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ABSTRACT

Previous research suggested that discrepancies exist between orga-
nizations' ﬂolicies to encourage workers' participation in decision-
- making about their work and what actually occurs in practice. Using a
qua.lita;tive method, 3% peOpI: drawn from 4 ranks of the CanRail Repair
Company in Edmonton, Alberta, were the subjects of this study to try and
ider;tify and understand what participation means to people in an organi-
zation committed to the principle, and to suggest escplmtions for their
attitudes and any discrepancies found. ,

ﬁajor differences ware found between the thres minagement ra.nks
and the workers. The formar‘ptedomina.nfly endorsed Miles's Human Rela-
tions model of participation (1979) ,H blaming the supposed d.et'erioration
of the workforce for CanRail's problems. The workers' de:t'inition of
participa.tion correspondad to that of this study and was consistent. with
" Miles's Human Resources model. Although a.lmost eve ne*expr_essed con-
currence with the investigator's definition of partic tion, there were
many discrepancies in attitude. A great'deal of frustration was associ-
ated with participation in all ranks, particularly becauss it was not '
a.ppa.rently succeeding, or even being: practised most of the time

It was suggested tlnt resistance to workea:s participation 13 not
primarily a psychological phenonenon, as ha.s been often suggested before,
but results mainly from CanRail's conitnent to be.sing the orga.niza.tion
of wrk exclusively on technologicaf rather than hunan resource fa.ctors.
A remotely controlled authority hi.an::chw which local management did not
question smrely limited workers decision-making opporttmities, too.
Moreover, management was not familia:r: with the basic principles and
‘ p:ractica.lities of pa.rti.cipation.
I (iv)
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Chapter 1. Introduction

A. Orientation to-.the Problem

Numerous investigations have shown tha.t» members of organiutiq;ls
with strict hierarchical controls tend to become inefficient and dis-
satisfied with their work, mainly because they do not have opportunities
to control th;ii' own working existence, in particular to participate in
decisions about theif work (Argyris, 1962; Blauner, 1964; Bennis, 1966;
MCgregor, 1974; and Vroom, 1976). |

Purthermore, much work has been done to identify and test alterna-
tive management policies which are intended to resuit in improved job
performance and increased workers' satisfaction. Sometimes these poli-
cles ix_wolve formal, often legally-sanctioned power-sharing m&er the
ruhr(Ic of "industrial demécra.cy," yielding such arrangements as the work
councils of Sweden, Denmark or Norway, the Mitbestimmung of Germany,

and in North Amarica derivatives of the Scanlon Plan (such as join£
labour-management committees) which have 'beén tried with increasing
popularity over the last 20 years (Bass & Shackleton, 1979).°
Alternatively, management policies have often been geared more
directly to behavioural changes, ranging from attempts to change a '
whole organization's structure of re\la.tionships,l to minimal modifica-
tions in a traditional hierarchy. A wide variety of 'policiesyand' ,

practices in this group are referred to as "workers' participation,”

Al

1. Such as the creation of autonomous work groups at Volvo in
Sweden, I.C.I. and Chrysler in the United Kingdom, the Rushton coal mine
in Pittsburgh, and the General Foods petfood plant built in Topeka,
Kansas, in 1970 (Batt & Weinberg, 1978).

>
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"participative management,” and 5%’ forth. The popularity of the pa.rtici,—

N

pation concept in Canada has la.gged‘consid.arably behind the fj}éus of much

~the last thirty yoa.rs or more, numbersloi: st%gig ha.va\i : \\N
in relation to the participatiof hypothesis, - :S;hich sugéos&&@at allow-
ing workers to participate | docision-mkins ih)ut thedr :)ork will lead
them to be more effici‘ent and satisfied. As the review of\ thn literature
shows, these studies are gen supportive of the mrpothesis.\ tlthough
a great variety of conditions have been found to limit it. Moreov
definitional and methodo_logical va.ria.tions and problems ha.ve prevented
its empirical ’va.lida.tion. Although academic interest in testing the. par-
ticipation hypothesis per se has declined since at least ten years ago,
academic ideas about participation have had time to filtexr' through the
management literature to training courses and everyday tice in tj:usi-
ness and industry. Sometimes this filteri.ng\ 'eﬁs involves d.istoi'tion
or over-sinplifica?on of the original ideas. For ple, although
ressarch has not succeeded in establishing the exact na.tﬁ:\e and condi-
tions of any causal relationship between workers pu'ticipation and
their efficiency and morale (however all of'ﬂthase terms may be variously
defined), the belief that some such a re@a‘tionahip‘ does exist has become
"common knowledge" in industry (Miles, 1&5J Research by Miles showed

how the ideas from classic studies in the h relations field had be-

come distorted over time by managers in

North America (1965). Although academic i

stimulated changes in work orga.niza.tions,

. uhatmdemmsnmyytmsm
__the idsas of their originators.



B. Statement of the Problem - | (
Despite an endorulant.g\:f \various kinds o‘f participation policies,

. many organizations continue to manifest the very problems that these
policies wers intended to o.vercpme.A This has been the case in the orga-
nization studied, the CanRail Repair Company ("CanRail®). Several rea-
sons have beep suggested for ‘tho\"a.ppa.rent failure of participation pro-
granms to a;chie;re the desired :esulﬁ, and these are discussed below in
tha- literaturs review. In particular there is evidence that, although
pa.ying lip-service to the dasin.bility of participation, many mnlgmnt

ple experience ambivalence towards it--suggesting that what ig prac-
tised may differ from what is preached (HcClella.nd & Burn!nm, 1976;
Miles, 1965). ’

- Part of explaining the fate .of any pa.rticulu: rarticfipation policy,
therefore is identifying and understanding any discrepancies between
theory and practice, especially relading to how far people endorge a
concept of participation. Most of the existing i.n:fomtion' about people's
attitudes towards participation consists of, data §btai'ped through quanti-
tative methods designed to examine the causal relationship between troad
variables, within increasingly complex multifactorial designs which of
necessitf used narrow operational definitions. These quantitative me-
thods and the instruments they used do not permit the imrestigator to
identify and understand diacrepa.ncies botween what people say they think '
and feel, and what they really 4o MLJQ‘QLWF

dg;pectédfto~mgou. Consequently there is a need
for information, gathered by an appropriate method, which will throw

~ 1light on the realilty of participation as perceived and
least to some extent) by different people in any one organization.
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Hot#ovcr. CanRail -nlgo.ont expected participation to help cure, .
their prdblons of low morale and productivity, d 50 it seems important
Ao contribute to an undarstandd.ng of such cventa, espoonlly in order
that f;lu conclusiona a.bout the concept of p.rﬁ%ipl.tion.ahould not be

“ drawn. ‘ ‘ p

-
C. Purpose of ths Study |

By studying the.attitudes towards participation of people within
one ormiutidn—-&nhil-tbit is committed to the idea of p&rticipution
yet still experiencing probleas of inefficiency and low worker morale, -
it vas hoped to create an undarstanding of what p-rticipntion means to
those people and of how they feel about a.nd m likely to respond to
participative policies. This was i.ntondad to help illuminate any dis-

. crepmcios which appeared to occur botmn policy and practice at CanRail,
’ uhich in twrn could be mmestivo of participation experiences elsewhere,

Bacause of the importance which has long been attributed to hier-
archical statua 1n influencing ormmtion mba:s oaperiences and
attitudes towards participation (Fleishman, 1953 HIL1 & Hut, 1973;

-Holter, 1965; Kats, 1951; Lowin, 1968; Rousseau), the study focused on
people at four organintion l%;ﬁla ,

Itnsa.laohopodtonrovidotha&nﬁaﬂhopuir%w and per-
haps mandkement elsewhere, with 1nfomtion and idess which will help
_ them“to overcomes ;moblmhtm pu'ficlp.tion policies.

I

\J

D. Roua.rch gg_o_stiou

1. What attitudes do people of different rank in the CanRail
Repair Company hold towards participation as defined by the investigatop?
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k, 3.:"What discrepancies, ifiqu are there in people s attitudes

towards partlclpatlon and 1ﬁ§what they endorse in prin01ple and endorse
in practice’ ,
b, What explanatlons of existing att1tudes and discrepancies can

: be suggested’

.y E._Significance of the Study

. Recent ieseﬁ;chers in this area have indicated a need for more infor-
':ﬁmauion about attitudes towards participation. For example, Jago states
that "further descxiptive research exploring managers' underlylng be-
»'liefs coneerning ‘the use of participation . . . is also warranted (1978,

493) Moreovq;, although non-managerial workers' attitudes are the
fbcus of psfticlpa;ion pollCles, this rank of organizatlon has often
r¥been'excluded from recent research in the area--an omission which the
present study should help to remedy. The study was also intended to‘
remedy a pau01ty o¥ 1nformat10n about Canadian attitudes toward workers'
pattlcipatlon. |

“In addltlon to aldlng the appraisal of participation policies at

the CanRail Repalr Company itself, the findings may be used as a source

og problem—solving suggestions for use in other organlzatlons.

‘; .
;_*. c -

F. Nature and Scope of "the Study - _ ;~f”ﬁ

"
N

The premlse determlnlng the method used in this study was that, in
order to understand people s actual or likely responses to complex situ-
ations (such as those which offer opportunities for workers to partici-
| pate in dec151on—mak1ng), it is necessary to try and grasp the meanlng |
of those sltuations to them. To accomplish this requiies a methodology

of first-hand, face-to-face communication between subjects and researcher.




Rather than seekieg small amounts of data from many subjects.(as done in
sampie surveys and quantitati#é methods using\inferential statistics),
the subtle nature of the research questions required that inferences be
drawn from as many indicators of each subject'’s attitudes as possible
 (Cronbach, 1975; Giorgi, 1970), automatically reducing the scope of the
study.

The investigation was undertaken at the CanRail Repair Company, a
pseudonym employed at the company's request to remain anonymous. This
company is a unit, operating in Edmonton, Alberta, of a national rail-
road organization. Its function 1s the maintenance and repaié of rail-
cars and diesel engines within éhe "mountain”" region of Canada. Senior
management in the unit report to a general superintendéht in Edmonton
(who also oversees several éther such units), but the ultimate authority
* in the company lieé in the head office in Montreal. The situation is
analagous to that of a branch company in a large, privately-owned
corporate conglomerate. Major deéiéions such as budgets, contract
negbtiations, and technical standards are made in Montreal, while deci-
sions relating only to the plant ..:zelf are'made locally.

CanRail itself is evenly divided into two .major departments which
are housed in separate buildings ~n the same site. One department is

responsible for diesel engines and the other for railroad boxcars. In

sors, each Supervisor work=

The organization chart is showns

terms of the rank definitions outlined below, each of these two divisions

‘has its own executives, managers, and su >\;;\g\\\\\
ing with a team of unionized émploy 8. V
in Appendix I.

S

For the past seven years, management personnel at all levels have

been receiving cbmpany training relevant to participation. In particular,

-



the "business values" and "interaction management"” courées that the com-
paﬁy provides are aimed at making management aware of workers' needs.
The company makes the working assumption that pafticipation increases
‘morale and efficiency, although there is no "official" definition of
partiqipation; rather it ié the case that management at all levels are
quite definite about their view that the company favours something that
they all refer to as "participation." "

CanRail management have not reaped as many benefits as they had
hoped for in terms of improved productivity and reduced symptoms of
worker .d.;.ssatisfaction. For example, the Car division, which at the
time of the study employed 489, hired 228 people in 1979, while 211 re-
signed. 1In addition to this high turnover rate, management Las been
concerned with a hiéh absenteeism rate, and with what they perceive to
be a general lack of enthusiasm for work and other problems linked with
low morale. The company agreed to the present study partly in the hope

of having some light thrown on the problem.

G. Limitations and Assumptions

Since this was not a quantitative study, or a study of causal re-
1ationship§; the informatidn cannot be generalized into precise scienti-
fic predictions. It merely aims to grasp the meaniné of parficipation
to membefs of one organization and to interpret those findings in the
1ight of several explanatory concepts. Although the findings may be
used to raise possiQilities and questions about people and participation
elsewhere, it cannot be ‘assumed that they provide answers to other cﬁm—
panies' problems.

Because‘the Canadian and Unite& States economic systems have simi-

lar structures, functions and general objectives, it was assumed that



analytical ideas which arose from the American experiE?ce would for all
practical purposeS'Berapplicable to a stud of Canadians' attitudes.

The use of two instruments was based on the assumption that re-
quiring subjects to make choices in simulated situations would give a
more realistic picture of thei; attitudes than could have been obtained
by the use of some traditional method such as scoring their responses
on attitude scales. '

It is also assumed that there is no single "correct" definition of
participation. As the review of the liierature shows,bdefinitions vary
in several important respects; since the point of the study was to ascer-
tain how CanRail people defined it:»the function of the definition adop-
ted by the investigator was mefely to provide a ciear ﬁoint‘of compari-
son. Similar‘limitations apply to references to power, and to the par-
ticipation hypothesis. It was not necessary to assume the validity or
~ otherwise of any/parﬁicular formulation, since the aim 6f the siudy was
to ﬁnderstand what model of participation was endorsed by people of

different rank.

H. Definition of Terms

1. Participation is defined as any mode of organizational decision-
making i; which workers fully share with maﬂagement power over their own
activities. This definition is derived from Lowin (1968), into which
has been incorporated Pateman's distinction (1970) between "true" par-
ticipation and such procedures as consultation—-which involves no modifi-
cation of orthodox power structures. it also corresponds to participa-
tion as described in Miles's Human Resources model (1965). o

> Decision-making is dsfined as’the combined activities of (a)

identifying a problenm, (b) considering alternative solutions, and



(c) deciding to act on one of them (Tannenbaum & Schmidt, 1958).

3. Power is defined as the positional ability to limit or elimi-
nate human\choices (Bierstedt, 1950). Major categories have been sugges-
ted in the litera.tm-e to denote v&rying degrees of power-sharing in
ma.na.gement, such as Tannenbaum and Schmidt's seven classifications (1958)
‘and Vroom and -Yetton' 8 decision methods (1974) which were used in this
study. ‘The study is concerned with that degree of power-sharing in
which the entire process of decision-making about employees' work is *
shared between ma.ziagement and workers,

4, "Rank is defined as the position occupied by an individual in
the organization's formal power hierarchy. A minimum of three ranks
would have been needed for this study; the workers who éta.nd to gé.in
power, their supervisors whose foles would be radically redefi.nei and
management personnel above them in the hierarchy. In view of findings
that first-level supervisors' responses were strongly affected by the
attitudes of thei:.; own iliunediata superic;rs, a disfinction was also made
between middle-level managers to whom ‘sﬁpexjvisors report and higher
management (Barberf 1973; Cartwright, 195§; Fleishman, 1973; Pelsz, 1952;
and Tosi & Carrol, 1976). The four ranks used in the study’ are defined

3

as follows:- ) a
"(a) A worker is a person engaged directly in the productiotlz of
goods or services who supervises no-one. A /

(b) A supe.ﬁrisor is a person who holds a position ith‘He .fi.rst
line of management and supervises workers while not being\prima.rily‘
engaged in the production of goods or services, -

(c) A manager is a person to ‘whom supervisors report and who holds
a position at or equivalent to depe&*tment-head level.

/ .
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(d) An executive is a person to whom people at manager level and
above réport, and who carries responsibility for the operation of a
whole orgﬁnizational unit.

These categories have been adapted from Brinkerhoff (1972) and
Blake and Mouton (1968). All the subjects were classified into one of
these four discrete categories on the basis of the organizational chart
and their own job descriptions. .

5. Attitude is defined as a predisposition to respond in a parii—
cular manner with respect to a given stimulus, and includes four compo-
nents: (a) cognitions, or beliefs about what is fact; (b) affect, or
positive and negative emotions or feelings; (d) evaluations, or judg-
ments about what ought or ought not to be; and (d) frame of féference,”
or a person's perceptual field in relatién to him-‘of herself.

As Giorgi points out, the relations petween the elements of mental
1ife are not causal (1970, p. 25); people's experience of the world
entails an ongoing synthésis of thqse elements into a meaningful whole.
In order to uriderstand how people respond to participation‘pélicies, we
need to understand first what the complex whole of this concept means
to them. It}would be imgosﬁible to precisely measurs attitudes defined
in this vay:’ In this study, people's attitudes towards participation
were inferred from their tresponses to direct questions during the inter-

_viewsignd to the simulated\problem situation instrument.
_ , v

\

I. Outline of the Thesis

Chapter 2 consists of a review of literature whiéh is related to
how people might define participé%iqﬁ, and to the relevance of attitudes
to participation in practice. Chapter 3 describes the stuéy's design and
procedures.‘,fhe results bf the §£udy, in the form of answers to three

L4
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of the research questions, are presented in Chapter 4, éhapter 5 contains

a ‘summary, conclusions (relating to the fourth research question in par-
ticular), and recommendations.
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Chapter 2. Review of the Literature

A. Participation in Theory

1. Introduction. In work organizations, the exercise of power was

tra.ditioﬁ'ally seen"as the ""'1ifebloodv of administration" (Hodgkinson,
1971). Problems of coordinating the myriad individual specialized tasks
_ within lla.rge ‘organizations were often deemed best solved through the
strict, cenpralized controls embodied in a hierarchical arrangement of
relationships, "each lower office under the control and supervision of a
higher one" (Weber, 1968). Such an arrangement involves both the use of
powei' in order to suppress behaviour that is deemed by the powerful to
interfere with the attainment of orga.nizationa.l goa.ls (Bennis, Berkowitz,
Affm:.to & Malone, 1958), and the imposition of controls by those in
the upper levels who a.ttempt to eliminate uncertainty in organization per-
formance because it is they who are held accountable for it.
This pe:;:ception of m&na.gement's function has often led in pra.ctice |
to the continual monitoring, check:ng and judging of subordinates by
"superiors in the hierarchy. The corollary of such a management style,
as Argyris shows, is the requirement that non-managerial employees be
"subordinate, passive, and dependent on the ooss for rewards, penalties,
and directions" (1962, p. ). which is held to be incompatible with the
satio}actj.on of human needs .:- self-determination, reduces employees'
satisfaction in work, and res . - in "organizational decision-making
(being) . . . primarily adaptive rather than rational" (1962, p. 49).
The effects of this relative powpleSsness upon[employees have long been
documented and analyzed; they include ;'antagonistic adaptive activities"
+(Argyris, 1962, p."Ajl&) such as decreased responsibility, loss of commit-
ment to work, snort-time perspective, inefficiency, go-slows, wastefulness,’

A%
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work errors, absenteeism, stealing, high turnover and grievance rates, and
inflexibility (Coch & French, 1948; McGregor, 1974; and Pateman, 1970).
While the lack of decision-making power over théir own lives among =
individuals in hierarchical organizations has been seen to cause all these
problems, policies which involve the opposite treatment ofABmployees
(such as providing opportuni£ies for autonomy or participation in decision-
making) hﬁve often been deemed the logical counter-measures. Such poli-
ies are based on a very genergl notion that is often referred to as the
' icipation hypothesis, which may be summarized thus: Providing wor-
kers whth opportunities for participation in decision-making about their
work will'lead them to perform their jobs better and to feel more satis-
faction (Bl:ﬁp?rg, 1968). W
In view of\{?is, it would seem logical to exﬁect tﬁat?pérticipation
pglicies would only remedy the effects of powerlessness tgﬂtpp extent that
* they devolve power; but many theorists and 6rganizations"define partici-

pation in ways which involve no power-sharing at all.

2. Participatisn, In this study, participation has been -defined
as any mode of o;ganizatioﬁal decision-making in which workers fully
share with management power over their own activities.. ‘

Holter's research suggests this is a meaningful definition'in terms
of what workers themselves actually desire when ﬁhey ask for more "parti-
cipation." His survey of 1,128 employees in 18 establishments showed
‘that the large majority of workers wanted "to participate more im deci-
~ sions affecting their own work" (1965, p. 5010. This definition also
matches Miles's Human Resources model (1965), whereby organizational

efficiency is maximized by utilizing all workers' abilities.
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Most of the studies whose findings are genaraily supportive of the
participation hypothesis employ definitions wﬁich are similar to this
one in respect of the essential elementxreducing power or control §ver
workers' activities.

The earliest studies to be unéertaken in a systematic way were
those of the University of Michigan in the 1940's and 1950's. The con-
cept of "general" supervision employed there involved a set of behaviours
by which supervisors allowed subordinates to participate in making and
_ implementing decisions about their work; they could use their own ini-
tiative and had freedom fréﬁ the continuous, close scrutiny and control
characteristic of "close" supervision. Kahn and Katz (1953) report on
several studies they‘unﬁertook in order to observe the effects on pro-
ductivity and morale of these two super%ision styles; in one of these,

* "olose"” style supervisors in an insurance company had sections which
were significantly less productive than supervisors who used "general"
supervision. as they described the opposite style.

Another early and 1mportant study was Bavelas' 1948 comparison of
productivity rates among sewing machine operators at the Harwood Company.
He found that operators who were permitted to set their own production
goals were decisively more efficient than those who were not. Lawrence
and Smith replicated this study in 1955 and confirﬁed the findings.
 Similarly, Babchuck and Goode's study of Detroit clothing salesmen
(1951) showed that self-determination (involving freedom to plan work,
to re—a:range the division of labour, and to effect self-discipline on
a group basis) resulted in significant increases in both productivity
and morale. Katz, Maccoby and Morse found statistically significant

differences in both productivity and morale of clerical workers super-
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vised with or without the assumption that they were "people capable of
taking some responsibility”; supervisors who believed this spent much of
their time setting up optimum conditions for workers an@ left details of
how and when to do the ubik to workers themselves (1950, p. 350).‘

Many researchers have demonstrated that decision-making power and
freedom from hierarchical controls over their production“tehded to in-
creass both efficienc& and satisfaction, however these concepts have
been defined in the different studies, although the exact causal links
have not been shown. For example, Coch and French showed this in their
1948 study of reactions to change in production methods at a pajama fac- .
tory; French, Ross, xiri:y, Nelson and Smythe found the same pattern ten
years later (1358); and a more tecent study of non-managerial workers
by Stone showed a pdsitive relationship between "the affective résponse
an individual has to chaiacteristics of his job" and job enrichment which
provides "relativei& higgfdegrees o{;variety and autonomy" (1976, p. 166).
Blauner's survey of the job satisfé&tion'literature (1960) revealed thﬁt
the greatest single factor associated with high job satisfaction was
decision—making power and absence from controls over the use of one' sA
time and movement, or the- organization of one's environment. o

" A comparison of the exact activities by which the concept of parti-
cipation was operationalized in these studies shows that they entail
vgrying degrees of power-sharing. Several theorists have proposed
continua along which decision-making activities may be ranged in accor-
dance with degrees of relative influwence by supervisors and worke;s,
‘such as Yukl's Decision-Centralization continmmum (1971), fannenbaum and

Schmidt's measures of Participative Decision-Making (1958), Park's



Satisficing-Plus Séa.le (1978), and Vroom and Yetton's Normative Model
of ten Decision Methods (1973). None of these models lend themselves
to empirical testing because of the complexity and uncontrollability of
the various factors between which functional relationships are proposed,
but they have practical value for management working on the ”a.ssumption

that the participation hypothesls is essentially true.
3. Pseudoparticipation. There 1ls a considerable number of studies

in which participation is defined in psychological terms, with stress
upon making woi:kers feel involvedl with their work. Such definitions of
participation exclude power-sharing, or include only decision-making
about matters which are irrelevant to the real issues of power distri-
butﬁ.on at work. As Lowin says, "the whole point about industrial parti-~
cipation is that it ixi;ro;yes a modificatit;ﬁ of the orthodox authority
structure” (1968, p. 69). To use a definition of participation which
by-passes the idea that power over workers through decision-making about
their wo_rk should no longer be the exclusive domain of management is to
miss the essence 01; the problem of workers' alienation, and for this

reason such definitions have sometimes been referred to as pseudo-

participation.
Much of the empirical research which uses such a definition appears

%o be aimed at establishing which conditions are most likely to increase
‘workers' satisfaction and eﬁ;gigwﬁmdﬁ/ﬁiiﬁdﬁ;ﬁgng what is
i.@i;pitly regarded 'é;s«;x/xagenent's Irerogative, namely, power. Thus

J 7pa.rticipa.tion is studied as a mgmnt technique to persuade workers

to accept goals and activities which have been predetermined by manage-

ment. The actual behaviour described by the words "workers' participa-

tion"” range in these studies from a w@y passive role for workers--

L3 . -
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they are given the right to receive information (Nias, 1973, p.: 79) -~
_ through more active roles, such as having the right to protest deci-
sions, make suggestions and become mvolved in pr:i.or ' consultatjon, -
| although ‘their dscisiona are not subsequently binding upon ma.nagement
(Blumberg, 1968, p. 70). |

Management literature is replete with such definitions. For
example, March and Simon define participation in terms of "accepting .
a.uthority" (1958, p. 90), which is to give the word quite a different
mea.ning to the customary one. Tannenbaum a.nd Ha.amik define partici-
,patipn in the following way: "Subordinates can pa:ovida a.nd diacusa
with their manager information with respect toth to relevant alterna-
tives and to the consequences attendant on specific alterna.tive;. In
so doing, they are participating in the managerial decision-making
process" (1963, p. 461). This perception of hierarchical power rela-
tions as somehow "na.tu:ﬁil to work orsa.niza.tions, with its tatrtological

™~
discussion of "management™ decision-making, has often been inplicitly\

adopted in practice. , _
Thus, although practice and ressarch in this category falls under

EEETN

,, the rubric of "participation,” it differs flmda.nenta.lly ﬁ:on the
definition adopted in the present study. It is hardly necessary to* .
point out that there is a great difference betmn being petnlttoq to
try and influence someone else's decisions about one’s work and being
able to detemine the outcome oneself. Nevea:theless, some studies '
‘suggest that even pseudoparticipation n&‘sonetines increase morale,
and even produc-tivityl, .a:.'t least .in the short run For example,
. Wickert found that "pa.rt."wipa;.ion” (nhich entailed "feelings of ego

involvement in the day-to-day operations of the company”) was inversely

1?7
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related to turnover among iglepkmne operators (1951, p. 185). As with
other pseudoparticipation policies, the stress :Ln this company was upon
mking workm feel as though they were involved. Perhaps worksers

react favorably to such treatment in the short run because of its con-
trast with autocratic treatment, but since they are not given a share
in the real control over their activities there are no long-term
bené}its to be reaped. Peld”s study confirms the viaw-that pseudo-
mrticipation has no long-term benefits; participation was not consi-
dered meaningful by workers un]aesa the supsrvisor could deliver on the
expectations created by feelings of autonomy (1952); similarly,
Cartwright found that workers resent supervisory practices which dele-
gate non-existent power (1959).

Pseudoparticipation studies are, nevertheless, relevant to an
understanding of what participation means to people in business and
industry, many of whom have been exposed to a variety of ideas mas-
querading as a single concept. As Strauss points out (1963). formal \
policies are often pursued in terms which cloud the besic realitiss of ;
the influence process. Miles's studies of nnagera" a.ttifudea towards
perticipation show that "thers ssems to be a great deal of confusion
about what has been sold and what has been bought. Managers do not
appsar to have accepted a single, logically consisté;rt c{mcept of
participation” (1979, p. 291). ’

4. Human Relstions or Human Resources. Miles has suggested that
in mliti managers operate with both the above types of purtioipn.tién
definitions, in effect endorsing true participation for themselves as
_ subordinates while operating with pseudoparticipation for poople below

them in the hisrarchy. Although he does not use this terminology,
.- !




19

Bl

these two approaches correspond to the two distinct models of the
part1c1pation hypoth351s that he suggests are in operation, even though
the managers themselves may not be aware Of‘lt. Since these two models
were found useful in interpreting the results of this study, they will
be outlined briefly here.

‘ The Human Relations model of partioipation, which corresponds to
the notion of pseudoparticipatiof employed here, implicitly postulates 7
the following chain of causal relationships: Pa.rticipa.tion (i.e.

making workers feel a "useful and important part of the overall.effort")
‘leads to improved satisfaction and morale, whioh in turn lowers resis-~
_tance to formal authority, consequently improving the attainment of
- pre-set goals. In this model; improved morale is regarded as a nece-
ssary and suffioient condition of improved job performance; no reduction
in control over workersi activities is entailed, for "participation . _.
is v1ewed as a lubricang which oils away r351stance to formal authorlt;ﬁv
(1979, p. 294). The objectives of managers continue to be the same
control over workers that exists’in the old autocratic model, but they
do not acknowledge this, perhaps because social pressures requiré that
" they "reject traditional, autocratic concepts of leadership and control"
(2979, ». 291).

o
In contrast, the Human Resources model postulates the following

causal chain: Participation (i.e. drawing on workers' capacity for
self-directed, self-controlled behdyiour, using their creative problem-
solving abilities to the full).enables the total human resources of the
~organization to be utilized and therefore results in improved quality
of dooision-making and conirol over objectives; A by-product of this

process is likely.to be improved,workers"satiSfaction and mornle; it
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certainly can be expected to foster an atmosphere which is supportive
of creatiﬁe mroblem-solving. A radical modification of orthodox power
structures would clearly be involved in the application of this modei.
Appendix ITI provides a ‘summary of the assumptions, practices and rationale
for each model.

Miles suggests thaf, whatever the official policy of an organiza-
tion may be, managers are inclined to adopt the Human Re%ations model
of participation because (a) "they frequently doubt their subordinates'
capacity for self-direction and self-control, and their ability to con-
tribute creatively to departmental decision-making” (1979, p. 297);

(b) they have mi;interpreted the work of acadeémic theorists because the
latter have themselves “treated participatioq in an inconsistent manner;
aﬂd (c) organization policy often regardsparticipation as an "ought,"
iather than a "must," so th;t the manager succeeds in merely paying
lipservice to it (1979, p. 301). ,

If discrepancie§/do’occur between official policy and actual prac-'
tice, these sugges{;;ns would help to ekplain why. The next section
~eviews theiliierature pertaining to attitudes towards participation
in practice,.in particular relatiné to discrepancies bétween what orga-

nizations intend and what actually seems to occur.

B. Attitudes towards Participation

~Several investigators have found that lower- and middle-management,
accustomed to a controlling role, and sometimes lacking in knowledge
of how to supeivise in an altermative style, are psychologically resis-
tant to the power-sharing involved in participation (Fleishman, 1953;
Shultz, 1964; Barber, 1973; McClelland & Burmham, 1976; Mills, 1978).




9 : 21

It appears that when power is exercised by some individuals over
others, the relatively powerful are likely”to'experience an emotional
attachment tc”power itself. Martin and Sims (1974) showed how this
tendency was manifested in behaviour by executives who used their rank
to strengthen.and enhance their own position rather than to further
organization goals. McClelland and Burnham (1976) found that all 50
of the manaéqrs they studied claimed to be motivated by a need to
"influence bthers for the good of the whole organization," yet an
indirect measure of their attitudes showed that 22 per ceﬁt of those
managers who were rated "poor" by subordinates used power coercively
or in an authoritarién ménner, apparently motivated by a need for per-
sonal aggrandisement. Batt and Weinberg, reviewing the progress of o
industrial democracy in the United States, perceived that "one of the
first lessons is that joint effortg require modification of deep-seated .
attitudes . . . only a relatively few managers .+ . have been willing
to recast themselves as cooperative problem;solvers“" (1979, »p. 160).
Shul‘ ~'s analysis-of factors operating in the application of the Scan-
lon Plan concluded that participation is only successful "if management
"at all levels is willing to face critiéism"; he found that the major
ébstacle to success was "resistance by supervisors" due to their initial
loss of prestige and authority (1964, p. 52).

But workers themselves have also been shown. to have somefimes
less than enthusiastic attitudes towards pa.;rticipa.tion in practice.
Years of relative powerlessness in hieiarchical organizations db not
apparently produce employees who are either attitudinally or behaviour-
ally equipped for participafion unless they have suitable training, or

unless their job security can be assured them (Bennis, et al, 1958;
7 .



Tannenbaum & Massarik, 1963; Mulder & Wilke, 1970; McGregor, 1974; and
Foy & Gadon, 1976). Pateman (1970) observed that years of working in
an environment which enforces dependence usually trains vorkers to
behave appropriately, so that workers need both time and education to
adjust their behaviour to any radically different arrangement.

The reiationship between hierarchical position and attitudes to
participation has been of interest to many investigators. Pateman
showed that there was an inter-relationship between the "authority
structures of institutions and the psychological quslities and asti-
tudes of individuals" (19%0, p. 27), and McDonnell (1976) found that
the type of decision being made (particularly whether or not it prima-
rily affected empl8yees personally) was related diffefentially to the
attitudes téwards participation of individuals at different organiza-
tion levels. Jago found that "systematic task differences implicit in
hierarchical differentiation” were closely related to‘"participative
leader behavior" (1977, p. 2921B). Heller and Yukl's study of senior
managers in industry focused on the influence of seyeral variables,
one of which was "authority level in the organization," upon g;o mea-
sures of participation ‘(one being responses to a questionnaire about
their own decxs1on-mak1ng behav1our,kand ‘the other a set of decision
items in ﬁhich subjects were asked uhicﬁ decisions were appropriate
for management). They found significant differences in both attitude
and reported behazibur between three levels of management (1976, p. 246).
Lowin concluded after an extensive critique of related evidence that
the attitudes and beha.viom:s -of organization members that are relevant

* to participation are linked to their positions in the hlerarchy (1968,

p. 69).
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The distribution of power within the ofganization as a whole has
repeatedly been seen as relevant to the success of participation poli-
cies. For example, Thorsrud and Emery (1963) concluded that the success
of participation could not be achieve& simply by establishing policies
formally; attitudes at all orgﬁnization levels were Qrucial; This
difficulty has also been observed in B;itish'indﬁstry by Barber, where
line managers "often find their own persohéi roles to be curiously
agbivalent and insecure"”; even though they themselvgs often attempt to
"fundamentally reappraise their own attitﬁdes to pSHer," organ}zation
policy is still issued from the top, together with paradoxical direc-
tives to extend particifation in order to fully comply with the 1971
Indusfrial Relations Act; thi; causes line managefs to be "reactive
and defensive” (1973, p. 300). Tosi and Carroll point to similar
difficulties in North America; "unless they have the-aﬁp;ovai of their
superiors, lower-level managers cannot legitimately,influence goal
levels and action plans" (1976, p. 325). '

éeveral inyestigators have suggested that the efféééiveness of
workers' participation depen&s directly on the attifﬁdes of the‘sﬁperb
visor's own superior. Kahn and Katz found that‘the efféctivehess of
participation "is by no means determinea at the first level of super-
vision," but always tends to reflect the desires of their superiors
(1953, p. 560). Scott (1952) pointed out that members' perceptions of
these powver structures were at least és important as thg formal organi-
zatioh_charts,‘ Fieishman designed a survey at International Harvester
to study the relationship between forgken's behaviour and attitudes
towards participation on.the one hand, and the expectations of the

foremen's own supervisors on the other. He discovered a "chain reaction

L3
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effect"; because foremen continued to use "the shortesi path to appro—\
val by the boss," even after training for participative management.
Since the higher up people were in the plant hierarchy the less free-. -
dom from structure they felt workers should get, the leadership climate
at the very top was the main determinant of whether or not attempts at
participation succeeded (1953, pp. 215, 218).

Vertical resistance of this sort may be compounded by horizontal
resistance to participation policies. For example, Blumberg reports
an experiment undertaken in an American toy factory in which the hiéha
productivity and earnings of a group of workers given complete control
over their work conditions (e.g. speed of conveyor belt, equal authority .
to "superiors" in planninglwork) occasioned such.resentment among more
skilled workers and the engineers that the experiment was abandoned.

As Blumberg states, this suggests that conditions in the.organization
as a whole must not_mitiéate against the participation; “workers'
control cannot survive in isolation" and is not likel} to be effective
if it is merely "an oasis in an authoritarian desert" (1968; p. 99).

It may therefore be suggested that, since the modifications of an
'organization’s power structure-thst participation policies necessarily
entail do affect people at all hierarcnical levels somewhat differently,
it is essential to understand the attitudes of people of different rank

in explaining the fate of any particular such policy.

'C. Methodology

Most past research related to participation appears to have had as
its goal, at least implicitly, some contribution to a general theory of

participation, seeking general laws about conditions under which in-
creased psrticipation leads to increased efficiency and satisfaction .



among workers. Several variables have been identified as significant,
and much work has been done in trying to establish causal links between
them, and to specify conditions under which those relations hold true.

But there are some serious problems which such an approach en-
tails, especially where attitudes have been studied. Since generaliza-
tions have had to be based on clearly refutable empirical referents,
and since the complexities of human mentality are so great, when re-
searchers have reduced them to manageable operational categories the
concepts embedded in them have become so narrdw that they are almost
useless when applied to events in the real world.

As Glorgi points out, in real 1life the basic unit of study is the
total reaction of a whole self to situations; mental life is a "func-
tional unity which cannot be reduced or built up theoretically out of
non-functional units" (1970, p. 25) In most research concerned with
attitudes towards participation, attitudes have been operationally-
_defined in some manner such as "the -sum of responses to statements
scored on the Likert scale." The more tbat a subject expresses agree-
ment with items such as "Good supervisors should consult workers," the
more she or he is deemed to have a favourable attltude towards parti-

cipation. But in reality subjects' responses to every item on such an

instrument are likely to be conditional on many unknown, important and
‘highly variable factors, sucb as the variety of imagined situations,
personalities in the, scenarios envisaged, the mood of respondents, and
so on. Therefore on the basis of such procedures as these, there is
no useful sense in which "scientific" conclusions about subjects' res-
ponses to different participation opportunities in the real worla can

‘be made, v



It can also be claimed that pursuit of scientism has prevented
many previous researchers in fhis field from producing accurate knowl-
edge about real events which can be used for short-run monitoring and
control of actual work situations. To successfully explain, predict
>or influence »people's‘react'ions to p_a.rticipation policies, we need an
understanding of individuals' unique perceptions and interpretations
of the even%s to which such policies give rise.. As”Cronbach points
out, reasonable goals for academics are "to assess local events accu~
rately" and to "develop explanatory cdncepts" to help practitioners
monitor responses to policies aﬁﬁ cboose their actions wisely (1975,

p. 126).

’ Cfonbach also demonstrates the impossibility of trying to establish
empirical generalizations about complex pﬁenoména (such as participa-
tionj)"in a world in whic? most éffects are interactive" (1975, p. 121).
As with ali other attempts to establish general theofies of human beha-
viour, trying to pin down the exact~conditions under which the partici-

pation hypothpsis holds true would reqﬁire'impossibly huge factorial

designs, for it is impossible to specify all the situational variables,

to account for the endless per§onal'di££erénceé[ or to measure (or even
to detect) the interaction bétween per;onal and situational variables.,
In view of this, it is not surprising that af¥empts to build a
general theory capable of predicting failure or success with participa-
tion, or of prescribing fixed treatments to guarantee success in any
situation, have not amounted to much If we wish to go beyond very
vague generalizations (such as that the success of workers' partlclpa;
tion depends upon people's attitudes), we have no choice but to study

one particular situation thbroughly, one partiéulé;_manifestation of
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- participatiqn, describing and trying to understand events in that con-
text only. qSuch an understanding could poesibly then in its turn be
suggestive of what might occur in other settings.. An exercise such as
this requires a qualitative methodology, such as the one used in the
present study, rather than the quantitative approach which has been

employed so, often in past studies of participation.

D. Summary
Existing studies suggest that participation defined in such a way

as to provide workers with opportunities to control their own working
‘existence through sharing in organizational decision-making can reason-
ably be expected to reduce the symptoms of powerleeanese it is 1ntended
to overcome only in the absence of resistance by organization members,
and only if matched with the appropriate modifications in the organi-
zation authority. structure. .

It also seems that organization members" responses to particular
participation policies tend to be influenced by the position that they
occupy in the hierarchy, and that management personnel in particular
are likely to create discrepancies between policy and practice, per— |
haps paying lipservice to participation while really defining it in
‘pseudoparticipation, or Human'Relations, ternms.

Explaining and monitoring attitudes and discrepanciesisuch as
these in any particular organization requiree‘an understanding of how
different people perceive participation; and this demands a qualitative
-methodology rather than the quantitative-treatment of data in reiation
‘to broad hypothesis, ae‘has been the case with much research in this

field to date (Giorgi, 1970).



Chapter 3. Description of the Study

A. Methodological Requirements

Since the purpose of the study was to understand people's attitudes
and any discrepancies, it was essential to use a resealrch method which
permitted in-depth, face-to-face communication with the investigator.
Moreover, because attitudes can only be.inferred from people's exrmessr
sions of them in words and actions, and because there is no simple
direct link between attitudes-and behaviour, it was important to se.--t

as sensitive an instrument as possible for gathering the information

o

required Because of the subtleties of attitudes and ambivalence, a
standard questionnaire would have been too restrictive and formal; it
was important not to impose an extermal structure on people's responses
so that the meanings which they themselves gave to the concept of par-
ticipation could be grasped (Giorgi, 1970). ‘

Furthermore, the tendency of people to answer'ouestions in what
they perceive to.be a socially desirable manner uas of special rele-
vance in plenning this study, in view of past researchers' findings
that managers in particular may pay lipservice to the value of partici-
pation while resisting it in practice. Standardized and formal ques- “
tions would not have enabled the investigator to probe for possible;
discrepancies, for example, between what people felt they ought to say
and what they truly thought.

For these reasons, it was necessary to choose elmethod of.gather-
ing information that would maximize the likelihood of candid expression,

at the same time as permitting the investigator to elicit views which

their might be a reluctance to express.

r
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B. Description of the Instruments

Two methods of gathering information weré used; one was an unstruc-
tured interview, and the other a simulated problem situation instrument.
The simulations were administered first, in order to reduce the tendency
for choices to be biased towards consistency with already expréssed

attitudes,
1. Unstructured interviews. The first step in the interview was

an explanation of what the interviewer meant by the term participation,
followed by a direct question about people's opinions and feelings about
it. Subsidiary comments and questions on this theme were to be provided
to help people explain their views, the precise content of each one de-
pending on the nature of answers already given by each person. Probes
were to be used to elicit information that was not volunteered, or to
_clarify points, especially when contradictions or inconsistencies were
noted. People's cpmménts were to be reflected back to them in the
interviewer's words uhéne;er it was felt necessary to check either
their validity or the interviewer's comprehension (Orenstein & Phillips,1978).
The second step of the interview was to ask what people perceived -

participation to be at CanRail, and to ascertain the;r feelings about
that. Again, subsidiary questions and reﬂe;ting back were to be used
to help people explain their attitudes towards existing policy and
practices. i

c 2, Simulationé, This instrument consisted of descriptions of Six
problem situations, for each of which people were asked to choose which
of four possible dgcision methods a supervisor should use in that
situation, and-to,expiain thei; choices as fully as possible. The

. wording of the descriptioné was as follows:



Situation 1. The supervisor of ten technical employees has been

informed by top management that the company has agreedkpq'lend two
technitians to an overseas affiliate for a period of six to eight
months. Thevforﬁal training and work experiénce of the ten employees
in this unit are very similar, and they could work interchangeably on
any project. This problem is complicated by the fact that the assign-
ment is in what is generally considered an undesirable location. The
groblem is to decide which two technicians will go. |

Situation 2. The supervisor of a large team of workers laying

buried cable in the far North has to estimate the expgqied rate of
progress in order to plan the @elivery of materials £o the next site.
He knows the terrain and it is a simple matter to calculate the earli-
est and latest times at which materiais and suppor£ facilities will be
needed at the next site. It is important that this estimate be reason-
ably accurate. Progress has been good so far, aﬁd tge workers stand
to receive a bonus if the project is completed ahead of scheduls.
Situation 3. The supervisor of 13 employees has received a direc-

~

tive from°top management thﬁp there must be an end to the present\prac-

tice of people taking coffee treaks at times to suit themselves. In
future, everyone is to take the ij—minute break at the same time. The
problem is deciding when the break will be.

Situation 4. The supervisor of an employee who has repeatedly been

turning up at work visibly drunk has already tried talking with him,
has issued several verbal and written warnings, andlhas now been asked
by some other employees to fire him. The problem is deciding what to

do.
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Situation 5. .The sales manager has to go along with the company's

decision to have every depart.ment's files put together in a new centra-

lized filiné depu'tment. ‘This manager has no knowledge about either

the present or the proposed filing system; the sales manager s secretary -

presently controls the sales depa.rtment files. She is willing and ex-
tremely competent a.lso pleased with the planned change and full of

N

ideas; Some of the files cafi have duplicates kept in the sales depart-

ht\é.fte\r the change, which represents a chance to reorganize and im-

prové the whole sales files system. The problem is how to reorganize

for the change. L

Situation 6. The supervisor. of the genea:al office in a large com-

pany is about to be transferred to another location and has to decide

which of her subordinates should be promoted to her job.
These situations were based on Finch, Jones and Litterer (1976,

pp. 154-6), and were constructed on the basis of Vroom and Yetton's

normative model (1973) which requires managers to recognize eight
situational or problem attributes which def.ermine the\ choice of the
most rational decision method selected from several possibilities by
means of following their decision~process flow cha.rt Appendi:lc III
summa.rizes these pu:oblem attributes and the decision flow chart, while"
Appendix v details the ten possible decision methods

Since the present study did not require as many distinctions of

decision method as Vroom and Yetton employed, their ten choices were

compressed, by -eliminating separate. methodg for dealing with group

and individual-décisions., The four decision nletho“d.s from which the
subjects in this study could choose were as follows:

%
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Method A. The supervisor solves the problem or makes the decisio_ri
alone, using information available to him/her at the time. (This cor-
responds to Vroom and Yetton's AI style.) |

Method B. . The supervisor obtains the necessary information from
subordinates, then decides the solution him/herself. S/he may or may
not tell mbom1m£qs what the problem is in getting information fx;om
them, but the problem is not discussed with them. (This co/rresponds '
with Vroom and Yetton's AII style.) o

Method C. The supervisor shares the problem with subordinates,
singly or in a g:r:oup getting their ideas and suggestions. Then s/he
makes the decision a.lcine, which may or may not reflect the subordinates’ ‘
influence. (This corresponds with Vroom and Yetton's CI and CII. -
styles. ) "
' Method D. The supervisor either delegates the decision-making
entirely, or shares the problem with one or more su'bordimtas. and
together they consider altexrnstive solutions a.nd attempt to reach agree-
ment. The supervisor acts rather like a clairperson a.nd does not try
to influence the subordinate(s) to adopt his/her own preferred solu-
tion. The supervisor is gming to accept any solution which has the

support o

bordinﬁ.t'es. (This corresponds with Vroom and Yetton's
DI styles.) | ' | |

Th _,oniy one .6f these dpéision methods which corresponds to paa.;ti- '
cipatibn-as defined in this study is Method D, Situations 1, 3 and 5
had problen attributes embedded in them so that they would be most -
effectively dea.lt with by Hethod D according to Vroom a.nd Yetton s
.criteria; the other situa.tions were not designed to require partici-

pation and were included to prevvent bias and to allow comparison of

o
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responses; The application of Vroom and-Yetton's decision-process flow

chart to the six situations used may be summarized as follows:

Situation 1.

Situation 2.

Situation 3.

Situation 4,

Situation 5.

Situation 6.

'C. _Instrument Validation - | .

HEE> QEYEHUOW> HwE> HE> > N>

|
?
|

i

Quality): No. Go to E.
Acceptance critical): Yes. Go to F.
Acceptance likely): No. Use GII.

Quality): Yes. Go to B.
Leader information): Yes. Go to E.
Acceptance critical): No. Use AT,

Quality): No. Go to E.
Acceptance critical): Yes. Go to F.
Acceptance likely): No. Use GII.

Quality): Yes. Go to B.
Leader information): Yes. Go to E.-
Acceptance critical): No. Use AI.

Quality): Yes.. Go to B.

Leader information): No. Go to C. _
Subordinate information): Yes. Go to D.
Structure): Yes. Go to E. :
Acceptance critical): = Yes. Go to F.
Acceptance likely): ‘No. Go to G.
Goal congruence): Yes. Use DI,
Quality): Yes. Go to B.

Leader information): Yes. Go to E..
Acceptance critical): Yes. Go to F.
Acceptance likely): Yes. Use AI.

The simulation instrument incorporates the logic of Vroom and

~ Yetton's model, of which the internal consistency has been empirically

validated by Vroom and Jago (1978) when they showed that decisions made

in ‘accordance with the model's rationality were indeed more effective

than those that were not. Several studies have supported both the in- -

ternal and the external validity of the model itself; these are re-

ported in Jago (1978).

Although the Vroom-Yetton model was designed for prescriptive use,.

to specify how leaders should behave if they are to make rational

5-1‘{} B}
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choices about participative decision-making, it lends itself to investi-
gations like Jago's (1978) and the present one, for it covers descrip-
tive questions of how leaders actually do behave in different situations.:
In Jag's 1978 study, “resp0nses were examined to determine respondents'
use of situational cues and the degree to which this use conforms to
the normative principles.” The same procedure was used in this study.

Since it has been suggested that there may be some resistance among

- management personnel to participation, this instrument enabled the in- -

vesiigator to compare the decision choices of people at CanRail with
those which conformed to the model. To the extent that they differed,
there was a clue thﬁt "affective reactions to situations may interfere
with cognitivé processing in real managerial decisions” (Jago, 1978,
p. 480), thereby alerting the investigator to the need for further

probes.1

-

With respect to the validity of information obtained during the un-
structured interviews, probes and reflective summaries helped to ensure
this. In casea?where.people's expressed opinions were not consistént

with thébr responses to the simulation, this did not invalidate infor-

mation collected by either method, since the discrepancies themselves

Were a major focus of the study.

b L]

&,

1. For example, the only "rational" decision method for Situation
5 is Method D, among other reasons because it would be gquite impracti-
cal for the manager to acquire all the secretary's knowledge needed to -
analyse the situation (as s/he would have to for Methods A, B or C).
A subject insisting vehemently that a secretary "shouldn't tell the
boss what to do" (as one did) can be expected to be making unwarranted
cognitive assumptions based on rank (and maybe sex, too) and/or to be

- reacting to emotions or values., Such responses as this one contain

many leads into which an investigator may probe in order to understand

the subject's attitudes better. 5
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Maximum effort wés made to avoid experimenter bias by giving no
clues to the investigator's own attitudes; no matter what views were
expressed, they were treated with equal acceptance. In addition,.the
investigator's neutrality regarding people's opinions was clearlf éta-
ted,. even though in praétice it was something of a struggle to m#intain.
This bias was also likely to have been overcome in part by the comple-
xity of the simulations and the explanaiion of the study given po the
subjects; they were given honest but incomplete information which was
'inten@ed to induce them to focus their attention on evaluating‘the situ-
ations rather than on evaluating their own attitudes~-in the manner
suggested by Dawes (1972).

" McClelland and Burnham (1976) reported that experimenter bias was
apparent when they used direct questionnaires about attitudes to power- -
sharing, but they also found that a more indirect measure (analyzing
'hypothétical situations in‘a similar way to the present stu&y;s method)
yielded different résults,'presum§bly mﬁre candid ones. The use of two
measuf%s in the present study should have helped to uncover this bias
and make it amenable to study. Hoffman‘points out (1974) that managers'
responses to situations constructed on the. basis of Vroom and Yetton's
model are likely to reflect their_ﬁrue atfitudes to participation be-
cause indi#iduals who are unaﬁle to perceive situational cues embedded
in the instrument are also likely to miss them in.reél‘l;fe. |

Boﬁh of the instruments used in this study were submitted to a panel
of experts, in the manner of a mini-pilot study. The recommendations
of the first two experts were shared with the others, who concurred -
.with chﬁhgeslbefore they werefincorporated‘into the final instrument

”(and‘hence before they were validated). The modifications concerned



clarifications of Situations 3 and 5, the order of procedure, and the
method of reéording data: Once the experts had completed this instru-
ment and had discussed the reasons for their choices in comparison with
the normative model, they all ;;pressed a belief that it would give a
valid picture ofrpeople's predispositions to react in similar ways to
participation in real life.
In order to benefit fromAas much relqvant expertise as poSsible,
‘ the panel of eleven experts was composed of peqple from each rank used
in the study: Two executives (a vice president of a manufacturing
company and the owner of a small wh&lesale company); three managers
(a university associate dean, a mortgage department manager, and the
production manager of a public company); three supervisors (of.éh auto-
repair shop, a government office; and‘a social research unit); and three ﬁ&
workers research and ﬁroduction). In addition, the instruments \

1)

were scrutinized by two university professors.

D. Selection of Subjects

Relevant facts about the CanRail Repair Company are given in Chap-
ter 4. The advantages of having chosen this organization are as
follows: \\\

(a) Rather than studying a sample of people from a range of diffe-
rent orgﬁnizations, all the subjects in this study work within the same
stfucture,.experience similar management policies, and are all concerned
with the same production. This makes it easier to compare apd contrast
experiences and attitudes. | . ,
| (b) CanRail has been promoting participafion for about seven years.
This meant that éubjects were familiar witﬁ the concept and had experi-

enced some form of participation. -

\ ’ _ 4
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(c) CanRail fits the classic hierarchical model in its formal struc-
ture, so that it was possible to observe the problems of trying to im-
plement policles which, in theory at least, modify orthodox lines of
authority.

(d) The people working in this organization presented a wide range
of years worki;g, ages, and level of skill.

CanRail was not perfect for the study. It.ié_not an entirely auto-
nomous entity, but rather a semi-autonomous local unit within the struc-
tﬁre of a large, national organization. Ideally, inte;views with those
at the top of the policy-making hisrarchy (in Eastern Canada) should
have been undertaken. Nonethelesg, CanRail's lack of complete autonomy
is typical of many other compahies' experiences of ever-expanding con-
glomerate ownership anducontrbl.

It was'nét necessary to ensure randomness of the.samplg drawn from
within CanRail because inferential stgtisticé were ﬂot being'used._ The
selection of the 3% individuals interviewed was made on the following
basis: o _ ‘ “

(a) the need tq bréate the minimum possible disruption of the work
flow; |

(B);an agreement to help the company Ey interviewing a good number
of people who had lived through changes in management policy;

(c) the desirability‘of balancing the sample in terms of ége} type
and place of work, years worked, skill level, and rank. A

Conéequently, the two main bases 6f sampling wére_theforganiz;tion
" chart and the functional divi;ions of thé organization. Within those |
main groups, one subject each was picked from each shift, from each

work locale, and from unskilled and skilled job categoriés, mostly on

37



a random basis, but often accordihg to who was the least busy at the piﬁe
allotted for interviewing. Sometimes a foreman selected a "representa-
tive" employee, which unfortunately could not be controlled. The sample

included 4 executives, 4 managers, 8 supervisors, and 20 workers.

E. Collection of Data

1. Interview arrangements. All the interviews were done in private,

in rooms near to the subjects' workplaces, and on compaqx\time. In most
cases they took place during a slack périod or at the very beginning or
end of a person's work—shift.

In order to help subjects relax, the seating was arranged to create
the most informal aéﬁosphere possible, and the investigator attempted
to set the person at ease. Each interview lasted between 20 and 30
' minutés; the utmost cooperation was received from the company so that at
no time were people pressured to hurry.

2. Procédure, East subject was greeted with an explanation that the
purpbs7’of ﬁhe étudy was to gather opigibns on the type of management
~ which included employees in dgcisioanaking about their work,-and that it
waéﬂbeing undertaken in pursuit of a Master of Education degree. People
were told they would only be quoted by number and that-the investigator
had no vested interest in.the outcome o? the study, nor any roie in the
- company. To give the subjects time to relax and evaluate the investiga-
tor's trustworthiness, straightforward questions about the nature of thé
1néersbn's job were asked. This also made it possible to check the rank

classification and that the right person was being interviewed. In

o

\
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all cases'except'two the subjects had visibly relaxed by this time; the
great majority appeared to be quite willing to talk freely. '

Next, the simulated.problem situation instrument uas administered.
The subgects were handed a card describing the four decision methods
from which to choose, and these were explained; they .cre given time to
digest them and ask questions. They were then asked which .-- ~ d they
thought a supervisor should choose in each of the six situutions, which
were given to them one by one on separate cards the reasons for their -
| choice being elicited after each one. Care was taken to give subjects
‘.the.time they needed, with the exception of one subject who was appa-'
rently able to talk endlessly. _

On completion of this phase, subjects were told that the investi-
gator would now like‘to know nore about their own personal experiences
and feelings about participation, and appropriate questionning began.
| At the end of the interview the person ‘wa.s thanked for her or his time, :
several people asked if they could see the finished study, which seems
to indicate they found the topic interesting.

3. Reco It was the unanimous opinion of the experts that
the original plan to use a tape recorder would inhibit and. distract the
subgects, 50 shorthand notes were taken instead.. Sometimes remarks |
were recorded verbatim and sometimes a summary of their content was
) used instead, together with observations made by the researcher. Eye—

. contact was maintained wherever possible to demonstrate attention.

In order to encourage the expres51on of risky" feelings or values.

. great effort was made to demonstrate acceptance; special care was
taken to observe body language tones of speech or other clues to

the affective or evaluative components of attitude,
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F. Analysis of Data

A descriptive summary‘of each individﬁgl's reponses to both instru-
,mehts was preparedsand a rudimentary content analysis was performed.
As many links as possible were sought between theif c;mments, their
i apparent feelings, their responses to the simulations, their rank and’
their organizational experiences, with special attention‘being paid to
discrepancies. If people's responses to the simulations differed from
Vroom aﬁd Yetton'sirationél‘ones, reasons for this were sought among
their othpr communications. -
In‘addition to studying each subject, simlile *ag and differences-
among subjects weie soughf; as well as any othe. tende.. ies or patterns

suggested by the data itself., These findings are reported in Chapter

4 and analyzed in Chapter 5.

P
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Chapter 4. Results of the Study

A. Introduction

1,

This chapter reviews the findings in relation to the first three re- D
search questions; the,fourth'will be dealt with in :the conclusion of |
Chapter 5, since it cohcerns explanation rather than description.

As 1is apparent from the definitions of "attitude” and "ﬂ;ﬁticipation" '
in Chapter 1, and the comments on methodology in Chapter 3, discovering
People's attitudes towerds participation could not simply be a matter of
asking sop/}direct questions and rece1v1ng conveniently clear answers..
This is particularly obvious as far as trying to find and understand any
discrepancies is concerned. In reporting on the findings, people's res-
ponses to the simulatione and their answers to direct questions are con-
sidered together. 1In addition, a few days and nights spent amid the nor-
mal working actlvities aided the process of understziding people's refe- _
rences to work and 1nterpreting their comments.

‘Although the investigator attempted to elicit people's attitudes to
participation in general as well as their-evaluation of their present'
work experience, some” respondents seémed unable to distinguish these two.
Once or twice a person recited company policy rather“Uuulgiv1ng his own
response to the 51mulations. Throughout it was repeatedly made clear
that people s attitudes were very much influenced hy theéir own sp601f10
experiences. Since many people did not always answer questions literally,
but rather talked anecdotally of their past, it was often necessary to )
draw out the implications of their comments afterwards, either together
with them or not. A high degree of commonality was found within the
ranks, and'considerabie divergence among them,” and so this was used as a

~ basis fbr'presenting'the findings. A problem exietedeith the. need to

<




42

describe patterns, similarities and differences without reporting complete
details of each individual's, unique pfofile; the provision of many illu--
»strative examples is intended to resolve this problem. People have been
referred to by rank and number in order to protect their privacy.

When people were asked to react to the investigator's definition of
participation, many ended up sooner or later talking about a different
one, which was usqelly not made explici%. Initially, the ;aterial gathered
from people in managementvranks appeared to be so complei as to be almost
unmanageable; they often seemed to talk about something different from
the question which stimulated their response. In addition, the nature
" of people's responses were such that.they did not rélate directly and
. discretely to the research questions. This problem was overcome by employ-
ing Miles's framework to order the material (1965); in the light of this
framework, the inconsistencies in management's responses became more
~ amenable to understanding and were therefore more manageable.*?r

On the one hand, although most of them initially accepted a Human
Resources definition of participation, they subsequently expressed atti-
tudes and made assumptions which contrad;cted the model, and indeed were
straight expressions of a Human Relations definition of participation.

. For exanple, it is not logically- p0551ble to s1multaneously assert that
workers are an untapped resource for creative d901s1on-mak1ng, self-
direction and self-control, whilevat the same time saying that they have
been cu}tureily’molded into personalities which ere either incamat or
unwilling to accept respensiﬁility (which most managerial people‘d*x:.

On the other hand, they also displayed ideas whicfi did not fit the

Human Relations model either, for example, pointing to organizational

characterlstics which prevented real part101pat10n——w1thout however,



récognizing or spelling out the implications of these barriers. The
following sections present material to illustrate how the research ques~

tions may be answered.

B. Research Question 1

The first question asked, "What attitudes do people of different rank
at the CanRail Repaire Company hold towards participatlon as defined by
the investigator? This study defined participatlon as any mode of orga-
nizational decision-making in which workers fully share with‘management
power over their own acti&ities. When talking with respondents, intro-
ducing the éimulations, or clarifying questiohé, stress was put on the
decision-making élement, rather -than on any results to be expected; this
view matches Mi}es's Human Resources model in which greaier efficiency
results from a fuller utilization of workers' decision-making and other
skills. |

1. Workers. People in “' .s g p were very thoughtful about parti-
cipation. As did the exgcutives, they often had an overali perspective
on pérticipation as a general issue, but they spoke 1argé1y of practical
Pmatters in their own experience. They talked mainly in-terms of using |
their own ideas about tasks, and of the value of being allowed to do the
best job one can in one's own way. They described themselves as having
very few such opportunities. Wlth three exceptions, the workers showed
by thelr intensity that they had strong feelings about thelr owWn role in
the company and in respect of participation as an issue, which differs .
markedly frqm management's view of“them. The' type of feelings the wor-
kers exﬁressed were of a different nature to those manifested E& middle
and lower management. They were mostly consistent in respoﬁdiﬁg to ihe
simulations and questions; feelings related’diréctly to job experiences.




The aspect of participation which apparently most int_erested them, and
about which they talked most, was the matter of belng a.ﬁle to make judg-
ments and decisions for themselves about the physical performance of the
tasks they do-—ffom pla.nnlng the work, choosing from among alternative-
methods, disp§sition of their time, and c;)mbining a variety of jobs into
a more varied a.nd meaningful flow. Many expressed frustraf.ion with the
present waste of their» skills and ideas; they felt that although the com-
pany endorsed participation, it was totally over-ruled by what they ex-
perienced as pressure to produce fast work on repetitive jobs about which
all the important decisions'had already been made. A few of them had
worked quite independently at times, although this was within the confines
of particular, more or less unchanging, jdbs. The f'ollowing examples
illustrate the terms in which workers spoke about participation:

Worker 27 was adamant: "That's the best wéy because they are not al-
ways right. I am always asked opinions and I give it and he gives his
and we decide togéther the best way."” He lamented the shortage of super-
visors like his own: "I Kknow fo:: sure that labourers are just told to do.
jobs . . . If you are always being told just what to do, no-one wants to
be pushed around as if they own you. People who are not happy at work
are gptting the same daily job all the time.,"

~ Worker 1§ explained his 'view in terms of his own job: "It is the
vest type. If I am assigned a car, I know what is wrong with it and he
doesn't. He goes by the cars, but I am on the job. I always ask his
‘opinion to cbvei: myself. Most emploiees work better with more leeway,

.except a fow guys take too much. - I work well with supervisors who are

‘not pushy.” ‘
Worker 5 said he was in favour.of participation because "A supervisor

| shﬁuld try to get 4deas from the employees,™ and Worker 24 gave his
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personal reasons like this: "I have worked on a day shift that makes
You nervous because they .':zta.nd behind you and that ‘stops you wox;king
right. We have a supervisor who gives orders and if you screwed up on
the job they blamed you. It's bett;_r on evenings. The guys ask each

~ other and discuss the problem. If you have an easier guy, -you can dis-
cuss the problem more easily." ’

. Worker 30 supported pa.rt‘licipa.tion if there was a good supervisor:

"If they were all fully competent, Ibelieve that the foreman's position
should;iae__:‘to dictate what the job is and where. Then when they (the
workers) go to that job it is up to them to decide how to do the repair
and what should be done exactly.” Several workers implied that super-
visors werﬂe’ preve/nting them ftr:om. participating. For example, Worker 2
felt that the youth of the supervisors was Problem: "Young foremen
trying to get ahead too fast make all the decisions ;.hemselves. The good
ones listen . . . The type of people going into the bosses' Jobs are the
ones who don't want to work hard in the first place. There are some good
c;nes." R ‘

Two workers were quite bitter about supeﬁiwrs. Worker 8 said, "The -
éompa.ny has gotten worse since I started. The foremen' thatishave come into
the shop recently have no knowledge about the shop at all. There is al-
| ‘wa.ys a change-over of sta:ff and it is hard . . . Before. foremen that
you Imow Jjust came up through the ranks a.nd know the work.," Horker 1 was
quite scathing. "People ‘change when they are promoted They are not
supervisors, they are babysitters The don t know any more than ‘the wor-
kers. They should ask my. opinion rather: than telling me. You can ' a.rgue.

Worker 26 thought it was a matter of proper selection- he said, "I
don't think they appoint people who are properly suited to the job. Some
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of them are not sufficiently versed in ¥Meir trada to guide others.
Younger supervisors will perhaps learn in time." Worker 5 said that new
foremen were better than they used to be, although 'Thefe's a problem
because much .w,'c:lmne;e:c~ people are becoming foremen and they don't have the
knowledge and some are afraid to attempt it (participation). We have a
lot who just don't know how to handle people; a.bou‘t.‘. -5 out of 20 I would

like them to lea.ve.

€

Worker 1 pointed out in the simulations that it was only worth invol-
' ving workers on mttars of importa.nce to them. In general, "the more
responsibility you pnt on an employee, the more he is apt to do a better
job a.nd take pride in his work If he is just another link in the chain
he gets no satid:‘actlon a.nd therefore tends not to work efficiently.”
vworker 22 had-the same comments about wa.nting to make meaningful deci-
sions., Worker 2 was not very communica.tive on this point, but chked
-Hethod D in four of the situations. sayi.ng, "You have got to see wha.t
everybody thinks and "She is the only one that knows what is going on. Q
For Worker 8, participa.tion was good "because it gets the employee more
involved in what he's 4ing and greater work efficiency comes then."
For-Worker 6, the result would be more intelligent work: "There's not
enough chance for me to make decisions about ®y work. You would under-
stand better what is going on in the job. To Worker 31, "It is a good
thing . . . Ve would feel a lot tgetter off, - Some higher up péople just
don't realize bow we feel about the :;ob If peOple had more responsibi—
lity for the job, they would do a bet%er Job "

Vorkerr 14 comnted that mm.gement expacted imrolvenent to motivate
' vorkers to do better. but he did not see it as a grea.t notiva.tor in the

long run if it is conpa.rad ‘with money, but he said,, wre decisions on

the actual Job may pot:wa.te people because tha.t_.‘s very important to thenm. "

-



This was no? the only worker who seemed at least vaFueiy aware that his
idea of what participation sho®ld be differed from'management's. Worker
15 commented about participation athanRail: "I don't think workers'
participation would help (motivation) a lot,: but subsequently said,
"You don't ‘care much for them to treat you as'a s£upid .. .8 ’wremen
will assign you the same job'twiee, maybe four tiges .« « «» you feel frus-
trated if you want fo do it one way and not the way it has always been
done. - ‘ ¥ 4

People in this group also frequeﬁtly mentioned that they thought
pafticipation was impossible at Canﬁail because of the highly etructured
and routinized way in which people's jobs are designed, a551gned andﬁ%?f?
scheduled. Here is how the workers themselves descrlbe the . problemz

Worker 22 (who was himself a skilled worker and felt he had_more job
decisions than most) said, "Most of the employees get a job given to them
at.four o’'clock, run of the mlll type work, and they get bored . . they
feel they re here for elght hours and that's it." Worker 5 Was more ex-
p11c1t, as he suffered a great deal at work: "A lot of the p&oblem here
is frustration . ; . You make a decision on a train . . . petég%g cards
on 16, but foremen take the cards off 10 of them." He explained in de-
tail an 1n01dent where he saw two 51de-steels_en.an>ou§bound train wﬁich
had been mlssed on inspection and uhlch.he,ﬁapéed teyrepeir'fo;'safety
reasons. 'The‘foreman refused to let;him fix the car,'saying the jqb was
not on the card and anyway it was too expensive. This employee wes very
cynical about higher mahegement's claim that workers' participation is sy
encoﬁraged; he, felt keeping,down costs‘and'mak;ng money was such an over-
riding priority that all the rest was just talk. -

Worker 30 said: "My ideas don't coordinate with management. The

3
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production, not quality. There is constant pressure for this. 'Reauce
déwntime' is the main goal, and this has caused people to slack 6ff in 7
the quality of the work . . . A lot of people who are good, qualified
tradeépersons have attitudes 1ike_those people of less knowledge; they
‘@on’t.care any more. Even I myself now go for the amount, and it's .

habit-forming." He ;aid he was "surprised that executives don't see that"
ﬂand laughed at the idea thadt the company practised particiation; "There
. is not enough freedom, far from enoﬁgh, for the worker to decide. They
think there is, but it;s only principle, not practice."

Worker 1 said, "The whole structure here is what affects wbrkeis'
efficiency and responsibility. They don't have to think or anythi£g,"
ﬁhile Wérker 27 said, "The shifts youyare on . . . affect how content you
are with the work . . . labourers are told just to do jobs. If you ha?e
seniority you can bid into any job . . . if you don't, you don't have a
chance." Worker»B, who did have Sehiority, felt that even that did not

help much . "Everything speeded up does not make for more efficiency. If

the person only does one thing, he is skilled but no% motivatea." Worker

i? pointed-;ut that the workers around him always wanted to make decisions

e about how and when to handle tasks, but they were prevented because "rules
and regulations- must be followed."

- Other workers who spoke in favouf of participation said tbey thoﬁght
it uoﬁld not work at CanRail unléss the company managed to attract more
Qualified'workeréz Said Worker 20, "I think here that the supervisor has
to make a lot of decisions for the employee becausé he doesn't have the
information and -the éxperience to do an efficienf job." Worker 30 agreed:
."Our shop is not as well tralned as it should be as far as tradespersons

%%5 are concerned.” Horkar 1 was gloomy’ "This company is probably the worst
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have ever seen as far as efficiency goes. May be 10% know their

{;h

Yy a

job, and the rest struggle through the day. You can get by without know-
irig anything." |
geveral workers had so little personal experience of participation
in decision-making about work that they had trouble visualizing what the
supervisor's role would be when it did occur. This showed up during the
simulations; they had often' said unequivocally thﬁt a particular.situation
was best deciged by the workers, but then fréquently th;y seemed doubtful
about what the shpervisor would be doing in fhe’meantime. They would
often say dubiously things like: "But that's the supervisor's job?"
" and then start questioning their own choice of decision method. " For
- example, Worker 8 chose Method D for Situation 3, but then in a quizzical'
mannexr said,.."This is a management problem. This is very interesting.”
Worker 27 made choices and justificatiodshon the simulations that were
consistent with his own approval of particiﬁation, but'thfee times he .
switched fﬁimspethod Dﬂto Method C, with comments like, "Bu? in the end
the Eupervis§r has to;decid;." ‘Worker 2l also had this difficulty, mﬁking
several justifications such as, "He's thevboss" in a worried manner,
shrugging.

There were two workefsiwho chose participative decision methods'auring-
the simulations but later sa%d they did'not approve of participétion.
Worker 10 lanented the fact that there was no longer "quite the'contrql
"th#W thers used to be . . . people have got lax." She was adamant that
“increarca yarticipation would not help," although she also said, "The
-problem today is they don't have aenough iesponsibility to feel they are
accomplishiﬁg anything." When asked if ﬁarticipation woulq$at least help

to give more of this responsibility, she said: "The generation is changing.
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They don't care if they get bawled out. I 's hard to fire them and they
know it." |

Similarly, Worker 26 said things during the simulations such as, "It
should be up to the employees to decide among themselves;" and for Situ-
ation 5 he sald "He (sic) is an extremely competent person who is aware
of what to do. "\\But this man subsequently said that motivation was a
problem in the company because "there is no clear choice between doing a
job properly and going home.” Throughout the interview he talked vehe-
mently about supervisors: "There is a tendency here for supervisors not
to have enough authority « « . I don't thlnk they app01nt people who are
properly suited for the JOb « e superv1sors are more frlendly than they

used to be--none of these crack the whip ever. There is too much friend-

liness.” This worker often seemed muddled and upset; perhaps his in-

consistency could be expLained by the fact that he only chose participa-

tive methods in situations remote from hls owWn experlence whlch had -no

-emot10na1 impact.

Finally, Worker 31 was quite consistent with his own statemente and

-choices, but not with all of the other people in this rank. He seemed

reasonably comfortable at the beglnnlng of the 1nterv1ew, ‘but when he

read the first 51tuatlon and was asked about the decision method he be-
came extremely rigid--sometimes he would Just,refuse to Justlfy a decision,
shrugglng and merely re-iterating his choice. Fon example, in- Situation

1, he sald "I would just tell them," and for Situation 4 he said,"” He

" should be flred. Nothing to decide." As he was leaving, he returned and

sald that once he had owned a business that had gone bankrupt, after whlch
he chose a job with the least possible responsiblllty,."l want them to have

the headaches. I_used to have the headaches. Not any more."

.
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Inﬂsum, all except three of the workers consistently endorsed partiéi-
pation as defined by the investigator, and they chose decision-methods
consistent with that princ1ple.

2. Management. Although almost all the people in the three manage-
ment ranks initially said they agreed with participation as defined by

~the investigator, it subsequently became clear that none of thqm envisaged
extensive use of workers' potential for‘decisionJmaking about work. Al-
though there were isolated reférences to experiences where "bétter" re-‘
sults had been obtained when workers' ideas had been used, management
people did not talk a g;eat'deal about production itself, or of workers':
relations?fip to their work. Rather, they talked of the relationship bet-
ween management and workers, and tﬁis will be éxplored in Section~C,

(a) Executives. Of all the people who participated in this study, the
execuﬁive group was thé most calm in their diséﬁssions of participaiion.
This was’ not a matter of not caring, fbr at least three of those in%er—
viewed élearly cared v:;y‘much indeed; it was more a case of speakiLg

with more conviction and detefmination than people in other groups aboht

_ v , \
the principles involved in participation. This was the only group to \

raise a justice aspect of participation, to convey-a fe:ling that they

felt it was the decent way for a humane organization to éonduct itself.

Their.justificatlons for chosing decision-methods were expressed in ra-
.tional terms, and there were few siéns of-emotions interfering with ex-
-planétidn. M | /

Neve;theless, the4fact remained that the company was still experi-

encing the same problems that the official encouragement of partlcipation‘

was 1ntended to overcomg, and the executlves were certainly most frustra
ted with that. Although the people in: thls group ‘had more declsion-making
power than others. they felt quite helpless about this pmohlem.

~
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Three of the four executives expressed ¢verall approval of the defini-
tion presented by the investigator. Executive 25 said in response, "I

believe in participation . . . (but) . . . it depends on the type of work.

Tt will be different in the shop and the yards," explaining that he thought

participation was sometimes just not possible. He also liked‘to keep some
control over things: "But I would like to see everything come into this
' office, just to see, not to make all the decisions. . .,. I am too busy
now to do,all the decision-making . . . if you have to confer with your
people, ask them about the job, and you get better results |
Executive 11 said, "D is right, generally . . . We have changed.
When I started work, everyone was like a/robot." But thls man was very
conscious ef having final responsibility for all decisions:' "You are
always involved in the discussion or you'd have lack of control " and
‘he made it clear that it was management s decisions that he would L choose .
to involve people in. But he was adamant about the principle: "You
haveefo trust people! I could make the dec151on but that's not sen51ble
use of (my) time and the guy on the floor isn't learning anythlng ..
I know 1t gives greater efflclency . If you ask for ideas, they're
often'better than your own." Slmllarly, Executlve 12 said, "The-average
worker can help you a lot He has experlence and a lot of thlngs going
for you . . . Most of the time, they have a better 1dea than we do
They are working/with it." He also said that "The change toward train-
~ ing supervisors for workers' participetion'hes lots of meri.."
| _DeSpite the initial endoisement of the principle by these executives,
the next#section will shou‘that quite a different model to the one under-

lying the investigator's definition was predominant in their minds.
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Executive 35 differed somewhat from the others; his talk centred on
the company itself, and he said, "It used to be military . e thére has
been a. change for the worse. People have to have direction . . . (but)
allow dev1at10n from the line.” . | |

(b) Managers. Responses from this group reflected similar themes
to those raiséd by executives, although nanagers focused more on pmacti—
cal pfaplems than on broad issues; and their responses ﬁere more ev#lu—
ative and emotional. They resembled the executives in their ihitial |
;cceptance of thé investigatdr's definition of paiticipation while sub-
seQuently expiessing views inconsistent with it and endoréing a contrary
perspective. . | | )

'Jﬁaﬁager 16 said, "I am definitelj in favour of this style . . . I
think it's good on the whole because I find in my expérience that the
people who have'wbrked on these whole jobs take a good interest; in the
most part they like a llttle bit of respon31bllity, and thls makes them
perform a little better . . . ‘they are always looking for something better
and in an organlzatlon llke ours the more 198pon51blliﬁy and challenge
you give to these peopié, the bette; they'ferform for you,"- Manager 29
agreed:. "Generally, yes, workers should partlcipate with the supexvisor
in everything they do. They should not be totally on: _their own and the
superv1sar should know ﬁhat is g01ng on.. v . You must,deflpltely use
their %nput to get their gtfentibn»otherwiSe_théyffeel it is ﬁoring rou~ . /
tine:":‘ e did feel that ihere was a certain "type " however, to whom‘
"you don't give leeway . . . (but) you can 't Jump on them or they will
 take of "; he also sald that some younger workers 51mp1y "do not feel
tied to their jobs." ‘

Manager 15 said, "I would let an, individual do the mspectmg and | ‘_

the repalrs himself P really thlnk that thls is a lot more efficlent :

°r



And a person feels more like a persdn if you say, ‘that is your car and
IEE take care of it.' Give him the respon51b111ty and he does a better

Job " He pointed out that work organization decisions could not presently

- " be made at this level in the hierarchy. Similarly, Manager 29 felt that

the physical organizatlon of work at CanRall was extremely logical, but
the cost of keeping the work system fixed was to prevent any workers from
‘participating at.all in decisions about how their Jjobs are organized, and
this helped to bring about the company's pmoblems: "High turnover is the
bad one. All our péoilems afe ﬁebple problems, not mechanical problems."
Manager 21 did not talk expllcltly about the problems of work organlza-
tion, but he did say, "Ideally . . . I would work more closely withln
units to make changes in work meéhods." | ' |

The managers\seemed to be mo?e_ephscious than were the executives
tha£ one's view of what participefianmeans depends upon one's position
4in the cohpany; they . talked‘a‘lotlebout difficulties at the super isory
level in perticular They all said that the success of partlclpatlon de-
vpends upon how well supervisors have been trained for it and how far
" higher management:would clarify authority lines. o

Eof example; Manager 16, while seeming reluctant to criticise the

company;>painted a picture of sﬁpervisors struggling to reconcile the com-

pany s encouragement of participation with the realities of rlgld struc-
tures: "Although we’ have the form, 1 superv1sors are trylng to give workers
more and more chances to make thelr own decisions. His key role should

. be tovgulde then, help them with gegulations; but this is a problem with

i; He ﬂas referr:ng to the form which is used to control the divi-
.sion of work, a copy of uhich is shown in Appendlx V.

e
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. Y
so many supervisors . . . Our superintendent should continue the classes
for supervisors . . . to show how to deal wlth these problems." Manager
29 also perceived that appropriate supervisor tralning was a prerequisite
for part}c1pation 'to work, as was the careful selection of supervisors.,
The other two managers were,inclined to blane supervisors for the failure
of participation at CanRail. Manager 21 commented that, "In most cases
the supervisors up and coming don't seem to have the same drive to get
work done’comparsd ta supervisors when I was on the tools. The courses
for supervisors are one of the better things I have seen on the nailway,
but still in a lot of cases they are’ giving these courses too late, six
months or a year after they have already formed bad hab1ts. Manager 33
felt supervisors were suffering from the same low morale as workers: "My
biggest compiaint is that people don't take ihs pride in thsirlwork thst
they uged to. I would love to see them take more responsibility. The
youngef people don't want responsibility. . I am talking about the new
supervisors."” But Managerlzi was the most explicit person interviewed
about the‘problcms of trying to'practice participation withinqorthgdox
structures: ."Supervisors’doﬁ't get fhe backing . . . in most cases the>
upper.management will not back you up.. They'but'yon on all these courses
and tell you that you haye the authority (to carry out changes), but it
seems that they don‘t wdnt you to apply it.”

(c¢) Supervisors. Although all but two: of the superv1sors 1n1t1ally
expressed agreement with partic1pationnas defincd by the investigator,
people in this group appeared to have wildly varying personal definitions
' of participation (uhich are discussed in Section C below). The high de-
| gree of confusions and inconsistency in their responses to s1mulations

and 1nterv1ew questions provides an 111ustratzon of the tensmon they



seemed-to feel on the subject. TheAbeliéfs they uttered about the good
effects of participation were not alwa&s in line with their ‘choices, or
with the emotions that were apparenély aroused when making choices of
decision methgd with wﬁich_they<were clearly not comfortable.

Two of the supervisors said thex:did not favour participation.
'Sﬁpervisor 18 w#s negative by implication; he praised autocratic methods
instead{ "I am a new supervisor, just a few months. I started out lay-
ing'down the law and it worked very well . . . (then) you make ail fhese
concessions hoping t6 gain more. When it comes to the crunch, nobody

(does what you want) . . . I would like to see it a little stiffer.”

But this.person's‘responses to the simulations gave a different impression;

he selected Method D in two places. This supervisor seemed confused; he
spént a -lot of time describing complicated interpersonal incidents with
workers ﬁhich seemed fo have led him to reject the promise that parti- .
cipation had, he said, previously held for him, replacing it with a’
negatlve view of workers. | |
Superv1sor 28 also apparently oppﬁéed participation; he referred durlng

the interview to its 1nadequacy in the absence of other motivators{fpspe-
‘cially money,and tralnlpg in mechanical skills. He felt part1C1patlon
was not a viable optlon for CanRail: "Workers' partlclpatlon would not
be 1mportant here unless the whole structure changes." He felt quite
bitter about people above him in the hierarchy, and felt their attitudes
rrevented participatioh.fibm working: "It seems to me thafﬁa lot of
management people here have a chip on thelr shoulder. They'work back-
wards tq:th it all messed up. There are no money incentives for the
men, People have to be‘self—mot;vated’here, and a lot of them complain

all the fime . « . Ihave to spend a lot of time babysitting; I would

.
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like to see a decent.pay scale. Why train a person”and then he walks down
the street and gets hore money?" It seemed that this supervisor felt par-
ticipation to be almost irrelevant in the face of the company's failure
to pay.enough.

The remaining supervisors resembled other management people in res-
peét.;f their initial agreement with participatiog as defined by the in-
vestigator, but subsequently they made very few comments that would fit
a conception of participation that entails fully utilizing workers'
abilities. Judging ffom‘tﬁpii comments, it seems.very likely that they
only agreed with t?e investigator'é deflpltion‘because they did not rea-
lize its difference from their own.

Supervisor 4 was the only one foAmake direct reference to the value
to the organizatldn of obtaining wb;kers' ideas, with comments such as,
'"They know best, you don't," and "If I can talk to.a guy, he may have an
idea which is better thanemine." Nonetheless, a Human Relations model
domin#ted‘his responses: "If you givé them a little responsibility they
are working with you.insfead'of againéf you. It runs a smoother shop . .l
more team work . . . the cooperatlon goes up." Other superv1sors made |
reference to some workers' des;res for more responsibility, but eXplain?d
why they felt it was not possible to reépond to this need. Supervisor 18.
- said, "People like to be asked what they think about the Job In our

" work there are twelve ways of d01ng a Job and maybe two are the right way.

Some fellow belleves his is the right way . . . he goes for a fine Hay,
for quallty work, even though it takes hours and hours. You can't let
them do it their own way'" . )

| Supervisor 7 also felt time pressure prevented his putting particl-
pation into effect: "In certaln situations I thlnk it is great V.. o but

&
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it is limited because there is only so much time and the job has got to
be done." Time was also seen as a. factor preventing superv:.sors from
training workers enough to take more responsibility: Supervisor 18 said,
"Maybe if the supervisor had a lot more time to help them learn . . .

but if you have a whole green crew you can't divide your Itime up ideally."”

This thought was-alsa Supervisor 32: "It's very hard to
- teach someone yo'il have, Wi’ time to spend with.”
Sis T A
f hwiman resource terms, but he did

F.

ituatigps where participation was appro-

. Supervisor 13'

"correctly" dj,é.gnose 2hi
pn:iate, moetly he found it iﬁ‘ficult to verbalize his reasons, except

for Situation 5, where he offered a Human Resources reason: "We can't
ta.ke the initiative away from employees . . . We have to let them sha:cé."

Most supervisors showed a high deg;ree of feeling in the interview
aﬁd in thelr responses to the simulations. The ovefall mood they con-
veyed was one of frustration and powerlessness; and appeé.ls for "consis-
tency" seemed 'Eo illustré.te their sense of isolation and doubt.

Although they said that they were expected to encourage participation, .
and felt’ that it could go .a long way to reducmg compamf problems. they
felt this would only work if condltions which beyond the:.r otm control
were 'present-ea.’bove all, some means of attracting and\_ keeping the kind
of workers who could. ha.ndle more cha.llénge and responsibilit};. They felt
the curing" of low morale was seen as their responsibility, but they
dn.d not know how to make participa.tlon actua.lly work. Several ha.d prob-
- lems envisaging the supervisor s role when selecting decision ﬁethods‘.

A typica.l experience was tha.t of Superusor 3, who eventually decided
that all the decn.sions except that of S:Ltua.tion 1 'were the supervisor s |
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job to make, but was not comfortable i'vheo-trying to justify his choices.
In Situation 5, for example, he proposed a very cumbersome solution:
"He ha.s no knowledge a.bout the system and he has to get the information
from the secretary so thet he can make the decision. He has to have
the final say on t_ha.t." Several supervisors expressed a rieed for more
training both for themseivee and thei.r colleagues. | Supervisor’ 18 said.
"Weﬂna.ve several new. supervisors who have no idea of the best wgy to
deal with problems. They scream a.nd holler and they will form h;.bits
before long." Supervisor 32 said, "He used to have group discussions
among the supervisors, but now everybody seems to be going, in. a diffe- '
rent direction. A lot of our problem is due to' the lack of cohesive—
ness, and-this reflects among the employees. You ca.n hear employees
complain about the supervisors' la.ck of tra.ining Supervisor "+ folt
that the mconsistent treatment which workers rece:.ved from different
supervisors was causing pe.rticipation to fail° "I would like to see
the supervisors working on a stra.ight line, consistency among-them."

So many of the supervisors showed a.pprehension towards relinquish-
Aing decision—mking responsibility d.m:ing the simulations, coupled with
signs of discomfort and declarstions in favour of participaticn in gene-
ral,: tha.t one did not get the impression that this was a group of power- N
mmgry individua.ls -jealously’ clinging to their decision-—mking role as’
a mea.ns of "persom.l ag@ra.ndisement" of the kind that HcClella.nd a.nd '
‘ Burnham (1976) found among menagers in their study Bathem they ‘ap-
pea:r:ed to be reluctant to practise perticipe.tion beeeuse they could not
. ima.gine what else their job could ente.il witl#ut the mjox ectivities
f di.recting and controllins, and beca.use highem nnagenent defined a ’

: _limitins role for them,. Super!&t 3 sa.id ")h.na.gers a.bove supervisors -.
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are pretty well the old school. Ingrained."” There were also cothexr occa~
sional references to influences from eboire them that limited their own \

- powar to delegate authority, such as .Supervisor 32's comment that “There
have been all kinds of suggestions like rotating shifts,” but that thess
could not be decided even at-their ovn level in the hieercl&. or Super~

- visor 18's experiences of pressure to push for more production quantity:
"Higher management ha.ve asked us to bone up on time standards . . . Now
the push is on to tighten up.” The supervisors as-a group conveyed a
strong feeling oi“frustra._tioo with the whole idea of participation; they
felt that inconsistent demands were made upon them in the name of this

principle.
Yoo\
\~‘< N

C. Resee.rch Question 2 | .
The second q_uestion ns, "In compe.rison with the definitions dimussed

.in Cha.pter 2 of this theeis what does perbiciyaﬁon mean to people of

different rank in ‘the GanRa.il Repe.ir Company? v‘
In. cognitive tms to people in the three nenagement ranks at Can-

~ Rail f.he concept of perticipa.tion very closely pe.ra.llelled the Human

" Relations model described by Hiles to ptedomina.te among the ma.uagera .
udied in the United States (1965) Practising p.rticipetive management
~ at CanRail appeared to mean mki.ng the greatest‘ pdssible' e’ffort' to spsure
) ~ that workers were consulted tree.ted with respect in the hope that feelings
of involvelent and aa.tisraction uould result td:ich were seen to lead i.n
theorytOerednction innomle p:ohlens emhaehighebsenteeiem and,
ttmnover re.tes. | ' ' L e
. Encutivee
- in- setting a.nd pursuinc soa.le was not enviaaged by the executives. In . .
“j_nilessﬁunnkeletionenodel thieiethecaeebecaueemkewsmnot

sive use of ‘workers’ seli'—direction or ioitie.tive '

‘\:; B
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seen as being sufficiently capable ofiiakieg such responsibilities. The
following comments iliustrate the similarify between the Human Relations
model of participation (as Miles defines it) and the views of executives,
in particular their stress on workers' feelings:

Executive 25 said, "Ask how they feel about the goals you set.
‘Noﬁedays, you dOn'fitell.people .« » If the maeager Jjust tells people,
you wiil find people will net"do it.",,ExedutiVe 12 said, "I think it
generally does motivate workers .. . It is very importani for workers
to feel "hat their ideas are listened to. If you dori't, they will give .
up trying‘ " Executive ll seemed to feel modern managers had little choice
in the ma ter.»‘"Employees must be satisfied or tQ;y won't come to work "
Although Executive 35 did not favour participation he did acknowledge

some value in "consultation" as a motivator; and he, too, mentioned that

"You can't force anyone"” nowadays. -

-

\

The executlvee also shared the Human Relations model's perspective on

’f_the characterlstics of. workers. All four of them put more "blame Tor -

3.
3

’1;‘1’; L
BECREEE

S

“aiwiy




62

take time off, the money's o}ga.y. Some kids don't want to ;vork .
~ .
workers®' participation doesn't help thoge who are just looking for a

place to wbrk. They are not interested in a'.‘ca.reer. People's private
time is more important than it ever used to be." Executive 11, although
generally adamant about the value of aartici‘pa.tion as a motivatox"‘, felt
there was an incfe_a.si.ng trend among youngsters to give priority to their
osocia.l needs; he thought ‘l:ha."s._s those needs which the company could ever
meet were becoming rela.tivel;; less important as time went on. Conse-
quently, he and the others felt, it was the workers' fault if partici-
pation failed to motivate: - "Some workers . . ..all the participation in .:
the world won'tv motivate them . ... they don'' want to think .. .. .vorkers
iook for somethiné vwhere they're happy . . 4. if it's not thei.f bag,.

workers' pa.rtlcipa.tion won't help, Getting the rlgh?; man in the rlyht

job is a process of match:n.ng," '

$

2. Managers. People of this rank also a.ppea.réd to conceive of par-: @ 0o

't1c1pation mainly in terms of Miles 8 Human Relations model, the most

noticeable aspect of thls bemg the same lack ofsconfidence in workers

as a class tha.tthe executives hhd expressed - Fotr emmple, although Ma.na— R
;  ger 33 said, "I believe in it, I feel it is a very good 1dea, he sa.id

.i.t was not g'etting the expected results, for example, in cm:ingfb a’bsentee-

'g elseuhere, Tt's a SOCi:al problem . . . workers' p%:;:tlcipation '

i

a Won,t mka any a.i.fference to that 60% who simply don't ca.re. (We) should

e | ,.'
would let off 60% and -

I
f:}"-

"t a.nd keep the right kind of workers . . ..

pay the rest.f double and, work to that.” Sim.la::ly, Manage:r 16 sa.id | Mo~
" dern af.titqdes due to too much money .« o o in society as a whole, people

uant more leism'e time . ., . absenteeism a.nd ta.rd.iness bother me more

, ,
IR

o



than anything.” Manager 21 was pessimistic: "Things are going from
bad to worse. The attitude now is to do less work. ~ Reasons? . . .
some people complain about money, yet they must have enough money to be
able to take time off.": Ha.nager 29 expressed a different, lers gloonv,
(' | 'r'/.view: "There seems definitely to.. ha.ve been a cha.nge for the better over
g. ‘,,"5‘2 the years. . The old m'bhod wo::ked when people werg not educated and they
e “ " expected not. to péu.'ticipg.te, and weré content to b¥ in a worker's role.
i Nowa.da.ys odr socm is a,fflueﬂt and Jnowledgeable."” Nevertheless, this
me.na.ger s,xespo&;aes to the simulations did not exhibit much.trust of
WOrkers; even qr a. ,xelative]\y ninor matter such as choosing a coffee-
break time fer Sitva.tlon 3 he said, "Deflnitely not D. The people may

/

- pick the«*’busiest time of day." {', L : ~ B

\

f’ ‘  In a.ddition to these views ma.tching a Huma.n Relations view of wor-
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kers cha.racteristios, the managers also showed in their responses to W,

the simula.tions that they were either not’ comforta.ble at a.ll with workers
pa.rticipating fully in decisions, or ‘they justified choosing Method D by
reference to feel:.ngs rather than facts or logic For example, Me.na.ger
33 a.ppea.red to believe that partlcipationwyielded more socia.l comforts
than other methods. In selecting Method D for Situation 1 he justified
his choice by say:mg. "I would much ra.thej ta.lk it over- with my su‘bordi—
nates and superlor" a.xﬁ for Situa.tmn ‘3 he s:id "You might solve the -
problem quicker yourself ,,[,but that - would cause other -problems,"™ ‘ For
‘Situation 5, this managei&vascillated, finaJJ.y sa.ying uilth apparent an- |
xiety, I would certamly have to depend wpon ny clgrk who is capable .

| I would listen to her idea.s But T would mke the final decismn in case.
there tm.s somethn.ng I disagreed w:l.th As with other mnagers, there was |

O, cu?aitive a.;:gment in ;hls choxce: the fa.ct ‘that the sa.les ma.na.ger .
o @ :

K}
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knew nothing at all ahout the filing system was ignored. Manager 15 chose
Method C for this situation; when asked why, he fhrew the card aside wi‘oh

a yawn (he was quite alert the rest cf the time) and sa.id", "You would

cer's’nly have to ha.ve everyboc - *» ‘lved.," This manager also seemed r{

very uncomfortable with his selection of Method D for Situation 1; hem
conclhded, "Me.y‘oe a.ll oi‘ them would say; 'to heck with that!'" Other -
justifications he offered implied lack of choice, such as "I would have
to rely on their information," and he appeared to be quite unable to pro-
vide a justification for an autocratic decision in Situation 3, saying
vaguely when pressed, "This method will solve the pmroblem 1n any case,"
3. Supervisors. This group was almost unanimous in holding a "

perception of partici@tion which matched Miles's Human Relations model
especially in respect of their assumptions about workers.' They not ’.
only showed doubt that workers were ca.pable of responsible decision- '
making and self-control most of them expressed a conviction that the
‘. ma jority of workers could not be trusted with res nsibility.

For exa.mple, Superv:.sor 32 sa.i& ”Right now e%ound here it's yes
a.nd no. ,. I can be honest in saying I agree with employee pa.rt"icipation
e « o but I would fire. 8(% of the employees IRV remo;r&é the very poor
employee tha,t doesn t want to do a.nyth:.ng because he is lagy and low in
knowledge and no a.nitiative. e« +.. This situa.ti.on prevents the super-
visor from giving workers responsibility. . His general operating prin- h
,ciple seemed to be not to trust a.ny workers at a.ll for -example, he did

‘. not even wa.nt any consulta.tion over the choice of a coffee-break time

in Situation 3 _ "You pretty weel ha.ve to ta.ke 1t in hand . . . other-
wise someone will take. a.dvantage of you "
-\Similarlq, Supefvi&xr: ? said, "He have been getting higher and higher

't'.urnove:r:.c> I noticsra lot of apa.thy, even among. foremen .« v e catch

i i
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it from their men. The foremen can only do so much to make them work,
and they*know it, and tell you to kiss off." ' |
' His feeling was echoed by Supervisor 28 who said, "Especially young
people ha.ve very little sense of responsibility," and by Supervieor 13,
who said, "Only in the la.st few years have workers been considered for
pe.rt:.c:.pa.tmn . . Toaay there is no respect for the supervisor. It's
a general social trend of loss of respect for.a.ll authority.”" This per-
son did not appa.rently notice any inconsistency in demanding respect
for people in ma.nagement és proof of being suited to mdependent a.nﬂ i
responsible decision-mking Sometimes it was hard to remember. thqtsthe
people in this group were ta.lking about participation at all. For exaﬂ- ,‘:‘»‘p

i t’,“':v
ple, while Supervisor 23 said that p.rti%ﬁ.pation might work if, the wor-

kers had the right a.ttitudes, he thought this was not likely to occur

at CanRail because "It seems to be harder+to keep people | ger ‘cont_rolg
everybody expects work to be easier. I don't think therels any way to
deal with this . . . the company has done everything they can to .solve
the problem."

) ' ‘Supervi_sor 23 also appeaged *l'.o'~ trust no workers. ‘In discussion
Situation 2, ‘he said, "Don't tell them there 11 be a bonus because they
will be lma.ble to work faster 80 the qua.lity might suf:f‘er because they
would be thinking about the bonus and not the Wor, . For Situa.tion-6,

. he. suggested talking to employees, ."hut don't sa,jr whx; pretend you don't’
have anyone in mind." 'Although he sometimes chose less than a.utocratn.c
methods on the simu]ations, ‘he expla:.ned tha.t in. these cases a super-
visor ha.d no ch01ce, "because if gpu Jjust tell the men wha.t d;o do nowa-

days they will not do it.”
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Several supervisors comoented that they thought participation (in their
Human Relatione sense) woulo only work with thel"top of the line" worker.
As Supervisor 32 said, "The person who has basic knowledge and is good
mechaoicallyviou find yourself trusting all you can and just providing
him with information. But we have another kind of person you know right
away that you will be talking three ﬁileseover his head, and you are was-
ting your time and his time and it's b@%}!? 3, be blunt "
Another way in which supervisors' comments ehowed that they had a
Human Relatlons model of participation in mind was the frequent stress
on making workers feel good rather than mentlonlng the benefits of fully .
using all available human resources. Throughout the 1nterv1ews, super- |
visors repeatedly expressed concern over wha% they described as low
moraie and efficiency among the workers under them.‘ They felt thisvto
be the centralﬁgroblem of their job,. but they varied in respect of how
- directly they connected it to- part101patlon as a poss1ble "cure, "
: For example, Supervisor 3. said "I feel workers' partlcipatlon is .‘*{
a good plan. Everyone should have a chance to have a say in their work.
They would be happier in their wbrk. . « Here workers seen very dis-
satlsfied I would like them to have more say. This might help them
be moré satlsfied " Sugervisor 7 sald he tried "to do it as much as

sl

possible i &because) in certain situations I think it is great to | éE-
o 1}‘ Y
solve everg&hing democéﬁtically and make sure everybody has nice feelings."

N

Supervisor 13,regarde y@?%icipative management as "taking a personal
: B 0
. mte*rew,' and,sa.ld "1 trf 'Eo ao it but. the young ones don't have that

'understandlng | He seemed to. feg%,that particlpatlon was not working
: S ."~e',r .
&ygg, but that it uhed to when these 1deas were flrst tried- "It is be-
X

coming more and more of a pmob?em to let uorkers‘jhrticlpate in decisions

B N T



and different work methods + « « they don't seem to.be responding to-
our treatment."

Many comments were m_?sde by supervisors to show that several other
conceftions of the idea were prevalerit For example, Superv1sor 18 told
of his attempts to arrange a somewhat ‘unusual social event for his work
crew on their free time; the:.r failure to show up was interpreted by him -
to show that workers' pa:éticipe.tion does not work. Two others seemed to
| lapse repeatedly into an assumption that pa.rticipation was laissez-_i‘ei.ije
- leadership, e.nd the only alternative to total a.dtocra.cy; and it was clear

that several others viewed participation.as a form of benevolen;b pater- "° )

AR ¢
. “‘
’

nalism. | , |
L, Workers. , As has a.lrea.dy been pointed out. the workers consistently

.endorsed the concept of pa.rtlcipation prov:Lded by the mvestlgator. It
‘ is, however, mteresting to compare their eptions w1th the bellefs .
prevalent in other ra.nks that ma.ki.ng worke:r;s,‘?eel more a.ppmeciated arid;z s
‘ ‘ mvolved would 'bheoretically cvercome the mora.le problem, a.nd the.f a - : .

| culture-wide a.nti—w‘ork etr,ic was interfering with the success of this.

i There were . £wo kmds of comments from wo:r:kers whiéh related to this.
First, two-thi.rds of the workers recognlzed the mora.le prohlem, but they '
' .a.lmost una.nimously attributed it nainly to, uncompetitlve wage structlme/s
at Ca.n.Ra.J.l They perce:.ved a discrepa.ncy between their own bosses tell-/
mg them that they were importa.nt a.nd a.ppreciated at the same time as
the compa.ny J.ndica.ted the level of its ~Tegard for the:Lr worth by paying
less than la.bour—ma:bket avarw'ges._ Seveml workers' felt that if people s
needs for fina.ncia.l and otheu: Ecentives were not met, then no amount of 3

try:.ng to make them feel mvolved wpuld solve the motiva.t.ton problem. In
the words of Worker 1, "The employee who does good work doesn't get credit ,




such as higher pay," while Worker 5 said, "The we.ges are good for the 9
work you-do,.:out you can earn more outside."” Worker 20 agreed, and said,
"I think it's . more money that motivates people to work, to stay on . . -
and physical conditions shoeld be improved." Worker 19 was more speci-
fic : "i would increase motivation with more‘wagee. Some people here
earnv'$8v and have four kids and a rent of $600." He pointed out a feeling
of powerlessness to bargain for realistic wages, as the contract was
negotia.ted "down East" and, he' seid fa.voured eastern workers. He also
felt pe0p1e we?re not encoura.ged to make real commitments to thelr Jjobs
becaus’é "we are not getting transportable qua.lii‘ica.tlons . . . our trade
qua.li.f:.catlons should fit i.n more with the outside world." Worker 15
felt hlgher pay Was: mporta.nt to xgduce turnover: ~ "If the money Was
more, there'd be ‘more chance they'd stay .. . . and you'd get more experi-
enced people, the crea.m_of _the CIop . .+ peoPIe justaren t motlva.ted to
keep ;helr Jobs here; pay raises would be good " .

Although the workers did reject the a.ssumptlons behi.nd ma.na.gement s
Human Rela.tions conceptlon of pa.rticipa.tion, vseveral aid say that they
preferred this supervision style to others they had experienced. For '
_exa.mple, Worker 17 said, "1 thin.k vt.he men around heme like to have their
say in wha.t ‘should be done . % . workers' participatlon is okay for .
motivation." He gave severai examples of a.uthorita.rian ma.nagment styles
;ﬁ'om about LK) yea.rs ago, and said’ the trend to participation was more
‘Just. Horker 3% said, "I prefer the boss who will ask my opmn.ons a.nd '

' g:.ve a(lvice and suggestions, not orders. It is easmr to work well with M

- - such a boss." Worker 6 said, "It would be better because people commu-

nicate_' with each other and not,fight. WOrk goes a lot ea.sler. Worker 5,
on the other-hagd; "had yet to meet such a vsupervisor: -"You need to have

)



recognition for finding problems. You never get a thank-you for anything.
I he.ve on one in five years." Worker 22 said, "The supervisor end of it
is getting better all the time. There is always the bad egg . . . the
suﬁervésors do try to get the workers to pa.rticipate as much as they can,
but for a 1a.rge pa.rt there is too ma.ny hard feelings between superv:Lsors

and workers. There is not the requlsite of trust bétween them. Worker

;L? was full of praise for the courses for supervisors "which have reduced

friction . . . and help them to control themselves." Nevertheless, he
. i

\

felt there was still a problem: "We have quite a percentaée) of young

69

foremen and many of them lack the basic experience of dea.ling with people, .

and the job experlence + « » Many of these bosses are not up on technica.l
information," . . ‘

' ' There were a _fes workers who, 1like Miles's managers (1965) had one
'standard for themselves,and another for ﬁorkers in general. As Worker

2 said, he favoured the "new" style of supervision for hime_elf but sot !
“for "most .other workers.;'v Worker 30, who prrofessed to be J.n " ur of
pa.rtlclpat:l.on for himself, did not a.pprove of "changes in the style of
supervision," and felt that supervisors fea.red unpopula.rity and hence
| "are do:.ng the bare. minimum of superns:.on.." . »
| Om terms of feelmgs, to people of all ra.nks pa.rt:.clpa.tlon at Ga.nRa:Ll
seemed to mean frustra.tion. The’ executives felt frustrated because the_ir
) goodwill towards ‘the workers and then: attempts to foster considerate
and demoera.tlc trea.tment of workers was not: bei.ng rewarded w1th the
hoped-for mpcr:oved morale. The managers felt frustrated beca.use they

were aware of concrete problems which participa.tzon, they thought could

4’-":" ’ | ’ . -‘ .
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not help. But the greatest frustration of all was manifested at super-

visor level To these people participation meant almost pure headache,

for they felt the crunch between demands to make workers more happy and
compliant with the company s goals at the same time as reducing down-
tlme and costs and adherlng to fixed work structures. There were also
1ndicatlons that they felt themselves to be blamed by superiors for
continulng problems of turnover, absenteelem and ipefficiency; and per-
haps in consequence to‘this they showed very angry feelings abont the
workers' failure to cooperate. So in spite of their statements that
participat;on was a "good thing,” this word seemed to\conjnre,up more
misery than anything else to the supervisors.

At the workers' level, the focus of frustratlons 355001ated with
partlclpation was the day-to-day limitation experienced in their jobs,
~ and a general distrust towards nanagement They seemed to feel thqy —
gwere expected to behave as though they were being offered opportunltles R

~to take responsibility while in reality they feltltheir working existence

was tightly gtrﬁctured and controlled. . Q@’
In sum, partlcipatlon mean dlfferent thlngs to management and wor-

kers, it repressnted fruetrat;on‘to most of them, entailing vagious de-

_gre\es of hope, humaniterianism, dise.ppointment . and et'en bitterness.

. No-one appeared to be 1nd1fferent to. “the jdea, and it seems as-though
people s feelings about their different ideas of partlcipation were
sufflclently strong as. to create serious mlsunderstandlngs among the
Tanks. /

2. Resea.?éh@_éstion 3 - - B
| The thifa questlon asked "Hhat discrepancies, if any, are there in {i»

=

. ’people s attitudes towards participation and between what they endorse in
“b'principle and endorse—in pmactice’ ' : :



1

The most obvious dlscrepa.ncy was betweén the approva.l expressed by
most people in the three management ranks with the investiga.tor s Human
Resources definition of participation and -thei:r subsequent statements in
contra,diotion to it. For’eica.mple the executives noted both the costs
of workers powerlessness in general theory, and the fact that CanRail's
" highly -structured task-role orga.niza.tion was largely fixed at national
level, yet they did ant. ‘é.ttribute the failure of participation to impcove
efficiency and morale to a.ny company characteristic, but rather to a per-
ceived antif%o;k ethic described as spreading among the workj.ng class
generally. '\Moreover, all of the manegement people to. some:‘/extent por-
trayed workers» as being largely not capable of greeter self-direction
and responsibility, essentia.l‘ ingredients of 'decisiox‘x.-ma.king in the

i

Human Resources model. " |
The inconsistency between support.iné eleﬁlents of two logically in- c
. compatible models of participation manifested i{.self partly in choices,

such as Executi‘}e 35's selection of decisiop Method D and ‘of more parti-
_clpa.t:we methods tha.n Vroom a.nd Yetton's critena indicated in four of

the sﬁ;ustlons--even though h‘e spoke a.ga,mst participatlon, but mostly

: 1t ‘showed up in expressions of fnshration and disa.ppointment ‘Hith par-
-_tiupatlon, without anyone being willing to jettlson the pol:l.cy either.
In ta.lklng of their company's experiences, there was a vivid a.wa.reness
g that Ca.nRa.ll suffered badly from hjf-z absenteeism a.nd tmrnover. or la.ck

| of pnde in work, and they recognized tha.t the compa.ny s pa:esent reh—

ance on: pa.rt:.clpe.tiorx to overcome these mot:wation prr:oblems was not

' successful Ra;

than s_ugge_stlon‘; wee.lmesses in ‘howu pa.rt;clpation is
.pcr:a.ct:n.sed a.t Can , however, the cause of workers' hotivation froblems

was seen as external wrbh no solutions bei.ng envisaied' -
¢ g‘\l S

S

sy




Nevertheless, all of the executives seemed to be on the verge of
identifying a basic weakness in CanRail's participation policies. Even
though no direct, verha} connection was made between participation and

the technological constraints within which it must operate at CanRail,
the executives did connect the latter with an absence of pride in work.
Executive 25 said "You will get more if they are. 1nvolved in setting up
the work," (but when asked if workers Were presently ever alloved to do
this, he replied in the negative, and gave as his reason: "They™ w6; t

fix sgmething unless told. The workforce has changed."). Executive 25

sa.id "Everything is written on a piece of pa.per now, a.nd we don't g:l.ve

‘ opportunity for Judgment It's not possible to take pride in f:i ;Ahe
days.” Executl‘& 35 did'recognize a conflic\t,‘ too, between preseht uorlf
arrangementsvand'unorthodox models; he said, "Working in teams like. at
Volvo can't uork here . e Large operations like our ,\you can't."
Executive ll also referred to this constraint "In our. old organization
+ . . each worker checked each ca.r by himself v e People have lost a
lot," He diﬁinn¢ epell out the implications of this; indeed he said,
"People are told‘personally” to put quality before quantity, yet. he did
not say anything in recognition of a ;moblem expressed by several uorkers
 that the existing work arrangements created &rest pressure to do the '
reverse. " e ! " S N »
B | At the nanegeﬁ}level;'theiinconeistencyubetween endorsing a model

' whose ass‘nmptio'ns thejr later .contra.dicted‘manifested 'itself in signs of
personal discomfbrt especially uhen trying to Justify decision-method
choices. For em.mple. Ma.nager 21 who. picked Hethod. C rather than D for .

Situation l eaid, "Quite often HB hawe prcblems. but in. many cases I

«,u“' ey

like to reeerve the decisien to myeeif ?h!ﬁ‘is a-general principle "

f(



‘For‘Situe.tion 3 (whigh required Method D), he selected the most agtocratic

method po.esible, becoming some}lhet aggressive when being asked why, and o
saying, "For the simple ree;son I would like to na.ke the" decision myself.
That: is my job." He did select Method D for Siﬁuation‘ 5 he juetified_-
it somewbat curtly--"She has the information"--implying that there was |

- no-choice _rbut--to delegate in this case. - - o

Like the executives, the managers appeared to be on‘\the verge of reoog- ]

nizing that CanRail's str&ctures were'.preventing‘ "real” participation from

| vorking, but they Temained trapped in the you-can't-trust-workers logic.
Their ambivalence towards the idea of supervisors delegating d.ecision— ;
mk.’mg power was a.lso rela.ted to their poei.tion in the hiuremlv they
were oriented to the practicalities of pe.rtioipation more than were tbe

‘ executives. especia.lly rega.rding limits eet by the orga.nizetion iteelf

Unlike other people in tHe ma.nagement ranks, “the euparvieors d.id not

swing between two mutua.lly e:uolusive modele of pa.rtioipetion. Ape.rh ftr:on
some i&iosyncmtic viewpoints on uha.t pe.rticip&tion could nean, they

| una.nimously endorsed two principles of the Hmn Beletions nodel plopoaed
by Miles (1965). namely that (a) na.king workers. feel imrolved should in- : |

. Twove mora.le. and (b) workeurs cannot e trueted With nuch nore reeponsi—{ .'
bility. They folt themselves 1o be causht between demnde to solve the

.J momle pro'blem through: pe.rticipe.tion on the one ha.nd a.nd both organiza--~ a

S S

CE tiqnalmonstraints a.nd an intrinsically xmmotiva.ted wo::k force on the

'e:c. Peﬁmps because of thie f‘nmtration, supervieonrs displayed nnch -
more - and/sta:ongor feelings on the subject t!an did othe:r: mnagenent per-"

. J.,M
'-sonnel

‘Even within the limits of their Knpg.n Relat.’ﬂons conception of pu—ehi
cipp:tion, CanBail mnagenent me faced with e diso:;epeney bstween

BE AN
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expected and actual outcomes. In gpite of apparently believing that if
workers are treated with consideration and respect, involved in general
discussi&fi'i's;‘ and aenarally asked for‘their opinions, they will be happier
and mre cooparative. all of the nnagenent people interviewed were un-

_ confort.a.h]y aware that in spite of this _policy workers' morale problems
appeared to be getting worse. They resolved this discrepa.néy by stating

" that pu:ticipa.tion only works with the mright" kind of people, and tha.t‘ |
these are increasindly difficult to find because of cultuml changes
reducing the va.lue of work in general. As the raport of intervlews with
workers shows, this study does not provide any evidence that a genezzal
h.nti-mrk ethic prevails among the CanRail workara; on the contrary,

wm mst.ratad precise]qr boca.use tbey had umlet expectations of

| their work. L e o

ilith the ameption of ona or tuo ind.ividnaln everyone pmfessed an
approval of parbicip.ti.on but tbeir eonception of whatit mnt only co-
i.ncided uith the Hunn neaourcos daﬂnj,ti.on used in this study in the\ .
cm of‘ the workeu namgcunt paople endorsad a Huna.n nelations approach‘ |
. nostofthethe. Oneﬁ.ndingebnontoallranksmalackoffanili- |

arity with role rehtionships undar participa.tion of the Hulan Resom'ces

The exocqtim spoks mmtinmlly on the subject Lr particip.tion, :
but thcy a.ppamdto be’ diaappo.’mted h dsn‘b.il's experionqp of it They
a.ppu:od to raa.ta pa.rticipstion -ore in tms of an unspoken lora.l con-
tmtwmm-nomdemidantstrubmtofmsbomm
hmuthmcmitmntmmtmnmcwmapment.(
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While anxiously without solutions for the problems 1t was aimed at over-

- 'colﬁing they noﬁ%theleee did not reconnend Jettisoning the policy. -

 that a general “anti-work. ethic 1imite part.ici.}aation's benefits anyway,

‘The managere,* bn the other ~hand although a.greei.ng with the idaa.

e W‘)

. appea.rea mre concerned with pma.ctical difficulties within the or@a.niaaw
o
_ t.’wn iteelf-smh as lack of euitable %upervisor miniqg. or pressures T

!'6. : . at -

,. to reduce downtine But- dupervieors subscribed more a.dh.mantly tha.n did

A

'“-;_ ~'othere to a Humﬁn Re]a.tions perspective of pe,rticipetio they cerha.inly
.am not believe that workere could be trusted with moze eelf—direction "

or freedon from controle; in fa:bt they blmd everything on workm:e

bad. a.ttitudes, and theirjnoet iopu]a.r answer to the,qcpnpam,' 8 ptoblems

wa,s f:lri.ne ﬂﬁe njority of worlma.‘ R ' j" Sy
' ﬂh:lle people oi’ a.ll ranks acknow],edged problen of low worke:c mra]e

" a.nd mefﬂciency in the orp.nj.ntion, maaenent people a.t‘tributed thie

to ,extinal forcee ’beyond their conta.‘ol denot:lva.tmg the woﬁcforee, a,nd ’ '
: jthey used this belief to exphm m prtlcipttion. nm Rehtione CeE
: 'style, vs not htvi.ngthe denized d:toet at cmn. They omm: felt

~that wwkm m not uilling or, ce 2 '_

Pl ——————

bility uun thery have. now, “or tlnt _ :f

. in mtinti.ng thel Wa a cultumlly predeten



o
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and the th::ee ma.nagunent ra.nks, both in relation to wha.t is perceived
.a.s reality and what 1s seen as a desirable goa.l The only thing held in
“cpmon by all was fmstration with the probléms thty conneoted ‘to the
idaa. of participation in.one wa,y or another. . v .

" -Since Research Qua’stion I does not entail description, but instaa.d
"involves interpmta.tiqp, it will be addresséd in the énncluai:ﬁ of - "
Chapter 5 rathes tha.n having been incIuded in. this cmﬁtecr 8 descriptive

. ,;9
accomt_ .

el

$i o

BN



Chapter 5. Summag$, Conclusions and Recommendations
-‘ P . ' ' _ a
y ' 1‘“'- . ﬁs . ) \‘ . . . . |
Ao . f . L . : _" _ ‘
% - !
In Gha.ptm: 1 pointed out that much aca.demic work and some in- ‘

du‘s'%'m experimentataon ha.d been a.imed a.t overcoming the effects upon

people a.t ;orﬁ of being powerless. Va.rious stylés of ma.nﬁgement through .

which workers decision-ma.king power yver their working l;lves had

- their ra‘tiona.le in the pa.rtiCipation tbypdthesi.e, which suggests that if
_employges aye given 'thiJs power, efficiency wili\ 'inkkease and mcrald” wil]v

a2 "

R J =

impx%ve But th& resﬁlts expected by ma.na.gemer;t ha&‘ mt aliaye %een
. ’35»93\, ,'ﬁ RAGE
fortncoming in prr:a.ctice. Previous reeearch 8 susgestw‘ﬁbat/wdiscrep-

¢ a.mies might occur between pol.icy and pu:ac :uge, ope vrea.eo%»:@r this being .

3“ (itx:tivity. Th.e preeent“‘study wa.s inten%ﬂd_ oW 1ish§ on the prlem,

" of peeudoperticipation in which decision-m powar "

»
.

£ .

} t‘ha.t peéple 8 attitudes ma.y be in oppos}ticn go such- prommsw he Can-,

R&J.l Repe.ir Company is 4 Cina-dian conpa.ny qomitted to pa.rticipation J.n T

nts in mora.le 'E.nd mo- ,

by seeking to understanﬂ the attitudes of ‘people of different raqk to-g

v

=
mds the concept of participation.

~

SR

. Cha.pter 2 reviewed the kli't.er::p.‘t.u:ma pf relevance to the. pu:eeent study e

It was shown tha.t studies concecmed with participa:tion va.ried a.s7to hou
X
far power-sharing between mnagenent and worléa:e wa.s eﬁcbmpassed in defi-

though many conditione were necesear;;/ .These we:r:e contra.sted with studies _' i

with ma.nagers focusing instea.d upon fostering good huna.n rela.tions and

ma.kmg workere fee]: involved qsh soag},s a.nd meﬁods which ha.d actually

- lnitions.:v Host studies involving a.,reduction in management dacision-mkingf =
. i .
power over workers‘ Johs were genecr:a.lly supportive of the lﬁrpothesis, a.l-~ :

L :9:". L D :-;r-_'_‘_ o .“.w T * L ‘.‘ » ,_“,.._v




o . . oh . .'.*'
been pre- set by ma.rngement a.lone. ‘Miles's suggestiOn that two conflict-
ing pa.rticipa.tion models——tha.n Resources (corresponding to the defini~-
tion*“r.dopted for this study) a.nd ﬁmnan Rela.tions (corresponding to pseudo-’

perticipa.tion)--may be emplo#ed in practice WAS noted as were PmeViO%

i‘indings that resista.nce to power-,shsring can ‘be expected to occur at"

dii‘ferent levels. A ,a' ¥ ' \[
Severa.l studies shbw'ed-a. connection ,ba“ﬂieen people ) a.ttitudes and
'~u

their organizationa.l ra,nk, ‘and that orga.umyziona.l qhbra.cteristics as a
EL W d ’
' p&:ticipa.tion policies.

by .
Fina.lly it vas pointed out tb@t previous studies dged ma.anly quanti"t“s‘tive ’f‘
. :Y _(, oy

whole in.fﬁfence both atti;kudes nd the .

E it

methodglogies a.:un& at causall expla.ﬁat,%ns of the relati&?zship between
broad geqerﬂ va.!ia.bles which were. not a.pp:mpriate to %udies seeking to

P
e gl
SR

understaud at‘tithdes such as the present one, for they do not permﬁ a- i
e &%y T
distfl.netmtgq mbe msde g)etween wha.t people sa.y they ‘think and feel as o , ;
é K
distinct from what they rea.lly do think d feel. g o ' . .
& | G

o

EN
g Vo

‘A qua.litative methodology wa.s thererfore needgd for this study, a.nd
3 Chapter 3 Instrumen@gh would a.liow the rela-

!
A

sxplora.tion of ideas. feelings and: discrepancies

this was outl:.ned,

taiw}éiy unre tric

"‘ £

3 were chosen. . These cox;.sisted of mstruotured interviews a.nd a set of | R

R TN T . "

' simulated problem situations req_uiring each subject to :hose a.nd to just™

'tify one decision method out of four possibilities (only one of which

was pe.rtici;e.tive) they were validsted by a pilot study with a panel .

of experts a.nd by reflective sum:ties and probes. - The sample of 36 R
ple wasg drswn from four ra.nks at the CanRail Repeir Compe.ny in Edmon-

A,ton, and the j;lterviewe ~1;bere completed in July. 1%0. | ) '
Ctapter b reported on the la.te:;ia.l collected, which showed that -

Mg T

; people (3 a.ttitudes tomds perticipation va.ried with the position they

I,




fii, o

5 ‘&c
50y

-

i

oo 4

)

. to ‘their Jobs‘ As 3 eroup, they attributed low morale a.nd efficiency

. e .
occupied in the company hierarchy, amd that there was a large gap bet-
EI

ween the percentions a.nd feelings of ma.nage ent'_,s.nd workex;s. The only

thing held in common by all ranks Has Popny of‘frustrstion'éﬁth She

problems thex connected to the idea of ' pArtic iba.tion.

79

FR

* Although nearly everyone expressed initial ‘agreement with pa.rticipa.— ,
tioq as defined by the investi@.tor. people of worker rank were the only
ones to ta.lk consistently a.s a group ‘in these terms None of them be-~
1ieved that partiCipa.tion in this sense was in effect at Ca.nRail,ua.nd
the majority felt they did not ha.ve sufficient freedom to exeizcise initi-

a.tive and ta.ke responsibility for decisionamaking aboat their work. Mo‘st

of the people of this ra.nk felt p’owerlegs an* hsllmged at work  Thisy
together with low wages to reflect ‘the value the company put on theiry
work appears‘to bave . led them to fee"l no reason to make mach comnﬁtment

ma.ml;yto lack of control over their work a.nd a relsted wa.sta.ge of theéf’i

) M . m-ﬂ ' [ .

idea,s.*’V S ' ' L ,'g_ﬁ' )
") } M

In contra.st from comments a.nd choices msde by people in the ma.nsge

s

«ment ra.nR'.s it bec ’9 clear that only isola.ted elements of the,Hnman
Resources modsl of particgation were endorsed by just a few ma.nagement
wople. None of them env od extensive ‘use of Ca.nRa.il workers poten—
tdal. 501- m&tive decision-mking about work althouqx there were isola-
ted references to ‘the benefits of using worksrs' idea.s ~ No-o.ne.\in T

( ma.nsgement connected this obsemt;lon to the notion df reducing workers

' powerlessness over their jobs In fact there seemed to be no recogni-
tion tha.t pa.rticipe.tion involved sharing decision-making poaer at a.ll

a.lthough during the simulations it was -a.pparent tha.t ma.na.gers were a.t

best ambiva‘lent at the prospect a.ﬁd that supervisors wers relucta.nt for -.-",‘. S

e RN B T e T ’

. e

ve kAL
S

-
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decision-ma.king power to be shared at all. A set of assumptions corres-

ponding very closely to Miles's Huma.n Relations model appeared to pre-

s A

‘dominate in the minds of ma.na.gement people when they spoke of participa-
| tion, especmlly in respect of their assumption that workers at CanRail
. "'could not be trusted, they believed, with grea.ter opportunlties for the

self—drr:ect}on a.nd responsibility which grea.ter decision-making power .

would entq% These views of ma.na.gement werd not consistent with the:l.r‘

a.pprova.l of the investigator's Huma® Resources definition of perticipa- s

“\.lv
¢

ﬁ tion, which they had a.lrea.dy endorsed
~‘v . PR ' i

t

B, Conclusion Research Question 4

f--' 4"7' 'Qtfis ques’cion asked "Wha.t expla.xﬁions of Qnsting e.ttltudes a.nd

Mepe.ncies can be sugges ed’?"‘ e
2 e

1 Ra.nk Rnd attitude. As Lowin found (1968), attitudes towa.rds par- whg

ticipa.tion of people working at CanRail appea.red%to va.ry a.lmost directly
with the ra.nk that they occupied in the compe.ny hiera.rchw Not only had*.
their experiences vaﬁled a.ccording’to their position, but 80 a.lso did ‘
their perceptions and expectations of(@at pe.rtlcige.‘tion ehould be -as

. wel%ms their v1ews pe:r:tic‘ipe.tion.in pra.ctice at: Ca.nReil A ' .

The commona.lity If attitudes within ra.pke that was shown by the data :

| .
confirms the findings oi’ other hvestiga.tors (notably Lowin, 1965; and .

Patem.n. 1970) thst hierarchica.l position is*\major influence on. people 8
a.ttitudes towa:r:ds pe#ticipetion.- This ca.n be expla.ined by the :fect ‘that -,;

b4 th_e typ:st oi: taske, pr:oblems, decisions a.ndccncerns which -are embodied
» s "'\0)'») po . \l .4."
P SR AR
in diffe:rent 1e_vel jobs det

‘r h?} ""!"" (4e .
the, e) enoes a.nd hence the. a.tti—

about production xn.acy’r be pe.rtly

./ PRI

. . . . T b PR . . 3 - :
e - ! 4 - : R e . . S

1
T : N .
2 i R | . P . .



"‘bb
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just finisbed

-and diseppointments that the concept of pa.rticipe.tion entailed for %

. production tasks. ; s ﬁassocieted possiﬂlity is tba.t \E}enRa.i}s ma.negement 7.,

-81

4

frequent anecdotes a.'bout having a.ttempted unsuccessfully to cha.nge pre-

'determfned procedures, the definition of participation offered by the

mvestiga.tor corresponded ir_bin straight-forwa.rd me.nne:r to the desires

workers, L C '
In the same way, the sca.rcity of talk by ma.nagement p&ﬂe a@ all

e

tion may be partly expla.ined by thbir relatiye la.ck of familiarity with

wez:e not fa%.lia.r with pa.rticipetign in the Hmlan Resouroes sense. They ‘ '
d:l.d not appea.r to be able to envisage ra.dically different Hays of ma.king

p:oduction decimons m tha.t workers couia (sinoe ‘the la.tter

were mere familia.r it;;e‘ : ion ta.sks F gltematﬁtes, a.nd were con-:

tinuadly contemplating cha.nges on the jo ﬁvaay). Beca.use of the focus

on good huma.n rela.tionships in the mana.gement tra.ining ootn:ses, even a
those people who had been systema.tically expoeed to the compa.nv s idea . '

4

Br

of participa,tion did not displa.y familia.rity with the kind of supervisor

‘role dema.nded of a Human Resources defi:nition of pa.rticipation. ' |
Beyond a va.gue notion\iha.t it was good to involve workers eomehow, R

Téw ma.nagement people a.ppea.red to ha.ve extensi:ve Icmwledee a.'bout how t{o

put full workers' per'li,cipetion in decision- g into pra.ctioe. 'I'hie - -:

seemed qnite cleaa:ly to be the case uhere uu ,isors were concerned. "'

rhere wa.s a greeter cha.nce to gl.'mpse theh et thei:r: work tha.n ua.s possib}o-

that people dld not rea.lize tha.t the investig.tor s deﬁnition of parti- PR

cipation differed, from their oun. For emple, one eupe:cvieor aho had
oo

RIS 4 . L

j, . - . , :

\""nt ra.nks whst ira.ﬁ %ﬂred cbnfi:rmed a.g impression ‘ 2

levels about - participation as a method of meking deoisions about pmoduc- W )

.
i

”ribing hfmse]_f as. sqaeone who believed »in »a.nd"practised S
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participation quite openly gave a worker stich close instructions on how
g 2 ‘bo_ eréange ‘his t_.ime and tasks for the shift that there was clearly no

 Toom at e.l'l for ‘work-'rela’ced decision—making to be practised by the man.

‘-

" A further ebcpla.na.ti(m of ma.nagement '8 ielucta.nce to embrace the in- s
vestisator 8 definition of partioifﬁtion ms.}v be drawn from Miles's study

n\

of mat&ers, in which he" poinf@d out tha.t they on]y endorsed a Human

Al

¢\“‘L\§_’%& &

Resources model of partic:.pation when theg themselves were the ones stand— :

] 7 “
ing to ga.in mbre self-contro.l, they re;;ectedvthis.,model when subordina.tes .

t were the focus. "Managers a‘t every level view themselves as’ capa.ble of _ ' K

5, . y
R ‘.-,.",;, ~ 4'

o “l-direction and sell'-control but"a:pparently don't attribute .

&g«‘x(”

. 'bild.ties to“ﬂ;eir subordingtes" (1965, P 300) The quota.tions in

pter 1+ of mana.gement & lackt of’ trust J.n #orkers certa.inly shoy th;s

AR ot . ., RN
B o

2 mttern . . _;’;g';‘. - -'_:_.;, I ».";: . o .: P . ‘ .
V, i o N .

As \the ‘Teview of the“ literature Jhowed previous investiga,tors ha.ve
found a reluctance to put pa.rticipa.tion policies into ei‘fect in such a
' "wa.y as to dnvolve the powbr—sharing necessa.ry toayield“the desired &- .
- sufts. Miles“ suggests at'.ha.t managers become emotionailv a.tta.ched tog '

concept of managenent which gives themvg.n immuta.ble set of p:rerogat es

C
A

‘ a.nd ena.bles them to hide a.ny deficiencies by not sharing reasons for -
- their decisions, and: to mainta.in control by witholding in:omation (19()

| "This resista.nce‘ha.s often been seen a.s a psychologica.l phenomenon, .based . { -

F 1n observations of. ‘insecurity or df}sires for aggzandisem\ﬁt (Hartin &
Sims, 1971* McClelland & Bu:mham 1976).." It wa.s also po.'mted out that
Hdrkers, too, w not allw.ys be\accep'bing of mmimtion policies, )
beca.use oi’ their unfaniliamity a.nd an unwillingness to a.ccept new res-

ponsibilities (Petema.n, 19?0) ‘I‘he 'findings of this study do not a.ppear

- .
AR it e et i s = T




' demonstrated any unwii;.‘ngness to participate in decision-making about
~ their work; and they displayed more fe.niiliarity with how Human Resource
style pa.rticipatlon would affect their work tha.n did a.ny of the manage-
ment people interviewed. The latter's. comments that CanRail workers
 were intrinsica.lly unmotivated, which prevents participation from work:mg,
cannot be regarded as eiridence that workers were unwilling'either. In \

terms of the pa.rtic:.pa.tion hy'ﬁdthesis, the high tyrnover, chronic a.bsen- .

’ ‘ teeism and low enthus:.asm Eor work among CanRail workers provide an a.l-

—

most classic ﬂlus{ration of its basic premise. Unless human beings are.

given scope far the:u: creativq a.billties they will loose interest in their

work_; treated likm people

‘they Will behave acco ",j_
- the 'workers" comments th;. . -
. Ca.nRa,il wa.s not worth lnuch of a comnutment from them. But the resulting |

‘la'.ck of enthusi;sm was not. ‘interpreted by ma.nagement from a. Human Re— B o

sources vieWpo:Lnt i.nstead} the workers' beha.viour was interpreted in ) .

Human Bela.tions terms-' fhat is, it was seen as evidence that they were ‘

' intri.nsically unmotivated Uhich in t%s used to justi_t‘y giving

o

% . which nad siyen: rise to the a.pethy in the' first plaee. A self-perpetu— T

. ating cycle of" resentments and distrust was therefore esfablished between ‘
| CanBa.il's mamgement and its workers T :
t Hith respect to mnagement t-here was no evid.ence a.mong exbcutivés ' |
of ‘an emotionally-based relucta.nce for workers to share decision-mking - V
B '-,power, but both mana.gecrs and supea:&isors did demonstra.te considera.ble o
"A'discomfortnth parbicipa.tion, especia@ly on vthe simulatlons.: To some - ‘_':; '
--'fextent this might be interpreted as euﬂt e llgsbass 1 re slme to e

‘ T " ‘ A‘ ‘ ] .. "\ :
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A. ”‘ .
! {

giving up their own control over workers.. The supervisors in particular
were most reluctant in the simulations to relinquish decision-making

power to workers; and the fact that they themselves felt powerless within

- the company would enhance the 'pla.usibﬂﬁ?of this explanation.

Another possible. explanation for the differences in feeling between

management ranks may be that the,more remote a person is from the powexa-'%";;_‘_; .

sharing event being envisaged, the less can it be related to her or his
- - . 9]

“own life. Thus it was relatively easy for executives to say that super-

" visors should choose participative methods, since this would not a:t‘fec{

‘

“y
‘s

i.hem personally at all. The ma.ne;ers, however, who are di:rectly'in

/

touch with snpervisors, were more aware of the practical implications '

a:nd difficulties of such decision methods, and this led/to their ambiva-’

: lence. Supervisors had the strongest reactions becaus@« it was their own

work roles being reflected; the cho:.ces offered had direct releva.nce to
their own working lives. . ‘I:his suggests tha.t people find it easier to
Py lip-service to a principle, the more remote its implica.tions for
their own, lives, and especially if the inﬂl.ications are negative.

2, Discrepa.ncies. Seveml exphnatiens may be offered for the 1is-

crepe.ncies in mnagement's attitudes that Chapter L' described Fi.rst

- as Miles points out (1%5), ;a.rhicipa.tion is such a "motherhood-a.nd—

.

, - J/
o a.pple-pie issue at pn:esexit that its va.lue ma,y seem mquestiona(ple to

Ve

'some”. At the very least since it is of'ten contrasted with mclonsiderate .

‘or euthorita.n.a.n ms.na.gement styles (as it A5 at CanRail), peoph can be
expected to resist being thousht of by others as not fa,vouring pa.rt.ici-
pa.tion.- Socia.l pressure ‘on. GanRail's ma.nagement to a.t leest pay lip-

g service to the pr iple ig probably consld.e}eble. - ~ Q

: _vere the United States na.nagers described by Hiles (1965) as to the

.'_.:,-v [

Secondly, GenBail's ma.nagement appeared to be just a.s oonfused ss l
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For the most part, there

e.ppea.red to be little ﬁmilia.nty with the logic of Human Resources par-

\u

ticipa.tion of the kind defined by Miles and endorsed by the workers,
“which suggests that the failurg of management people to amgue with the
definition offered while still ma.king contra.dictory statements might be P

edue to a la.ck of recognition that a different set of rela.tionships to the o

. ones they enviSaged was being discussed. There is also*ther*poesibility

that some people ‘Wwere. not expu:essing honest viewe when they agreed with

'the :anestiga.tor s defmition If they did feel inclined to be somewhat

less than ca.ndid it would be understa.nda.ble (especially for sﬁpervisors)

* such policies. But even for

4

since 80 many of them have hea.rd the virtues_ of" pa.rticipa.tion being >

pla.med at the same time as f

simply did not notice any contra’.ﬁiction between their Humsn Rela.t:ﬂns

conception of perticipetion a.nd the definition offered

Nevertbeless, quite a- few things were said which showed tha.t manage- L

,ment did not wholly endorse ‘a Human Relations pexception &t participation B

either Severe.l references to the value o,f,én,gwin%ﬂorkus to uske | j;
, decisione and work independently ‘Were na.de togethe:r.- with a i'ecognition

..g..

tha.t such utiliza.tion of uorloers' capa.bilities uas beneficia.l to the eon-
pary. But Bomehow tie logic embedded in this insigxt ha.d not been plm- '

sued The comw>
of?"workers' frustrat

to heve overlooked the fact that the genesis

la.y in the.’u: rela.tionships to the work itself

- and not predomina.ntly 1n the quality pea:sonal rela.tionshlps with msnsge-‘ S

“~

»ment Ae a result nanagement a.t C ha.s concentrated on trying to __'

use’ ﬁ.rticipa.tion a.s a motiva;tor ‘and ¢ a solution to morale problems even

: to the virtua.l exc;ézsion of other motivators such as money. Just as in SR
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b3

ny

some of %he msna.gement litera.ture referred to i.n Chapter 2 of this thesis,

. pa.rticipa.tion as a motivstlng too‘l seems at CanRail to have become de-
tached from its reality be.se, ms.nsgement seems to expect the workers to -
respond to considerate trestnent as_ though they were be}ng g;ven'contml ‘
v“’er wox;k decision-mking. Horkers an:e expected to act with a commitment
.and interest in their work which csnnot reslisticsl]y be expec'ted to Te-

C

sult f‘rom actual practices; they are certeinly not seen by themselves or

anyone else ats Ca.nRsil as pla.ying B responsible. self-determinlng role in
. . \)

\ . .
3 . . *

the compsny . ,
Reflecting afterwards upon the strong contrggtastween, on the one

hand, the»hi@ hopes that people st Ca.nRail ha.d 4’i‘el‘l: -about partici-

identii‘y at lea.st one feeling ths.t was ‘common to sll ;a.nks—-a. sense o;t‘

helplessness. ;‘Very fow people, seemed ready to Jettison the whole ide ]

""‘f

7o

: yet everyone was . pessinishic a.bout its pu:onises. S o ,\

L]

It i.s suggested thst this helplessness Was 1o0] ed mapeople s teno-

. dency in thi.s culture to seek t,he causes of events in indivsldusls, rsther :

\thsn w!;m they oﬂ:eh ttulyq'le. tlmt is. in ures. As Blunberg
: 1«1{: -ago (1968). iso]sted individus forts £o make pe.rti-
| cipation

'bound to fsi.l unless the orgs#izstion as a. uhole J.s

(a.) Technoloﬂ To an observ

spproprie.tely_ nodiﬁecl\\ﬂh\ﬂe the people inte::viewed tended to blsme <.A .
. ‘each gther fo:é the. faflurs of pe.rt‘ici‘pation'to’hzlﬁ;l their hopes. there. .

sppea:ced to be Q:ant recognition E the extent i’o which wider forces a.cted
*the most appe.rent of forces restrict- -'



o ends redfults frém this demamd,  If workers were to be able to s,nfa.mme

v & Way as to ma.ximize the hunan reaources. The orsa.nization of prodmtion
s fatrly strictly Predeternined on this hasis; procedures are st:mctumd
and formalized a.nd leave little Toon for decision—mking on the spot

For emple, :Ln the Ca:r: divixion a highly logical oa.nd iaused (see L
‘Appendix V) in such a way that doea not‘hllow individmls to take res- d
ponsibility for inspecting and Tepairing. a unit theaaelves. Sevml - m
mople said they i‘elt their hands to be tied by such strict contml ove::

the division of work; other Testrictions such as use fat book of regula-
tions sent out by Hon‘hreal were also ta.keiz as. given. Sililar]y. prequ |
| ~comes’ fmm the nationa.l level to redme down%; ] uo,' 'k is conti-\ - |
nued mund 'the clock in order to lnaop%equipent off the At 1

short a time as possible, and an a.dheremo ﬁm ahiﬁ.s mhozu uaek- o

ror as . e T

' the division of work and the aispssm.on of their own tine and"hkills b

then changes would have to be at' least thoorcticany possible in ;ho -
ptesexxt an'angenants of tho conpomﬁta o:l’ theix omtiona: mchines,

hmnhhoxm..mks unitsi’orropirqaﬂniutma.phnttmand IR
- work achednlos. nmmtibn(aud imgntive achms, h:dgetinc prioritics o

7
o T e
"&.’.'o:

sta.ndardsandmsuhtiona..l.analloatindeﬁnitelm ﬁhile 5%

\.mumkmaofnpomunttmmmunmrk&awtonavemmmn- _
making imvolvement in ardar to genuine],y pm,icip.ta. thoy are all pre- S
sanuy mds cen'l;ra.lly at the top ot\mo himmhg" It - a5 tboogh S
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(b) Gentz:alized control " A second major forxce which is apparently
opposi.ns the inplenenta.tion o:r pa.rticipation at dannail--its almost un- :
questioned hiora.rchical authority structure. As is the case with local L
' exec Ives in '‘most lu-ga conglo-em.tb corpomtions. axacutives at CanRa.il :

do not contml aouo of the njor orpnizatioml factors on which the

_ fate o:f a.:v pa.rticipation prow lust depend. Even the executives them— S
melves did got: appesr to roccs!nze ‘that they were being held sccountable’ .
gmi@thinga ovea: uhich nqither thoy nar their mbo:rdina.tes ha.d any control *";

[P

'_,f Vile Miles mesta tuit -mggnnt night be mlmtm,to relinquish
YL o : =) T o e
. .;’,ts own pﬁ.-mp.tins (1979). the picture Fresented By gia “stady sug- o | *vé

gests an a.ddttioml nource of res:lstqnce to cihnge: the "brganization' AT :
. strnc iteel:r It spbemd to be ineonceivable %o Toosl psrsonnel 3 Syt gw
;thtt presauhly wi.alded rolotaly at the top of ‘the conglonmtew - }§
.uuw;hmmmgﬁmtobemmd 3
. ) i '\,i, .

Thi.s fa::lm to quogtion ﬂa Linits of q.oqu mthori:by can P°1"' -
5 mps o upmnaa 4 thc cultueal umghion of nomlity wﬂjnh still .
“at‘h.ehos'to hhamchml :;eh‘tionnhips in Capada’s businest envi.‘:;gament. -
‘+8i0e the zaem 4'stms.of lmost sy work. orguiteation i d“conpetitive,‘ ; o
'_vmﬁt—haad”mnnlic vsm is the nxiii&tion Of bm f :lts ami cc/;ntml ‘
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meet;‘ after all, job redesign.a.way from specialization éowa.rds giving )
people autonomy 1is tﬁe very antithesis of that cont;ol which those at the
th séek' in ;cheir quest for certainty of results.

§EEE§§I' Because thqy-did not recogni;e these two forces precluding
full workers' participation, people blamed each other. It is not surpri-
sing that a palatable but mythical, "reason" waé found: a deteriorating
working class. The idea that society, rather than CanRail management,’
was producing unmotivz;.ted People must appeal strong}y to those feeling
constant pressure to do the impossible. It is easier to accept prevailing
myths than to challenge the structures of one's society. Solutions such
as firing the majSiity of’ workers may npt be realistic; but they surely
spring more easily to mind than alternatives with which oge is not fami-
lia\.i' and fwhich co‘nstitute a complete upheaval in traditional task organi-
zation and authority structu:r.jes. | o

The lines are now quite clearly drawn between management and w§rkers;
- neither can understand or trust the other. It is easy to understand that,
in experiential terms, participation has beén a. paradoxical and ijrustra-
ting affair for most people at Ca.nﬁail. No matter what level tﬁey work
at, people in this company seemrto‘ be faced with impossible demands. To
some degree management practise at; interpersonal component o‘f pariicipae
tion, yét no corresponding modifications have been made in the work orga-
nization or authority strucﬁzres to permit full workers' participation in .
. ‘dec‘ision-making, and the concommittant improvements in efficiency and
morale which are expected of them. Since there is minimal awareness
,that most of the components of a true part ipation program are missing

-from CanRail, the concept has become mystified and confused, and people
‘blame each other for bad ei'pe:rience's; Such an inherently hopeless analysis

[

¢



L

/ ' _
' of the problem is clearly self-defeating. Against this background, the
confusions and discrepancies found in people's attitudes towards gartici-

ration appear more understandable.

)

C. "Recom-mndstions

1. The present study has given an idea of the kinds of discrepan-
cies and frustrations which ocour among the attitudes of people of diffe-
rent rank in one company. Nevertheless, the study merely skimmed the
sm':fa.ce- .1f these discrepa.ncies showed up in such a limited investiga-
tion as this, even more understanding might -be expected to be generated
if actual behaviour on the job could be observed. It is therefore re-
commended that a complete case study involving observation of decision-
making be undertaken in any organization where the fate of particular
partitipation programs is to be monitored and understood; it is felt that
this study confirmed the value of qualithtive rather than qua.ntita.tive
methods being used for such projects.

2. The following explanatory hypotheses are suggested:

(a) Resistance to workers' pe.rticipetion in organizational
decision—mking comes predomina.ntly from the organization as an
entity in itself, ratha: than being a purely psychological pheno-
menon found in manageftent ranks.

(b) The roots of ofrga.nizationa.l resistance are two-fold? the
exclusive use of technological logic as the basis of task-mle

divisions, and the unquestioned acceptance of remote control that



is characteristic of local organizations within large corporate

conglomerates. :

(c) Members of "orga'.niza.tiols in an individualistic, ccapetit_ve,
and profit-oriented environment are more likely to blame ~ach ~ther
for their p:robiems than to challenge established principles and

structures. &

(d) Canadian management is not familiar with the logic or

practicalities of participation as portrayed in Miles's (1979)

Human Resources model. |

- (o) Discrepancies in management's atti'éudes towards participa-
40n are due mainly to cognitive confusion and a re%ucta.nce to
question the organizational status _g_ﬁ_o because of the revolutiomry
implications of doing do.

3. Reébgnition should be made of the limited nature of CanRail's
present partic;j:ation program, especially of the fact that try:l.ng to make
workers feel as though they share meaningful decision-making power when
they rea.lly do not will not. succeed in solving probleins of morale and
inefficiency, but instead will continue to place unrealistic demands on
people at all levels and to increase workers' distrust of management “and
lack of commitment to company goals.

4, People at the' upper’ level of the orga.niza',tion should familiarize,
thenselves with the Human Resources model of participation and with re-
lated industria.l é‘xfperimentsl.r "I‘Jhis would ;:reate an understanding of a.lﬂ-
ternatives and'make it easier to abandon the self-defe;ting assﬁmption
that the root of Ca.nRa.il B problems is an inmn'mountable anti-work ethic

in Canada gene::a.lly a.ga.inst which management feels powerless to act.
Once recognition ha.s ‘been nade of the extent to which a full participa.tion

T Lo n
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program negessitates changes in the overall ‘task-Tole organization and

dines of a.uthority. a clear decision ahould be made as to uhether to

| commit the orga.nization to full utilization of its hmnan r—e_so;c_e;s_. orww

instead to mainta.in the present technologically-predetermined organiza-

tion of work. ‘ o

5. Considaration should be given to the “\‘id,aa. that it may not be
neceésa.ry to eradicate workers' ‘powerlessnessv‘\or gissatisfactions in
order to increase their efficiency. It is poésib]i\e that many workers
might be willing to work hard and forgo-many persona.l satisfactions in
“work within a fra.nkly hierarchical systeﬁ, provided t‘he“y‘wm'offered
eno money and the choices that management were willing to offer were | '
honestiy made. l"l.trthermore, it should bq remambered that a h:lera.rchica.l
system of d.ecision-ma.king does not preclude benevdlent and considerate
\supervision. ‘ ’ -

6. The present completé reiia.nce for wprkers"'\ motiva‘t;ion upon par-
ticipation in the sense of fostering democratic and considerate treat-
ment of workers should be recognized as ineffectual, resting as it does
upon fa.lée‘ assumptions-e;specially about the rootsioi‘"f*‘léw mora'.ie.“ The
rela.tive merits of alternatives, such as the workers' éqsgesﬁed large -

. PRy ra.ises. should be explored . ’

7. While the existing physica.l orga.niza.tion of work a.t Ca.nRall
places limits upon how workers, tools and tra.ins are blended into the A |
work pr:ocess, so that any sudden or conplnted reorganimtion misht n’ot. e
be practical there still appears to be consi.dmble scope fo:: cha.nges |
“from the bottom up. As was the case with the nachine opea:ators' reorga- '
'niza:t.ion studied by Ba.vela.s as long ago as. 1948, . cha.nges initia.ted a.t o

the work site are often practica.l rela.tively quick to hplanei;t, - :
VAT ';i."_',:' T
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yield immediate results in terms of efficieb;:y a8 wWell as satisfaction

to the innovat% . .

8. Finally, CanRail's problems reulting from low morale need not.

be top management's alone to deal with. This study provides evidence
‘that people.’at 'all levels in the compan& care a great deal about their
jobs’a.nd feel at J.ea.st as f;ustra.fed as aexﬁor mmiageﬁent; During the
‘interviews, se\feral. people suggested that the general findings of this
study be shared with any pe:rson working at CanRail who was interested,

- and that an honest and common trouble-sﬁooting sharing of the problems
be undertaken&y ma:na‘ement at all levels, the union, and individual

R workers, It is( guégested that a joint approaqh such as this to working
out a.ltervna.tive’vglutions would provide a chance for the company to bene-
fit more than it has hitherto from its under-utilized human resources.

o
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* Two Modeis of Participative Lesdership = ©

ATTITUDES TOWARD PEOPLE
1. Pecple in owr_culture share a common eet of 1. In sddition to sharing common needs for
needs — 10 belong, lohnhlod,tobompocnd belonging and respect, most people in our

Culture desire 10 contmbute effectively and
mwmmdw-

ul part of Mlummmm.m
o

deperment. or sllow.
3. They wil tend 10 cooperate wilingly snd 3. These capsbiisties represent untapped resources
comply with organizstional gosis il these which sre pr vy boing d

I KIND AND AMOUNT OF PARTICIPARON

1. The mensger's besic taek is 10 meke esch. 1. The maneger's besc tmsk is to cremw sn
mmntmm-auummv énviconment in  which his. subordinates cen
pan of the departrment “‘team.” contribute their full range of talents to the

must aTlempt 10 uncover and fap the crestive

resources of his subordinatos.
" 2. The meneger be. willing t0 expisin 2. The mensper should ellow, snd encourage,
hia decisions and discuss his subordinates’ his subordingtes to perticipste -not only in
objecsions to his plans. On routine matters, outing decisions but in important matters as

he should encoursge his subordinates to well. in fact, the more imporiant a decision
mhmmMmg s 0 the menaper's depsrtment, the grester
siternative s0kaions to problems. ) should be hi

1wmmmowlimiu the work group

or 3 :
indiwvidusl subordinates should De .sliowed to expand the ees over which his  subordi-
in netes il

onercine  sel-direction end uu-cmm . ongrcioe
WM plans. o8 they develop

Suthority , Ol worthwhile objectives thet they undermand
. and hove heiped establish.

3. Migh empioyes mowie and reduced resist: 1. Subordinswe satisfaction will incresse 9%
nce 10 formet aloriey mey leed Jo improved byproduct of ingroved performence snd
A dapersvental  performence. 1t should ot leest coniribute Ccrontively 0  this

™ reduce invsdepsriment friction and thus mprovement.

1. Miles, 1%5, p. 293. -
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Group Problers

AL " You soive the problem or meke the
‘ decision yourssif, using informetion
. aveilable 1 you at she time.

All. You obtain the necemery informetion
from your subordinetes, then decide
m‘.mm»mmmn
YNMVH‘VMMWM
mmmmwmamm-
ting the information from them. The
TOle plaved by your subordingtes in

onm-uutionwmambumm-
if. You meay or mey not tett the
suberdinete whet the problem is in
getting the infermenon from him.
His role in meking the decision is

making the decision is clesrly one of Clearly one of providing the necésssry
Providing the neesssary infarmetion mformetion 10 you, rather than gen-
10 you, rather than gonerating or Oruting or evelusting siternstive
Sveluating alternative solutions, solutions, :

Ccl. YN‘MWM#QR!MM- Cl. YWMWMM&W
M!.Mmmww,m- ' m,mmmmw
ling their idess énd suggestions with- gestions. Then you meke & decision,
out bringing them together ag » which mey or may not refiect his
whicﬁmvotmmnﬂm

. . Gl. You shere problem with your
suborcinates’ influence, , naty, end together you -

cin. vdmmmmmyw ~ Shalyze the problem snd srrive at 3
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