The Question

Vieasuring the Mandate

State Enforceability Index for Mandatory Arbitration of Employment Disputes

It an employee has a mandatory arbitration
agreement, how likely are they to be able to
challenge that agreement and actually make it to
court in different jurisdictions? In short, how
likely are different states to enforce mandatory

arbitration agreements?

The Background

EXit

e Active strategy

e | eaving an
environment that
IS no longer
useful/sustainable

Voice

e Active strategy

e Speaking out
about and acting
to change a bad
environment

Loyalty

e Passive strategy, unlike

the other two

e Accepting asituation as it is and not trying to
change anything or do anything differently

What is mandatory arbitration?

A legal term referring toa c
requires the parties to reso

system

Why does this matter?

ause in a contract that

\ve disputes through

orivate arbitration rather than the public court

e Increasing prevalence in workplaces across the
country--- 53.9% of workforce has a mandatory

arbitration agreement

e Key relationship to Hirschman’s exit, voice,
loyalty--- specifically limiting voice options
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The Methods
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The Final Result

The work resulted in this final index. “Less enforceable” means it is easier for an employee to challenge a mandatory arbitration agreement and
vice versa for “more enforceable” states. Future research would explore the connection between the enforceability of mandatory arbitration in a
state and economic performance indicators such as median household income and job sastisfaction.
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