpresentatives in 6,800 of these
establishments. Employee representation types @sethnstitutions include trade union

representation, shop stewards, works councilst patforms, and other non-union employee
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representation. The survey covers the EU28, thenéoiYugoslav Republic of Macedonia

(FYROM), Iceland, Montenegro, and Turkey. The as&lys based solely on the employee
representatives’ survey, which includes workplaeefices, for example, in terms of the extent
of employee representation, employee involvementdatision-making, functioning of

employee representation, and work climate. Allinfation describes employees’ perceptions.
The analysis is also restricted to 12 countrie€@mtral and Eastern Europe, i.e. Bulgaria,
Czech Republic, Estonia, Croatia, Latvia, Lithuariangary, Poland, Romania, Slovenia,
Slovakia, and FYROM. These restrictions and thderbhces in response rates across

guestions provided a total number of 2,195 obsemst

Variables
The ECS 2013 contains questions that capture diffefacets of employee representation
related to employee attitude towards ER, EIP ingi@s-making, and ER body effectiveness.
Specifically, the survey has information about thiuence of employee representation on
management decisions, which is captured with alesibgm question that asks employee
representatives “thinking about the decision in dineas of organisation of work processes,
recruitment and dismissals, occupational healthsaiety, training and career development,
and working time arrangements in this establishmeould you say the ER-body had no
influence, some influence or a strong influencer@management decision?”. The variable is
defined as perceivelR body effectiveness and is measured on a three-point scale, ranging
from O = no influence, 1 = some influence, to Zrergg influence.

Furthermore, the survey includes two questions abmployee attitude towards ER
that ask employee representatives to indicatexteneto which: a) employees value the work
of the employee representation definedaise of ER and b) employees rarely express interest

in the outcome of consultations or negotiationsraef asnterest in ER. The latter question is
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reverse coded to convey positive rather than nega&mployee attitude towards employee
representation. The survey also includes a seuestgpns, which capture EIP in decision-
making. One question asks the extent to which memagt makes sincere efforts to involve
the employee representation in the solving of jgrdblems groblem solving). Another
guestion asks “thinking about the decisions abdw organisation of work processes,
recruitment and dismissals, occupational healthsaiety, training and career development,
and working time arrangements in this establishindatyou agree or disagree with the
following statements?: the involvement of the ERIyom the discussion on this issue reflects
common practice in this establishmerfER(body as a common practice). Finally, the survey
includes a question that asks respondents “thinkinge generally about the involvement of
employees in decision-making in this establishmelat,you agree or disagree with the
following statements: the ER-body should be invdlvaore in decision-making in this
establishment’ER body involvement). The latter question is reversely coded, andudistions
are measured on a four-point scale, ranging frensfiongly disagree to 3 = strongly agree.
The conceptual overlap between questions lead usdover a potential underlying
factor structure associated with them and bringetated variables together under more
general variables. We performed principal compoaeatysis in order to identify patterns of
association across variables and express multteadiaa with fewer factors or components.
The starting point of the analysis is the correlatamong the variables. Indeed, the Pearson’s
correlations showed that there are positive anficgrit correlations among the variables
capturing attitude to ER and EIP in decision-makKiogestr = 0.116; p<0.000 and highest

= 0.377; p<0.001), and therefore the variables could be factoredy Al tested the suitability

! The difference between principal component anslgsid other data reduction methods such as
exploratory factor analysis is that the former gsigldoes not assume error variance and does ket ma
any assumption about the existence of common faethile the latter analysis assumes error variance
as well as the existence of few common factorsmyidata variation.

14
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of the respondent data for principal componentyamusing the Kaiser-Meyer-OlKitest for
sampling adequacy, which generated a value of Q.@4icating that such analysis is
appropriate.

Performing principal component analysis, we fouwd factors underlying the five
indicators. The variableslue of ER andinterest in ER belong to one factor with an eigenvalue
of 1.034 and the variablggoblem solving, ER body as a common practice, and ER body
involvement belong to another factor with eigenvalue 1.844hladove the Kaiser criterion of
1. Given that questions loaded to two factors antteptually refer to related but not identical
aspects of employee representation, we createththi@es. The one captures attitude towards
employee representation, defined as percegtetlide to ER, and is measured as the average
of questionsvalue of ER andinterest in ER. The other factor captures perceiveldP in
decision-making and is measured as the average of the three opgstie. problem solving,

ER body as a common practice, andER body involvement. Throughout the analysis the two
indexes are standardized to have a 0 mean anddastideviation equal to 1.

To capture individual and other contextual factivat might be related to the main
variables, the analysis incorporated additionaldigters as well as control variables.
Specifically, we used three dichotomous questi@wing the perceived degree of EIP in
decision-making with respect to the organisation vadrk processes, recruitment and
dismissals, occupational health and safety, trgiaimd career development, and working time
arrangements in the establishment. Specifically,ghestions ask whether the ER-body was
informed about these decisions by management akefislw degree involvement (yes = 1;
no = 0), whether employees were asked to give thews ahead of the decisions defined as

medium degreeinvolvement (yes = 1; no = 0), and whether they were involvejgint decision-

2The test shows values between 0 and 1 with valmedler than 0.5 indicating that overall the vaieab
have little in common to proceed with factor aneyhile values above that threshold are satisfgct
for factor analysis.
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making with management definedlagh degree involvement (yes = 1; no = 0). All variables
refer to perceptions, however, we omit the termrcpved’ from the variable names for the
remaining of this paper in order to simplify theames.

We also incorporated various controls for emplogee firm level characteristics. We
included a dichotomous question to capture whethemployee has received training related
to her/his role as employee representative, defasedle training. We further controlled for
gender (male = 1; female= 0). We also used fixed effémtsirm size (small = 10-49; medium
= 50-249; and large = 250 and more), indust@smining and quarrying, manufacturing,
electricity, gas, and water supply, b) construction, c) commerce and hospitality, d) transport
and communication; €) financial services and real estate, andf) other services) following the
Nomenclature Generale des Activites Economiques tdaimion Europeenne (NACE Rev. 1),

and 12countries.

Findings

Country-level analysis

First, we examined how CEE countries are clustapedrding to employee attitude to ER and
EIP in decision-making. Table 2 presents the distion of sample by country as well as the
mean scores of the two variables, which vary carally across countries. For example,
positive attitude to ER is highest in Romania aomdst in Czech Republic, while EIP in
decision-making is highest in Hungary and lowestYfiROM. The means help identify cluster
of countries that behave similarly with respecthtese different aspects of ER. We first show
graphically the means by country and, for examate Graph 1 depicts, Bulgaria, Croatia,
FYROM, Poland, and Slovenia are characterized imetqositive attitude to ER and EIP in
decision-making compared to Estonia, Hungary, RaajaBlovakia, and Lithuania while

Czech Republic does not clearly belong to a clusteridentify more refined clusters, we
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performed cluster analysis, which revealed two nehisters. As reported in Table 2, the first
cluster includes Bulgaria, Croatia, Latvia, PolaBlbvenia, and FYROM and is characterised
by lower means of positive attitude to ER and Eiecision-making compared to the second
cluster, which includes Czech Republic, Estonighdania, Hungary, Romania, and Slovakia.

[Insert Tables 2 and Graph 1 about here]

Individual-level analysis. Results

Although differences in levels between individualintries as well as cluster of countries with

respect to positive attitude to ER and EIP in denisnaking are apparent, higher levels of
either variable do not necessarily reflect higlesels in ER body effectiveness. Therefore, a
guestion that arises is whether an association dsgtvattitude to ER and EIP in decision-

making on the one hand, and ER body effectivenesbeother, exists. In order to provide an
answer to this question, we examine whether thera positive or a negative association
between a) attitude to ER and ER body effectiveaasksb) EIP in decision-making and ER

body effectiveness, using regression analysis.

The dependent variable, ER body effectivenessdisal and thus we estimate ordered
logit models, at the individual (employee repreagwes) level of analysis, as a function of
attitude to ER and EIP in decision-making, and miper of control variables, i.e. role training,
gender and firm size, industry, and country fix@f@éas. We checked the variance inflation
factor (vif) in order to detect any multicollineriproblems among the variables. As a rule of
thumb, obtaining vif values greater than 10, mdutther investigation. The highest vif value
in our model is 5.85 suggesting no multicollingaptoblems among variables. We continued
with the estimation of order logits models and finys are presented in Table 3.

[Insert Table 3 about here]
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Model 1 shows that (positive) positive attitud&® has a positive, however marginally
significant relationship with ER body effectivenes¢hile EIP in decision-making has a
positive and highly significant relationship wittREbody effectiveness. In Model 2, after
controlling for theroletraining, gender, as well asirmsize, industry andcountry fixed effects,
we find similar relationships. With respect to tentrol variablesyole training and gender
have a positive and significant coefficient, shayvthat ER body effectiveness is greater for
male employees, employees that have received ricpirelated to their role as employee
representatives, and employees in larger firms fearale employees, employees who have
not received such training, and employees in smdifens. All other variables are not
significantly different from zero.

In the next step, we explored whether the countntext has any important relevance.
In Models 3 and 4, we test whether the strength@felationship between positive attitude to
ER and EIP in decision-making on one hand and Ei leffectiveness on the other depends
on context. We replicated Model 2 using two subdes)mne for each cluster identified at the
country-level analysis. Results in models 3 andhdwed that, holding all else constant,
positive attitude to ER has an insignificant reaship with ER body effectiveness while EIP
in decision-making has a positive and highly sigaifiit relationship in both models,
nevertheless stronger in cluster one comparedusies! two. To compare the coefficients of
EIP in decision-making between models 3 and 4, aveyoutWald tests using the seemingly
unrelated estimation procedure (available as “SuiestStata 12) and we find that the
coefficients are statistically different (chi2 98; p-value = 0.027). This finding shows that
although at the country level of analysis EIP igigsi®n-making is more common in cluster
two (Czech Republic, Estonia, Lithuania, Hungargnfania, and Slovakia) than cluster one

(Bulgaria, Croatia, Latvia, Poland, Slovenia, andR®OM), at the individual (employee
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representatives) level of analysis, the relatiomdieétween EIP in decision-making and ER
body effectiveness is actually stronger in clustes.

The paradox in the finding led us to examine furtie relationship between EIP in
decision-making and ER body effectiveness. In thal part of the analysis, we excluded the
variable EIP in decision-making and introduced ¢hvariables capturing the degree of EIP
(low, medium or high). Model 5 presents resultstha full sample, which shows that holding
all else constant, positive attitude to ER turnistoinave a positive and significant relationship
with ER body effectiveness. The model further sholet low degree involvement has no
relationship with ER body effectiveness while ERdp@ffectiveness is more likely when
employees have medium or high degree involvemantiddels, 6 and 7, the full sample is
split into cluster one and cluster two. In clusiae, positive attitude to ER has a positive and
significant relationship with ER body effectivenedsile in cluster two the relationship is not
statistically significant. In addition, results sth¢hat any degree of involvement is positively
related to ER body effectiveness in cluster onegrnbeless only medium and high degree
involvement is related to ER body effectivenessluster two. Overall, these findings suggest
that the degree of involvement matters as the teeshbw that a high degree involvement has
a stronger association with ER body effectivenkeaa &t medium or a low degree involvement;

even in some cases too little EIP is not effective.

Discussion

Using the 2013 European Company Survey, we explbredelationship of employee attitude
to ER, EIP in decision-making and ER body effectiegs. We used an employee representative
perspective to assess this and we focused on twmlgecommunist CEE countries and

explored three research questions.
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Our first research question aimed at explorimyv CEE countries are classified
according to employee attitude towards ER andEIP in decision-making. Results showed that,
at the county-level of analysis, there are maiwy tlusters of countries that behave similarly.
Specifically, we found that cluster one (Bulgar@oatia, Latvia, Poland, Slovenia, and
FYROM) scores the lowest in positive employee @t to ER and EIP in decision-making,
while cluster two (Czech Republic, Estonia, LithiaarHungary, Romania, and Slovakia)
scores the highest in these areas. Positive engplatfgude towards representation, such as
valuing the work of employee representation, exgngs an interest in the outcomes of
consultations and negotiations, and active pagtmp in opportunities for decision-making,
do matter in both contexts; more so for cluster,twhich shows more positive employee
attitude to ER and EIP in decision-making thantelusne. This is a valuable insight following
research on the observed decline in union densdyrdluence (Richbell et al., 2010; Sippola,
2009; Svetlik et al., 2010), in the variations lne tER systems used (Meardi et al., 2009) and
in the institutional/legal context affecting theufture” of EIP in companies (ETUI, 2018). It
demonstrates a certain ‘convergence’ in each aktheo Clusters in employee attitude to ER
and EIP in decision-making regardless of the greatation in the region in terms of
institutional histories (lvlevs and Veliziotis, 2B 1Soulsby, 2017) and transition paths to
democracy (Hardy, 2014).

Our second research question aimed at exploringhe@hemployee attitude towards
ER and EIP in decision-making associate with ERyleftectiveness in the CEE context and
if there are any differences between country clastBocusing at the individual level of
analysis, we found some evidence of an associbBbmeen positive employee attitude to ER
and ER body effectiveness and more solid evidentehe relationship between EIP in
decision-making and ER body effectiveness. A plaasexplanation for these findings is that

when it comes to employee representation what nsatb@re in evaluating the ER body as
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“effective” in influencing the management decisiansot whether there is positive employee
attitude towards employee representation, but rdtieedegree of employee involvement in
decision-making.

Furthermore, we explored whether there are anyemdiffces in these relationships
between country clusters. Prior work has found thahagement commitment and support
towards representative EIP in decision-making &eddR body, and employees’ value of the
process and outcomes of EIP is linked to ER botct¥eness by further establishing trust
and commitment towards management and enhancietglef/work engagement (Franca and
Pahor, 2014). As such, and because at the cowaviey df analysis positive attitude to ER and
EIP in decision-making are more common in clustes,twe would expect to see that the
particular cluster would more likely depict higiteR body effectiveness compared to cluster
one. Contrary to our expectations, at the individiexeel of analysis we found some evidence
showing that more positive employee attitude toi€Related to effectiveness in cluster one
but not cluster two. We also found evidence showvitrag the relationship between EIP in
decision-making and ER body effectiveness is seoiig cluster one and weaker in cluster
two.

In an effort to understand this finding furthery third question aimed at exploring how
the degree (low, medium, high) of EIP in decisioaking is related to ER body effectiveness.
The results revealed that overall the perceivedrede@f involvement matters as high
involvement has a stronger association with ER befflyctiveness than a medium or a low
involvement. Also, the results show that in somsesaoo little EIP in decision-making, i.e.,
when ER-body is informed about decisions by manageaiter the event rather than inputting
ahead of the decisions or being involved in joietidion-making with management, would
have no influence on management decisions. Alstoth clusters, it is preferable to have

some EIP in decision-making but not “too little”.
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In a further attempt to understand these findimgs]ooked into the reasons that may
account for these differences between the two @lsisparticularly how the outcome of the
transition into democracy and the process of acmes$s the EU for most of the CEE countries
might have affected the “culture” of ER and EIRlatision-making in these contexts in terms
of the subjective perception of employees of El&cpices inside organisations (Edwards and
Edwards, 2015: 133) and the employee expectatibaoatahe nature of EIP (Kessler et al.,
2004). We looked at current evidence on the ERtipexcat board-level in private enterprises
in the CEE context (Table 1). This evidence camp luslexplain the “culture” of EIP practices
in organisations, levels of EIP in decision-makamgl employee attitude towards ER. In Table
1, cluster 1 contains a mix of countries (Bulgatiatvia, Poland, FYROM) which have no
legislation allowing for ER at board level, howewempanies may allow ER at that level in
some circumstances. Although in these four couthiere is no widespread culture for ER in
decision-making at board level, the way they ineobmployees at other levels appears to be
effective. It also seems that in the remaining éwantries in cluster 1 (Croatia and Slovenia),
ER at board level is occurring mostly in large arigations. Our findings of positive employee
attitude to ER and the relationship to ER bodyai¥eness in this cluster suggest that this
positive “culture” towards EIP in decision-makingynalso be the norm across organisational
sizes in these two countries.

In Table 1, cluster 2 contains countries, such ascl Republic and Hungary, with
weakened ER at board level caused by new legislaliioEstonia, EIP in decision-making is
at the management’s discretion and there is nd pegaision for ER at board level. Similarly,
in Romania, although the norm is for union représéres to be invited to participate in
management boards, they are excluded from theg/ptiocess. Lithuania shares similarities
with countries belonging to cluster 1 in terms ofraquirements for employee representation

at board level, but the ER body is not effectivahis country, contrary to Bulgaria, Latvia,
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Poland, FYROM (in cluster 1), which seems to haseetbped positive employee attitude to
ER and ER body effectiveness, regardless of degraevolvement. While in Slovakia,
legislation provides for a supervisory board to reee the management board in private
enterprises with 50 or more employees, this isematugh to lead to ER body effectiveness.
This demonstrates that the institutional/legal eah{Debono, 2017; Turner and D’Art, 2012)
may play a part but the existence of institutistalctures does not guarantee EIP in decision-
making at work. In other words much depends orathiers in the process and we should not
see them as “institution takers’ but with the patrfor significant agentic action” (Heery,

2015: 31).

Conclusion

The importance of our study lies in examining EdRdecision-making in the setting of the
decline of collective representational forms acrBssope and against the backcloth of the
global financial crisis. We focused on the effeetigss of indirect forms of EIP in decision-
making in post-communist CEE countries, which hamdergone major transformations in
their ER systems. These environments are geneadly as being characterised by weak EIP
representational forms and negative perceptionsRobody effectiveness (Avdagic, 2005).
Formal representation is limited and, where it &sxigzeak, because of the limited power and
legitimacy of organised labour (Varga, 2013).

All in all, this is a first study attempting to depe EIP in decision-making in a wide
range of CEE countries. Future studies relyinguwthér versions of the ECS survey should
focus on confirming this study’s findings and uredanding further the relationship between
employee attitude to ER, EIP in decision-making] &R body effectiveness over time and,
thus, establish better the causal ordering of tffelloreover, our study explores these

relationships from an employee representative getsge. Although the insights provided are
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valuable, at the same time they cannot provideitisaxcomplete picture, as they exclude other
stakeholders, namely management and the ER bodpeguives. In addition, because all our
variables were collected from a single source omlyaises concerns about possible issues
associated with common method variance. Althougbr prork (e.g., Spector, 2006) has
guestioned the idea that data extracted from alesisgurce cause automatically common
method bias, combining information from other stadders can help us avoid such problems
and provide a more holistic picture of EIP in damismaking in CEE countries.

At the same time EIP practices in CEE countriestiledeveloping and more research
is needed in order to clarify the process and toroof restructuring. For example, future
research may obtain measures for the various amtstfrom different sources and explore
attitude to ER, EIP in decision-making and ER betfgctiveness in this context, taking also

into consideration the management and ER body petisps.
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Table 1. Employee representation in Central and Easterngeuro

Country System (main | Body with information | Trade union | Rights  of the | Main bodies in ECS | Board-level representation in private companies (4)

body) (1) and consultation rights | involvement in | information and | 2013 (3)
2 information and | consultation  body
consultation (3) 0]
Bulgaria Dual channel| Elected representatives Through (high) union| Information; Employee No legal right for employees to participate at lodevel,
(trade union) or trade unions membership among Consultation representatives  (38%]; although employee representatives can have a c¢atigelrole
employee Employee in shareholders’ meeting under certain circumstsuazel only
representatives representatives and for social issues.
consultation (34%)
Croatia Dual channel| Works councils Through (high) union| Information; Trade union (87%); Employee representation at board level is presentirnited to
(works council) membership among Consultation; Works council (13%) a single member representing employees and magtently
works councillors Codetermination observed in larger limited companies. Limited conipa can
(specific issues) choose between a two-tier and a one-tier strudiuteneed to
have a two-tier structure when are larger in simk @eet some
other conditions. Legislation states that employee
representatives have the same legal position asr dtbard
members.

Czech Dual channel| Trade unions or, where Information and| Information; Trade union (93%); Until January 2014 employees in privately owned panies

Republic | (trade union) no unions present, consultation (mainly)] Consultation; Works council (7%) had the right to elect one third of the memberthefsupervisory

employee councils via union Codetermination board, provided the company employed at least S8i®mes.
(specific issues) In March 2012, new legislation removed this rigaithough
companies can still voluntarily agree to employs@esentation

at board level.

Estonia Dual channel Employee trustees Unions involved jninformation; Employee trustee (76% There is no legal provision employee representatives to
(Union or non- information and| Consultation participate at board level. Occasionally trade nnio
union trustee) consultation where the representatives may participate at board meetingenw

exist employee issues are discussed, but this is at rear@ay’s
discretion.

FYROM Dual channel| Elected trade union Information and| Information; n/a Involvement of employees in decision-makingesy limited

4) (trade union) representatives, consultation  (mainly)| Consultation and the labour regulation does not contain any ipiavs for

representatives fof via union employees to participate at board level. Howeveiyape
safety and health at wor companies have the obligation to appoint a reptatea for
information and consultation issues.

Hungary Dual channe] Works councils Through (high) uniop Information; Works councils (69%); Employee representations make up one third of thelners of
(works council) membership among Consultation; Local trade union (18%) the supervisory board in companies with more th&® 2

works councillors Codetermination employees, but a 2006 legislation allows singledieards and
(specific issues) weakens employee rights.

Latvia Dual channel| Trade union| Information and| Information; Authorized  employeg No statutory requirement for employees to be repnesl at

(trade union) representatives consultation (mainly via Consultation representatives (46%]; board level, although limited companies can chadsether to

(predominant)

union)

Trade union (45%)

have a supervisory board.
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Lithuania | Dual channe| Trade unions or works Information and| Information; Health and  safety No requirement for employee representation at btevel, but
(trade union) councils consultation  (mainly)| Consultation; committee (58%); Trade limited companies have a single-tier board.
via union Codetermination union (21%)
(specific issues)
Poland Dual channe] Works councils Through (high) union Information; Local trade union (72%)| No statutory requirement for employees to be represl at
(trade union) membership among Consultation Works council (28%) board level in private enterprises, although lichitmmpanies
works councillors can choose whether to have a supervisory board.
Romania | Dual channel| Trade union| Information and| Information; Employee There is a single-tier board system. Union repitegimes should
(trade union) representatives or, whereconsultation  (mainly)| Consultation; representatives (95%) | be invited to participate in management boards istuds
no union is present, via union Codetermination specific professional, economic, social and cultigsues, but
elected employee (specific issues) are excluded from the voting process.
representatives
Slovakia Dual channel| Trade union or workg Information and| Information; Works council (39%);| Employees have a right to a third of the seatherstipervisory
(trade union) council consultation  (mainly)| Consultation; Trade union (36%) board in private companies employing more thanrépleyees
via union Codetermination and meeting some other conditions, because thalSkystem
(specific issues) provides for a supervisory board to oversee theagament
board which runs the company on a day-to-day basis.
Slovenia | Dual channel| Works council Unions establish work$ Information; Works council (44%);| Employee representation at board level is presdatger firms.
(works council) councils, nominatg Consultation; Trade union (32%) Employee representatives have between a third &adf af the
candidates Codetermination seats on the supervisory board in companies wittvaatier
(specific issues) structure and at least a third of seats in compawith a one-tier
structure. Employees are entitled to board ley@lagentation in
companies meeting some requirements.

(1) Information derived from European Commissiof(@), Employee representatives in an enlarged Eyi@pblications Office of the European Union, Lukenrg (Table 4, pp. 47-49 and Table 7, pp.55-6#), a
European Commission (2006), Industrial relationEumope 2006, Publications Office of the Europeaiob), Luxembourg (Table 3.1, pp. 61-64) (updatedentzased on Eurofound 2011, Employee representation
establishment level in Europe, Dublin). (2) Infotroa derived from Eurofound (2011), Information ar@hsultation practice across Europe five yeaes #ifie EU Directive, Dublin (Table 1, pp. 1-3 arable 9, pp.
24-26). (3) Based on Eurofound (2015), Third EuampeCompany Survey — Direct and indirect employeetigygation, Publications Office of the European idm Luxembourg, available at:
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/sites/default/fdéspublication/field_ef_document/efl545en_0.pdf Eurofound (2015). Former Yugoslav Republic of dddonia: Industrial relations profile, available at
https://www.eurofound.europa.eu/observatories/etktigomparative-information/national-contributionslcedonia/former-yugoslav-republic-of-macedonia-stdal-relations-profile. (4) Based on ETUI (20188)d
Hirsl et al. (2018).
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Table 2. Distribution of sample by country

Mean score .
Country Numbq of % Employee attitude M €an score EI.P "M Clusters
observations decision-making

toER
Bulgaria 94 4.28 -0.042 -0.108 1
Czech Republic 173 7.88 -0.278 0.317 2
Estonia 124 5.65 0.295 0.587 2
Croatia 146 6.65 -0.197 -0.139 1
Latvia 57 2.6 0.106 -0.070 1
Lithuania 143 6.51 -0.059 0.214 2
Hungary 249 11.34 0.169 0.604 2
Poland 514 23.42 -0.033 -0.333 1
Romania 220 10.02 0.362 0.218 2
Slovenia 215 9.79 -0.264 -0.224 1
Slovakia 154 7.02 0.066 0.361 2
FYROM 106 4.83 -0.122 -0.398 1

Total 2,195 100
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Table 3. Results of ordered logit for ER body effectiveness

Variables Model1 Model2 Model3 Model4 Model5 Model 6 Mode 7
Full Full Cluster  Cluster Full Cluster  Cluster
sample  sample 1 2 sample 1 2
Employee attitude to ER 0.126*  0.125*  0.121 0.149  0.184** (.248**  (0.129
(0.068) (0.071) (0.103) (0.094) (0.063) (0.093) (0.083)
EIP in decision making 0.347** (0.515** 0.673** 0.326***
(0.066) (0.073) (0.109) (0.095)
Low degree involvement 0.080 0.238** -0.058
(0.070) (0.096) (0.100)
Medium degree involvement 0.471** 0.368*** 0.575***
(0.077) (0.104) (0.113)
High degree involvement 0.782** 0.841** 0.770**
(0.076) (0.106) (0.107)
Role training 0.391***  0.474**= 0.117  0.371**  (0.449*** 0.186
(0.138) (0.179) (0.205) (0.123) (0.159) (0.183)
Gender 0.512***  (0.455** 0.304  0.437***  (0.494*** 0.097
(0.143) (0.186) (0.216) (0.128) (0.169) (0.187)
Firm size: medium 0.065 0.353 -0.256 0.012 0.211 -0.289
(0.187) (0.254) (0.272) (0.172) (0.237) (0.248)
Firm size: large 0.312 0.543** -0.078 0.239 0.344 -0.108

(0.196) (0.262) (0.276) (0.178) (0.243) (0.245)
Mining, manufacturing,

electricity, gas, water supply -0.071 -0.223 0.447 -0.048 -0.230 0.401
(0.191) (0.247) (0.293) (0.171) (0.220)  (0.263)
Construction 0.010 0.049 0.355 -0.083 -0.297 0.629
(0.302) (0.400) (0.446) (0.271) (0.358)  (0.404)
Commerce and hospitality 0.052  -0.334  0.574 0.153  -0.387  0.674*
(0.254)  (0.341) (0.378) (0.230) (0.310) (0.339)
Transport and communication 0.001 -0.046 0.503 -0.028  -0.347  0.704*
(0.295) (0.373) (0.468) (0.254) (0.322) (0.397)
Financial services and real estal -0.474  -0508 -0.685 -0.168 -0.442  -0.028
(0.313) (0.374) (0.540) (0.292) (0.351) (0.517)
Country No Yes No No Yes No No
Pseudo R-squared 0.020 0.077 0.063 0.037 0.186 0.173 0.157
Observations 1,053 1045 603 442 1,327 760 567

Notes: Levels of significance: *** p<0.01, ** p<®0* p<0.10. Regression coefficients are repontath robust
standard errors in parentheses, clustered by goufities” means that Models include country dumnged "No"
means that Models do not include country dummies.
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Graph 1. Country representation of mean values of Employtteide to ER against EIP in
decision-making (n = 12)
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