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ABSTRACT 

This study reports the development of the Grievance 

Expression Scale (GES), a self-report measurement instrument 

of how organizational members express objections or 

complaints that they have about one another's behavior. The 

GES focuses on grievance expression as a precursor to 

conflict, and was developed in response to a lack of focus 

in current conflict instruments on conflict communication 

behavior and the influence of situational variables on that 

behavior. Additionally, the scale was derived from an 

interdisciplinary theoretical base, incorporating 

organizational conflict management research in 

communication, management, anthropology, and sociology. 

Four forms of the GES were administered to 830 

currently employed adults waiting for jury duty and 

attending a city street fair. A four-factor scale was 

found, consisting of third party, confrontation, toleration, 

and discipline factors. Reliability, content, discriminant, 

and construct validity of the GES were supported. Further 

development should include tests of theory utilizing the 

GES. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

The management of conflict in organizations has 

received considerable research attention from the 

organizational communication and management fields. 

Conflict is recognized as an inevitable and intrinsic part 

of organizational life (Cosier & Ruble, 1981; Katz & Kahn, 

1978; Perrow, 1979; Pondy, 1967; Putnam & Wilson, 1982; 

Putnam, 1988; and Thomas, 1976) and thus an issue which must 

be addressed. Renwick (1975, p. 416) indicates that the 

"increasing acceptance of both the inevitability and 

functionality of interpersonal conflict in contemporary 

organizations has been reflected in a growing interest in 

conflict management," and Burke (1970, p. 394) suggests that 

"given the central and inevitable role of conflict in human 

affairs, a high priority of importance must be placed on 

learning the most effective ways to resolve it." 

This focus on organizational conflict management has 

led to an abundance of conflict definitions. Many of these 

definitions incorporate themes of incompatibility of 

interests, values, or activities of the parties involved; 

others conceptualize conflict as a struggle for commonly 

desired resources or power. For example, Coser (1967, p. 8) 

defines conflict as "a struggle over values and claims to 
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scarce status, power and resources in which the aims of the 

opponents are to neutralize, injure, or eliminate the 

rivals." Deutsch (1973, p. 156) views conflict as existing 

"whenever incompatible activities occur....An action which 

is incompatible with another action prevents, obstructs, 

interferes with, injures, or in some way makes it less 

likely or less effective." According to Rahim and Bonoma 

(1979) : 

Conflict occurs because one social entity 
perceives or is made to perceive that he (1) 
holds behavioral preferences, the satisfaction 
of which are incompatible with another person's 
implementation of his preferences,(2) wants 
some mutually desirable resource which is in 
short supply, such that the wants of everyone 
may not be satisfied fully, or (3) possesses 
values or attitudes which are salient in 
directing his behavior but which are perceived 
to be exclusive of the values or attitudes held 
by the other(s) (p. 1323-1324). 

Hocker and Wilmot (1985, p. 23) introduce the idea of 

interdependence and goal attainment: "Conflict is an 

expressed struggle between at least two interdependent 

parties who perceive incompatible goals, scarce rewards, and 

interference from the other party in achieving their goals." 

In a more behavioral definition, Putnam and Wilson (1982, p. 

633) view conflict as "strategic or planned 

interaction.... Conflict strategies represent the behavioral 

choices that people make rather than a person's 

characteristic style." In particular, they focus on one 

phase of conflict, disagreements—generally content-oriented 

conflicts that can develop into incompatible goals and 



interests (Bernard, 1965; Putnam & Wilson, 1982; Rapoport, 

1965). 

These conceptualizations of organizational conflict 

have led to the development of various self-report 

measurement instruments to assess how organizational members 

manage or handle conflict (see, for example, Blake & Mouton, 

1964; Hall, 1969, 1973, 1986; Kilmann & Thomas, 1977; 

Lawrence & Lorsch, 1967; Putnam & Wilson, 1982; Rahim, 1983; 

and Ross & DeWine, 1982). Although many of these 

instruments do not explicitly define conflict, most of them 

rely on determining individual predispositions or intentions 

toward certain conflict management "styles," or general ways 

of handling conflict, rather than the actual behavior 

demonstrated by an individual in conflict situations. 

Moreover, several of these scales are based on the 

assumption that the use of a particular conflict style is 

governed mainly by personality variables rather than 

situational variables. 

Thus, current research on organizational conflict 

tends to focus on determining the sources of conflict and 

personality predispositions toward utilizing a particular 

conflict style, failing to address conflict management 

behaviors. Although determining the sources and reasons for 

conflict in organizations is useful in itself, determining 

what conflict behavior actually occurs in organizations may 

be more useful as an initial step in investigating 



organizational conflict. A focus on predicting what people 

actually do, versus understanding their attitudes toward 

handling conflicts, may aid in understanding the 

organizational conditions under which certain forms of 

conflict management occur. 

An emphasis on prediction would incorporate a more 

general definition of conflict management and a more 

specific behavioral approach in explaining and predicting 

the routine forms of conflict management which take place in 

organizations (Kolb, 1987, forthcoming; Morrill, 1986, 1987, 

1988, forthcoming). Specifically, it may be more fruitful 

to focus on how organizational members express grievances, 

or objections or complaints that they have about other 

organizational members' behavior1, because such behaviors 

constitute a "pre-conflict stage" and thus serve as the 

basis for subsequent conflict. 

Emphasizing grievance expression rather than conflict 

management in the study of organizational conflict provides 

for (a) a broader classification for how people behave in 

conflict situations, and (b) an opportunity to examine how 

people handle objections or complaints about other 

organizational members' behavior before they are manifested 

1This use of the term grievance should be 

distinguished from the more traditional use of the term as 

referring to a formal complaint or protest. 



in an overt conflict situation—in other words, viewing 

grievance expression as a precursor to conflict. 

This perspective follows from a three-fold typology of 

the disputing process presented by Nader and Todd (1978, p. 

14). The first stage of a dispute is the grievance or 

preconflict stage, in which one person (or group) perceives 

a circumstance or condition to be unjust and grounds for 

resentment or complaint. The second stage is known as the 

conflict stage, in which the aggrieved party chooses to 

confront the offending party and communicate his or her 

resentment or feeling of unjustice. The third stage, the 

dispute stage, results from escalation of the conflict by 

making the matter public and involving a third party in the 

disagreement. Merry (1979, p. 899) makes a similar 

distinction, describing a grievance as a situation which one 

person or group perceives to be unjust and grounds for a 

complaint, and a conflict as occurring when the aggrieved 

party chooses a dyadic confrontation with the offending 

party.2 

2In the present context, deviant behavior refers to 

any conduct regarded as undesirable from a normative 

standpoint, or rather, conduct that ought not to occur 

(Black, 1984, p. 5). Social control is present whenever 

individuals respond to deviant behavior by expressing 

grievances or complaints against other individuals. 



The conceptual approach undertaken herein embodies 

several basic assumptions. First, it is oriented toward a 

social behavioral explanation rather than a psychological 

explanation of human behavior (Black, 1976, 1987, 1988). 

Underlying psychological causes or motives for behavior are 

of less concern than behavioral patterns themselves (Cooney, 

1986, pp. 268-270). Thus, the GES has a decided emphasis on 

behavior rather than personality. 

Secondly, these social behavioral patterns can be 

explained by variables of the setting in which they occur 

(Black, 1976). For example, variables such as the authority 

structure, relational distance or strength of ties between 

individuals, presence of organized third parties, and status 

of the individuals involved may predict the form of 

grievance expression that will occur in a particular 

setting. The GES, therefore, is based inherently on the 

premise that situational variables influence the occurrence 

of certain forms of grievance expression or conflict 

management. 

Based on this rationale, the research presented here 

focuses on the development of a self-report measurement 

instrument, the Grievance Expression Scale (GES), to assess 

how organizational members express grievances, or objections 

or complaints, which they have about other organizational 

members' behavior. The GES focuses on how people report 

their actual behavior in handling grievances rather than how 



they report their personality predispositions toward 

handling grievances. Subsequently, the GES differs from 

current conflict management scales in its explicit focus on 

actual communication behavior rather than predispositions or 

intentions, its emphasis on grievance expression as a 

precursor to conflict management, and its interdisciplinary 

theoretical framework. In this chapter, conflict management 

research and measurement scales currently utilized in 

research and organizational training will be reviewed, and 

the theoretical framework from which the GES is derived will 

be presented. 

Conflict Management Research in Organizations 

Putnam (1988, p. 294) suggests that conflict styles 

can be divided into four main categories: (a) a stable 

trait, habit or personality attribute—the way a person 

typically behaves; (b) an orientation, expectation, 

predisposition, or attitude toward conflict; (c) a choice, 

intention, or plan of action based on a person's goals and 

his or her analysis of the situation; and (d) a set of 

strategies and tactics that individuals use in conflict 

situations. Most conflict management self-report 

instruments are based on one or combinations of these 

categories. 

One of the first descriptions of conflict management 

styles was proposed by Blake and Mouton (1964), who derived 

from their managerial grid a conceptual scheme for conflict 



management based on two fundamental managerial attitudes: 

concern for production and concern for people. This scheme 

resulted in five conflict-handling modes or styles: forcing, 

withdrawing, smoothing, compromising, and problem solving or 

confronting. Following this research, Kilmann and Thomas 

(1975) proposed incorporating the dimensions of concern for 

self and concern for others, also resulting in five styles 

of handling interpersonal conflict: competing, 

collaborating, avoiding, accommodating, and compromising. 

Hall (1969) and Rahim (1983) propose similar five-factor 

schemes of conflict style; Hall suggesting that one 

particular conflict style is most effective depending on the 

situation, and Rahim indicating that conflict style may be 

influenced by the other party. 

Other communication researchers, however, found 

conflict style to be composed of only three factors. Putnam 

and Wilson (1982) found that the five conflict styles 

collapsed into the three primary factors of 

nonconfrontation, control and solution-orientation. They 

also argue against the idea that individuals have a 

characteristic style across contexts for managing conflict 

and argue instead for a situational measure of the 

strategies individuals use in conflict situations. Ross and 

DeWine (1982) found the three factors to be focus on self, 

focus on issue, and focus on other; they view the resultant 

conflict styles as predispositions that can be measured 
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across situations. 

As Putnam and Wilson (1982, p. 631) note, most 

conflict style research has focused primarily on identifying 

styles most effective and important to an organization, 

rather than attempting to predict the social conditions 

under which they are likely to appear. Thus, the prevailing 

approach neglects the influence of situational variables on 

how conflict is handled, such as the nature of the conflict, 

the relationship between participants (role specialization 

and position), organizational structure (differentiation and 

integration), and environmental factors (Lawrence & Lorsch, 

1967; Putnam & Wilson, 1982). 

Conflict Management Measurement Instruments 

As noted above, most conflict instruments used 

currently originally derive from Blake and Mouton's (1964) 

inventory of five conflict styles and Lawrence and Lorsch's 

(1967) aphorisms scale of the five conflict styles. Renwick 

(1975) and Baron (1984), for example, have developed 

variations of the Lawrence and Lorsch scale. Despite the 

use of Blake and Mouton's (1964) inventory in training, and 

the use of Lawrence's and Lorsch's (1967) scale ana its 

variations in research, there is limited data on the 

reliabilities and validities of these scales. 

Other conflict management scales are more widely used 

in research and training. Putnam (1988) indicates that five 

of the most frequently used include the Thomas-Kilmann 
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Conflict Management-of-Differences (MODE) Survey (Thomas & 

Kilmann, 1974), Hall Conflict Management Survey (Hall, 1969, 

1973, 1986), Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory-II 

(Rahim, 1983), Putnam-Wilson Organizational Communication 

Conflict Instrument (Putnam & Wilson, 1982), and the Ross-

DeWine Conflict Management Message Style (Ross & DeWine, 

1982). Because of their wide use, these scales will be 

emphasized here as representative of the current state of 

conflict management measurement instruments. 

Developed from Blake and Mouton1s Managerial Grid 

(1964), Thomas-Kilmann's MODE scale is based on two 

dimensions of conflict style, assertiveness and 

cooperativeness, which yield the five previously mentioned 

modes, or ways of managing differences to satisfy one's own 

and others' concerns: collaborating, compromising, 

competing, accommodating, and avoiding. Womack (1988b) 

summarizes the strengths of the MODE as its greater 

reliability and validity than the original Blake and Mouton 

(1964), Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) and Hall (1969) 

instruments; its ease in administration, scoring, and 

interpretation; its flexibility and quickness for use in 

training contexts; and its minimization of social 

desirability bias. Weaknesses of the MODE, however, include 

its ipsative format, which forces respondents to choose from 

two answers and thus makes its statistical analysis in 

research more difficult; its untested (e.g., through factor 



analysis) content validity; its lack of explicit 

communication focus; its reliability and validity tests 

based on the student population rather than that of 

organizational members; and its low reliability (based on 

Cronbach's alpha) in comparison to other communication 

conflict instruments (Womack, 1988b). 

Hall's Conflict Management Survey (CMS) 

reconceptualizes Blake and Mouton's (1964) original 

dimensions as concern for personal goals and concern for 

relationships. From these two dimensions, five conflict-

handling styles similar to those of the Thoma^-Kilmann and 

Blake-Mouton scales also result: win-lose, yield-lose, lose-

leave, compromise, and synergistic. The Hall Survey is 

designed to assess predispositions or preferences for the 

five conflict-handling styles across personal, 

interpersonal, small group, and intergroup contexts. Its 

strengths include the fact that it deals explicitly with 

different contexts (i.e., personal view of conflict, 

interpersonal conflict, conflict within task groups, 

conflict between groups) (Womack, 1988b). Its weaknesses 

lie in its high social desirability biases, its questionable 

reliability, its assumption that there is one best way to 

manage conflict, its length, and its lack of explicit 

communication focus (Womack, 1988b). 

The Rahim Organizational Conflict Inventory-II (ROCI-

II) is based on the assumption that "effectiveness can be 



maximized if a moderate amount of conflict is maintained and 

organizational members use different styles of conflict 

depending on situations" (Rahim, 1986, p. 30). In this 

scale, communication is treated as a set of strategies used 

to achieve interpersonal goals and as a way of equalizing 

the amount of conflict in the system (Weider-Hatfield, 

1988). Based on Thomas's (1976) dimensions of concern for 

self and concern for others, the ROCI-II posits five styles 

yet again: integrating, collaboration; obliging, 

accommodating; dominating, competing; avoiding, withdrawal; 

and compromising. Woiaack (1988b) summarizes the strengths 

of the ROCI-II as its careful development and testing with a 

large executive sample, its reflection of the 5-factor 

structure posited by Blake and Mouton, and the availability 

of different forms for different targets (superior, 

subordinate, peer). Weaknesses of the ROCI-II are its 

difficulty in scoring compared to the CMS and the MODE, its 

standardization of scores for only the managerial 

population, and its lack of explicit communication focus 

(Womack, 1988b). 

The Putnam-Wilson Organizational Communication 

Conflict Instrument (OCCI) was developed in response to 

conceptual and methodological weaknesses in prior conflict 

instruments (Wilson & Waltman, 1988). Putnam and Wilson 

(1982) argue that previous conflict style instruments 

provided little information about specific communication 



behaviors involved in handling conflict and neglected the 

influence of situational issues such as target, issue, or 

organizational context. Thus, in the OCCI, verbal and 

nonverbal conflict behaviors are conceptualized as 

strategies for pursuing and coordinating goals within a 

specific situation (Wilson & Waltman, 1988). As discussed 

previously, Putnam and Wilson found that the five factors 

presented earlier by Blake and Mouton (1964) and Kilmann and 

Thomas (1977) collapsed into the three dimensions of 

nonconfrontation, control, and solution-orientation. The 

strengths of the OCCI lie in the fact that it is the most 

reliable (based on Cronbach's alpha scores) of the five 

instruments discussed; its situational focus does not assume 

styles are equally distributed across all contexts; its 

explicit communication focus; and its design, which enables 

researchers to specify the target and specific situation of 

conflict, e.g. supervisor, subordinate, peer, or 

interdepartmental conflict (Womack, 1988b). Its weaknesses 

are that the scoring sheet is not designed as clearly as 

other instruments1 and that its focus is on communication 

intent rather than specific messages (Womack, 1988b). 

Finally, the Ross-DeWine Conflict Management Message 

Style (CMMS) is composed of communicative messages 

representative of three styles for handling interpersonal 

conflict in organizations: concern for self, concern for 

issue, and concern for others. Its strengths are its high 



reliabilities (second to only the OCCI), its focus on the 

wording of messages rather than intentions, its quickness 

and ease in administration, and its explicit communication 

focus (Womack, 1988b). That its reliability and validity 

tests are based on student samples and that there is no 

attempt to focus on messages managers might send in 

organizations are its weaknesses (Womack, 1988b). 

The Grievance Expression Scale (GES) advanced herein 

departs radically from the scales described above, and 

attempts to overcome some of the conceptual and 

methodological weaknesses of previous conflict management 

research. 

Conceptualizing the Grievance Expression Scale 

Many of the categories which form the GES originate 

from cross-cultural, anthropological, and sociological 

studies of conflict management. From some perspectives, 

these literatures may seem far removed from the concerns of 

organizational communication; however, such analyses have 

much to offer to the study of communication and conflict 

management in organizations. The development of the GES, in 

part, represents an attempt to integrate organizational 

conflict research across these disciplines. 

The GES was derived initially from the conception of 

two primary underlying dimensions of grievance expression: 



confrontation and nonconfrontation. Confrontation3 refers 

to the actual acknowledgement and discussion of grievances, 

or face-to-face interaction (Baumgartner, 1984b; Morrill, 

1988), whereas nonconfrontation is typified by the lack of 

face-to-face acknowledgement and discussion of grievances. 

Support for the idea of nonconfrontation and 

confrontation as two primary underlying dimensions of 

conflict management comes also in part from Putnam and 

Wilson's (1982, p. 638) suggestion of three primary 

dimensions of conflict management: nonconfrontation 

(avoidance and smoothing as indirect strategies for dealing 

with conflict), control (direct confrontation that leads to 

persistent argument and nonverbal forcing) and solution-

orientation (incorporating direct confrontation, open 

discussion of alternatives, and acceptances of compromises). 

Control and solution-orientation, therefore, can be combined 

and classified under the confrontation dimension as defined 

earlier. Collapsing these dimensions might be more 

parsimonious in explaining grievance expression behaviorally 

rather than as a result of personality characteristics or 

intentions. 

From these two dimensions, Black's theoretical 

•^Confrontation. in its use here, does not necessarily 

imply any hostility or aggressiveness in the approach toward 

the other party. 



rationale, and cross-cultural studies in anthropology and 

sociology, 15 forms of grievance expression were proposed. 

These forms are discussed in the following sections. 

Nonconfrontational Forms of Grievance Expression 

Grievance expression forms representative of 

nonconfrontation include secret complaining, toleration, 

avoidance, sabotage, noncooperation, settlement, and 

negotiation. 

Secret complaining is described by Baumgartner (1984b) 

in her study of social control in a middle-class suburb of 

New York City. She found that these middle-class adults 

often took their grievances to a third party while remaining 

unknown to the individual about whom they had a grievance 

(Baumgartner, 1984b, p. 88). 

Baumgartner also found another prevalent form of 

social control to be toleration, or idle complaints to 

individuals other than the offender which are unaccompanied 

by any action (1984b, p. 84). Toleration has also been 

referred to as "lumping it" (Felstiner, 1974, p. 81) or 

"endurance" (Merry, 1979, p. 903). Although similar to 

toleration in that it may be conceived as inaction, 

avoidance is somewhat different; it is generally described 

as the handling of a grievance by the curtailment of social 

interaction (Baumgartner, 1984b; Felstiner, 1974, p. 81; 

Merry, 1979, p. 903). In her study of a housing project in 

an East Coast port city, Merry (1979, p. 903) distinguishes 



between avoidance as a strategy for managing or ending 

disputes, and endurance as persisting as long as the 

disputants find the costs of avoidance or resolution higher 

than the costs of putting up with a conflict situation. 

Sabotage may be described as covert retaliation, 

involving an active and aggressive response to the conduct 

of a superior (Baumgartner, 1984a, p. 312) or co-worker. In 

this case, the offender remains either unaware that revenge 

has taken place or uncertain of who has committed the act 

(Baumgartner, 1984a, p. 308). Baumgartner also describes 

noncooperation as the failure of a person to perform a 

behavior ordinarily expected from them (1984a, p. 312). 

Approaching a third person with a grievance may also 

be nonconfrontational. Many of these forms of grievance 

expression to a third person are reviewed by Black and 

Baumgartner (1983), who integrate much of the 

anthropological, sociological, and historical literature on 

conflict management to present a typology of the third party 

roles in conflict management. One form of grievance 

expression to a third party is negotiation, described by 

Gulliver (1979, p. 5) as the handling of a grievance by 

joint decision. Negotiation may be nonconfrontational if 

negotiators are brought in to speak for each side (Black, 

1987, pp. 20-21). Settlement is the handling of a grievance 

by a nonpartisan third party, and may include mediation, 

arbitration, and adjudication (Black, 1987, p. 27). 



27 

Confrontational Forms of Grievance Expression 

Confrontational forms of grievance expression include 

conciliatory approaches, counseling, direct criticism, 

authoritative commands, noncooperation, and negotiation. 

Baumgartner (1984b) found that conciliatory approaches 

were also present as a form of social control in the middle-

class suburb of her study. Conciliatory approaches involve 

the aggrieved person approaching the offender in order to 

seek an accommodation from him or her, often in the form of 

asking them to adopt a posture of reason and moderation 

(Baumgartner, 1984b, p. 86). An additional, nonaggressive 

form of confrontational grievance expression is described by 

Morrill (1988), in his study of executive conflict 

management at two corporations, as informal counseling. 

Informal counseling focuses on advising by an aggrieved 

party about how an offender might alter his or her behavior 

toward some acceptable standard (Morrill, 1988, p. 17). 

More aggressive forms of confrontational grievance 

expression include direct criticism and authoritative 

commands. In direct criticism, the aggrieved verbally 

attacks the offender (Morrill, 1987a, p. 13). As described 

by Morrill (1987b, pp. 12-13) authoritative commands consist 

of directives to immediately and without question alter some 

aspect of the offender's behavior. 

As described earlier, negotiation, or the handling of 

a grievance by joint decision, can be confrontational if 



that joint decision is reached through face-to-face 

interaction. Finally, although noncooperation was discussed 

earlier under nonconfrontation, it may be confrontational if 

it involves face-to-face acknowledgement of the 

noncooperative behavior. 

Grievance Expression bv Supervisors 

Additionally, a discipline factor was derived as one 

form of grievance expression between supervisors and 

subordinates. Discipline involves the handling of a 

grievance by downward aggression (Black, 1987, p. 9). It 

may be confrontational if the subordinate is disciplined by 

the supervisor face-to-face, or nonconfrontational if the 

aggression is indirect, such as issuing the discipline 

through written form. 

The actual psychometric development of the GES 

followed from this theoretical base as an operationalization 

of these forms of grievance expression. The developmental 

phases of the GES are detailed in the following chapter. 



CHAPTER 2 

SCALE DEVELOPMENT 

Phase 1: Item Development 

Initially, items were generated to represent actual 

behaviors of each of the fifteen posited dimensions of the 

GES: (1) nonconfrontation-secret complaining, (2) 

nonconfrontation-toleration, (3) nonconfrontation-avoidance, 

(4) nonconfrontation-sabotage, (5) nonconfrontation-

noncooperation, (6) nonconfrontation-settlement, (7) 

nonconfrontation-negotiation, (8) confrontation-

conciliation, (9) confrontation-direct criticism, (10) 

confrontation-authoritative commands, (11) confrontation-

counseling, (12) confrontation-negotiation, (13) 

confrontation-noncooperation, (14) nonconfrontation-

discipline, and (15) confrontation-discipline. Independent 

judges sorted an initial pool of 59 items into the fifteen 

dimensions. After the initial sorting, items were 

rewritten, added, or deleted in order to achieve face 

validity and to generate a total pool of 90 items—6 items 

for each factor. 

Following a five-point Likert-type response scale, 

respondents were asked to indicate whether they had (1) 

never, (2) seldom, (3) sometimes, (4) often, or (5) always 

used the grievance expression strategy represented by the 



item as a way of dealing with a complaint or objection they 

had about the behavior of a specific co-worker. To improve 

recall, respondents were asked to respond to the 

questionnaire with one specific co-worker (or employee, in 

the case of the discipline subscale) in mind, and to think 

of an objection or complaint they had had about that person 

within the previous six months. 

To prevent respondent fatigue, items were randomly 

assigned to two forms, with the exception of the twelve 

discipline items, which were assigned to both forms. Only 

those individuals currently working in a supervisory 

position were asked to respond to the discipline items. 

Phase 2: Initial Data Collection 

A random sample of currently employed adults (N = 

352), and a convenience sample of currently employed adults 

(N = 50) completed one of the two forms of the GES. The two 

forms of the GES were randomly distributed to individuals 

waiting for role call in a jury selection room in a large 

southwestern standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA). 

Potential jurors are randomly selected from the population 

of all registered voters and licensed drivers in the county, 

thus providing a desirable sampling frame for scale 

construction. The convenience sample was drawn from 

individuals attending a street fair in the same SMSA. Table 

1 illustrates the demographic breakdown for the combined 

samples of all developmental phases of the GES. 
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Initially, a principle components factor analysis with 

unities inserted in the diagonal was utilized for Forms A 

and B of the GES. After orthogonal Kaiser varimax rotation, 

an estimated factor solution was determined based on the 

following criteria: (a) the eigenvalue of each factor must 

exceed 1.5, to indicate that the factor accounts for more 

variance than any single variable; (b) satisfactory 

incremental variance must be accounted for by each factor, 

according to Cattell's Scree Test (Cattell, 1966); and (c) 

each factor must contain at least three items with a primary 

loading of >.50 and no secondary loading >50% of the primary 

loading. A principle components analysis was employed 

initially because it is more liberal in allowing factors to 

emerge. 

From this initial analysis, 72 items were retained for 

Form C, including 12 discipline items. 

Phase 3: Refinement of Scale 

A random sample of currently employed adults (N=217) 

from the same jury selection room data site and SMSA as in 

phase 2 completed Form C of the GES. A principle components 

factor analysis with an orthogonal Kaiser varimax rotation 

was utilized initially to allow factors greater opportunity 

to emerge. Criteria for retaining factors and items from 

the principle components analysis were the following: (a) 

the eigenvalue for a factor exceeded 1.5, (b) satisfactory 

incremental variance was accounted for by each factor 



according to Cattell's Scree Test (Cattell, 1966), (c) the 

reliability coefficient exceeded .70 for each factor, and 

(d) each factor contained at least three items with a 

primary loading of >.50 and no secondary loading >.30. 

Additionally, a principle axis factor analysis with 

squared multiple correlations as the estimate of the 

commonalities was utilized to extract fewer factors, thus 

giving a more conservative factor solution estimate. After 

orthogonal rotation in the Kaiser varimax case, factors and 

items were retained for Form D according to the criteria as 

described above for the principle components analysis. 

Both the principle components and principle axis analyses 

revealed a five-factor solution: (a) confrontation, (b) 

third party, (c) covert retaliation, (d) toleration, and (e) 

discipline. Appropriately, items originally representative 

of confrontation-direct criticism, confrontation-

negotiation, confrontation-counseling, and confrontation-

conciliation collapsed into the confrontation factor of the 

GES. The third party factor was composed of items 

originally representative, logically, of nonconfrontation-

negotiation and nonconfrontation-settlement. The covert 

retaliation factor consisted of nonconfrontation-sabotage 

and nonconfrontation-noncooperation items. Surprisingly, 

one confrontation-direct criticism item also collapsed into 

this factor, probably due to unclear wording of the item. 

Toleration was composed of nonconfrontation-toleration and, 



also surprisingly, a confrontation-conciliation item, again 

probably due to unclear item wording. Finally, items 

originally posited as confrontation-discipline and 

nonconfrontation-discipline collapsed into one discipline 

factor. 

From this analysis, 38 items were retained for Form D: 

12 confrontation items, 9 third party items, 5 sabotage 

items, 4 toleration items, and 8 discipline items. 

Phase 4: Further Refinement, Discriminant Validity, 

and Construct Validity 

Employing the same collection site as in the previous 

phases, a random sample of currently employed adults (N = 

211) completed Form D of the GES, in addition to the Putnam-

Wilson (1982) Organizational Communication Conflict 

Instrument and the Crowne-Marlowe (1964) Social Desirability 

Scale. 

Principle components and principle axis factor 

analyses were performed to confirm the factor structure of 

the GES. The same five-factor solution as in phase 3 was 

found; however, two additional items were deleted due to 

failure in meeting the previously described criteria for 

retaining items from the factor solution. Table 2 

illustrates the primary loading, mean and standard deviation 

for each item of the GES Form D. 

To determine whether the final items retained from the 

factor analysis also could discriminate high scorers from 



low scorers, phi coefficients were computed for each of the 

items. The phi coefficient measures the strength of 

relationship between item scores and the total scores of the 

dimension of which that item is a part. In computing the 

phi coefficient, high scores (very often, always) and low 

scores (seldom, never) are compared to the upper and lower 

quartiles of each dimension, resulting in a 2 x 2 matrix of 

the two dichotomized distributions. If an item has high 

discriminatory power, respondents who score high on that 

item should score high on that dimension, and respondents 

who score low on that item should score low on that 

dimension. Items retained from the phi test met the 

following criteria: (a) the item had a phi exceeding .50, 

and (b) the majority of cases fell on the main diagonal, 

indicating high discrimination for that item. 

From this analysis, it was determined that all of the 

items composing the covert retaliation factor provided no 

discriminatory power between low scorers and high scorers on 

that dimension, probably due to the fact that total scores 

on the retaliation dimension fell within a restricted range. 

Additionally, one item from the third party dimension and 

three items from the discipline dimension lacked 

satisfactory discriminatory power and were deleted for the 

final form of the GES. Table 3 reports the mean and 

standard deviation for each final item, in addition to the 

mean, standard deviation, and range for the total score of 



each of the final factors. 

After these item deletions, final alpha coefficients 

were calculated for the four remaining dimensions. All 

dimensions demonstrated satisfactory reliabilities of .75 or 

above (third party = .92, confrontation = .91, toleration = 

.75, and discipline = .80). Two items, one from the 

retaliation factor and one from the toleration factor, were 

deleted to improve reliabilities. Final reliabilities were 

calculated for each remaining factor of the GES and are 

reported in Table 4. 

Discriminant Validity 

In order to determine whether each of the four factors 

of the GES were theoretically independent, interscale 

correlations were calculated. All Pearson Product-Moment 

correlations were very low, including several near-zero and 

negative correlations. Interscale correlations, in addition 

to correlations between the GES and the OCCI and Social 

Desirability instruments, are reported in Table 5. Thus, 

independence and discriminant validity were supported. 

An important concern in the construction of 

instruments related to conflict is the social desirability 

response bias (Thomas & Kilmann, 1975). Therefore, each of 

the GES dimensions was correlated with the Social 

Desirability Scale (Crowne & Marlowe, 1964) to determine 

whether people had responded to GES items in ways they felt 

to be normative in potential conflict situations. 
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Reliability analysis of the Social Desirability Scale 

revealed a coefficient alpha of .83. The third party, 

toleration and discipline dimensions had slight negative 

correlations with the Social Desirability Scale and the 

confrontation dimension had a very low correlation with the 

Social Desirability Scale (see Table 5). Thus, there is no 

positive relationship between Social Desirability and any of 

the GES factors, supporting the idea that people respond to 

the GES independently of any social desirability bias. 

Construct Validity 

The Putnam-Wilson (1982) OCCI suggests that 

individuals respond to conflict situations by using 

nonconfrontation, control, and solution-orientation 

strategies. According to Putnam and Wilson (1987), 

nonconfrontation involves indirect strategies for handling a 

conflict such as choices to avoid or to withdraw from a 

disagreement, and includes such communicative behaviors as 

silence, glossing over differences, and concealing ill 

feelings. Based on this definition, there should be a 

moderate to high correlation between the OCCI 

nonconfrontation factor and the GES toleration factor; a 

lower, moderate correlation between nonconfrontation and the 

GES third party factor; and near-zero to negative 

correlations between nonconfrontation and the GES 

confrontation and discipline factors. 

The solution-orientation factor of the OCCI involves 
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direct communication about the conflict, and includes 

behaviors that aim to find a solution, to integrate the 

needs of both parties, and to give in or compromise on 

issues (Putnam & Wilson, 1987). The solution-orientation 

factor, therefore, should demonstrate a moderate to high 

correlation with the GES confrontation factor; a low to 

moderate correlation with the GES third party factor; and 

slight correlations with the GES toleration and discipline 

factors. 

The third factor of the OCCI, control, entails direct 

communication about a disagreement, involving arguing 

persistently for one's position, taking control of the 

interaction, and advocating one's position (Putnam & Wilson, 

1987). The control factor should demonstrate moderate to 

high correlations with the discipline and confrontation 

factors of the GES; a low correlation with the GES third 

party factor; and near-zero to negative correlation with the 

GES toleration factor. 

A reliability analysis of the OCCI revealed alpha 

coefficients of .90 for the nonconfrontation dimension, .88 

for the solution-orientation dimension, and .77 for the 

control dimension. Pearson Product-Moment correlations for 

each of the OCCI and GES factors support the trend of the 

previously outlined predictions (see Table 5). 

Nonconfrontation had a moderate correlation with toleration, 

a low correlation with third party, and negative 



correlations with confrontation and discipline. Solution-

orientation had a moderate correlation with confrontation, 

low correlations with third party and discipline, and no 

correlation with toleration. Control had a low to moderate 

correlation with confrontation, low correlations with third 

party and discipline, and a negative correlation with 

toleration. 

The GES, therefore, correlates with the theoretically 

appropriate constructs and does not correlate with 

theoretically inappropriate constructs. Thus, the construct 

validity of the GES is supported. 

The final form of the GES, in addition to its 

psychometric properties, is discussed in greater detail and 

compared briefly to other conflict instruments in the final 

section. Additionally, suggestions for future research are 

proposed. 
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CHAPTER 3 

DISCUSSION 

The development of the GES instrument is intended 

primarily as a methodological contribution to the area of 

conflict management measurement instruments and as an 

operationalization of the previously discussed grievance 

expression forms. Future studies using the GES should 

provide additional support for the utility of the GES as a 

measurement instrument of grievance expression in 

organizations. 

This chapter discusses and summarizes the GES and its 

contributions to the organizational communication and 

management fields. First, the final form of the GES will be 

discussed; secondly, the theoretical aspects of the GES will 

be reviewed; third, the psychometric properties of the GES 

will be summarized and compared briefly to current conflict 

instruments; and finally, suggestions for future research 

will be proposed. 

The Grievance Expression Scale 

The final form of the GES is composed of 27 items 

representing four factors: confrontation (11 items), third 

party (8 items), toleration (3 items), and discipline (5 

items). The final form of the GES is presented in Appendix 

A. 



Confrontation is defined as the direct, face-to-face 

discussion of a grievance. Within the confrontation factor 

there are two clusters representing aggressive and 

nonaggressive forms of confrontation. Nonaggressive 

confrontation includes ten items representing the 

counseling, conciliatory, and negotiation approaches. 

Aggressive confrontation includes three items representing 

direct criticism of the other party when the grievance is 

expressed. Surprisingly, these two clusters did not emerge 

as separate and distinct factors. One possible explanation 

is that people may initially approach an offender 

aggressively but then move toward a more nonaggressive, 

conciliatory approach. Because this is the final strategy 

they use, it may be more likely to be recalled. This 

assumption could be tested by the use of the GES to measure 

the sequence of grievance expression strategies, an 

application which will be discussed further in this chapter 

The third party factor is defined as the appeal by an 

aggrieved party to an outside party to handle a grievance. 

The third party strategy includes asking the third party to 

act as a settlement agent or to act as a representative 

during negotiations with an opponent. 

Toleration is the nonagressive endurance of a 

grievance, characterized by the inaction of the aggrieved 

party. Curiously, a related avoidance factor was not 

discovered. Because toleration and avoidance are similar 
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strategies (Baumgartner, 1984b, p. 85) it may be that 

respondents did not discriminate between the two from the 

initial items. 

Discipline involves the direct or indirect handling of 

a grievance by a supervisor in a downward, aggressive 

manner. Within the discipline factor are tactics 

characterized as confrontational and nonconfrontational. 

Although the covert retaliation factor was eliminated 

due to lack of discriminatory power, future tests of the GES 

might focus on rewording some of these items to see if the 

factor would then achieve discriminatory power. Covert 

retaliation, based on Baumgartner's (1984a, p. 312) 

definition, is the indirect response to a grievance through 

covert, aggressive action intended to inconvenience the 

offending party. This factor is composed primarily of items 

initially considered representative of the sabotage 

dimension discussed in Chapter 1. 

Underlying these four factors appear to be three 

primary dimensions: the degree of aggressiveness involved in 

the grievance expression (referred to as aggressiveness), 

the degree to which the aggrieved party attempts to impose 

an outcome on the grievance (authoritativeness) and the 

degree to which the grievance expression is open and 

observable (observability). 

Based on Hocker and Wilmot's (1982, p. 41) 

conceptualization, aggressiveness can be defined as the 
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degree to which the aggrieved party works against the 

offender or attempts to "win" in a grievance situation by 

achieving his or her desired outcome.4 Authoritativeness is 

the extent to which the aggrieved party attempts to impose 

an outcome in a grievance situation (Black & Baumgartner, 

1983) or alter the behavior of the offender. Finally, 

observability refers to the openness of the grievance 

expression behavior, expressed on a continuum from covert to 

overt. This three-dimensional scheme and resultant five 

factors (covert retaliation is included as a tentative 

factor) is illustrated by Figure 1. 

Scoring and Interpretation of the GES 

Scoring of the GES involves computing four separate 

scores for each of the subscales of the instrument. Each of 

the subscale scores for a respondent can then be compared to 

the mean and standard deviations for each subscale (see 

Appendix A) to determine where that respondent falls in 

terms of usage of that particular behavioral strategy. 

These individual scores can be used in research as measures 

of grievance expression behaviors occurring by individuals 

4Imposing an outcome in a grievance situation, 

however, does not necessarily mean that the imposing party 

does indeed "win," or achieve his or her desired outcome. 

It is the attempt to impose an outcome that is the 

indication of authoritativeness. 
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or in a setting as a whole. 

Theoretical Aspects of the GES 

Theoretical differences among the five previously 

discussed conflict management scales center around two key 

areas, according to Womack (1988b). The first area pertains 

to the conceptualization of conflict dispositions: whether 

conflict management behavior can be measured across 

situations (Thomas-Kilmann MODE, Ross-DeWine CMMS) or can be 

measured only in reference to specific situations (Hall CMS, 

Rahim ROCI-II, Putnam-Wilson OCCI). The second area of 

theoretical difference is the focus on conflict management 

behavior as strategies, representing an individual's overall 

approach, or tactics, representative of specific 

communication behaviors (Womack, 1988b). The CMS and ROCI-

II focus more on general intentions or strategies, whereas 

the CMMS concentrates solely on communication tactics. The 

OCCI and the MODE are intended to assess both tactics and 

strategies; however, general intentions or strategies still 

emerge in these scales (Womack, 1988b). 

The GES differs from these instruments in both areas. 

The GES is not intended to measure individual conflict 

dispositions. Instead, it derives from the general 

assumption that grievance expression behavior is strongly 

influenced by the setting in which it occurs; the social 

setting may be a stronger predictor of grievance expression 

behavior than any personality variables. This assumption 



should be tested in future studies utilizing the GES. 

In terms of its focus on communication strategies 

or tactics, the GES represents an instrument that measures 

specific behavioral tactics. Yet, it could be used to 

examine overall behavioral strategies, or combinations of 

behavior tactics, as well. This aspect of the GES would 

recommend its use in researching the sequence and 

combination of grievance expressions across contexts. 

The GES differs from current conflict instruments in 

other aspects as well. First of all, its focus on grievance 

expression as a precursor to conflict represents a new 

approach to investigating conflict behavior. As discussed 

previously, attention to what behavior occurs before a 

conflict may provide insight on how conflicts evolve between 

organizational members. 

Secondly, through its integration of the 

communication, management, anthropological, and sociological 

literature on conflict, the GES offers a more comprehensive 

perspective of organizational communication conflict 

behavior. The contribution of three forms of grievance 

expression not addressed by previous conflict management 

measurement instruments is evidence of this 

comprehensiveness. These forms—approaching a third party 

(Black & Baumgartner, 1983), tolerating an objection or 

complaint (Baumgartner, 1984b), and disciplining employees 

(Black, 1987)—are behaviors commonly found in 



organizations. Thus, a number of common grievance behaviors 

have been ignored, undiscovered, or left unexplained by 

previous conflict instruments. 

Finally, the GES represents a more specific focus on 

actual communication behavior. The GES, therefore, could be 

described as a behavioral inventory, useful in assessing 

what behavior actually occurs in organizations, rather than 

a measure of what behavior people think should be occurring 

or a measure of individual response styles to conflicts. In 

summary, the GES provides a means to examine areas of 

organizational conflict communication previously left 

unexplored. This exploration, in turn, should lead to 

greater understanding and explanatory power of communication 

behavior occurring in organizations. 

Psychometric Contributions of the GES 

Reliability 

Nunnally (1967, p. 210) defines internal consistency 

as "estimates of reliability based on the average 

correlation among items within a test." He goes on to 

suggest that coefficient alpha is the basic test for 

determining reliability based on internal consistency. 

Womack (1988b, p. 440) reports that Linda Putnam has 

investigated the internal consistency of each of the five 

instruments discussed by comparing the Cronbach's alpha 

coefficients of each instrument. She found overall mean 

reliability coefficients of .60 for the Thomas-Kilmann MODE, 



.55 for the Hall CMS, .74 for the Rahim ROCI-II, .89 for the 

Putnam-Wilson OCCI, and .76 for the Ross-DeWine CMMS. 

Initial reliability estimates of the GES indicate an overall 

mean coefficient (Cronbach's alpha) of .86. This 

reliability estimate exceeds Nunnally's (1967) criteria of 

.80 for basic research. Thus, the GES demonstrates strong 

internal consistency and is among the most reliable conflict 

instruments. 

Validity 

Content validity. 

The content validity of an instrument refers to the 

adequacy with which a specified domain of content is 

sampled (Nunnally, 1967, p. 79). Given this, the content 

validity of several of the previously discussed conflict 

instruments is suspect. Only three of the instruments are 

based on factor analytic techniques to establish their 

content validity (OCCI, CMMS, ROCI-II). The factors posited 

by the MODE and CMS are not based on factor analysis; 

therefore, their content validity is questionable. 

The GES was developed from three phases of factor 

analysis, including both principle component and principle 

axis factor analysis techniques. The five resultant factors 

were found to load consistently throughout these phases, 

therefore supporting content validity. 

Construct validity. 

Wilson and Waltman (1988, p. 372) define construct 



validity as "whether the variance in an instrument's scores 

is accounted for by the theorized concept rather than other 

constructs or error variance." According to Nunnally (1978, 

p. 86), "any particular measure can be thought of as having 

a degree of construct validity depending on the extent to 

which results obtained from using the measure would be much 

the same if some other measure, or hypothetically, all the 

measures, in the domain had been employed in the 

experiment." Thus, an instrument has strong construct 

validity if it has high correlations (and therefore accounts 

for a majority of the variance) with similar theoretical 

constructs and low correlations with theoretically 

dissimilar constructs. Womack (1988b) suggests that low 

reliabilities and strong social desirability contamination, 

particularly with the CMS, question the construct validity 

of the five conflict instruments. The GES demonstrates 

strong construct validity in that it correlates with the 

theoretically similar constructs of the OCCI 

(nonconfrontation to toleration, solution-orientation to 

confrontation, and control to confrontation). Future 

refinement of the GES, however, should also include 

comparisons of the GES constructs to constructs with which 

the GES should not correlate; these might include 

personality variables such as Machiavellianism, leadership 

style, and communicator style. Low correlations with 

personality constructs would establish that the variance 
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accounted for by the GES factors is due to theoretically 

unique factors and not by already established personality 

constructs. 

Concurrent validity. 

Concurrent validity refers to the correlation of a 

construct to a criterion that exists in the present 

(Carmines & Zeller, 1979). Although similar to construct 

validity, concurrent validity is different in that it 

examines the correspondence between the scale's constructs 

and constructs outside the area of conflict scales. 

Attempts have been made to relate the Thomas-Kilmann 

MODE to satisfaction with negotiation outcomes, 

organizational communication satisfaction, turnover rates, 

and adolescent adjustment; support from these studies for 

the concurrent validity of the MODE is weak, however 

(Womack, 1988a). Concurrent validity of the Rahim ROCI-II 

has been explored by studies relating the five styles to 

equity theory (Patrick, 1987), and to job satisfaction, 

global equity, system outcomes, job outcomes, performance 

outcomes, and relationship outcomes (Weider-Hatfield & 

Hatfield, 1987). Both of these studies yielded mixed 

results and questionable support for the concurrent validity 

of the ROCI-II. Concurrent validity studies have not been 

conducted extensively for the Hall, Putnam-Wilson, and Ross-

DeWine scales. 

Future refinement of the GES should explore the 
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correlation between the GES constructs and related outcome 

measures such as job satisfaction, communication 

satisfaction, performance outcomes, and negotiation 

outcomes. 

Discriminant validity. 

Social desirability response biases are present in the 

Hall CMS (Kilmann & Thomas, 1977; Shockley-Zalabak, 1988), 

Putnam-Wilson OCCI (Wilson & Waltman, 1988) and the Ross-

DeWine CMMS (Ross & DeWine, 1988). This social desirability 

bias, according to Nunnally (1978, p. 665) limits the 

validity of a self-report scale; thus, discriminant validity 

is questionable for these three scales. The GES 

demonstrates discriminant validity in its low interscale 

correlations and low social desirability correlations, thus 

indicating that the scale measures five factors independent 

of each other and of a social desirability bias. 

Directions for Future Research 

The research utility of the GES lies in its ability to 

measure the frequency of grievance expression behaviors in 

organizational settings. Therefore, specific variables of 

an organizational setting such as relational distance (the 

level of social intimacy or behavioral involvement of 

individuals in a setting), status of the parties involved, 

presence of social support networks, organizational culture, 

and organizational structure could be related to the forms 

of grievance expression behavior present in the setting. In 



particular, examination of the influence of relational, 

situational, and organizational variables, versus individual 

differences, on conflict behavior is being called for 

increasingly (Knapp, Putnam & Davis, 1988; Putnam & Wilson, 

1982). The GES is a potentially useful instrument in 

measuring the correlation of grievance expressions and 

particular situational, relational, or organizational 

variables. This could be explored, for example, by 

administering the GES and asking respondents to indicate how 

frequently they use the grievance expression strategies in 

particular situations. 

Additionally, the GES could be used to study the 

sequence of tactics used by individuals who have a 

grievance. Similar to the compliance-gaining research, 

questions such as what variables influence the use of a 

particular tactic before another and what variables 

influence the choice of certain tactics in certain 

situations could be explored. How specific tactics combine 

to form general strategies of grievance expression is an 

area yet to be explored as well. 

Conclusion 

The GES instrument represents an attempt to better 

categorize and quantify the behavior of organizational 

members who have objections or complaints about other co

workers' behavior. Additionally, the GES contributes to the 

movement of future research in organizational conflict 



management with its applicability in measuring conflict 

communication behavior and relating that behavior to 

situation, relational, and organizational variables. Most 

importantly, the GES stimulates new questions for the study 

of conflict communication behavior in organizations and a 

means for answering those questions. It is through this 

attempt to encourage new questions and search for the 

answers that the GES makes its most important contribution 

to the field of organizational communication and the study 

of conflict management across disciplines. 
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APPENDIX A 

GRIEVANCE EXPRESSION SCALE 

FINAL FORM 

The Department of Communication at the University of Arizona 
is conducting a research project on communication between 
co-workers. Your assistance is greatly appreciated in 
answering the following questions. Please respond to all of 
the items. 

Please provide the following information: 

1) Number of years of work experience: 

Of these, indicate how many years you have worked 
in a supervisory position: 

2) If you have worked in a supervisory position, would 
you classify your management level as: 

Upper Middle Lower 

3) Your age: 

4) Your gender: Male Female 

DIRECTIONS 

Think about the last few times, within the previous six 
months, that you have had an objection or complaint about 
the behavior of a specific co-worker (if you wish, you may 
write down the initials of that person in order to keep him 
or her in mind while answering the questions). Indicate how 
often you have used the following strategies as ways of 
dealing with your complaints. For each item below, indicate 
whether you have (1) never. (2) seldom. (3) sometimes. (4) 
often, or (5) always used the strategy as a way of dealing 
with your complaints. There are no right or wrong answers, 
and your responses are entirely confidential. Please take a 
moment to recall your last few objections about your co
worker's behavior and begin the questionnaire. 
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Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 
1 2 3 4 5 

1. I went through a third party to settle my 
complaints about my co-worker's behavior. 12 3 4 5 

2. I explained to my co-worker how he/she might 
alter his/her actions. 12 3 4 5 

3. I met with my co-worker to see if we could 
work out a resolution to the complaint in a 
friendly manner. 12 3 4 5 

4. I asked another person to help negotiate 
a disagreement with my co-worker about 
his/her behavior. 12 3 4 5 

5. I asked a third person to act as a 
"go-between" to help my co-worker and myself 
resolve our differences. 12 3 4 5 

6. I simply would "grin and bear it" when my 
co-worker did something I did not like. 12 3 4 5 

7. I relied on a third person to negotiate a 
resolution to the complaint between 
my co-worker and myself. 12 3 4 5 

8. I swallowed my objections to my co-worker's 
behavior. 12 3 4 5 

9. I worked with my co-worker to reach a joint 
resolution to the complaint. 12 3 4 5 

10. I explained to my co-worker things he/she 
might want to do differently. 12 3 4 5 

11. I asked a third person to intervene in my 
dispute with my co-worker and settle 
it for us. 12 3 4 5 

12. I endured actions by my co-worker that I did 
not like. 12 3 4 5 
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Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 
1 2 3 4 5 

13. I met with my co-worker to discuss my complaint 
about his/her behavior in order to reach a 
joint decision about how to deal with it. 12 3 4 5 

14. I told my co-worker directly what I did not 
like about his/her behavior. 12 3 4 5 

15. I urged my co-worker to try a new way of 
performing his/her job. 12 3 4 5 

16. I asked a third party to make a decision about 
how to settle the dispute between my 
co-worker and myself. 

17. I went through a third person to help me 
discuss my complaint with my co-worker. 

18. I appealed to a person at a higher level to 
settle my complaint with my co-worker. 

19. I sat down with my co-worker to negotiate a 
resolution to his/her objectionable 
behavior. 

20. I approached my co-worker to ask him/her to 
compromise and give in a little in his/her 
position. 

21. I met with my co-worker to bargain for a 
resolution to my complaint. 

22. I integrated my viewpoints with my co-worker 
to achieve a joint decision about the 
complaint. 12 3 4 5 

IF YOU HAVE NOT BEEN IN A SUPERVISORY POSITION, PLEASE STOP 
HERE. THANK YOU FOR YOUR ASSISTANCE. 

IF YOU HAVE BEEN IN A SUPERVISORY POSITION, PLEASE ANSWER 
THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS IN REFERENCE TO THE LAST FEW 
OBJECTIONS OR COMPLAINTS (WITHIN THE LAST SIX MONTHS) THAT 
YOU HAVE HAD ABOUT A SPECIFIC EMPLOYEE'S BEHAVIOR. Again, 
please indicate how often you have used each of the 
following strategies as ways of dealing with your 
complaints. 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Never Seldom Sometimes Often Always 
1 2 3 4 5 

23. I met with a group of people to decide what 
formal disciplinary action we would take 
against my employee. 12 3 4 5 

24. I told my employee that I was going to initiate 
formal disciplinary action against him/her. 12 3 4 5 

25. I told my employee directly that I was 
reassigning him/her to a job with less 
responsibility. 12 3 4 5 

26. I told my employee that he/she would not be 
receiving a salary increase, bonus, or 
promotion because of his/her behavior. 12 3 4 5 

27. I told my employee that he/she would not be 
receiving a favorable performance appraisal 
because of his/her behavior. 12 3 4 5 

SCORING AND INTERPRETATION 

Add responses on each item to get a total score for each 
factor. Each total score can be compared to the mean and 
standard deviation for that factor. 

Third Party items: 1, 4, 5, 7, 11, 16, 17, 18 

Mean = 16.0 Standard Deviation =6.2 (N = 211) 

Confrontation items: 2, 3, 9, 10, 13, 14, 15, 19, 
20, 21, 22 

Mean = 34.4 Standard Deviation =8.6 (N = 211) 

Toleration items: 6, 8, 12 

Mean = 7.7 Standard Deviation =2.7 (N = 211) 

Discipline items: 23, 24, 25, 26, 27 

Mean = 10.0 Standard Deviation =3.9 (N = 125) 



APPENDIX B 

STATISTICAL TABLES 



Table 1 

Percentage Breakdown for Demographic Variables 

Demographic 
Variables 

Percentaae Breakdown 
Combined Phases 

(N = 830) 

Years Work Experience 
1-10 26.4% 
11-20 34.5% 
21-30 21.4% 
31-40 13.1% 
41-50 3.4% 
51 and over .6% 

Years Supervisory 
1-10 

Experience 
70.2% 

11-20 19.7% 
21-30 7.2% 
31-40 2.7% 

Supervisory Level 
Upper 
Middle 

24.5% 
51.1% 

Lower 24.1% 

Age 
20 and below 2.2% 
21-30 21.1% 
31-40 30.3% 
41-50 22.8% 
51-60 14.4% 
61-70 6.7% 
71 and over 1.3% 

Gender 
Male 51.9% 
Female 47.0% 



Table 2 

Factor Loadings in Kaiser Varimax Factor Structure, Mean, 
and Standard Deviation for Each Item of the GES Form D 

Items PL Mean SD 

1. I went through a third party to 
settle my complaints about my 
co-worker1s behavior.1 .68 2. 19 1 .02 

2. I explained to my co-worker how he/she 
might alter his/her actions.2 .60 3. 24 1 .03 

3. I verbally attacked my co-worker by 
making rude comments to his/her 
face.'* .56 1. 34 .71 

4. I met with my co-worker to see if we 
could work out a resolution to the 
complaint in a friendly manner.2 .66 3. 37 1 .18 

5. I downplayed my objections when I 
talked with my co-worker.5 .59 2. 67 1 .08 

6. I asked another person to help 
negotiate a disagreement with my 
co-worker about his/her behavior.1 .73 2. 14 1 .01 

7. I asked a third person to talk to my 
co-worker about settling our 
differences instead of talking to my 
co-worker directly.1 .84 1. 68 .89 

8. I asked a third person to act as a 
"go-between" to help my co-worker and 
myself resolve our differences.1 .85 1. 85 .93 

9. I was uncooperative with my co-worker 
when I disagreed with his/her 
actions.4 .33 1. 78 .84 

10. I simply would "grin and bear it" 
when my co-worker did something I 
did not like.5 .70 2. 69 1 .00 

11. I relied on a third person to negotiate 
a resolution to the complaint between 
my co-worker and myself.1 .84 1. 88 .97 



Table 2—Continued 

Items PL Mean SD 

12. I swallowed my objections to my 
co-worker•s behavior.5 .83 2. 50 .99 

13. I worked with my co-worker to reach 
a joint resolution to the 
complaint.2 .58 3. 50 .97 

14. I explained to my co-worker 
things he/she might want to do 
differently.2 .70 3. 44 .90 

15. I asked a third person to intervene in 
my dispute with my co-worker and 
settle it for us.* .83 1. 83 .95 

16. I endured actions by my co-worker that 
I did not like.5 .85 2. 63 1.00 

17. I met with my co-worker to discuss my 
complaint about his/her behavior in 
order to reach a joint decision about 
how to deal with it.2 .78 3. 22 1.03 

18. I told my co-worker directly what I did 
not like about his/her behavior.2 .66 3. 02 1.05 

19. I secretly did something to 
inconvenience my co-worker.4 .75 1. 37 .66 

20. I urged my co-worker to try a new way 
of performing his/her job.2 .62 3. 15 1.06 

21. I asked a third party to make a decision 
about how to settle the dispute between 
my co-worker and myself.1 .81 1. 91 .94 

22. I went through a third person to help 
me discuss my complaint with my 
co-worker.1 .82 2. 02 .93 

23. I appealed to a person at a higher 
level to settle my complaint with my 
co-worker.1 .80 2. 27 1.08 



Table 2—Continued 

Items PL Mean SD 

24. I sat down with my co-worker to negotiate 
a resolution to his/her objectionable 
behavior.2 .77 3.06 1 .13 

25. I "got back at" my co-worker by making 
it difficult for him/her to do his/her 
work.4 .75 1 .30 .61 

26. I approached my co-worker to ask 
him/her to compromise and give in a 
little in his/her position.2 .66 2 .83 1 .03 

27. I told my co-worker that he/she was 
wrong in his/her actions.2 .48 2 .67 1 .00 

28. I made plans to secretly "get even 
with" my co-worker for something 
he/she did.4 .71 1 .18 .50 

29. I met with my co-worker to bargain for 
resolution to my complaint.2 .57 2 .78 1 .10 

30. I integrated my viewpoints with my 
co-worker to achieve a joint decision 
about the complaint.2 .72 3 .13 1 .06 

DISCIPLINE ITEMS 
1. I sent a written message telling my 

employee that he/she must change his/her 
behavior or else not receive a pay 
raise or bonus.3 .63 1 .46 .85 

2. I told my employee directly that I was 
reassigning him/her to a job with less 
responsibility.'3 .70 1 .75 1 .02 

3. I met with group of people to decide what 
formal disciplinary action we would take 
against my employee.3 .57 1 .99 1 .11 

4. I told my employee that I was going to 
initiate formal disciplinary action 
against him/her.3 .72 2 .00 1 . 12 



Table 2—Continued 

Items PL Mean SD 

5. I told my employee directly that I was 
reassigning him/her to a job with less 
responsibility.-3 .79 1. 82 1.08 

6. I sent a written message telling my 
employee that he/she must change 
his/her behavior or else be 
reassigned to a job with less 
responsibility.3 .71 1. 59 .93 

7. I told my employee that he/she would 
not be receiving a salary increase, 
bonus, or promotion because of 
his/her behavior.3 .73 1. 83 1.00 

8. I told my employee that he/she would 
not be receiving a favorable 
performance appraisal because of 
his/her behavior.3 .78 2. 35 1.16 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 

= Third Party items 
= Confrontation items 
= Discipline items 
= Covert Retaliation items 
= Toleration items 



Table 3 

Descriptive Statistics for Grievance Expression Factors 
of the GES Final Form 

Grievance Strategy Mean SD 

Third Partv (8 items) 

1. I went through a third party 
to settle my complaints about 
my co-worker's behavior. 2 .25 1 .03 

4. I asked another person to help 
negotiate a disagreement with my 
co-worker about his/her behavior. 2 .26 1 .07 

5. I asked a third person to act as a 
"go-between" to help my co-worker 
and myself resolve our differences. 1 .86 .99 

7. I relied on a third person to 
negotiate a resolution to the 
complaint between my co-worker and 
myself. 1 .87 .98 

11. I asked a third person to intervene 
in my dispute with my co-worker and 
settle it for us. 1 .81 .96 

16. I asked a third party to make a 
decision about how to settle the 
dispute between my co-worker and 
myself. 1 .93 .96 

17. I went through a third person to 
me discuss my complaint with my 
co-worker. 1 .99 .91 

18. I appealed to a person at a higher 
level to settle my complaint with 
my co-worker. 2 .21 1 .09 

Total Dimension Score 
Mean = 16.0 SD = 6.2 Low = 7 High = 34 



Table 3—Continued 

Grievance Strategy Mean SD 

Confrontation (11 items) 

2. I explained to my co-worker how 
he/she might alter his/her 
actions. 3.45 .91 

3. I met with my co-worker to see if we 
could work out a resolution to the 
complaint in a friendly manner. 3.57 1.02 

9. I worked with my co-worker to 
reach a joint resolution to the 
complaint. 3.67 .87 

10. I explained to my co-worker things 
he/she might want to do 
differently. 3.61 .76 

13. I met with my co-worker to discuss my 
complaint about his/her behavior in 
order to reach a joint decision 
about how to deal with it. 3.38 .94 

14. I told my co-worker directly what 
I did not like about his/her 
behavior. 3.20 .94 

15. I urged my co-worker to try a new 
way of performing his/her job. 3.46 .93 

19. I sat down with my co-worker to 
negotiate a resolution to his/her 
objectionable behavior. 3.37 .97 

20. I approached my co-worker to ask 
him/her to compromise and give in 
a little in his/her position. 3.06 .92 

21. I met with my co-worker to bargain 
for a resolution to my complaint. 2.95 1.01 



Table 3—Continued 

Grievance Strategy Mean SD 

Conf rontat ion—cont inued 

22. I integrated my viewpoints with my 
co-worker to achieve a joint 
decision about the complaint. 3. 28 .95 

Total Dimension Score 
Mean =34.4 SD = 8.6 Low = 11 High = 54 

Toleration (3 items) 

6. I simply would "grin and bear it" 
when I disagreed with his/her 
actions. 2. 53 .83 

8. I swallowed my objections to my 
co-worker's behavior. 2. 37 .92 

12. I endured actions by my co-worker 
that I did not like. 2. 53 .91 

Total Dimension Score 
Mean =7.7 SD = 2.7 Low = 0 High = 15 

Discipline (5 items) 

23. I met with a group of people to 
decide what formal disciplinary 
action we would take against my 
employee. 2. 03 1 .13 

24. I told my employee that I was going 
to initiate formal disciplinary 
actions against him/her. 2. 02 1 .11 

25. I told my employee directly that I 
was reassigning him/her to a job 
with less responsibility. 1. 82 1 .06 



Table 3—Continued 

Grievance Strategy Mean SD 

Discipline—continued 

26. I told my employee that he/she would 
not be receiving a salary increase, 
bonus, or promotion because of 
his/her behavior. 1.80 .95 

27. I told my employee that he/she would 
not be receiving a favorable 
performance appraisal because of 
his/her behavior. 2.29 1.15 

Total dimension score 
Mean =10.0 SD = 3.9 Low = 5 High = 22 



Table 4 

Percentage of Variance Accounted For, 
Eigenvalue and Alpha for Each Factor 

of the GES Final Form 

Factor % Variance Eigenvalue Alpha 

Third Party 25.1% 6.77 .92 

Confront 18.1% 4.87 .91 

Discipline 9.7% 2.61 .80 

Toleration 7.4% 1.99 .80 



Table 5 

Pearson-Product Moment Correlations Between 
the Factors of the 6ES, OCCI and 
Social Desirability Instruments 

Instrument GES Scales 

Third 
Party 

Confrontation Toleration Discipline 

GES 
Third Party 

00 0
 • 

1 .20* .04 

Confrontation -.08 — -.36* .35* 

Toleration .20* -.36* — -.19* 

Discipline .04 .35* -.18* — 

OCCI 
Control .11 .24* -.10 .16* 

Solution-
Orientation .15* .41* .00 . 17* 

Nonconfront-
ation .19* -.31* .50* -.20* 

Social 
Desirability -.19* .15* -.25* -.01 

*
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