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The most natural qrivilege of man, next to the right of

acting for himself, is that of combining his exertions

with those of his fellow creatures and of acting in
common with them. The right of association .therefore<

_ aﬁpears...almost as inalienable "in its.nature as the

right of personal liberty. No legislator can attack it

without impairing the foundations of society...

In-our own day freedom of association has hgcome a ne-
cessary guarantee againstgthe tyranny of the‘majority...
| ‘ Alex dé Tocqueville j
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ABSTRACT

}his study examines the similarities anaJdifferenceé?between Canada and the
Federal Repubiic of Germany in the wayé in which histcrical events and en-
vironmental factors héve affected the re]ativé bargaiﬁing power between wor-
kers and management in the firm. An enterpr1se power relat1ons model, of wor-
ker,part1c1pat1on is deve1oped for the description and ana]ys1s of worker
decision-making power under d1fferent‘management j§r1s1on formats.
Atsthe macro level,-a g]oba] receééion,'new techno1ogies$ rising worker
expectations, and increased educational accomplishments of the:workforce
compete qith the recessity for business firms to4raise,productivity>1eve]s ‘
- and workers comnmitment to remain competitivg on world markets. During fa-
vourdble business cycles or periads of ecohomié restraintf businqss orga- -
nizations in Canada and West Germany tend to form a ‘neo-corporatist
alliance' WitHJgovernment. Labour is 'co-opted' into this al]fance-when its
'services'are either urgently needed or when its aspiratibns must be re-
strained during’ recessiqps.

- - .
At the micro level of analysis, these business-gévernment alliances restrict
y]abour s freedom of assoc1at10n and are not germare to genuine worker par-
ticipation. ‘In both countr1§§~}hey have shifted the balance of relative bar-
gaining power in favour of employers. The maJon features of worker partici- ®
‘patidn affected by these néo-corporate fndustrial relations systems are the
enterprise decision structure, management ard union policies, and the ways
in wh1ch confl1cts of interest are dealt w1tt

vi. v
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Busines~ fi ws in i " countries snhow a number of similarities in the way

ind

participativi o cates. He :.er, they differ significantly in the ways in
which hist ~i.. " gevelopner 5 culture and the law haQeAshaped power Fg?a-
tions in the t -m. These ~elati us are greatly infiuenced by the bureau-

_cratic autonori, sta. 2 in West Germany; whereas, in Canada they are -

generally legit nized hy the™ 11 society. In West Germany, conflicts of
interest have 'eer legislate. out of the industrial relations system which
accounts for the observed ‘1abour peaEe” in that countryh_in Canada, the

-

adversarial notion retains sufficient conflicts of interest in the systeh

.

for workers and ménagement to meet (at least theoretically) on relativaly

equal terms. .

~

{

The theoretical framework developed in this study has-direct implications

for fﬁture research 1n.area§ such as industrial relations, 1abou5,economics, o

the sobio]ogy'of work, and‘brgénization ana]ysis; It'permits innovative
‘tﬁeorizing in these areas and ¢an assist unions and business firms in re-

examining the decision process in organizations.
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PART I: INTRODUCTLON, REVIEW OF XELEVANT LITERATURE
* AND THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

L



CHAPTER .1 -

, INTRODYCTION .

(\

__ The Research Problem -~ =~ : ° -
This study ,is concerned with oger and conflict in the systems of collective
bargaining and worker participation that are presently operating in Canada
ahd the Federal Répub]ic of Germany. In comparative fashion, it attempts to

throw s’me light on the overall degree of participation in management which

& .
the decision structures, labour and management policies and present mecha-

, { :
nisms for conflict resolution in these systems permit. However, it makes no.-
attempt to test’any hypotheses. The study is an inductive socio-historical

analysis guided by. a number of theoretical questions.

L4

-

Dona)d Nightingale (1982:3) obsérved that there is a growing-copviction

among Canadidg'working people'that something is wrong at the wo;kplace. |
. Despite substantial and continuing improvements inlwages,‘penefits, and

working conditions, there is-a widespread perception among Canadian working

people that the traditional hierarchical work organization does not operate

to their advantage. -

It seems that there is a search - not only in Canada, but across the
jndqstrié1ized world - for new and effective means of fulfilling ever-rising

employee expectations while enhancing tQF productive capability of the work

o~

2.

24
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orgaaxzat1on More than at any time in the past, employees and.their
organizations are seeiing new forms and patterns of work. Among these new
forms of work organization is an alternative which evokes,both strong

.

sypport and strong condemnation. This alternative has been hailed by some as

a strategy- for rg@ita]izing thé modern. industrial organization, and

aenouncgd by others as a dangerous and disruptive intrusion into the rights

and prerogatives of managers and shareholders. This.alternative is

‘ M \
'workplace democracy.’
: 7

~ During the past fifteen years the interest in 1nst1tut1ons for workers' - -

Apart1c1pat1on in enterprise decisin- §2k1ng (apart from“collective bar-

gaining) has been particularly pronounced in Europe and in some devadoping

counfries: In Western Europe, for example, the Commission of the European
~

Communities has orﬁahized research and made proposals; special committees

have been set up to consider numerous aspects of participation in Finland,

France, the ngeral Répub]ié of Germany, the Netherlands, Norway, Sweden and
the dnited Kingdom; in Denmark and Norway, the national agrespents on co-

4

operation in the enterprise have been revised (ILO, 1981:4-5).

The legislation on works committees or councils has been amended or

supplemented in Austria, Belgium, France, the Federal Republic of Germany,

" Luxembourg, the Netherlands and Spain. Workforce representation on the-.

supérviéory boards of companies has been developed by way of legislation in
Austria and the Federal Republic of Germany, and such representation has

Py «

=



\4
heen }ntroduced{ via legislation, on boards of directors in thé private °
secfor in Denmark, Luxembburg, Norway and 3Sweden. In Australia, the Federal
_Governﬁent estab]?shed, inVJune‘1978; a tri-partiie,committee of experts to
“advise on'p;rticipatién, as A WIS d.employers and workers to nebotiate
their own arrangements (Yfzji;;;:zz?g; NEPSC, 1979). B |

<

-~

In Canada, rising worker .expectations, the s]owdown\in the economy:due to a
foreign competition,.the.recession of the early 1980's, economic stagna-

tion, rising unemp]oymengi and a massive growgh‘of service indu§tries in

recent decades, provides th@ setting in which collective bargaining'ﬁs
presently taking place. The‘;urrent approach to collective bargaining is
based on the assumption thét labour and manageﬁent have inherently adver-
sarial interests. Unions atteméz to optain the Highest poséib]é wages for - . -
théir members while management attempts to secure the best possible rate of
return for the shareholders(g;; private.iédustry), or to achieve public

policy objectives. Hencg, one party's gain.is regarded as the other's loss.
From the perspebtive of Canadian labour, "...a tough adversarial stance is a
well-tried tactic" so Waldie (1986:48) asserts, and consequeﬁ£1y there is
"...on the labour side a natural inclination to move back into th2 stance,

which in the past has worked,lwhen consultation becomes difficult or

. dangerous."

Antonides (1980:1).has pointed out th;%‘this state of affairs explains the 1
2 : )

~search for alternatives to the present approaégy We believe that the origins
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’ ‘ -
of the pnesent .approach to Canadian 1ndustr1a1 relations can. be "located-in-a
gradual shift of the balance of power between workers and the business

establishment since Hor]d WQF II The post-World War, 11 era was marked by
<. {‘)@:} ';@5;#‘\ 7
corporate and governmenﬁ{ 2 ,@rns for obta1n1ng worker consent and respect

-

\1(for labour's role 1n an eﬁf of recanstruction. Labour management re]at1ons
sance‘the mid-1970's up to the present appear to be d1st1ngu1shea by 1n--
| creasing forms of government intervention as-well .as workeér co- optat1on into
managemgnt thinking (Lev1tan and Johnson 1983:9; Panitch and Swartz,
1984:133). ' * s |
In Canada, this kind of development became readily apparent in Ehe rising
incidence of ad-hoc, batk-to-work 1eoislation at'bothAthe federal and -

A .
- provincial levels since the mid-1970's (Price, 1980). It also became

apparent in the approach of Canaoién oo;ernmenté to union certification,
which directed the efforts of union ieaders away from mobi]%zino-ano
organ1z1ng toward the quasi- Jud1c1a1 arena of 1abour relations boards.
D1ff§rent skills were required such as be1ng fully familiar with the law™
(legal rights, procedures, precedents, etc.). These activities tenoed to

" foster a legalistic practice of 1abour re]ationS'and a consciousness in
which union rights appeared as privileges bestowed by the government rather |
than democretic freedoms won and to bevoefended by col]eotive effort (Klare,
1578:265-339; Warskett, f981).‘The ban on strikes during collective agree-

ments and the institution .of compulsory arbitration to resolve disputes

while agreements were in force had a similar effect. Thege practices com-

pelled union leaders to suppress any sjgn of spontaneous mijtancy.



Leg1slated*?estra1nts)were 1mposed in 1982 83 in seven of the eleven Cana-
d1an Jur1sd1ctxons for a per1od of one to three years Questions have been
raised-about the equ1ty ang‘fa1rness of these programs .and whether there
\the 11m1tat1on on wage 1ncreases in.the public sector (a 6% increase- durmng
the first year and a 51 1ncrease dur1ng the second year of a co]]ect1ve_
agrement) imposed by the federa] government went much beyond wage restra1nt
and suspended co]]ect)ve bargaining and the right to strike (Kumar, 1984:
*T?Tf The combination of these;factors intensified the pressure on union

leaders to‘HtT/E§iagents\of'socia] control overstheir members rather than as
their organizers (Panitch and SWart;, 1984:145). \ T

'z
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It is our contention that these deve]opments sig?ify the rise of a 'neo-
. Tou : .
corporatist’ perspective of labour-management relations. This perspective,

as authogs such as Crouch (1982:206—20@), Streeck (I98i:166-167), Tegtmeier
(1973:150) and Helfert (1982:407) claim, has been prevalent in some'[lropegn
countries since the‘eer1y:1970'5;.however, much-1ess SO jn North Americs.
Schmjtter (1974:85-131) has noted.thatqneo-corporatism orig%nated in te
teachings of Roman Catholic scciul philosophers in the 19th century. rné?é
scholars were attemptino to find a compromise between the conflict and,

I
individualism inherent in capitalism, on the one hand, and the revo]ut1onary

|
{

challenge ‘of socialism on the other. The model these thinkers deve]oped

envisioned a society in which - in contrast to capitalism - the functional

[

1’3!-ests of the soc1ety were essentially organ17=d but - -in contrast with

.v;,:»
- .
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socialism - these organizations did not engage in severe class struggles,

.

/a .
but coﬁgperated in.managing the economy. The scope for co-operation wou]d be

provided by a oc1a1 consensus based on the un1ty of the Catholic faith.
This faith prov1ded a slender ba§1s on which tazfegenc11e the conflicts of

P

capitalﬁand labour.

In the twentieth tentury, corporatism re-appeared in the social policies of

fascism, which weMe practised, for eRample, in Franco's Spain, Mussolini's

n’

Italy and Nazi Germany. However, the representat1ve argans af - fa§c1st cor-
poratism were little more than fecades for ceﬁfzol by the one-party state.
It seems that, during the past decade, the notion of corporaﬁ45m<hes.gpme ;b
describe a pattern of relations in soc{eties remote from boih'Cathol?c sbi -
cial thought and fascism: the SOC1al democracies of northern- Europe (Ber- “
ger} 1981; Schmitter and Lehmbruch; 1979). Here, co-operation among busi--
ness, labour and government is ensured not by 32re11glous faith (as 1n t%e
Catholic doctrine) or by coercion (as in fascis ). but by a detaaled web of
compromises. As Marchak (1981 170) has noted, th1s form of corporatiqm 1s
expressed as a‘"partnersh1p between buswness Tabour and government" and in
the econom1c arena "as a necessary limitation on greed, as & corrective to _;
1nf1at1on, or as the means of ach1ev1ng an ‘efficient' state of affa1rs“ by _
eompliance.l The major dietinctioe between: this “sqcial ‘democratic' ‘corpo-

PR

| litalics added are ours.

~
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rat{smz and both the cJassica1'and fascist forms is often acknowledged by

the word ‘neo-corporatism' (Crouch, 1982:207).

Tarantelli (1986:6-8) notes three characteristies”of modeyn neo-corooratism

which are of special interest to us; (1) Afiere is a fair degree of nte-

‘gration and cooperation of trade unions and employers' organizations with

the political and economic policies of the government, either via consensus

’ or co-optation; (2) co]]ective.bargaining of employers and unions is

*

assisted or directed in some wady by government or ofher institutions, and

l .
(3)‘there is a fgir degree of labour dispute regulation via government

intefventdon qnd/or‘statutory guideiines.

Streeck'(1981:156) clqims that the jndustrial relations system in the Fede-
ral Republic of Germany corresponds in it§ basic features to Schmitter's
(1974:85-131) strucfural definitfon of ‘corporatism’ as an instit&tiona]
hechahism of interest mediation. The nuhber bf organized units represen’ -
sgbarate.interest constituencies is, however, limited in West Germany. A

wé]l, the type and'scope of the interests represented by and within ji;—
ferent groups - such as ‘works counc11s and trade unions - are not se

determ1ne@ but, to a considerable extent, regulated by 1eg1s]at1on In West

Germany, compulsory and permanent membersh1p, another character1st1c of

'corporate systems as defined by Schmitter (1974:85-131), exists in the

] v
.

¥

ZNote, however, that the varieties of corporatism found in Canada are
more liberal-democratic in character whefmtqmpared to the social-
democratic support for corporatism found in {Europe, especially in the
Scandinavian countries. -

-

3 9 . L . “
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statutgry representatﬁon system at the plant level and is extended latently

into the informal nexus of plant relations.

-
s

In Canada, attempts at forming such'Eorporate alliances do not génera]iy
involve labour directly. Perhaps the only corporatist mechanism for interest
mediation, which reseﬁb]es th# tri-partite structures.in West Germany in
their general function, are the federal and provincial labour relations
boards. With the chair anq viee-chairpersons being state employeeg, the
part-time board members are appointed equally from employer and labour
organizations. These board members are active bractitioners in the Tabour
relations field, a feature vital to the boards' ability to mediate and
adjudicate disputes and to formulate effective labour relations policies.

:
From a theoretical perspecti&e;vneo-corporatism may thus be viewed as ope-
rating g% 5 continuum ranging from occasional, short-lived and voluntary
aftempfs at tri-partite decision-making to permanent and compulsory systems
of tri-partitism. Thus, the incregsing,eﬂ?;;ts of labour, ménagement and
government in Canada and the Fedegél Republic of Gerhany since the early

¢ S _
- 0's to improve the labour-management relationship occupy, as we will

. 4
argue, different points on this continuup.
Y

The forms of neo-corporatism experienced in Canada and West Germany have in

common the emphasis on joint policy-making3 by government, labour and
.- . ‘

3p key element of corporatism stressed by the scholars mentioned, and
more recently highlighted by Swartz (1981:68) and Alexis (1983:78-79).

52
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busin6>s./1he t&o céuntries do, however, substantially differ in terms of
the membership status which organized interests hold in the corporate sysfem
as well as thé\pérmanency of their membership. Such membership is compﬁ]sory
and permanent in West Germany but voluntary, ad-hoc adﬁlshort-lived in Cana-
da. This means that the autonomy of interest groups (labour and emb]oyef
organizations) is curtai]edlby statute in West Germany where leadership in
reform efforts is largely undertaken by the state. In Canada, relatively
autonomous labour and employer organizations a; well as individual unions
and firms can initiate and implement work reforms without government re-
strictions at any partjcular point in time. Such neo-corporatist endeavours

\\\ (as we have defined them) are aimed at assisting organizations to survive in

the face of highly competitive market forces. and global economic uncertain-
ties. As already noted, these efforts reflect a specific'balance of relative
bargaining power between workers and the business esiablishment in the two

countries, and will hence provide the theoretical underpinnings for this

study.

Are labour and management in-Canadian enterprises foresaking their t(adiﬁ
tional adversarial rq]e for more collabor:*ive approaches to their common
concerns? Thé advocates gf participation in management would a&gue that
emp}oyers have good reasons for adopting part%cipative.management tech: 
niques. B consulting workers and allowing them to contribute to detiéiéhs' ’
~affecting their work, companies can relay their concé}ns, tap new ideas, and
foster' a sense of dignity in their employees. The critics of participatio%

would argue that, at least in its present form, participative management is
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more of a placebo than.a panacea. It gives workers the trappings of deci-
sion-makinr oower'but no compeiiing reason to abanddﬁ their efforts to raise
wage \evels and 1mprove the quality of working life (Levitan and Johnson, ‘
'1983:8) . This debate is far from complete and has been comp11cated (jf not. ..

obscured) by the recurrent interest in.German-style co-determination and

works councils since the mid-1970's. It is possible that such ‘interest has

- :‘;been sparked by the fact that 1ndustr1al,democracy has frequently been

regarded as being most advanced in the Federal Republic of Germany For
example, in 1976 Labour Canada sponsored a trip to West Germany by Connaghan
(1976) wifh the mandate to examine the participation apparatus in the
construction industry as a model for reduced confrontations in the Canadian
construction sector. The resu]ting publication (Connaghan, 1976) created a
national debate, one part of which focused on the works council concept
(Adams, 1986 :88-90)- |

. ©
The Connaghan Report (1976) received some favourable comments in the Cana-.
dian literature on the subject. Contributions inc]uded items headed "Workers
onthe Board-It's only Matten‘of Time! (Bandeen, 1976:531-532);."Why Do
 You Resist Industrial Democracy?" (?inder, 1977:10-;6) or "In PraiSe of
Participation" (Finn, 1977:5-8) to name.only a few; the general response of
labour and management was ]argely negative. Typical of this response ane
joﬁnnal contributions; such as "Canada Cannot Import German-Style\Co-
Determination” (Ddfour, 1977:9;14) "Co-Determination by Decree 12 not a
Panacea" (E1 ng, 1976:533-534); ”Co-Determ1nat10n Why It WOn t work in
Canada" (Kakoschke, 1977:56-59); "A Skeptical Vien of the West German Model“'
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(Rowley, 1976:436-345) etc. Both 1abour.and management é@reed that. collect-
ive bargaining under present Canadian statutes (modeled alonglthe Tines of
the U.S. NagqerAAct) was prefeféb]e to the workémcounci1 conéept. Moreqver,

.statutory works councils were stigmatized as alien institutions that are
inappropriate in the Canadian context (Crispo,41978). As well, Nightingale -
(1982:216) comments that "It is difficd;t to imagine‘a works council in this
country operating in parallel with a trade union." Yet, what Hanami (1982)
refers to as “limited functionJ works councils, Gefman-sty]e, do, as Adams

"(1986:90) has indicated, now co-exist with unions in Canada.%

PR

»

Just as the debate about the general usefulness of current participation
= schemes for workefs has reached am impasse, the lively dialogue on Germén-

style works councils and co-determinat5on is far from closed. This state of
-affairs also applies to the more general issue as to what styles‘of partici-
' pation in'decision-making in Canadiah business organizations are the most
apprbpriate to meet worke%S' expectations in a climate of world recession
and high unemployment. To,date,.tﬁe fiterature makes various references to
the subject, such as comparingﬁthe principles under]ying German style co-
determination with those of tHnguality of working life movement (Night-
ingale, 1981:349ff); the application of existing labour laws'totco-determ-“A
inative work arrangements (Alexander, 1985:428ff); variations of co-

v

“determination and the role of unions (McKersie, 1985:151); and the emergence
< ¥

For greater detail on this phenomenon see: Adams, R. "Should Works
Councils be Used as Industrsal Relations Policy?", Monthly Labour
Review, 108 (17), 1985. The author discusses the a plicability
gf tge works council concept to occupationad hea]tﬁ and safety in

anada. -
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of co-determination in government employment (Gurdon, 1985:465ff). In a
récent examination of the attention it has received over only the 1asf ten
years of so, the 1iterature on participation was, in our view, aptly de-:
scribed as "galloping off of control” (Brett and Hammer, 1982:221-281).
There has been much experimentation with parficipatoy; arrangements in
Canad1an enterpr1ses especially since the mid-1970's, 5 but both the debate

and exper1menta ion have left two key questions unanswered: how adversarlal

is Canadian adversarialism?; and, by contrast, how col]abqrat1ve is West

T

-

German co-determination?
The various themes underlying both debate and experimentation can be cryst-
allized into é series of research questions which we propose to examine in
this thesi§. The majof questiog§ are these: To what extent have'present neo-
«\X\tOrporatist éﬁﬁ}oaches_to pérticipation conditioned the initiation, nature
' and implementation of participatory arrangements.in.Canada anqvthe Federal,
Republic of Germany? Has the workplace in both count: -5 really becohé more
democratized as the result of imp]ementing certgin partitipation schemés? If
so, which participatory arrangements appear to be the most effective in pro-
viding labour with a more decisive voice in organizational dec151on mak1ng,
and why? What group of 1nd1v1duais (employers, unions, workers and their

associations, intarest groups etc.) have largely been responsible for the

outcomes we observe in participatiﬁnfschemes that are presently operating in

S5For a detailed description and analysis of these activities see: Part
I1: Canadian Participation Schemes; Chapters 6-8.

]
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both countries? Can we, in view of the recent global recession, observe many

similarities in management policies on restraint, increasing productivity

'ievels, and on influencing labour and product market condi\ﬁens? If so, are

- A [ 4
L, . s o s .
the responses of workers and unions to these neo-corporatist policies like-

wise simi]ar?'ff management policies and union responses to them'are similar
in both countries, why have government intervention stratég1es achieved such
different results in providing worker aecess to the organ1zat1onal decision
structure and conflict management?

» X ' ~ ’ .
We also propose to address the more specific guestions left unanswesxed by
the debate and experimentation with participation programs in‘Canada: Do

1

statutory requirements in West Germany really ensure greatef worker

.7decision-making autonomy? Are the nature, range and scope of ¥he ‘issues that

are permitted to enter manageria] decision—making really tess constrained in
Germany when compared to Canada? If so, ‘how? Are management po11c1es on the
conduct of participation really more restrictive in Canada than in West-
German firms? And, if so, in what respect? Is the potential for Tabour-
management conflict in Canadian firms really more pronounced than in German
industry? If it is not, what factors account for the historically more
‘volatile' industrial relations.climate in Canada? Is it general]y true that
German workers have access to higher levels of the organizatibna\ decision

structure than have workers in €anadian participation schemes?

These unanswered questions have provided the major impetus for the present

study, and will serve as the overall focus for our major research Guestion:

oo
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What are .some of the key factors underlying tﬁe present operation of worker
particiéation schemes in Canada and the Federal Republic.of Germany? More
especially, what are the similarities and differences between the: two coun-
tries in thé Ways in whiéh‘%istorical events and environmental factors have
qffected power relations in-the firm?

o :
‘A1l of these questions relate to the exercise of organizational power and

“the management of conflict, the conditions under which workers can exercise
real influence on deéision-making (or decisjon-making power) in Canadiaﬁ and
West German organizations, and those circ&hstances which seem to constrain
reir eiforts in this direction. In order to address all of these questions,

\

w2 will levelop an:enterprise power‘relations model of partic;pation which

3 . . 1} . - . » * . 1 "- »
will assist us in examining how decision-making power is distributed in

zép

organizations that have introduced and operated such innovations.

An argument for such explorative research can be made on the following

grounds: (1) Through comparative historical analysis, we will arrive at some
“empirical génera]}zatiéns which wi]1 state the case of Canadian adversa-

ria]?gm in the sociology of workplace relations more clearly; (2) research

of this kind will establish a much needed conceptual” linkage among the core
elements of‘barticipation, that is tﬁe exercise of power-sharing hnq the -
managément,of conflict that may result from labour-management degision '
making processes; (3) the development of a model of participation whichbcan
‘assist in delineating some forms and levels of decisien-making thét are

appropriate and effective upder given gircumstances will make a theoretical

i

i
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contribution; and (4) a study of this kind.is most timely, as there ore véry
few cross-national comparisons in the literature which attempt to link the
concepts mentioned in a way as to make thom more accessible for future.
empirical examination. | “

, -_i}'
As»this study will show, some claims made by proponents of the West German
works council and co- determ1nat1on ‘mechanisms as to their effect1veness in 4
providing more autonomous dec}sionAmaking for workers apd increasing worker,
commitment to the aims of the business organization and oroductivigy, would
appear to be exaggarated ab well as i11-advised. gn the other hamo' ihei ve

iy ’. 'L“ a, ) ?

critics may be surpr1sed to learn that it is possible to transpWant’ some_

";

‘‘‘‘‘

aspects of the German system to Canad1an 1ndustr1a1 relations. WE belleve

N

that, in some instances, such effort may reSult in an 1mproved 1qbour— )
]

management relationship. . S ~ P

Theoretical Issues  ° ST R f:ﬁ
Any power relations model of participafion mus face some unfeso]ved theo-
retical issues. These involve amb1gu1t1es surrot1ding part1c1patlon it-
self, as well as disagreement among scholars about mean1ngful def1n1t£bns of
the concepts of 'conflict"; ' power ; and the process of dec151on maklng 7

. Q‘ 'a . ,‘-' «-.
Participation in decision-making and simi]ar terms, such as 1ndustr1gl ;!

democracy, worker self-management, power equalization, autonomous workﬁ@

groups, and democratic ]eadersh1p have created a large and rap1d1y exp
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embriace vigorous debates on social policy implications of participatibn;.=f

well increasing social science research on this phenomenon.

Hameed (1975:11) has pointed out that theoretical appfoaches to participa-
tion have dealt with this phenomenon within the context of tbegpies of ‘trade
unionism, collective bargaining and jrfustrial relations. At the most fupda-
mental level of analysis, the Webbs (1897), Commons (1910), Pefﬁman (1928), -
Tannenbaum (1951), and Kassalow (1969) appear to be the major theorists who
explain worker participation in unions in termghgf economic, psychological
and social conSidékation;. At the intermediate level are theories of coll-
ect*ve Bafgaining (Chamberlain, 1951), Joseph Shister (1958), Walton and ©
McKersie (1965), and Hameed (1970), attempting to explain wage determination
and decisions on iﬁdustria]ijurispruden9é7through'a matrix of economic,
social and institutional factors. At the highest level of conceptualization,
ythere are theories of industrial relations by Dunlop (1958), Kerr et.a].
(1960), Barbash (1964, 1980),’Somers (1969), Craig (1967, 1983) and Poole

(1986) which have analyzed labour, management. and government interaction

fwithin an environmental context.

A unifying theme which integrates these theoretical approaches is that
workers, management and the state interact to reach compromises on one cen-
tral issue, i.e. the allocation of rewards, or the distribution of scarce

?

resources. More especially, it is the compromise on the allocation of re-

wards which is-basic to the formation of unions, collective bargaining pro-

cesses and gbye;nmenta] decisions (Hameed, 1975:11).

W

I ; - »
&

& .
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While theoretical approaches~on fhe nature of participation (comp?omises on
reward a]locatién) have much in common, the‘growﬁng literature on participa-’
tion shows a great deal of divergenge on jyst how such rewards (or resour-
ces) ought to be best distributed. This Titerature has, however, become
rather difficult to disentangle because-of ﬁﬁ?lnany often contradictory
issues which are diséussed by varigus %nvestfgators. Moreover,” the questions
which are asked abouﬁ;participation, and the answers that are sought, are
shaped by a variety of models from disciplines such as psychology, socioio-
gy, economics, political science, and law. As a result,.we observe an appre-
ciable divergence df theoreticaf views (Poole, 1975£L3-36; Dachler and
Wilpert, 1978:4-9; Nightingale, 1982:56). '
Thus, the presence of different iceologies concerning the nature, goa]s and -
scope of participation that may operate in different organizational and '
societal contexts tobenSure an equitable distribution of rewards is still at
the heart of debates on participation. In this vein, a numbér of scholars
have acknowledged the importance of ideologies as influences shaping the
outcomes of decision-making (Pateman, 1970; “Strauss and Rosenstein, 1970:
197ff; Walker, 1974:3-35; and Greenberg, 1975:191-209). For example, Green-

' 12

berg (1975) distinguishes among four dominant ideologies: democratic, so-

cialist, human development, and productivify/efficiency.

At the workplace ]eve1f the central theme of the proponents of participation

within the democratic tradition is the necessity for management to provide
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the opportunity for wqrﬂérs to articulate ;nd realize their own jnteresté.
Moreover, traditional democratic theory argques that the democratic process |
Qnot only uses the inherent capacity of participants, but'glso progressively
develops it thrc gh education and active participa;ion.in the decision pro-
';ess. Therefore, ~articipatory democracy at the political level is, accord-

ing to some authors, not sufficient for a democratic system to survive

(Pateman, -1970; Thompson, 1970; Vanek, 1975).

A central assgmption in the soc#alist literature is the potential of people
to become economically and politically liberated (Vanek, 1975) by partici-
' patinQ actively and creatively in the production process, Sﬁd ultimately

controlling it. The socialist literature, moreover, argues that partici-

'“:ff pation not only accomplishes the progressive increase in control pf’the

{
-

production process by workers but also their education and deve]opméﬁ}z/%he
s Paris Coﬁﬁune of .1871 is often taken as the basic model for socialist parti-
cipation‘systems because of its egalitarian values and corresponding orga-
nizational structure (Vranicki, 1565:307-317); Such a"cultﬁre is though?ato
be defined by cooperative, egalitarian production processes and by a social
Qéystem that allows for the development of ‘human personality and in which
production represents more thaﬁ merely a meaﬁs for immediate survival
(vanek, 1971; Gorz, 1973).
Human growth and development tﬁzaﬁigs argue for assigning greater importance
to the intrinsic motivational properties of work itself. This is usually

accomplished by allowing greater employee influence, autonbmy and res-
°
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ponsibility through organ1zat1ona1 rede51gn strategies, such as job-en-

Vd

richment, managemént by §bgect1ves autonomous wort groups, quatity of ~
working life progect§ogtc :zge empha51s of these theories is primarily on.
how to arraqge organ1za€¥bna1 settings so as to facilitate the psycho]o-
gical development of individuals and groups. Increases in 1nnovat1ve be-
haviour and economic efficiency are seen as a.correlate of individual and

group development, and particjpafion is one means to that en Tgist, 1975;

Herrick and Maccoby, 1975:63-67; Walton, 1975:56-97; Jenkins, 1981:8).

The productivity/efficiency'orientation consists of isolated statements and ;
ideas from various theoretical orientations. However one can speak of a
productivity and é£f1c1ency rationale under1y1ng part1c1pat1on in that it
conforms to a paradigm wh1ch,seeks an instrumental understanding of human
beings and their capac{ties and in which workers are considered to be
capable of achieving maximum output through appropriate management contro]
strateg1es Part1c1pat1on is assumed to increase: sat1sfa“t1on~2nd morale
(Morse and Re1mer 1956,120-129), improve group conesior and commitment  °-
toward issues on wh1ch'workers.are allowed to participate; provide more
accurate information about such issuee; and increase productivity (Dachler >
and Wilpert (1978:8).

gg11eve that the soc1o1og1ca1 51gn1f1cance pf all of these fheoret1ca1
azgigaches lies in the presence of a "trade- off" pa"ad1gm This approach,
assumes that, prov1dez workers are given opportunities for a degree of self-

5 - .
management a certain~level of job autonomy, educational development, and a

{
AY
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measure of job security (especially in fecess' n periods), employers can
expect less employee alienation from work, absenteéism, employee turnover,
labour unrest and lack of commitment fo'the.orgaﬁization's objectivés. In
fhis manneF, employers can avoidlthe costs of reduce@ efficiency as well as

lower quality and quantity of production.
uc.on.

The concepts of ’powef' and ‘conflict' and their close relatives like
participation, ﬁnf]uenke, control and persuasion appear‘to have genefated -
more controversy than any other'concepts in the social sciences. Despite the
ongoing debate on the relative merits of “various approaches, we are still
searchin§ for some agreement among scholars on acceptable definitions.
Chapter 2 wj11 brovide a reasonable conceptualization of influence, power

and conflict. We intend to emhodj:their interrelations in our enterprise

. ~ A
power, relations model of participation.

?

. The process of decision-making itself has been a somewhat underdeveloped
subject in sociology, despite important theoretical and empirical contri-
butions on decigion-making and power by Simon (1957), Weber (1947) and

o3 Likert (1961, 19677. Again, we wish to properly ‘address this issue, in

»

conjunction with the development of our own power-sharing model of parti--' -

-

cipation in Chapters 2 and 3.

»

.
3
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Working Definitions

As we wish to adopt a view of participatibn that is based on a neo-corpo-

ratist perspective of Wabour; management éhd government relations in this
sociojogical inquiry, we propose to combine the definitions of workplace

relations put forth by Cox (1971:141) and Hyman (1975:26). Their combined .
. [ 4
thrust appears to most adequately reflect the overall emphasis we intend to

E 3

place on our examination “of operating participation schemes in Canada and ‘

" the Federal Republic 0%1C§%many. ‘éﬁ'

Cox (1971) has définedkﬁindustria1 relations" as follows:

<

It [industrial relations] i used to mean social.
relations in production. Incustrial relations is
concerned witﬁ how work rule: are made and applied,
and how decisions are taken to distribute amongst
the producers their shares in the 1ewards of product-
ion. These things are done through structures and
processes which can be called industrial relations
systems. The content of the decisions themselVes
are relevant...only in so far as they throw light
upon the power relations amongst the actors in an
industrial relations system and upon how the system
_determines the allocation of rewards.

‘This definition of industrial ré]a?ions by Cox (1971) is rather formal, and
‘,/obviously ref]eoté Dun]op;; (1958:5) claim that "the full range of rule-
aaking governing the workplace is...central to an industrial relations
system". Implicitly, it seems to refléct also the results of Flanders'

(1965:10) subsequent analysis of %un%-op's (1958) definition in that he
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concludes that industrial relatiens "may...be described as a study of the

institutions of job regulation”.

* Hyman (1975:26) argues that defining the subject exclusively in terms of

rules and requlations fails to acknowledge the informal daiTy contest for
control over organizatfona] resources which takes place in any- organization.
Hence, a comprehe sive model of industrial relations must include the sour-
ces as well as the consequences of such daily management-worker contests (or
confl{cﬁs) over %esdurce distribution. He further asserts that "in every
workplace @hgre exists an invisibie frontier of control, reducing some of
the formal powers of the employer: a frontier which is defined and redefined
in a continudus process of pressure and counter-pressure, conflict and
accommodation, overt and tacit struggle®. This author then broadens the
definitions of earlier writers by defining industrial relations as:
‘ N »
the study of processes of control over wo-k rela-
tions; and among these processes, those involving:
« collective worker organisation and action are of

particular concern (Hyman, 1975:12) '
This perspective allows us to combine Cox's and Hyman's eews on the
subject, and define workplace relations in this thesis as the study of
formal and informal précesseg of control over work relations, more espe-
cially the processes whereby:.(l) management and workers are organized in
the making and application of work rules and able to take whatever action
necessary in response to workplace and environmentalsconditions, and (2)

power in management decision-making on the amount and daily distribution of

organizational resources is shared by workers or their representatives.:
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This broadened definition of workplace relations permits us td.address the
research questions more adequately but requireg a twq-lé&e] ané]ysis of the
pértic{pation phenomenon. At the macro-1eve1,5énvironmeﬁtal conditions
(social, economic, political, legal factors étc.)-suBstantial]y ihf]uenté
the operation:of participation schemes at thé enterprise level. The extent
to which’power-sharing in decisions on resodrcé distribution acfua]]y'takes
place at fhe enterprise level will be the subject of our ana]ysis at the
micro 1eyel. Chapter 3 will provide greafér detail concerning the scope of
and relations between these 1gVels of analysis in the presentation of our

enterprise power relations model of participation.

The Research»Stratégy
-

In the area of workplace relations, the need for more corp -ative and
historically informed -udies has been stressed by severa. authors. For
example, Popper (1959:16-17), commenting on the uses of scientific research
strategy, observed: "...one method geems to me worth mentioning. It ié:..the
historical method. It consists, simply, in trying to find out what other

people have thought and said ébodf‘ihevproblem on hand: why they had to face
it; how they formulated it; how they tried to solve it. If We' ignore what
.other people are thinking, or hgve thought in the past, then rational
discussion must come to an end,“though sach of us may go on happily talking

to ﬁimse]f.“6 &

6The italics are ours . .
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The need for more comparative and historically informed researches has also

been emphasized by Dunlop (1958:388-389). He points out that thekpctoré o} a.

national industrial’re]atipns System, for example, are likely tofbe greatly
~influenced by the peniod in histc .in which the system was established. The
status of workers managers "and government-  agencies is much affected‘by
the sequence in whwch the Jarger commun1t« e asts traditional political
?fforms and the status ef these -groups and 1nd1v1duals ehanges systematlcalfp

in the cqyrsé oﬁ econom1C‘development These views (with some variations in

T

emphas1s) have heen re-stated by Roberts (1972), Bain and C]egg (1974), Katz

" (1974), Sorge (1976) and more recent1y by Schreglﬁ (1981:15- 30)
| _ t | c'g{
Katz g1974) in referring ro Marxfé historicalmanalysis makes cfear that;
"true }o jts theoret1ca1 assumpt1ons the Marxian method calls for a
thorough study of h1stor1ca1 processes and for constant exam1nat1on of
systemic changes”, and that,'unfortunate]y, not enOugh use of this: m;thodﬂ
haikbeen m;de in the.study of'organizatrons Sam1larly, Weber (1945)
;%#ESsed the point that ". /a11 the act1v1t1es and s1tuat1ons const1tut1np
an h1stor1ca]1y given culture affect the format1on of ene material wants and
the mode of their sat1sfact1on the 1ntegrat1on of 1nterest groups and thb

types of. powers which they exerC1se " Moreover, as Skocpo] (1979.36) has’

assegﬁed comparative h1stor1cal'ana1y51s is an appropriate method'to:wh1gh

one resorts when there are too many var1ab1es and not enough cases. This
app11es to our present examination of part1capat1on schemes in Canada and

the Federa] Repub11c of Germany.

o
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The materials to be examined will be contemporary accounts on presently.

operating worker participation schemes, as they are found in the private

sector of both countrfes. These materials will consist of journal articles,

books, newspapers, union and manégement special reports, and data from
corporate and government archives. These sources are supplemented by

interviews with managers, union representatives and government officials in

poth countries.

We have deliberately chosen_privaee indystry as our focus, as parti-
cipation projects in .the public sector ;FE rather rare occurrences in both
gountrieé. In the Federal Republic of Germany, for example, the thrust of
fhe co-determination iews is also directed largely te the privete sector, as
aetf%ities in the public sector (and more especially the cargéy civil ser-
v%ce) are regulated by special 1ews.7 Moreover; where_Such experiments have

been uﬁdertéken, these are frequently not recorded, or documented in such

abridged‘%ashiqn as to be unsuited for detailed ana]ysizg

Historical accouyts on the origins of participatory arrangements as well as
SOCio- culturalﬂghvelopments which have influenced their emergence and scope

will be 'a major focus in the present study. All of these data will "be pre-
»
sented in historical sequence wherever possible to empha;y;e’trends and
: ' L PR

K ~ e
. 53 : S o

]

TSee: Public Service Representat1on Act of 1955 as amended in 1974 ~
(Barthel and Dikau, 1980:120) ’
\
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unique developments in each country that serve to h1gh11ght similarities and

divergent patterns of 1nst1tut1ona11zatlon

S
Finally, this study makes no attempt ta test any hypotheses, for, as we have
made clear at the very beginning, it is an inductive socio-historical ana-

Tysis gJided by a number of theoretical questions.
& .

“ ‘ .

Part 1 of this study provides a un1fy1ng overall framework for the analysis

of the data. It also develops our‘argument concerning the exercise of poger
Vi
and conf11ct strategies between 1abour and management whyﬁg we propose to

a

- examine in the various part1c1pat1on schemes presently operat1ng in both

countr1es Chaprer 2 reviews the comparat1ve 11terature,wh1ch, following an

r

initial screening of the data, appeared to be immediately relevant to us. It

‘presents the different contributionsqih'thematic order, and categorizes them

into broad orientations. This chapter e¢loses with a selection of the most

— ¢ o

useful elements from each orientation. - = ’ . 0

1
-
1

"Chapter 3 develops an enterpr1se power relat1ons mode] of part1c1pat1on

o
which is outlined in=a number of assumpt1ons Thws model is based on the

" synthesis of the ]1terature analysed in Chapters 2 as well as the section on

worRing definitions developed in zhis Introduction, He set of assumpt1ons
developatt~in Chapter 3 serves as theoretical gliideposts throughout the

remainder of fhe thesis.
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Part {} provides a descriptjon and analysis of participation schemes}pre-
sently operating in both Canada and the Federal RepubTic-of Gerﬁany with the
asgiStance of the theoretical framework developed in Chapter 3. This part of
the thesi; begins with a portrayal ‘of historical developments leading up to
the pfesent state §fvthe art in participative management. Moreover, it
summarizes the v&rious evolutionary stages of participation for both.
countries in comparative/;;;hion (Chapter 4). |

R4 . :

Chapter 5 déscribes and analyses the institution of collective bargaining.
This is accomplished by a critical examination of bargaining structures;
management/union policies and (where applicable) existing legislation; and
mechanisms -for cpnflict resolution as these facilitate or constrain genuine
decision-power sharing between the bargaining parties. The major features of
co]]e&tive bargaining in both countries are subsed;ently compared in the

Summary and Conclusions section of tHis chapter.

Chapters 6, 7 and 8 describe and analyse the various particiéation decision
formats operating in Canada based on the "building blocks" of participation
" (bargaining structure, management/union policies and conflict resolution

etc.) used in Chapter 5 on collective bargaining.

Chapter 9 deals exclusively with worker Sahticipation rights under the
various West German co-determination statutes. While for some readers this

chapter may appear to ‘e rather formalistic, voluntary participation schemes
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in the Federal RepuﬂTic of Germany can only be understood as activifies
running parallel to the statutory partjcipa%ion-requirements. As tﬁe legal
system of a society reflects & number of'socio-cultural tfaditiOQ§, a care-
ful analysis of-existingvstatutes wiil also contribute to our 1mp;oved
understanding_of the explanatory bowér 9f such traditions embeddea in them.
Chapters 10, 11 and 12 describe and analyse the various voiuntary partici-

' [ 4

pation formats currently practised tn the Federal Republic of Germany in the

same fashion as those operating in" the Canadian context.

In Part III, the resu]té obtained from ana]ysind the data are linked to the
assumptions made by the power relations model which were developed to
provide an answer (or partial Pnswer)‘to the research problem. As well, this
part attempts to provide an eiilanation of the observed similarities and
differences in participative arrangements Qperating in the two éountrigs.
Chapter 13 evaluates the'results obtained from comparing the colTective
bargaining system§ as well as the voluntary participation schemes of the two
countries against thsmitandards provided by the power re}é¢ions model. It

then discusses the results in terms of the explanatory import of the fnde-"~

pendent variables, and provides an explanation of observed similarities and

Chapter 14 links the major research questions with the enterprise power
relations model, responding to the questions on the basis of other major

conclusions drawn from this study. It then proceeds to draw a aumber of
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conclusions about the utility of the’power relations model as an analytic
tool for compafative ané]ysis and innovative theorizing in the sociology of
organizations. Finally, this chapter arrives at some practical implications
of the findings.for future research in this area as well as for policy_

makers in Canadian business establishments and unions in the private sector.

'



" CHAPTER 2
REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE . '

{ .
- s
In order to address the research questions we posed~in the Introduction, / g;
this study will have to include factors both-at the'mgcro level of analysigb

~ (the iﬁpact of .environmental conditﬁons) and at the micro 1eve1'(power

a

" re]at1ons and conf11cts of 1nterest in the organization). It must also

"Ry
examine the factors which fac111tate or 1mpede workers' desire to parti-

1J1e5 1n<§g§ workp?ace

L
This necess1tates reconciling two competiry orgarlz 3 : :-?éga

S

cipate in decisions affecting their day-to-d>: act

L,

First, dec1s1on -making is -structured alcng a hiz rarchy ofrcqmepd‘wh1ch '
delineates the roles of workers at their place of employment regardless of
their preferences. Second, participation represents a coun‘er-ideology aimed
at having workers partic{bate in management decision-making on the distri-

bution of organizational resources which they desire.

Organizational decisiop processes are shaped by institutional* practices
(economic, social, educational and 1egq]) which set limitations to any
perceived "intrusion" of worker preferences into the domaiq of management.
In turn, the rature of the dectision process and the extent to which it has
been institutionalized depends heavily on the history of politicé,‘culture,
class relations, dominant ideologies and the industrial development in a

given country. Qur review of relevant literature must, therefore, be guided'

31 L.
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by three c8nsiderations. First, we wil) be interested in historical develop-

ments that have given birth to the institutionalizatieon of current manage@gg

" ment hierarcfes and strétegies in both Canada and the Federal Republic of

Germany The most usefu] literature 1n this regard are studies exam1n1ng the

SOC1o-cu]tura1 .economic, legal and pol1t1ca1 environments in which parti-

'@&qﬁa‘@cipatioﬁ schemes are embedded (frequently calied ‘country cogtext' studies).

Second, we wish to know what kinds of hierarchica]'arrangements (or bargain-

ing strucpurgs) héve shaped the decision process in the participatiog

schemes we propose to examine. Third, it will bE necesssary for us to exam-
ine the dec1510n process 1tse1f more espec1ally hanagement pol1c1es and
(wheré app11cable) legal guidelines on the conduct of participation. This

will assist us in determining the extent to which worker preferences ca be

-and are now being exercised in a given country and organizational context.

Fourth, the extent to which management policies and existing statutes permit.

the resolution of conflicts of interest arising %}em labour-management bar-
gaizigg\gier the distribution of scarce resources is another aspect which ’

N\ .
deserves our attention. '

The” information we require -is contained in various selected writings as well
as cross-national and historical comparative studies. The cross~national

research relevant to us cqgtains only limited references to the problem of

. management control over resource distribution. However, these surveys

include some elements which are useful for the development of a power-
sharing model of participation in this thesis.. This finding only re-empha- -
sizes the need for an historical comparative study such as the present one,

-3

O

‘@
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.aimed at examining workplace relations in terdfs of the balance of power’
between managers (or owners) and workers in relation to whatever environ-ﬁ
mental conditions that influence it.
"Country Context Studies'

¢
Many authors have stressed the effects of environmental variables on the
actual distribution of influence, power and worker involvement in organi-

£

£5tions._m reover, participation structures can be fully understood only
withf#ﬁﬁgggk
. 1965:191-93; I.u0.E., 1981:52-53; Anderson and Gunderson, 1982:8-13; Craig,

specific national and historical context. (Walton and Mckérsie,

1983:7-9). In short, we are interested at the macro level in the extent to
wﬁich'1ega1, economic, political, Elasgiand cultural factors have historic-
ally shaped the general operation and decision power-sharing arrangements of
participation schemes in Canada and the Federal Repubiic of Germany.

«
Some cross-national comparat1ve studie: dealing with various environmental
factors cond1t1on1ng the operat1on of part1c1pat1on systems are re]evant to
our present effort These are contributions by authors wr1t1ng in the “in-
dustrial relations' or 'labour process' traditions of examining workp'ace
relations. One of these is John Dunlop's (1958) introduction of the systegs

approach £o the study of workplace relations, which fostered a more syste-

matic perspective in comparative industrial relations.
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Dunlop's book, Industrial Relations Systems, argued that‘theoretical so-
phistication in the field Of industrial relations would have to gé hand in
hand with the adoption of a comparative approach (Dunlop, 1958:vi,vii). Yet,
-despite some laudable attempts initiated by the International Iﬁﬁ%itute of
Labour Studigs,gn Geneva during the 1960's to re-orient iqdustria] re]atioﬁs
along tﬁése Hines (Walker, 1969; Cox, 1971), the comparat%%e study of
industrial relations has, until very recent]y,‘assumedua ratﬁer minor role
in the disc@ﬁRine of sociology. Moreover, whatever co&BSEative work has been
produced fs rarely if ever self—conscioﬁs]y tﬁeoretical in either purpose or

method (Shalev, 1980; Walker, 1967; -Somers, 1969 and Schienstock, 1981).

Dunlop (1958) certainly deseryfs credit for éroviding some initiative in
favour of closer theorizing in\this area of inquiry. More impli&itly, he
claims that systems analysis can be a rather trenchant tool in‘the philo-
sophical analysis of social phenomena. His analysis of the Bituminous Coal
Industry in several countries along with his analytical account of tBe
nature and operation of the Yugoslav industrial relafions_system provide,
indeed, an important point of departure for industrial relations theorizing.
Before Dunlop's time, such theoretical attempts were usually couched in the
pluralist traditionwwhich, in its methodological concerns, confined itself
largely to the analysis of trade union structure and phiiosophy as we11 as
an understanding of the col 'vé‘bargaining broce§s (Fatchett and |

Whittingham, 1976; Hameed | 1982).
s;"!
. O

Q
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The main theoretical»construcps in Duniop's (1958) conceptualization of the

industrial relations system are a set of rules, governing the production

,System, actors, contexts, and ideologies (dominant value systems). The term

‘actors’ refers to workers and their organizations, managers and their
£y .

orgénizatiohs as well as ‘government and its agencies. These actors interact
within a technical, market and power context iﬁ the process of making rules
(agreements,-statutes, awards, regulations etc.). The "energy" required to
propel the system and hold itftogether is supplied by Dunlop's construct of
ideology which resembles a kind of shared understanding on the part of the
actors ‘concerning thg system's operation. From a methodological point of
view, the indepehdenf variables are the vafiousbcontexts as well as the

actors' perceptions of them, with rules being a depenuent variabLe) ’

Dunlop (1958) is somewhat ambiguous in his explication of the relations
between "contexts" and the making of rules within the {ndustrial're1atjons
system. On the one hand, he imp]ies'that the contexts are indigenous to the

[.R. system in that:

2

an ‘industrial relations system at any one time
in its development is regarded ds comprised of
certain actors, certain contexts, an jdeology
which binds the industrial relations system to-
gether, and a body of rules created to govern
the actors at the workplace and work community.

Elsewhere-in the book, Dunlop (1958f lists "contexts" as "features of the
environment of an industrial ré1ations sysiem", and locates one of the

contexts, e.g. power in the larger society, thereby implying that contexts
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are not internal to the [.R. system. Obviously, power represents a funda- - fgg
mental elemept of the [.R. system; whereas, Dunlop's (1958) concept‘of tech- %fi
nical and market contexts are likely to be outside the system itself. The 5 |
occurrence of conf11cts of interest between actors in the system is simply - l

L/

construct desiyned for providing sysfem coherence and perhaps actor motifa-

taken as a 'given'. Ideology may be regarded as an intervening hypothetic

Gennard, .1970).

From a sociological perspective, Dunlop's (1958) theory is not above the
logicel and substantive prob]ems of structural-functionalism. For example,
he did not document the roots.of the British industrial relations system. As
well, there is the question of conservative bias in his theory, which fs
expressed in his focus on manifesgations of stability and consensus (via
rule-making). Unexpected changes to the system are not given an equal role.
Hence the British industrial relat1ons system, is descr1bed as a static
entity almost independent of events at the 1nd1v1dua] enterpr1se tevel.
These biases of structural-functionalism are not well suited for the
analysis of historical events and.non- orderly change (see also Turner,
1982:113). Thus, while discussing the "co]lect1on of rdTes for each
country™, Dunlop (1958i198-263) has not prov1ded‘us with an -insight into
the fenmal and informal progeSées of enterprise policy-making (managerial
control aspect),»especial]y its general objectives and the consequences it

may have for workers.
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Walker (1977:311-312) has summarized the various criticisms of Dunlop's
(1958) formulation and(app]iCation of the industrial relations system

succinctly, namely that:

za; it is static, not dynamic in time;

b) it concentrates on structure and ignores
processes;

(c) it emphasizes the stability of industrial
relations systems rather than the conflict
and dissidence within them;

(d) there is confusion over its use as an ’ o
abstract entity and as a concrete or
substantive formulation (e.g. the 'voluntarist'
character of the British industrial relations
system);

(e) it concentrates on formal rules and not
informal processes;

(f) it does not entail an account of the ways
in which inputs are converted to outputs; and

(g) it is environmentally biased and, therefore,
provides no articulation between the 'internal'
plant-Tevel system and the wider system.

. Nonétneless; systems ana]ysfs has enabled Dﬁnlop 1358) to achieve a com-
parative perspective in order to acqu%rg greater theoretical sophistica-
tion (Shalev, 1980). It is also to Dunlop's credit that he introducéd an
analytical apbroach to %he discipline based on compariéons over time and
across nations, rather than an analytical approach built on description.
(For recent studiés in this 'indqstria] relations' tradition see Elbaum and

‘&

Wilkinson, 1979; and Streeck et al., 1978).
More than a decade after Dunlop's (1958) publicatibn of his Industrial
'ReLatiOhs Systems, Dore's (1973) comparative analysis of employment

practices in Britain and Japan provided scholars with a much needed
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empirical and systematic.anelysis of employer-employee relations in a
factory;setting. In contrast to comparing the characteristics and functions
of trade unions, which had more often than not been the*centrat focus of
many investigations, Dore's (i9Z3)»analysis is not only steeped in a de-
tailed awareness of the historical recohd but also proceeds on a number of

different levels.

First, Dore (1973) points out that, in the Japanese case, the modern 1arge
enterprise system of.permanent employment emergeq in a specific historica]
context, naaely that of an economy déstroyed by war. Under these circum-
stances, both the workers' drive for security and organizatien ang manade-
ment's intefbst’tn restorthg the supply of skilled labour were logically
served by enterprise-based emp]oyment Second, Dore (1973) shows that thehe
are demonstrable historical precedents for the modern system a]though he
adds that such precedents have a var1ety of or1glns Some of these were, as
Shalev (1981 256) notes "an unconscious carryover from feudal times ane
some were con§c1ously adapted from traditional practices, nhile others were
borrowed from abroad". Ihtrd Dore argues that the h1stofgea] circumétances .
under wh1ch cap1;2;1sm came 1nto be1ng have had dec1s1ve results for the i

subsequent characder of employer-worker relations.

9
Dore's (1973) insightful analysis of the famj]y,epo]jtﬁcs, educatieh and
their respective dmpacts on 1abour-management:re1atiené in.Japan and Great

Britain makes an important contr1but1on to the more central focus of 1n-

o«

dustrwa] relations which, as Somers (1969) assertes is root?ﬁf”1n the

% . ' \
v N . Y
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worker and his intEraction with other workers:and:management at the work-
place". There are other insights that may be gained from Dore's work. For
example, a common heritage of cultdre' politics education and family 1ife
"may have been one of the fac1l1tat1ng factors which made Japan S employment
system possibie". However, such common values. shared by the emergent worklng E
and capitalist—classes are not onlyvder1ved from national character and
culture, but also from what Dore prefers to eallv"5ituational-differenees“;Vé
or put more slmply: job‘demands nd the qualifl\“lons eequired.by thém;

Ay/ : | -
‘Dore (1973) also‘challenges th- assumptton of various convergence theorles

namely that the Japanese are suffer1ng from ”a sl1ghtly prolonged form of -

1ndustr1al;ﬁmmatur1ty, and tha- hey w1ll sooner or later shed the1r'

'aberrat1o s and become Tike us . On the contrary, Dore argues'that the
S -:c1ally with regard to their. employment and 1ndustr1al relat1ons
‘resent the deviant case. Br1ta1n 15 the product of the earliest

process of 1ndustr1allzat1on thCh was 1nst1tut10nallzed in the -

mid-19th century when free'market'p 1nc1ples domiviated. Japan, by contrast'
4 . . . 'Ji v

was il le to take advantage of the "late devélopment effect", which 1nvolved"f
not only borrowing of the latest technology, bu% also the more advanced o .

personnel practices and educational systems of the 1ndustrial societies. <?

[ l

Hence, Dore argues, {ao="s late development may well become the image of

the West's future in 1ndustr1al relat1ons

4

Dore (1973) has clearly prov1ded a model of ahaly51s which other scholars

might wish-to emulate, as: (1) his dlfferent ways of descrlptlon and

»

%
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appraisal of the two industrial relations systems have an integrating
L P : '

perspective, namely his focus on the important theoretical issue of

convergence, and (2) he perfé?he% an in-depth analysis‘pf only two
“industrial relations systems\inxd{consistent and systematic way. On the

othér hand, he has not provided fnture investfgatnrs with a methodology for
" the comparative anaﬁysis‘?{ cher fndnstfial relations issues and is overly
" concerned with detail (Snglév, 1981).

-
Gallie (1978) conducted an interesting comparison of two of British

 Petroleum's British 011 ref1ner1es‘and two of their French ref1ner1es The }’
cross- nat1ona1 perspestlve was chosen in order to assess the influence of
d1fferent nat1onal cu]tures and institutional practices on an identical
*

,'technolog1ca1 form §§ product1on This author's research shows a definite

’Aclass bias, which d1st1ngu1shes it from the prev1ous contributions.

, $§@ﬁresentﬁng a revival of the ‘culturist' mode of explanation at the

k theoretgga] level lﬁa]]1e s work is emp1r1cal]y useful in that he succeeds
in, demonstrat1ng that common techno]og1ca1 systems may be institutionalized
in substant1a11y different ways in d1vergent cultural env1ronmgpt§“_ﬁﬁfnors
writing in the cu]turlst,trad1t1on maintain that in the work situat+efi, for
ekﬁmp1e, historicalvdevegppments have producedicu]tura] patterns which

% - )
_sign?ficant]y affect managerial strategies, work methods and the dominant

Q

) C £
. work ethic of a country-

e ! : ]

; e

; .
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Gallie conc]udes‘fhat "while the Western nations sha}e a\common capitalist
mode of.productiop which generates similar conflicts of i&terest for
employers and employed, this undérlying»system contradiction can have
different consequences at the 1eve1 of social integration." The cruc1a1
var1ab1es medjating between cultural norms and the response of workérs to
the overall work situation, Gq111e suggests, are factors like managerial
ideologies and ﬁo]icies, the structure of power in social institutions, and 7
the ideo]ogies and’modes of ggtion of the vérious sectors of the trade union'
movement character15t1c of the specific society. Moreover, if we are to
understand the dlfferences between the working classes of the various
Western societies, we will need to took more closely at the way in which

historical experience has shaped cultural and;§ocial structural patterns.

Y
7

e

: fn a different vein, Maurice and Sellier (1979) examined the influence of
historical, economic, political and demographic factors on the patterns of
“control over work re]atiohs in France and Germany. Like Dore (1973)4and»
Gallie (1978), these authors attembted to operate simultaneously at both the
macro and micro levels of ana]ysis.'Shalev (1981:253-255) has madé a very
cogent analysis of Maurice and Se]]ié?{zkgérk, ahﬁ we will, therefore, base
our furtﬁer commentary on ‘this scholar's;cggtiCa}'ngluation of their
research. . - A §§§ |

1
At the ma§§g level, Maurice and Sellier (1979) suggest that differences in
the timing and pdtternoof iﬁdustrialiiation, the organiiation of capital, ¥

and the formative demographic, .economic and political contexts of class
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formation and mobilization have conditioned the differing character of. class
organization and conflict in'tne two countries. For example, among the
factors which favoured the emergence of a more unified and organizationally
disciplined union movement in Germany was the more rapid creation and
hamogeneous .composition of the manua] working class, providing it with a
" more solidaristic and bounded character. Add1t1ona11y, the high degree of
carte]1zat1on of cap1ta1 encouraged strong and cent?a]wzed organ1zat1on~Qn

2

the employer side.
L
The second level of Maurice and Sellier's (1979) analysié departs from
tertain differences which these authors observed at the micro Tevel of
‘;ndustrwal re]at1ons in contemporarx France and Germany These d1fferences
are anchored in the contrast1ng treatment of occupat1ona1 §§111s‘$d the
management of enterprises and the-epefation of 1a80un markets Ge&ﬁ%ﬁ
society and state policy have been characterized by educat1ona] va?qu which
give priority to vocational over theoretical tra1n1ng and which see the
responsibility for such training lying with employers rather than (as in
France) with the state.l

,;‘_ O
-~

9.

. . . o & e ;'[I.)‘ K )
Such differences between the two countries also centre on djffering cdhffﬁct

strategies of French and German unions. In France, unions rely heavily on

11his dges not hold true for the West-German public sector where

- senipr matriculation and a university education in administrative
law and the liberal arts, especially for career civil servants
Beamte) is still the prescr1bed tra1n1ng for career development
author s note).
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strikes in resolving p]aﬁt-]eve] disputes and anchSr such conflicts in an
ideological critique of thg entire system of social relations, whereas in
Germany they.have been willing to accept severe restrictions regarding the
use,of militant techniques at the factory level while aggreésively pursuing -

. concessions on co-determinatioh in the political arena.

Maurice and Sellier (1979) éxplain this contrast in térms of the greater
'legitimacy' of the enterprise in Germany, itself a consequence 6f: (1) the
high social prestige which industfy has enjoyed as a result of its
"technical performance»and dynamism", (2) the fact that, at an early stage
in the evolution of modern employer-workers.relations, the sfate and the
army imposed on employers the duty ;f recognizing workers' r%ghts to par-
ticipation in management, (3) the valued status of the enterprise in the
wquers' eyes due to its role in providing vetational training, (4) the fact
that, in a decentralized structure of controf, wdrkplace conf]icts are less
likely to escalate and become politicized, whi]g in this same structure of

co-determination workers can exercise greater leverage through works Ckin-

cils over such vital issues as recruitment, promotidn and job assigmment.

Finally, Magpice and Sellier (1979) argue that values - in the form of

&

"legitimacy' in Germany and its denial in France - guide the behaviour o%

the actors in industrial re]atibﬁs with respéél to three key variables: (1)

the position of the ehterprise.in society; (2) worker respect for managerial
functions and employer recognition of unions; and (3) the status of workers »

in the enterprise. However, as Reynaud (}979:314-321) has argued, the ori- .
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gins of the different value arfentation§ on which Maurice and Sellier (i979)'
focus are‘obscure, and their assumption that behaviour originates in values
is sociologically unsound (cf Shalev, 1981:254). |

: _ y
In a series of case studies of four countries (Britain, the United States,
Germany and Japan), Gospe] ana"iftler (1983), 'writing'in the '1abour
prncess tradition, attempted to generate a theoretical framework in wh1ch
thq development of managerial strateg1es can be placed. These authors start

#y
w1th the assumption that it is the employer who plays a dominant role in

\

shap1ng work relations and the ‘pattern of a country s industrial relations
system, and that workers and their trade unions have, in large part, reacted
to the various initiatives on the employer‘s§side. A careful examination of
tﬁusineés histarjes reveals, for example, that management has a choice as to
the course of action it follows and the structural arrangements in the firm
it adopts. This choice is made'by a "dominant coalition" of managers, but is
subject to negotiation and accpmmpdation with other groups e.g. workers and
their organizations. The outcome of such choice ?s not only the establish-

ment of structural forms but a]so the‘shaping‘of the ei"ronmenf in which

the firm operates. The idea of 2 range of alternat1ve'o'o1§§s exgegiment¥

at195 and constrained ch01ce in manager1a1 dec1s1on mak?ﬁb unde##ré%ix
of Gospel and Littler's (1983) examination of tﬁ%se four countries. R
. : ) i t:& A a 4'(.»'

‘Building on earlier 'labour process' and other scholarship, Gospel and
Littler ( 19§3 sketch the development of capitalism and its effectsaon t

b
labour and management structures and strategies over time. Woodward and

i
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Reeves (1970:50-54), fqr example, genefated a typology of control which can
be applied td.differenf historic§1 si;gations. They identified threg’main
types of con}rolz fifst, "personal” coﬁtro] through direct supprw?s{on and
the deve.meent of3@énagerial hierénthieé; second, "mechanical" cégtfol
embedded in machinery and production procgsses;_andj thfrd, "administrative”

. « .
control based on more impersonal rules specifying required behaviour.

In Labor and Monopoly Cabitol, Braverman (1974), for example, argued that
under .capitalism there is a tendency overitime to the deskilling of work, as
ehp]dyers”rationa]ize the production proéess and subdiv;de jobs. Braverman's
contribution has directed the attention of historians to Tayloriém and . the
Scientific Management movement which is seen by him as historically crucial
while still influencing the uhder}ying dynamics of work organization. Around
this theme, a growing body of literature has developed recently at both the
| theoretical and eémpirical level. These writings have added signifi%antiy to .
the Titerature by calling into question the overall deski]iiﬁg thesis, and

in particular Braverman's (1974) implication that deskilling represents. the

one majdr employer strategy.

Edwards (1979) traced fhe growth of the labour-manageﬁent relatiopship in

North America from the 1ate"19gﬁﬂcentﬁry onward and identified the graduél

devefgpment of emplgyer'strategges through ‘a number of stages: fﬂbm "simple"
contrbl’by the mémbers of a business fam{iy and their foremen, and rela-

| tively unsophisticated piece-work systems, through "technical" control via

machines and methods of work organization, to a "bureaucratic" stage where
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employeré seek to develop elaborate syS{ems of rufés and procedures"to/
control workers.‘This author notes, furthermbre, that some of these contro]l
systems may still exfit side by side to this day in certain countries.2 In
essence, EdwardsL‘(1979) typology of the deveiopment of management strate-
gies has many features in comﬁon with the typology of mamagerial controf‘ad-
vocated by WOonard and Rgeveq/(1970:50-54)2 ‘- |

» - ' ) .
Friedman 61977),‘in examining the history of the British hosiery qhd auto-
mobile {ndustries, has observed managerial strategies of 'direct control' by
coer:cion and tlé supervision and 'responsible autonomy' where workers are
giYen more say in decision-making and are txeated in a more co]]egfa] man-

/

né}; Like Edwards, Friedman (1977) attempts place managerial sfrategies

in th. context of different product and labour markets, and diffeérept

competitive situations.

Chaﬁdler (1977) traced the development of the modern Nggth American enter-
prise, showing how the rapid expansion of the market and changing technolo-
gies induced busiﬁ%s§ firms to pursue stratégies of geographic and product
differentiation. Thége'étrategies, in turn, generated new organizztional

ggtructures to cope with the problems which growth had created. In particu-

lar, firms developed centralized and divisionalized forms of organization. =~

 Emphasizing the growingritigptance of management functions, bureaucratic

*

2 A more elaborate discudsion of the Edwards thesis is contained
in: Thompson, (1983:144X50). However, the reader is encouraged to
cohsult Braverman's (1974) influential contribution, Labor and
Monopoly Capital.

O
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h1erarch1es deve]oped which coord1nate economic activities, although

thand]er (1977) still allows for markets to guide management decisions.

<¢hese deve]opments he argues, occurred in the early decades of this century

:1ﬂ the Un1ted States at about the 'same time in Germany, and in the post-

wor1d Nar II per1od in-the United Kingdom and other European countrles

The arguments of~Chandler.(1977) and Gospel and Litt1ar (1983) stress two

types ofxexplanatory factors in their.ana]ysis of managerial structures and :
strateg1es 1n the four countries they examined. First, they emphasize the
effects of the nature of product and labour markets, especially their
structure tn terms of boundaries and the level of demand and competitioh in
them Second they note that the workers' own om4e£?1ves in the enterprise
prov1de an essenttal element in the dynamics of decision making, both

,creat1ng;day-to-day problems for management gpnd poss1b1y obstructing
o= Hd

. managerial strategies.

Gospr  1d Littler (1933) then outline a theory of work organization and

Tabou: relatigns under monopoly capitalism.3 In establishing a link between

' monooo]y-cgﬁitaiiﬁk'and patterns of industria] relations (one of our foci in

this study) the authors assume that the nature of unionism 1§>large1y

. determined by }abeur market conditions and managerial strateg1es against

3 1n trast lo)et1t1ve capitalism where firms se111ng a certain
product are com . tlnﬁ for a fair share of that product marxet,
monopoly capitalism has d1sBosed (as far as this is possible) o; the
competitive market element by firms selling the wame or similar
products amalgamating into a conglemerate and, in this manner,
securing a monopoly yOS]tlon in that product market



] - 48
which workers react at the poini of union formation. The authors trace this
point of union formation historically by creaning two analytic types, namely
competitive and monopoty capitalism. Under competitive cabitalism, employers - -
had almost unbridled power to hire and fire'jn securing cheap 1abour, and to
. extend the working day at wi]];'they had, however, limited resources for
long struggles. As a result, successful employer resistance fo 1abour's
demands depended on state act‘on o on concerted action by employer federa-
tions. In contrast to the conditions of early capitalisn monopoly capital- .
ism nlth bureaucratic work organization and internal career synuctures _
substantially changed the nature of the labour market. Yet, wblle emp1oyers
may be just as resistant to union recognition, employers' resources are mucn
greater to pursue a range of stratejies (professional personnel management,

considerable financial resources, funds for welfare expenditures, housing

and extra bonuses, etc.). ¥
)

These developments ded to different employer ideologies, predominant
labour-management strategies and industrial relations patterns in the four
countries examined. For example, in the United States and Germany, the .
extent of monopolization encompassed entrenched oligopolies. However,
employer strategies differed in the sense that. they were individually-
capitalidt laissez-“a-re and sens1t1ve to Tay]or1sm and the wider effi-
ciency movement in the U.S.; whereas, in Germany, value systems reta1ned

their nationalistic, authoritarian and paternalistic flavour. These,ldeo-

logies translated themselves into Taylorite labour strategies with some

g

development of internal labour markets (such as described by Doeringer- and
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Piore,‘1971:13-40) and paternalistic practices in the U.S., with similar
conditions prévai]ing in Germany. Yet, the countrié}'}ind, trial relations
patterns differed in that we }ind a prevalence of local. .ective bar-
Qaining and the formation of some company unions in the U.S. and Canada;
whereas, we have witneséed the establishment of works councils in all
enterpriéés with five or more workers in the Federal. Republic of Germany.
, 9.

Gospel and Littler (1983) conclude their'contribution by arguing that, while

it is possible to'devélpp a theoretica) model of managerial.strategies under‘
| monopoly capitalism, the éxﬁerience of the four countries indicates that
the%e is no simple relationship between phases in the development of capi-
talism and shifts in the nature of employers' policies toward Yabour. It
seems that management and worker attitudes inherited from =arlier. phases of
ecoriomic development persist.into the modern era and exert a powerful in-
fluence on industrial relations policies. Also, such policies are the out-
come. of a range éf factors more complex in nature than writers such as
Braverman (1974) have assumed. Gospel and Littler (1983) did not, hqwevgr,
point to some of these 'factors' responsible for the different industrial .
relptions po]iciei in these countries. Yet, they have provided an incisive ‘
analysis and commentary on historical trends. The latter should, again,
sensitize future scholars to the importahce of employer labour poficies’as a

powerful moderating variable in the investigation of worker participation

systems.
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The~streﬁgth of labour process_ena!ysis.as shown in the above studié% lies
‘in its ébi]ity_to provide:ah historical and theoretical framework for under-
standing the processes of product{on'and;employer-workef relations. However,
it has also been criticized on various g}OUnds - notab]y its fai]ﬁre tb
account for the effects of worker resistance to the development of product-
- ion methods, its view of workeré as a homogeneous aggregete of individuals,
the underestimatio: of the varieties of managerial Cq@;ro]h and what form of
control will_be applicable in different circumstances. In eddition; Thompson
-(1983:151,215) aséerts that the most consistent weakness of existing 1aboﬁr
process ‘theory has been theetendency to counterpoise one fon of control
against anofher, Buththe existence of varying typesvof contrel is a re-
flection of what Crompton (1978:8) re%ers'to as the fundamental tension of
management:-'thaf‘of attaining maximum control over activities at the same
time as ach1ev1ng a measure of voluntary compl1ance ' "Direct contro]“ and
"respons1b1e autonomy", therefore, may not be so much alternative stra-
| tegies of managing. tfe workforce, as a reflection of this persisting mana-
geria1 dilemma." Hence, it is perhape more fruitful to eonsider differences
in terms.of dimensions of control. The task.of labour ﬁeocess theory then'
becomes that of understand1ng the combtnattons of coniro] sbructures in the

context of the spec1f1c economic environment of Ebe/enterprlse or 1ndustry

(Tpompson, 1983:152). This is one of the objectives of this study.

PN
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Management Control and Hierarchy

An important proporty of participation for generating our model is decision
(or partiCipation) sEructure This is so, because the potentiai for parti-
Cipation arises out of structurai conditions which facilitate or impede
labour-management interaction, influence and information exchange under
conditions Pf opennes;Qand trust. This prooe.ty has been stressed by several
scholars {Tannenbaum et ai.;\iE i, Loveridge, 1980} 1.D.E., 1981), and we
will, moreover, assume that it subszantially affects labour's ‘propensity’
to participate. Walker (1968) has'defined this chS?actefistic of workers as
the ability to use their.know]eoge and skills to take part in ranagerial,
deciéion-makingf and théir willingness (or motivation) to oo 50.

+ i

Decision structures can take on a variety of'forms, such as Pr'efiwg_and
~discussion groups,,1abour-management committee;, norks councile nejotiation
committees in collective bargaining, quality circles, Scanlon Pian commit-
tees, qoaiity-of4workin§?iife.committees, hoards of directors, boards of
sﬁpervision, screening committeesi and conciliation committées. As Dachler
~and Wilpert (1978'10-20) have noted, all of these structures vary in terms
of their formaiity/informaiit capaCity for direct/indirect partiCipation
and the kinds of worker access to decision-making which they provide.. These
" authors, furthermore, stress the view that many investigators diScusa
'participation as an intervention strategy that is applied to a variety of
organizational contexts. This impiie§§§ power base which‘iegitimizes the

activities employed by the designers to implement the intervagtion. This
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basis for legitimization varies from a

’
1
L

formal,

A
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Ay

exp]ﬁcﬁtfy recorded system of

rules imposed'on organizations from 'above' (managem%nt or the state) to an

.

"»we can d1st1ngu1sh three power bases for formal partlczpatlon (I.D.E.

‘ﬁ'

. informal non statutory consensus among the mambers of the system.’

1976 17J 203) ( ) 1ega1 bases such as clauses in a country's constitution, .

]

St /
L 1n nat1onaﬁ orsreg1onal 1aws or 1n governmental execut1ve orders; (g)

a“‘ T
%0

. (7

ta

s
[

d : v

f contractual bases wh1ch for most countr1es Jnvoive chiefly collective

barga1n1ng agreements at the ngt1ona]

regional,

company or shop- f1oor

1eVe1 and (3) management poﬂ1c1es which are unilateral regu]at1ons about

the 1nvolvement of var1ous groups or individuals in. decisions about the

! ./a;

organ1zat1on By contrast, informal participation schemes are, sometimes,

based onva.cgnsensus among managerial personnel,

work groups or individual

;JWorkers and become legitimized through daily work practices and evolving

v . s . . C e s
norms'orfcustomary procedures. The formal/informal property of participation

schemes appears to temain a topic of some 1mportance in current discussions

on tHe subJect espec1al]y within the European industrial relations

. ;'\.,.;CIOW n % ‘_Y 3

A ;,;z(. . ',,5'- ) ' '
- j :.‘ "‘:T’_ b »g, .. (N

. As some writers have pointed out, personal involvement of organization
g : : : : ‘

member’s in decision-making is, uitimately, the ideal form of participation

in‘most theoretical frameworks.(see, for example, Lammers, 1967:201-217;

Dachler and Wilpert, 1978:12).‘However,

such direct participation can vary

from country to country,-or within a country, in terms of access to the .

'decision-making~processw the variety and scope of issues, the kinds of

!
f

f
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decision rules to bé included in the participative dec1s1on process and the
 bases of 1eg1t1macy on wh1ch the d1rect part1c1pat1on system has devejoped
. : , ’ " .

Representative or indirect participation derives its meaning largely from
the contrast it provides to direct parttcipation systems which, in tnrn_'are
Juxtaposed to the dynamics of autocrat1c social systems. The basis for such
‘a distinction is grounded in the d1fferent1at10n between d1rect and’ 1nd1rect
forms of participation in the government of a nation and the conditions |
which seem to require one or the other form of part1c1pat10n (ﬁg1ler 1972
265-274) . As is ne11 known, representat1ve part1c1pat1o;)now ex1sts in a

number of European countries, both through elected works counc1ls‘and

through representation on the governing board of an organiiationL

Another property of decision (or participation) structure which is rather
important to our phesent Jiscourse is that point in the manaqement decision
hierahchy in an organizetion at which workers can gain access-to'decisipns
that are of direct concern to them. The quest1on of access to management
decision-making becomes even more complex when we con51der a number of .
distinctive 1eve1s of potential operation. There is, vgglat1§;a?m the scope
of actual control of workers over any g1ven decision, and a range of work-
related ideas on which genuinely participative diseussion is!permitted.
Thus, there may be access to decision-making at the shop-floor level and not
the enterprise level; at the enterprise level and not the industry or na-
tional leve] -control over access‘may be limited in scope to certain issues,
such as those not contained in a collective agreement, for example; or

r r
& ‘ '
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" access to g@rticipation may be confined t. a limited range of issues, such

“aslproblems of a technical nature of worker welfare (cf Dachler and Wilpert,

L
'
Id

1978:14-16) .

.A point tﬁat is infrequently (or not at all) stressed in the participation
Iiterature‘is that the location of worker access to the management decision
“ structure (shop-floor; plant; enggfprise; industry etc.) may also influence
what kind of worker representation is permitted. A case in point is the
equal representation of workers at the wbrks council (or_plant) Tevel
throﬁgh,works committees and only one-third (1/3) representation at the.

enterprise level in most West German firms.

_The point of worke{ acépss to decision-making can also determine how
décisién rules are actually set, that is by genuine 'consensus',6 majority
vote or whethér they are 'engineered'. In fo]]owing'the brevious example,
the enterprise level superv1sory board of a west German firm sets decision
rules by ma30r1ty vote and as workers have only 1/3 representat1on on the
board of firms with over 500 and up to 2,000 employees, worker consent to
any tssue p}oposed for decision by management is certain to be forthcoﬁing,

as it is 'engineere&f'by the legisiation governing the procedure.

- In a cross-national study bf five countries. (Israel Yugosltavia, Austria,

Italy and the United States), Tannenbaum etfﬂt&{é19§4 exam1ned the effects

of hierarchy (decisidn structure) on worké?§,.)bb §ét1sfact1on sense of

responsibility and motivation in the plant, adJustment to work procedures,
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and perceptions and idea]é,conce(ning certain aspects of the organization
and the individual's rofp in it. This study was carried out in the ‘plant
sociology' tradition and gathe;edfdata from individuals in 3'samp]e of 50
p]aﬁts (ten from each of the above countries).

Based upon the prpm1se that power 1; a corre]ate of hlerarchy, the authors
first exam1ned the theoret1ca1 d1str1but10n of power within organ1zations
ranging frpm relatively egalitarian and participative situations to those
which are not. In this exercise, tﬁg;\outline the basic principles of own-
er;;;p, organizational structure and decision-making, management philosophy
and the reward system, as all of these variables affect particjpation‘in

each of the five countries.

The authors then measure the actual distribution of power in the plants

| selected for the study. They accompl1sh this by hav1ng persons from various
hierarchical 1eve1s in the organ1zat1on respond to an 1ndex of part1c1-
pativeness developed by Likert (1961 and 1967). This “index 1mpl1es a
continuum rahging from ;authoritatiVe' to 'participatiye' in terms,of the
theoretical dimenéions mentioned.(struciures'of managerié] decision-making,
management po]icies'etc.). The responses are then compared in terms of what -

the respondents think is ideal partfcipatioh on certain issues and Qﬁgﬁ they

perceive as happening in their particular plant.

The resu]ts'indj;ateAthat most respondents desired greater participation in

their organization consistent with earlier research in this area (Haire et
W
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- .al., 1966). The Tanqenbaum (1974) research group locates ;hq;basis of.power
in.the individual, which raises th; point yhether, for-example, subordinates
i;'a partikipative system differ from those in a non-participatfve systemf;n’v
their reasons for.accepting authorfﬁyf The authors refer to a studyvby
French and Raven_(1959) which suggests five reasons why a person may accede
to sthe inf]ugnceugf another. Called 'basés of power', theselreasons include
the belief that }he person exercising control: (1) has supgrior knowledge
“relevant tqﬁthe task; (2) can dispgnse rewards, or (3) punishments; (4) is
attractive as an iﬁdividual; or (5) has the right to exercise control.
French and Raven‘(1959) refer to thése.respectiveTy as fhe expe?t, reward,
referent, coerciVe, and legitimate bases of power. To thesg, Tannenbaum gt
al. (1974:74-75) add their own base of power, namely the person's "sense pf
¢ commifmehQAto a larger purpose served by the organization", or put more
simply, a conmitment te the "law of the situation.” The authors found that
bthiéhpower base rated as the most important in all countr{es, followed by
expertise, refereﬁt, reward and coercion, the 1ast4being a re]atjve1y
imeffective basis of power in the modern organization (cf NightingaTe,‘1982:

- 99-101).

Ong.of the major conclusions the-Tannenba;m (1974:208-220)ugroup offers is
that hierarchy is a matter of degree.- Some funcfidhs associated with rank
‘are the result of choices made by organfzation designers, and it ié with
respect to the distribution of these functions that differeht manageria1
systems are most clearly distinguished from one another;’Second, participa-

tion in decision-making may increase the influence of workers but may also
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increase the power of top personnel. Authority and influence are, therefore,

inevikdbly hierarchical in the work organization, egatitarian ideology not-

with t Pding.vThfrd, values concerning the aspfrafion of organizational
members to move up thevhierafchy o; authority play a significant role in
what degree partieipetion is considered as ideal (especially in the North .
American firm). By contrast, the laissez-faire attitude of Kibbutz members |
may result in a very differenf hierarchical structure. Fourth, the satis-
faction and other reactions of organizational members are a joint result of‘.
tﬁe distribution and theitbta1 amount of.rewafd in a system, and not one or
the other exc]ueive1y. If the distribution cennot be chénged'ahd there are
. Vimits on how egalitarian the distribution of some rewards can become -
perhaps the total amount of reward can be changed, although there are limits
to euch an approach as weil; Fifth, influence (or power) refers to the
ability of pergons to affect outcomes in intended ways, and there is a good
deal of logic and some evidence to suggest that organi;atiohs differ in the
. size of their 'influence pie'. Hence, a given gradient of power means some-
‘thing quite different to,okganization members when the overall oppertunity
to influence the hierarchy is high when compared to when it is low. Sixth,
the finding wh1ch organ1zat10n theorists will perhaps accept as most 1ntr1-
guing is that the differences in hierarchy between countries are not as
large as m1ght be expected. However the number of countries (five) which
Lthe authors samp]ed m;;—e11ow scholars to generalize thi% result only with
caution. Yet, certa1n principles of organization seem1ng1y transcend culture
5? qnd“idEo]ogj, especially in large-scale organizations which may be the

result of technological and administrative imperatives. This may,. in turn,

-
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increase the similarity of organi;atipns in various nations despite diffe-
rences in culture and economic envirbnment.

;his study is an example of the limitations inherent in the orthodox ‘plantT
'sociology' approach to fhe study of organizations. Post World War Il so-
ciology strgssed the behaviour of people in the organization to the ex-
clusion of management structures, attempting to modify management processes
and wotking conditions to improve worker satisfaction and efficiency. This
,approaﬁh has a]sd been noted-for its insularity from environmental circum-
stqncesiaffecting a give; plant, such as the impact of political structures,
cultural and economic factors, etc. (sée also Thompson, 1983:18-19), and
this is certainly the case in the Tannenbaum et al. (1974) survey. Moreover,
“this study shows an'inadequate treatment of work. as a system and p;ocess, in
that it contains no reference as to how dec&;%gns come about and}how_worker
participation in them.is contro]]ed;by management. Likewise, we find no

reference to a mechanism as to how conflicts of interest in the-organiza-

tions surveyed are regulated.

Decision-Making Studies e

G
The participation process to which the various structural conditions
mentioned in the previous section may give rise depends largely on the —
nature and scope of managerial decision-making which takes place in the’

organization introducing a particular participation scheme. As already

noted, such schemes are usually based on legislation, labour-management



» 59
_contracts, or simply management policies, and may have varying degrees of
formality/informality. '

-

B ~ ]
In-order to work our way toward a power relations model of participation, it

. will" be necessary for us to; briefly examine the organizational decjsidn
process proper, and then identify some decision for%ats that allow varying
_degrees of worker participation in the management decision process.

Gore and Dyson (1964:1-2) make the following comment on the re]ationship
e

_ between organizational structure and decision-making. They say that:

v

..it is doubtful that decisions account for much
of what happens within organizations except as they
Tead to or provide linkages between other elements
of organization. Vastly more important is structure,
formal and informal. It is the structure of orga-
" nization which embodies the duthoritative allocation
of values, defines communication patterns, and spe-
c1f1es the d1v1s1on of labour: ) '

P2
s

kY

Thus Gore and 5yson (1964) are suggest1ng tha@ﬁ;he external constraints

ey -.v;

faced by the organization and the internal r0"

i

therefore the premises upon which organlzat1on dfc1s1on -making is based
'-‘. ,

es embedded in 1t are more

‘i

important in determ1n1ng decision outcomes tha 1s often supposed. It is,

that will be our first concern in this section. ®

Heller (1976:688-90) reviewed some'major contributions that enhance our
understanding of the decision: process. One of these comes from the work of
Simon (1957), who successfully challenged major assumptions in neo-classical”

economics that ‘decision-making is based on perfect knowledge about the

\ -
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state ‘of nature, and that d: .ision- rs seek to maximize their dtﬁ]ities

or satisfa_tions. Simon ' "57) argues that™o decision-maker can store and :

cige-t all “nformaticn ¢ is available. Peop¥

s rationality is not only
bcurded  Jut & .~ “i<t (ed by subjective proces::;>which cause them to see

their re-" "t * . a particular p;:jgsg;iVET‘MEF;over, the indiviqqéi's . )
search for e1;ernat1ves\is impede vby perception and knowledge 1j%itations; ;'
Therefore, the individual is inclined to stop Tooking fobfajtéEA§tivés when

a minimum set of priorities is met fairly adequately. WhiTe a pérticu]ar

choice could represent oﬁ&imum’conditions, peop]e are generally sépisfied

with far {ess,'and frequently look no further; they tend to settle for a
'satisficing' solution (achievement of minimum requirements) rather than an

optimal one as required by the perfect knowledge assumption (see also Isard =

and Smith, 1982:323).

Another major coqtributipq tdfthis area, especially the ahaiysjs.of-power in
re]atioh'fo:decisionemakind,-is contained in the work of Weber+(1947). This -
is the inétitutional model of decision-makfng;'which, Tike thét of the "'
classical economists, produced a logical and normativz framework for ex-
plaining bureaucratic -processes. Weber (1947), however, centred his analysis
of bureaucracies around isolated logical categories called 'ideal types'

which were selected to represent certain elements of reality, while avoidinqig‘
the de f}E?B"}ea1ity of an empirical tnvestigation (Gerth and Mills, 1968:

59-60; Bendix, 1962:271ff).

Weber (1947) was interested in describdgg conditions which enabled the
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decws1on process to becog?‘operat1ve and effective; and he saw three major

alternat1ve forces at work: (1) rat1ona1 be]1%fs based on a 1egal framework

“and effective bureaucratic machinery; (2) ‘the force of traditionalism and .

the predwct1ve sEg?ﬁﬁ1ty it provwded and (3) the forcefu]hess and ex;

cept1ona1 qualgﬁﬁes of 1eadersh1p which enable a few people to impose the1r

personal autho?%ty on the dec1s1on process ‘The orderly deyelopment of the

" bureaucratic process was seen as helping the existence of widely diffused

dominant ideologies and the recognition of se]f-iﬁterest‘in thellegitimoted

decision proceduré (cf Heller, 1976:689).

2

‘ {
The third major contribution to the literature on dec1s1on mak1ng (and

closely re]a&éﬁ to this study) comes from the work of social psychologasts

For example, Likert and many of his co]]eagues worked on several different

' approaches during the late 1940's with investigations on superv1sory sty]es

of%§§§¥1cal work in insurance compan1es and manual work on the railways. The
long series of~1nvest1gat1ons have been ably summarized in a number of books

(Likert, 1961 and 1967; Tannenbaum, 1968) , and ‘the more experimental

“'drientatiOn of decision-making and power—sharing-&as reviewed by Cartwright

(1965) and, from a broader perspective, by Vreom (1970).

Most of this work is‘based.on the view that decision styles'can be ade-,

quately described by an authoritarianism-participation continuum (Lowin,

1968:681106;'NigHtinga1eg'1982:86?90). As in the case of the economic and

sociological models, theorizing concentrated on a universalistic position,

in that (it tested propositions that would apply in most or all circum-



;. SPRR N . . !
Y . B BERSN (
Ween e

; T,
. e ¥ / \

S IR S - - 62
- o R ) r'\/\
stances. Exceptions were-only-occasionally found, and explanatio@s\gg____u///"’///
account for them were put forth'by some authors (Likert"196T' Fleishman et
al., 1955). The view that dec1s1on processes are a funct1on pf known pre-
. 1—-9}1

.d1ctor variables re]ated to the situation (1echn1cal factors organ#zatlon .
'structure etc. ) has been mentloned by some authors already over a decade

-

ago (F1edler 1964; He]]en$and Yukl 1969: 227 241; Lawrence and Lorsch

T 1967:1-47; wofford, 1971:10-17).

A comparat1ve Canad1an study by N1ght1nga1e (1982 83). examlned democrat1c

‘and hlerarchwca1 (author1tar1an) organ1zat1ons in terms of their dom1nant\

.work 1deoJogy, struetUre, processes and outcomes. He found that the

structure'bf HiérarchiCa] organizations does not nermit rank and file
E part1c1pat1on in decision-making in that decisions are central1zed at upper

'h1erarch1cal levels. Job descriptions, formal rules and regulat1ons govern P

.the"aCtivitieé of organization‘memberslat all hierarchica1 levels. Aufonemy, _
- discretion and respons1b111ty are a]located to ‘persons at each h1erarch1ca1 -

"rank so that each Tevel has greater amounts than the level 1mmed1ate1y

below.v

The democratic organization, on the other hand, allows tower-level members
the right to participate in'deCision;making, either on issues of immediate.
relevance to the work itself or on issues of organization policy. Less
emphasis is p]aced on the chain of command, and greater Jatitude, respons-

————ib71ity and autonomy are permitted in the conduct‘offthe work. Yet,
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.Nightiqgale (1982:84) sees technology as a constraint on autondhy and
responsibility. In‘genera1, however, he found that collaborative forms of
workp]aée democracy hold greater potenfial for rank-and-file influence iﬁ
decision-making than adversarial forms;»because,of the greater freedom of
action allowable when trust ex;Sts between the parties. Mutual influence is
willingly granted; one party cannot ignore tﬁe other party's wishes without
destroying the relationship. When the re]ationéﬁip between management and
labour istédversaria1,\attention foéuses on issues which divide, rather than

on issues which unite, and the area of mutual influence shrinks accordingly.

.

Nightingéie’s;f1982)’findings are consistent with the results of aﬂ
empificai study carried out by Elden (1981:51) who found that having some
power over one'svwork is usually. linked with an interest in taking up
participatory opportunities. If there s no chance to have an impact, one
does not attémpt to participate. Importantly, however, this author confirms
a distinction betweeﬁ work democratization and work humaniqg{ion made
earlier by Pateman (1970), Braten (1972:98-107) and Mulder (1971a:31-38). i
Enhancing fhe‘affectivg experience of workers through so;ca1led humahizaﬁion _
. efforts (sensifivify training, joint{problem¥so1ving, Jjob en}ichment,
autonomous work teams, qba]ity-of-working life projects, etc.) is not\TTkely
to lead to an increased sense of poiitical*effiéacy‘on the job as would
changes in‘the‘pOWer and authdrity relations. Elden (1981:51) further
asserts that aXfective enhancement alone implies a‘management étrategy of
unobtruéive]y reinforcing hierarchical author{ty while developing a more

satisfied and committed workforce. In short, it is management's deciéion

e
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d whether to appeuse workers via wark humanization or empower them via wort
“fﬁemGCratizafﬁon. |
N
in this thesis, we Will‘assume.that (fo]]dwing Abeli, 1975:37) the decision
process in businessvorganizations is'primarily'a device for the distribution
of power and influence rather than a means for problem solving and choice
behaviour (cf_D.I.O., 1979:301; C]ement 1975 23). This observat10n is
" theoretically useful-for this study, in that it facilitates a conceptua]~
distinEtton between aspects of the decision process proper and prob]emi
soluing behaviour, the 1atter~OCCUrring in the majority of work humanization
| prgjects. | ' | |
s

We will further assume that decision-making 1nvo]ves the choice of a course
of ;action from among a set of feas1b1e alternat1ves whxch given present and
possibly future cond1t1ons, appears to be most effective for management in
achieving its strategic objectives. Moreover, such a choice trom a range of
a]ternatlves involves an evaluation of how particular organ1zat1ona] re-
sources ought to‘be d15tr1buted (wages and benefits, promotions, working
cond1t1ons special opportun1t1es or pr1v11eges etc.) via resource bargain-
ing between 1abour and management The dec1s1on rule set, e1ther uni-
1atera11y by ‘management or Jo1nt1v by both ]abour and management, then
determinés the a]]ocat1on of such resources By contrast prob]em -solving
behaviour pnesupposes a fdev1at1gn frém some.expected norm. This 1nv?1ves
the investigation of some defect, its present manifestation and potentia1

. -

) "
E”
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causes as well as means of correctingfit.4 Also, problem-solving,behaviour
frequently regults from.a‘previously made deci§ion, thét is, the choiée of
an alternaiive which failed to accomplish the desired goal.'Thus, setting
the decision-rule in the distribution of resources is the primary event and
evaiugtive in nature; whereas, prob1em—;olving behaviour is the secondary
event and ]arge]y'corréctire iﬁ}nature. However, bbth events might be
mutually 1nc1us1ve and parts of the decision process. Resource bargaining.
_'determ1nes the nature and size of the resource that is to be d1str1buted or
committed tu achieve the firm's objectives. By_contrast, problem-solving
identifies ways in which the resource commi tted caﬁ be better used to the

organization's advantage.

This approach represents a'plea'for an interactire model of organizational
decision- mak1ng where 1nd1v1dua1s make decisions; in interaction with other
individuals, in contrast to the rational c]ass1cqmode1 which assumes the
presence of a person who ,chdoses a course of action from a set of |
alternatives on h%§ own’(cf Abell, 1975 16) For examp]e Hel]er (1976'692).

conducted an in- depth emp1r1ca1 study of manager1al decision sty]es in the

United States and West Germany, and found that near1y all managers he

_ surveyed in .both countries stated that:

2

47his formulation has some similarities with Walton and,McKersie'S'
(1965) distinction between 'distributive bargaining' and 'inte-
grative bargaining'. The former addresses the process whereby
organizational resources are distributed, and the latter the means
by which,problems that have arisen in the labour- -management relation-
sﬁip can be resolved (see esp. Chapts. II and V).
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Firstly, they 'shared' the activity [decision-
making} with various people: their subordinates,
colleagues and their superiors. Secondly, it e-
: merged that while they made a decision, the final
$ authority could lie with somebody else, and it was’
not,.always clear where the final decision emerged
..«sThis situation of the decision-maker as the
endoisen of other ﬁeople's recommendations has not
often emerged in the literature. :

Almost a decade before Heller's (1976) empirical 1n;estigatioh of ﬁhe
decision process, the interactive tenor of deciSion-makdng was alhhded to by
Galbraith (1§67:67¥70)) who remarked that even presidents of 1a%g¢ organi-
zations>such‘as General Motors "exercise only modest power over substantive -
decisiohs". A.similar gituatio;)gf‘relative 'pdwer]essness' on the part'of

- top decision-makcrs h{s alsd.béen found by Wiikins (1967) in’the legal

process.

Such interactive model of orggnizqtional decision-making holds some useful
thebretical possibilities, especially when we reggrd the decision process in
business organizations as a bargaining exchangelbetween two or more parties.
Here, we have the support from many empirical studies on bargaining .and
'xnegoiiéfion since the late 1950's. Following a compreheﬁsive review and

classification of about 1,000 studies on various aspects of the bargaining

-

proceSs,bRubin é;ﬁ Brow%,(£975:3)vconc1ude:

€ P Fo ¢

. Bar?aining.is a cardinal illustration of so-
cial interaction. It is no more possible to
discuss the psychology of a single bargainer

- in the absence of his partner than it 1s to
attempt a description of the sound of one-
handed clapping....Most geherally, we view
bargaining as a subset of those social rela-”

P

s
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tionships concerned with the resolution of ' L .
conflict. Conflict is a state that exists '
when incompatible activities occur.... It is
our con@ention that_regard]ess of origin, the
resolution of conflict...may be described in
terms of bargaining processes.
It we acéept the notion that the decisi®n process in business ofganizaQ
tions really represents a bargaining exchangé (a]fhough weighted in favour
of the employer) betweeﬁ managers, or between managers and subord1nates
then we can follow Rubin and Brdwn (1975:10) as. well as Thibaut and Ke]]ey-q/\‘/
(1959) by assuming further that the decisions made in a bargaining exchange
concern: (1) the division or exchange of one or more specific resource(s)
and/or (2) the resolution of one or more issué(s) among the partie; or among
those whom they represent. The result of bargaining is that each parfy re;
ceives some outcome from £he.exchange (as is preciigly the case'in partjci-
pation schemes). Thibaut and Kelly (1959) express this characteristic as one
. of “outcome dependence". We will therefore assume that, at least in business
oéganizations, it is the exchange of (non-abundant) resources Qia tne bar-
gaining process that forms the pivotal point around which power refations
take b]acé$énd conflict stfategiesfqre'exercised.

A

Some evidence on how organizational decisions are incorporated into ma-
4nagemént strategy and how such strategies affect workers comes from a cross-
national comparative study. An international research team (Decisions in
Organizations - D.1.0., 1979) examined different forms of pérticipétive
decision making in three countries (Brijain*_iugosléyia and the Nether-~

lands). More: especially, it conducted a longitudinal, in-depth study of a
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large numbér of decisions in'a-small number of organizations. The objective
of the study was to generate findings which can be'gv generalized across
decision-making groups for a great variety of decision types. It is an
extension of Heller's (1976) work on power relations at senior organiza-
fiona1“]eve1§, and investigates the consequences and effectiveness of par-
ticipatory decision styles in*detai].

e 3

The first part of the D.1.0.°(1979) study examined short-term 'operational’
decision-makihg. It then analysed its effect on the use of worker §k11ls and
work‘satisfaction. SUbsequeqt]y;ﬁff'shiftéﬂ(:i: focus' to 1ong-terh 'strate-
gic' decisions and to discrete phéses of the decision cycle. Certain varia- ;
tions in power and influence which.occuf at each step of the decision-making
process are also critically examined. One of the key .assumptions made by the
D.1. O group is that dec1s1on methods are best measured on the Influence-
Power Cont1nuum (IPC) as suggested by Hel]er (1976:695-96) . Another is that,
zaga1n fﬂl]ow1ng A§%§} 1975 decision- mak1ng is primarily a mechanism for
the dlstr1but1onAo£~erganﬂzatwona% power and influence rather than a device
for blem-solving or cho1ce behaviour. The authors found strong positive:
correl tions between decision processes and skitl ut111zat1on In all three
countnies, the more part1c1pat1on and influence in decisions that was per-
mitted by management, the greater was the number‘of respondénts who indi-
cated that their capacities SHd skills are actua.ly used (cf Elden, 1981:
51). -
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The D.I1.0. (1979:301;302) group's study of decision-making had the fallowingq'
results: the inVestigators found variations in influence over#the decision
cycie. Here, they were interested in determining whether inf%tence‘and pohéh '
sharing vary over what they identify as. the four phases. of the decision’
cycle. Theseﬂare: (1) initiation: (2) development; (3) finalization; and (4)
imp]emehtation. It s:zems that in some orgahizations the concentration of
influence varies by phase of the decision cycle as follows: in gha;e‘l v
(initiation) it is greatest for top management; in phase 2 (development) for

_ staff personnel; in phase 3 (finalization) for workers; and in phase 4

(implementation) for staff and top management.

The authors suggest two 1nterpretat1ons of the observed differences in the
prof11es of influence distribution for decision phases. First, they assume
that the first phase of decision-making is the most important, since it is
here that the goals of the decision are defined. Second, in the following
phazes only the means of imp]ementation are sought. Rationality further
. dictates that the group which controls the first step actua]iy egptrols the
_“other three phases even in the case when this group does not have the

highest IPC score in these later phages. ~ﬁ!

In another part of the study, . the 0.1.0. group (1979:304-305) treats the
IpC as the dependent var1able and assumes that a variable wh1ch they ca]l

' (SP) is EY: ) ant pred1ctor of how IPC is dlstrxbuted in
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making at various organizational levels (from workers through tep manage-
ment). They found that all managerial levels (foremen, middle- and top.

management) have greater IPC than SP, which means that they have at their

. disposal some kind of 'illegitimate power' .(a surplus over the formally

~5anct10ned amount of power described by SP) It appears that midd]e'manage-‘.

ment absorbs the greatest amount of free f]oatzng power. This f1nd1ng of the

~ D.1.0. (1979) group is supported by two other 1nternat1ona1 studies (Heller,

1971; Wilpert, 1977). - L o .

These part1cu1ar stud1es have, 1ike the Taenenbaum et al. (1974) investi-
gat1on _many overtones'ﬁ; the plant soc1ology tradition, exeept that they
place greater emphasis on the process of decision- mak1ng and the management
control dimeﬁsion embedded'in it. However, by taking the'process of de-
cision- mak1ng as the 1ndep§hdent variable and worker skills and satisfaction

as the dependent var-:ab]es‘g the importance of h1stor1ca1 and environmental

~conditions is, again, ignored.

X
We now wish to briefly address the question as to the dimensions (or

degrees) of power-sharing between labour and management that certain

‘participation schemes permit. Clearly, we are confronted with a difficult

o ) :
task, as between minimal and full participation Ties a multitude of steps

which analysts have categorized in numerous ways (Garson, 1974:47; Bern- ¢
stein, 1976:47-61),'There remains still much controversy over just what
Tabel is most appropriate for each stage of worker participation. In order

to comprehend and systematize the relevant experience, we propose to focus
e -
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on three major dimensions (or degrees) of participation which are similar
(a\thoooh not qﬁfie‘the same) to those used. by other jnvestigatoéi (Bern-

“stein, 1976:48; Heller, 1976:697; 1.D.E., 1981:54). () -
. : , y .
we propose to label these degrees of’worker influence on management de-
cisions the information/communicatioo;.conéu!tation/eo-influence;'and
co-determioation dfmensions of participafion;'They denote the degree of
worker 1nf1uence over any given.decision in an orgenjzat1ona1 context, may
in actua] pract1ce manifest by a wide range of forms, and occur
at different 1eve1s of the management.dec1s1on hierarchy. The point in the
management h1erarchy at which they are 11ke1ylto occur will: depend on.the
inatore 1range and”scope of the issues which either legislation .and/or
manager1a1 pollcy cons1ders 1mportant for worker involvement. For example, a
quality-of- work1ng life committee in Canada may exercise consultation/
_eo-influence rights on matters'of personnel (recruitment, transfer, dis-
m¥ssal, etc.) af the enterprise level, but be'able to hold co-determination
rights on work metrods and schedu]ing of jobs at the shop-f1oorr1ere1.
Similarly, a West German works counc11 (through its representat1on on.the
company's f1nance comm1ttee) has statutory 1nformat1on/commun1cat10n r1ghts
son financial matters at the enterpr1se 1eve1 but: can exercise consu]tat1ve/
~co- 1nf]uence rights on worker training and development programs at the plant
1eve] These dimensions (representlng degrees of part1c1pat1on) are -listed v

in Figure 1 on the page following for the reader's convenience.
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Figure 1
X Degrees qf*Participatlgn'

" Level of Degrees of - ' Decision
Worker Access - " Worker Participation “Format
Upper Level of Par-  Decisions made jointly by - Codeter-
ticipation (Control management ‘and worker re-- mination
equal to Management) presentatives e.g. indirect (largely
in: Decisions on stra- participation at board fevel, ~ bilateral)
tegic issues e.g. set- - works council or on joint . :
ting objectives for decision-making committees.
policy making Most prevalent in collective

‘ bargaining and selected par-
ticipation schemes
Middle-Level Par- . WOrkefsvin1t1ate criticisms Consulta-
ticipation (Moderate .  and make suggestions’ that are tion/Co-
Control) in: Decisions discussed with management. influence
on administrative Management reserves the right

issues e.g. plant-wide to make the final decisioh but
-work arrangements, re- undertakes to provide workers

source provision etc. with relevant information

b ‘before such decisions are made
Lower Level of Par- Information is transmitted to- Informa-.
ticipation (Least and from management personnel. tion/Coi-
Control) in: Decisions Workers are informed of manage- munication
on operating proce= ment decisions and the reasons (largely
dures e.g. production, for them. Management either’’ unilateral
cost, quality control, meets directly with labour, or by mgmt.)
supervision etc. supervisors channel 1nforma£1on :

‘ ' - . to and from upper management |

SOURCE: I.D.E. Internat1ona] Research Group, Industrial Democracy ‘in Europe
Clarendon Préss, Oxford: 1981, pp. 53-54; see also: Bernste1n;:P
Workplace Democratization: Its Internal Dynam1cs The Comparatﬁbe
Research Institute, Kent State Univ. Press: 1976, pp. 47 61. Cgsr

..piled by the author with some modifications.

§,
A%
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Power and Conflict

The decision-making literature is somewhat ambiguous in making a distinction
between 'influence' and 'power'. We will assume that in bargaining dver the
allocation gf scarce resources there are situations where-party B changes
its goals as a result of party A's influence. As well, there are Situations
where party B retains fts objectives but 'loses out' and A's goals prevail.
In the first instance, A influences B by making it 'change its mind';
whéfeas, in the second instance, party A has bower over B to the extent that
it can get out of bargaining what it w&hts in the face of B's opposigion. It
is also possible tdéﬁmagine‘situations where inf]uence'ahd power interact in
complex ways, as B-can anticipate that it is 'no goﬁd resisting A' and so
change its goals to.save face; or A and B can collude such that A gets its

_ way~on.one issue and B on another. From a strictly analytic perspective, it
may therefore be justified to argue that 'power' is a form @f inf]qfnCe
which includes the_ ability to sanction the behaviour}of the other party via
rewards or punishment (coercion). Thus, while 'influence' represe s a form
of suasion, 'power' represents aspects of control over the othér party (cf
 Bierstedt, 1950:738; Emerson, 1962:32; Abell, 1975:15-16; Rubfn and Brpwn,
1975:262: Salancik and Pfeffer, 1977:3). However, we will throughoutifh%g
“study adopt Abel]'s (1975:186 view thét theveXercise of influence and pqwéf:,’
in bargaining over resource distribution tends to bg intermingled. We

- belteve that this approach meets the exigencies présent:in unﬁon-management
bargéiningjﬁeaSOnabTy well.

<

.

oy ’
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There are few studies relating the exercise of 5ower (as a cause) to the
occurrence of conflict in a decision situation. A notable‘exception to this
state of affairs are two théo;etica] contributions (Pfeffer, 1981; Korpj;
1974) and a cross-nétiona] ené}rical study (I.D.E.,'1981).
. .
| Y

Pfeffer (1981:68-70) assumes the presence of several conditions for pdwer
and eonflict to occur. He describes the first condition as 'inteerepend—
ence', a situation in which what happens to one actor affects what happens
to others, which is quite in keeping with our inteﬁgctive'approach to |
decision-making (see also Rubin and Brown, 1975:3). The secpnd cpndition
“cited by this author fs 'heterogeneous goals', or/}he incompatibility of
goa]s which two actors have. The third condition s 'scarcity', i.e. the
greater the scarcity of a resource when compared to the demand for it, the
greater tﬁe\power and effort that will be expended in resolving the deci--
sion. Pfeffer (1981:70) assumes further that, when taken together, the
conditions of scarcity, interdependence and goa]yincompatibi{ity prodLee
*conflict. Whether that conflict surfaces depends, in Pfeffer's (1981) view,
upon two other conditions. One of these is the distribution of power ‘in the.
‘organizafion, and the other the importance of the decision issue (or the
resource). , '

In extending Pfeffer's (1981) formulation, we wish to note that Nightingale
(1982:20), in his Canadian study of hierafchical and democratic organiza-
tions mentioned in fhe previous section, defined the power one party exer-

cises over another in terms of four dimehsions{ (1) degree, the extent te

1
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which one. party 1nf1uences another party; (2) domdih, ach party is subjecr
to the influence of another party (3) scope, the.is§ﬁes or behaviours
subject to influence; and (4) source, the bases on which the influence pft
one party over another rests. Significantly, the two conditions required for
conflict to result from the’exercise of power given by Pfeffer (1981:70Q),
namely how power is distributed (or shared) and the importance of the
decision issue, complement Nightingale's (1982:20) "degree" of power as well®
as the scope of power. Nightingale (1982) did not, however, identify;the

rather important theoretical relationship.

. Korpi (1974:1570-74) regards differences in resource-based power between !

4‘3}4
o

N | 4
contending parties as the central independent variable in a bargaining

3
.
o

exchange Goal attainment, the expectahcy of success (in having a preferred

outcome 1ncl dagf 1" the decision-rule) w<and relative resource deprivation

(the d1ffer8nce( ;tween the level of asp1rat1on ‘and the actual results of a
barga1n1ng exchange) are introduced as intervening variables to reflect the
effects of“changes in re]at1ve bargaining power between the parties to the

p l"‘GMb;}»%A :

y'of conflict between them. In this context, resource-based power
is a property of a party which provides the ability to punish or reward the

other party.

I

We will assume that conflicting 1nterests are a byproduct of the bargaining

process and represent an 1ncompat1b1]1ty of goa1s in setting dec1s1on rules

about how resources ought to be_most;%ppropr1ately d1str1buted. From this we

A

may infer that the structure and proééﬁses of decision systems in organiza-

. '?.
¢ :
.
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tions are substentia]]y~shaped by historical events and conflicting inter-
ests err resource distribution, or the degree of power that has been shared
by both parties to reach at least a mutually 'satisficing' solution to a
decisien. Again, this is in keeping with Cox's (1977) remark that conflict
and structural transformat1on are the pivotal points forging SOC}a%—TeTE://

tions in produrt1on

A related ‘theoretical question is under whae cohditipns participation
ectua]]y'reduces-power.differences in decision-making. Here, the work of
Mulder (1971) is directly relevant to our study. Mulder (1971'31.38) |
conducted a series of ]aboratory exper1ment§?1n order to determine whether
participatory efforts really resulted in a reduction of powerv1nequa]1t1es
“between employees and the management hierarchy. In the context of European
works councils, this investigator foundithat participation increased the
power difference between the two groups that is, more participation enabled
the more powerful (management) to use their th]uence more effect1ve1y
Mulder (1971:31-38) found that one major reason. fbr these results was the
general lack of motivation to participate in works council activities as a
prerequisite for effective (power difference- reduc1ng) participation. In

addition, substantial differences in expertise between manager/specialists

and employee representatives also contributed to this state‘of affairs.

Similar views on the part1c1pat1on power- conf11ct reiat1onsh1p had already
been expressed by earl1er writers. Gamson (1966.71-81), for example, main-

tains that open channels of communication can encourage the expression of

& " [
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any existing tensions. If there is strain between therparties participation
in the decision-making process prov1des emp]oyees d1scontented with existing
channels of communication. w1th the opportunity to communicate grievances
that otherwise might remain hidden. By contrast, Corwin (1969.509) notes
that the more freduently subordinates participate in decision-making the

- greater the likelihood for disagreement.

Mulder's (1971) and Corwin's (1969) findings also coincide with an
observation made by Rex (1961:181-82), hamely that, in the decision-making
vproce;s the stronger party will use its power to ‘ehgineer consent', and to
infiuence the weaker party to accept as legitimate the 'going rate of ex-
change in the re]at10n5h1p The result is that those stressing part1c1pa—
tion ang those stressing efficiency in the organization have often remained
at 1qggerheads, with the stronger party_pressing for the accomplishment of -

its goals, while the other party complied as a result of weakness.

It seems, therefore, that such contests for power somehow contradict the
concept‘of'pdrticibation in that the use of 'uncontrolled' power by the more
powerful is unacceptable to subordinate groups in the organiz@tion when, in
fact, fully-fledged participation should.be based on the equality of all <
participants. -In this vein, Broekmeyer (1968:273), in his rather extensive
study of wgrkers' se]f—goverhment in Yugoslavia, fouh& the growth of a power
elite. Thié sma]l cire]e of'gye most competent and responsible per1e was g

not inclined to let athers participate in its goal-directed efforts, and

&

Y



hence ‘engineered consént‘ (tb use ﬁéx's pikrase) on‘jssues of direct concern.
to workers. o . » -
o R i\ : | i
Very feQ ehpir{éal compoerive sfudies exfst in the literature on
decjsioh?making which relate the decision-making‘prccess to the'occurreqte
of. power and conflict. One re]evanf\éxception to this state of affairs is a

1arger;a1e international study of twelve countries which was undertaken by

_another cross-national group of social scientists several years ago (I.D.E., "

. 1981). Thé'countries»invéstigated were: Yugéslayia, Ita1h,_Norway, Sweden,
Denmafk, West Germ;hy, Be1gium, Finland, France,.Hb11and; the U.K. «and ’
Israel. This research was deéigned to dnswér the question of whether differ-
ent national participation schemes were, in one way or other,'éuccessful in
redressing the balance of’power in decision-making in favour of persons in
suborginate roles in the organization. As well, the study attempted to ad-

dress the deeper question concerning the distribution of 'power' and in-

volvement which arises as a consequence of participation in decision-making.

&+

The model used by these scholars assumed ‘that the participative structure of
. an organization (formal, written-down, operative organizational ru]es,ﬂor
law) affects both actual pa}tic{pdtion (influence hy répresentative bodies
and involvement of worgers, or current practice) and outcomes including
worker attitudes, aspirations, and actions which relate to participation.
Moreover, this model allowed for a 1inkagé of ‘conflict' (conflicting
intereéts) to the phenomenon o? ‘power' by testing two competing hypotheses.

On the one hand, it has been suggested that increasing the level of,

e
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Pu ipation will decrease the 1eve]'of conflict. The idea here is that
participation will increase the ‘comprehension of -problems confronting an
organization, and in this manner reduceiconflict (Batstone and Davies,
1976). On the othér*hand, it has also been suggested by Mulder (1977) that
precisely the reverse is likely to occur. fncreasing pafticipagion‘could
bring into the open‘conflicts which were.previous1y latent (see also |

Bachrach and Baratz, 1970). "

The 1.D.E. (1981:29) group défines-power.”as the degree to Qh?cﬁra group (or
individual) can determine the outcome of decisions (of a spec{fied scope)
which generate conflict". The Term 'cor“ict' is simply treated as disagree-
ment or competing interests two parties may have over certain decision
fssues.’No explanatory commentson the conditions for the occurrence of
conflict or. its sources are given. Méthodg]ogica]]y, the authors adopted a
combination of de measurement approaches to power, namely the reputation-
al 5pproach and the decision-making approach to power. The basic idea thind
the reputational apprgach is the assumptiqn that individuals within a system
can readily estimate both their.own or other agenté' power. Thus, merely by
asking about the level or degre%lofrégwer, it is assdmed that we can obtain
valid and reliable measures of thg concept. The decision-making approach to
power assumes that power is based on an individual's or group's set of
preferred outcomes on a given issue and the Qegree to which these putComes

are incorporated in the decision.

-
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Bfiény,'the study found that Yugoslavia has the mpst formal sﬁructur% fog_
rule-making in participétﬁon, fdllowed by Italy, then Norway, Sweden, West

\ h ~Germ§ny, Belgium, Finland, Francé; Holland, the U.K. and Israel. For mogt
- countries (exc13ding Israel, Finland and Yugoslavia), law is the,mdst
 important formal base of pafticipation. quever, within countries, formal
participative arrangéhent; for different groups in the enterprise have
different.bases. In terms of the distribution of influence, Yugos]avian
workers had little influence, while representaﬁive bodies had 1itt1e;to
moderate inf]uencet Hieraréhy was the main detérminant of inf]uencé, énd the .
findings indicate that particfpation is chiefly conditioned by the insti-
tutibnal; Tegal set-up of the orc ‘izatjon rather than determined by
tech;ological, or econoch factors. | |
e
This evidence. discounts the 'decrease of conflict assumption' but points to
a modified version of the 'increased cbnflict assumption' put forth by
Mulder'(1977): The more strategic the decision, that is, the more its scope
includes the enterprise as a whole, the moreylikely it is to generéte cdh-
. flict ('disagreement'). Further evidence found by the I.D.k. 11984) group
indicates that increased influence of representative bodies brings conflict
out into the open whereas strong 'traditional manageﬁent' tends to reduce |
conflict. Increasing the direct invoTyemeRt'of orkers appears to have no
discernible effect on levels of conflict. ' | -
® ) :
Individual involvement was distributed in a similar way to group influence.

Hie}ércﬁica1 level was the main determinant of levels of involvement. The

L)
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total amount of involvement for workers was relatively Tow: Theylwere
largely involved in short-term decisions and’ least involved in Tong-te

decisions. Country was'an important predictbf oanctuq1 involvement. The
-

1nvolvement of workers was pr1mar11y based on: institutiona] norms, leader-

o~

ship styles” for short-term decisions, the influence of workers, and economic

sector. ’ o :A oo

<
-

In terms of the outcomes of perticipative efforts‘ emp1oyees were more',l
‘pos1t1ve about representat1ve bodies in those countries where formg]
regu]at1ons provide the bod1es with re]at1ve1y greater powers. Within
countries att1tudes were most positive 1n those organ1zat]ons where the -
actual 1nf1uence of representat1ve bodwes was, greatest. So far as attitudes -
- relating to 1nd1v1dual»qnvolvement were concerned, the important different-

jating variables were hierarchical level, union membership and membership

ofpast -and present) in a representative body.

Summary and Conc usions . o

‘Clearly, there appears to be a paucity of comparative»empirical work on

‘country context, barga1n1ng styucture, management contro] and*strategy, . and

the power-conflict relaticashig which 1ncorporates Canada: For this reason,
/

we must be-conten: w1tb taking the surveys exam1ned as a point of departure

for this study. The 11teraturevd1scussed contains, however, elements which

can COntribq§e to a theoretical perspective for systematically ana]yzind
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various partic{pation schemes in Canada and West Germany both at the macro’ . .-

and micro levels;

-

.One element 1n deve]oping such perspective is Dun]op S (1958) conception of
1ndustr:a1 re]ation§ as an open’soc1al sub- systgm, nd his notion concerning
the operation of formal rules governing the product'on system (making of

| agneements statutes, awards régniatione etc‘) js usefnl fer our-present
purpose “We conclude that with the modifications made by Jater authors
(Craig, 1967; Hameed, 1975; Anderson and Gunderson, 1982), Duniop s (1958)

model allows for an examination of participative endeavours at both the

 macro (societal) and micro (bu31ness organization) 1eVels we WiII tnefe-

fore, retain these ideas for deveioping our part1Cipation model j

‘AL the macro 1eve1‘ the exp]anatory status oi’the\'conntry Cante;t' |
varlabies in relation to devices of power sharihg in bu51ness deC1Sions
(participation) that takes p]ace in various ‘countries is immediately
:apparent More espeCially, 1t is the histor;cal development of political,
sotial, and econdmic institutions and the legal statutes legitimizing f}em
whﬁch will be one of our more central concerns (Dore, 1973;_anU_Ga11ie,:

1978). | We conclude from Dore's (1973) study that any in-depth eiamination‘
of employment practices shou]d preferably proceed at different levels of
analysis to become con51sient and more systematic As well, Ga]lie g (1978)»

suggestion that the crucidl variables mediating between cultura] norms and /////

the response of workers to the overall work situation are Fepresented by -

rd
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managerdalvpeftcies and thelmedesnof trade union action’is of,tnterest tq‘
us. . | : | f o . 'v‘\
SR . 3
;'Equally important tola better underStandiné'of how‘partictpatfon'schemes
'operate in certa1n countr1es are the" ways 1» which employers-have. organ1zed_h ‘
the accumulat1on and 1nvestment of cap1ta1 as we]] as.the‘econom1c and o
po]1t1cal contexts in whwch th1s occurs. As Maur1ce and Sel11er (1979) have -
noted this factor in combination with a. country s timing anq pattern of
~industrialization, has a s1gn1f1cant impact of how the work g c]ass 1s
organized. It w11t“§]so affect the pos1t1on the bus1ness f1rm w111 occupy in
- the soc1ety, the respec%%nf workers for- managerﬁ%] funCt1ons ‘employer
recogn1t1on of unions, and the status of workers nn the enterpr1se ‘We
conclude from these-authors' 1nvest1gat1on that these factors Haye a]so a,
bearing on the degree'tovwhtch cbni]ic of interest at the workp]ace‘are
,regulated.. | N ' |

MR
¢ .

The importance dt 1abodr and prOGUCt markets as well as nem technologies for
the firm to stay competitiv —as having a substant;al impact‘on organi-
zational decision strh ure has 3;en ﬂ%nt1oned by several authors (cf
Chandler, 1977; Friedman, 1977; Gospel and L1ttler 1983). We conclude from
these scholars' ftndings that the decision structure in the firm might -
become highly centralized or decentralized in rgsponse‘to‘product markets,
requ1r1ng effecttve and speedy delivery of goods. Slm11ar}y management '

' decision-making m1ght be aatocratic in times of 138%ur su s and more

participative when dabour's services are badly needed. Moreover, new tech-

- »
Ve t
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",nologtes‘feplac1ng workers wtth automated egulpment mtght result'tn severe
'eonf11ch of 1nterest worker hardsh1p and mass 1ayoffs Olear]y, the
success of. part1c1pat1ve management 1s put‘rn.jeopardy under such cond1-

tions: - SR o

s .‘_.

" At the micro 1eveT’of ana1b§1s the nmpact oT‘51tuat1ona1 factors such as -
| management po]1c1es unton 1nf1uence and wofﬁer objectives .in the firm on
decision- maktng and the d1str1but1og of power in: organtzattons has been

noted in mast of the stu&;es‘we have revxewed Hence, any. htstortcal
ana]ys1s of’ part1c1pat1on is- square1y confronted wtth the macro-micro
cv~11nkage'wh1ch until very!recently, has been. somewhat neg]ected_area-of
| theory and- emp1r1cal study (Pugh and Phesey, ?gsg’\Reiman 1973' Leavitt et
_ E ‘ al., 1974' elLer 1976) .. e must “therefore accommodate th1s aspect 13 de-

veloping our mode] of part1cfbat1on y

¥
, %h-
LA The Tannenbaum group's (1974) exam1nat1on of the moderat1ng effects of
| hterarchy,(]evels of the dec1s1on structure) on the worker's role in the o
organization stresses (a]though 1mp11c1t]y) the importance of worker 1
autonomy (aldowance for the fulL use .of knowledge and skills) over the';
'dec1s1oﬁ’cycle which ahey measured 1n terms of discrepancies between ideal
and actual 1evels of partic1pat1on fn the-same vein, this group also em-
pha51zed the mot1vat1onq} aspect namely whether or not workers desire to’
move up' the h1erarChy of authority Thls 1eaves room for the assumpt1on that

weak autonom over he deC151on c cle 1ncreases the. mot1vatwon of wonkers to
y ¥

. part1c1pate and v1ce versa* hence” autonomy may,. under certatn circumstan-
[ L . R R By
. o ~e’ > ¥» e ,
1 Ll B e . S P ' ) 4
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ces,‘oecome a motivator by-itself. However/\as Gospel *and Litt]er (1983)
have noted, not1vatlon to part1c1pate is 11ke1y to be cond1t1oned as wel] by
the workers objectives in the organﬁzct1on as these aﬁfect the dec151on
process. Useful to our present purpose is also these authors' conclusion
that worker motivatton to participate dependShon whetherithe value systems

" guiding employer strategies contain an 1nd1v1dua1 caplta11st ‘1avour (such
as in the United States) or a nationalist authoritarian paternal]sm (such as

in the Federal Republic of Germiany) . !

Thesé findings, when combined with one of the resutts obt ned by the I D.E.
~group, (1981), name]y that participation may lead to moderate 1ncreases in
'cohf1ict rather than the obverse (especially when decision rules are -
strateg;c), strong]y.imply that the issue betng decided is an important

“element in participative decision-making. The 1atter= too so it seems,

'3,-determ1nes +o some degree a worker s autonomy over the decision. cycle in

.ﬂjthat contro] of strateg1c issues provides greater scope to part1c1patory
1nvolvement ‘ <

. ' _ A
.The importance of the decision structure that is accommodated by the
management hierarchy rather than the influence‘of economic and‘technological
factors in re]atlon to what kind of part1c1pat1on 1S 11ke1y to occur has
also. been amply stressed by the 1.D.E. group (1981). We conclude that th,%’

‘structure determines the access points for worker participation, and sets

the limits for resource bargaining between management and workers that can

Y
W
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structure' cor 4 sed n o - ized contexts.

'Canada and the Federa] Repub11c of Germany

v ‘ o 86

occur in tne . oyeriza o7 Aiso, it s synonymous with-the 'bargaining

The Noer Americ: literatur=s, it <eems, has applied the concept of 'bar-
gaining structure ~. 1::,vel tc ur onkmanagement relations, but we‘seevno

reason why it car 10t be ajplied *~ the non-unionized sector as well. This

- is important 1a the “ecoral Repr:lic of Germany, for ekamp]e, where non-

unionized firms with u/ev {ive employees may have a works council as a

-

structure for bargaining with the emp]ojer under the co-determination iaws}

,Moreover the prime focus .of -our. inquiry must be an examination of the

operating structures and _processes in existing participation schemes in both

7

oo :
The D.1.0 group's (1979:301) acceptance of Abell's (1975) view that'deci-

sion-making is a device fer'the distribution of eranizationa] power and

influence, rather than a means\fer problem-solving and choice behaviour, is
also central to an analytic model of participatien. It is linked to Elden's
(198':51) important distinction between work humanization,and work democra-
tizatibn..The former refers to pleasing workers and obtaining their commit-

ment to management's views via joint problem-soiving while the latter refers

- to genuine power-sharing in resource distribution..This assertion agsumes

further that the substance of\Lhe decision (to resc'. .. 'not resolve the
problem or postpone its resolution) has been either ag: eed upon by both
parties or simply been imposed by management in this case any conf]1ct

resulting from perceived goal and/or n*eference incompatibility is not



““likely to occur. From this we conclude that 'true’ part1c1pat1on (when
defined as power-sharing in the decision process) may necessarily 1nvolve
the poss1b111tygof conf11ct as w1thout it the. dﬁstr1but1on of power is

accomplished merely by. the weaker party's afqu1escence.épn*conc]us1on

¢
¢

appears to be consistent also with the I.D.E.'s (1981‘?9) def1n1t1on of

power "as the degree to which people can determ1ne the outcome of dec1s1ons
which generate Fonf11ct". Unfortunately, the I.D.E. (1981) research dé;s not -
ilentify §omelof the conditions undek wh{ch 666f1ict is likely to become \
mahifgst. oy _ ‘ ‘ | ’ : | f%;
\ w ' B ' - ' . :

The D.1.0. (1979) grbup's'toncept of chéice behaviour is also useful in that
it juxtaposes thedrational model of decision-making where bne'person“hés to

make 5 feasible cHoicé from a range of alternatives td an interactivesmodel -

© of the decision process where decisions are arrived at through interactign

with other~agents;jn an orgahizationa] setiing (Heller, 1976:692). i?

~The variations in influence over the’ decision cytle discovered in the\D:I.0..
(1979:301) study repreéent another building block forqqgr model of partici-
pation. They permit a moré_precise anéiysis of participation sche‘gi'in

terms of the degrée of participation that is allowed at different stages of

the decision ‘cycle and q&m“? cular decision levels. As well, the existence

of variations in formal:g, 'b]icies regdlatiéns or inf]uence backed by

statute - all of which #5¥%
) i/ ;4\'%
and workers - iy'quité‘relévant to the present study. Th1s,prov1des in-
. ' .
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- sights into the consigaints:?w‘ia? poticies and/or legal norms may s
2 impose on organizational deci en-_makihg." ) ~ L _ »
. \ . ‘ , -~ .. 3
’ . bh AY - -

ana]iy,» Pfefferls (1981) view that the origins of tonflict between ma-

- nagement and workers can be found in the distribution of power and Ithe

— !

i :
~N ».{ importance of the decxslon issue. (or the resource) IS a useful element

f for deve]opmg an enterpmse power relations mode of participation. In
. k1

combination with Korpi's (1974) g@ssertion that the giffer ce be);ween the
hvel of wo”ker\eﬂ)@mns and the actual results of a barga1n1ng exchange

T s1gn1f1cantly influerces the o;:currence of confhct Pfeffer (1981) has

contr1buted to an 1mproved understandm‘g"of the dec1s1on Rrocess.

-

N . .o \ . -
* N . / (/ —~ i
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T CHAPTER 3
S - . A

- THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK

by . - “\/}J
" The Synthesis ‘ ‘ S

RS

OQur review of the comparat1ve emp1r1ca1 literature and sei:}ted wr1t1ngs ha53
7

prov1ded us with some useful elements which will represent the maJor suBa
? 7.4

stant1ve part of our decision power- shar1ng gdel of part1c1pat1on Admit-
tedly, theée Studies have tested a number of d1ffer;3;/éssumpt1ons which

have resubted from d1fferent perspect1ves of the panticipation prooess How-

‘ evgr as we shall see, most of the resu]ts obta1ned from this research are

I:E/seme'extent comp]ementary, and can be synthes1zed inte a mode] of parti-
\ P

ation that meets the requ1rements of a macro-micro comparat1ve historical

analysis. : ) '
Ve,
) -y . go .,N;. .
Environmental Factors 0
3 R 7 ’ ¢
& S

At the macro level, an area of research important for this study is. how
historical and environmental conditions have shaped participation arranee

ments at the enterprise leve . Both 'ndustrial relations and labour process
. ] - .

-

-étudies have certainly s=ressed the ir fluence of,the‘1egai, economic, poli-
-éical and socio-cé%;ura] envjronment< on participatioh. However, the majo-
rity of these efforts have rot adequately dealt with the issue as to how
these fnfluences originated and how their summary farcel(dr interaction) has

4L
89 ~
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affected present workplace reilations in Canada and the Federal Repliblic of
Germany. ~ f : : ' e

¢ ~
: . : . Ty : SO
A useful macro-level “analytic scheme which allows us .to show theé more pre-
v . . 5 , /
cise relationship between ehvixonmental factors and the various participa-
L4 . *
't1on structures in a given toyhtry is Anderson and Gunderson's (1982:6- 8)

!
mod1f1ed version of the industrial g¥ﬂat1ons system concept This scheme is

based on earlier models developed'by Craig (1967) and Hameed (1975.14-16),
and recognizes that 1ndustr1%] relat1ops is not an isolated subsystem Ra-
ther 1t \s an open social subsystem n wh1ch the opera{1on of the 1ega]

ec9n0m1c po}1t1ca1 and soci -cu]tural 1nst1tut10ns of the. socrety sub-

stantially 1nf1uence th behaéqbur oﬁ.wnd1r}duals and. groups; thefr inter-

actions and the outp ,/éf the system. The Anderson and Gunderson (1982)

, - .
framework also refognizes that the outputs of the system are a direct result

of the whole rangg of un11atera1/b11ateral decision- mak1ng which occurs in
da1ly labour-management encounters at the shop f]oor enterprise, 1ndustry,'
or national level. Moreover the outputs produced at one level will in- |
ev1tab1y 1nf1uence those produced at another. Likewise, outputs resu]tlng at

Ve
one art1cu1ar point 1n t1me at one level (shop floor, enterprlse 1ndustry,
N

etc.) may become 1nputs for another level or for another time period. This
‘sbows the essentially interactive and ynéﬁic character of these authors'
model (Anderson and Gundersan, 1982:6-8). "

. A § i 2

)
3 .
£

The legal environment is an important independent variable in this‘study, as -

legislation not only defines the natuke of the participation .fhemes Wwe pro-

N
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pose fo analyse but also establisheé upper and Jower bounds to the outcomes
of such participatory endeavours. Ir Canada, for exampte, labour relations
board decisions and court rulings based on ggse'1awtexercise a significant
.impact on workplace relations. In some European cquntriés, law is the most
important formal base of participation: Howe?er, withiﬁ countrieé, formal
participative arrangements for different gréups in the enterprise have
different bases (I.D.E., 1981). This also ébp]ies tOJthé Federal Republic of
- Germany Qhére a~comp1ei 1éga1 system, in}the fdrmléf fhe co-determination
laws, (more or less effectively) sets mighmum standards fbr the general
operation of worker participation in management decisions.

In Canada, participatory arrangements are strictly voluntary and established
as incentives for enhancing productivity, quality control, team work, reduc-
tion of absenteeism, etc. and, on occasion, as devices for preventing'unio:!
;ization.-It is important to examine the extent to which public policy in fhe .
form of federal and provincial government support for such schemes has hi- - ‘
storic311} been forthcomingl Moreover, we wish to know the effects of pubiic

r antroP over management decisioné as it affects everyday

e

work experience. and opportunities to improve working conditions.

policy on worke

. Economic conditions have a significant roke to,pTay in determ§ning Tabour-
~management re]atibns, as they cause f]uctuatiphs invtheiiabOUr and product
-markefs (Maurice and Sellier, 1979; Gospel éﬁd Littler, £983). In so dggng,
they sét Timits to ;ages and working conditions in re$durce bargaining |

~ between the parties. Earlier writers {Rees, 1954:213-220; Kerr,~1955:10-18)

L]
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have long recognized that a recession climate, for éxamo1e, is likely o
have serious effecfs on employer willingness to permit\worker participation
in strategic decisions.

In Canoda, recent conf]ict§‘bétWeeo employers and wqrkers resulfing from the
structural transformation of the working class through the economic crisis i
of the 1970's and the introduction of new technologies have ‘been experienced
in several ecr .~ c sectors. One example -is the substantial cap1ta1 invest-
ment{into new technologies and equipment by Canadian-based multi-national

corporations, in the mining industry. This has eroded the base for heavy

manual labour and craft skills and sub$tituted it with machine operations

L "y

and equipment programmed to perform pre-degigned tasks. Clearly, such stra-
tegy by managementxhas minimized worker control over jobs to a substantial
degree. Moreover, such measures put employers into a position to increose

5 the wages of those workers not affected by -the changes and still on the pay-
roll following group 1ayoffs Q\em , 1984:55). In the Br1t1sh Columbia
forest industry, the logging sectfr and saw- and pu]pm1l] operations have
undergone mechanization programs in the past decade (Marchak, 1984.60). Si-
milar developments occurred in Canada's postal'service dUring 1979 when the
federa; government introduced computerized ma{1 reading and sorting equip-
ment, resulting in a five-week strike.in 1975 and-sporadic work stoppages in
1977 (MacFarlane, 1984:88). B |

.1 Lu-ope, economic conditions aod.the impact of new teconologies shifted

“the relative bargaining power between workers and employers in favour of the
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corporations in sim .~ ways This Has also been particularly prob]emat{c'
for Eurobean unions because job Tosses-owing to technological chahge have
been occurring in,sectors of traditional unioﬁ str%ngth, including coal
mining, steel manufactufing. shipbuilding; e]eétﬁical construction, etc.

(Rojot ; 1985:348)
9

—

In both countries, the long~term Drospects of these‘developments include
widespread unemployment, steady decreases\jp 1aboqr control over work pace
and other working conditiops;‘higher productivity levels and often skill
debasement. Consequently, this transformation of the 1abou?ﬁharket and its
attendant‘bonflicts of interest has had a substanfial influence on employer
decision strategies and the Means whereby organizational resources are
distributed via worler participation. One might, ‘therefore, épecu]ate that
participation schemes operating in the two countries will be Targely em-

ployer initiated and controlled.

Government inflation poligie¢s reStricting the extent of increases in total
compensation (wages - « fringe benefits) such ag, for example, the Anti-
Inf]atioﬁ ISQ of Octoggr 1975 in Canada, may further compound the problem.
In combinatfon with new technologies to meet foreign competitfonvand to
rationalize the production:process, all of these factors impose considerable
pressure o%'the labour-managément re1afibnship in achieving objecfives that

may not a]wéys be mutually desirable.
B c_—" .
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_ The political env?ronment,‘thét is, the industrial ;é¥§f§;qs orientation and
ideologjes of the po]itﬁcal-pér;y in power or jn oppositien maylexercisé a
'signifiéant inf]uenée on what pr?@reésive tabour and employment-related
1egisﬁétion is ‘jntroduced. This is especia]]y»so in countries wherey]abour
S has historically received increasing recoghition'as an economic and social.

partner in the social system (such as in Germany, Sweden, Israel and some

other countries).

N

In Canada, for example, the party system at the federal level has been

{

dominated by.the Coﬁservat{ve and Liberal partiés. As well, the Canadian
political systgm has historicalTy had Tess direct impact on the labour-
maﬁagement rclationship, although the NDP hés on occasion hela the balance

of pqwerf Consequently, both Liberals and Con;e;vatives have beenihore

N receptive toward 1abour-orientéd'NDP‘policigs (Anderson and‘Gunderson,'

1982:11). In the Federal Republic of Germany, the nclitical environment has
often had a more direct impact on labour-management re]at%ons. For example,»
the Social;Democrat (SPD)—Libera]_(FDP) coalition.was able-to produce the

<~e—Horks éonstitytion Act of 1972 whfch‘introduced significani, though -subtle,

~ changes in‘thé co-determination rglatiSnship among employeés, unions and

management (Thimm, 1980:93).

Several scholars have stressed the impact of socio-cultural eriables on the
interpersonal aspects of management. Richman (1965:292-308) , for example,

has identified a number of sociological and educational constraints on
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management practice. Such constraints include views toward business orga-

niiations‘and its managers; vier towa?d-authority and subordinates; views
toward risk-taking and éhange (see.a}so'Hoféfede, 1980:314-317); views _
toward eduzatioﬁ (higher education; management training programs not run’by
business firms, vocétiqna11aﬁd technical-training etc@); and the “interaction
among business firms, labour unions, government agencies, and educational

C . o) .
institutions - to name a few.

The timing and pattern of a country'é induStrialization and treatment of
occupational skills by enterpr;se management have been méntioned by Maurice

and Sellier (1979:325,334-5), The importance of social and fﬁmilia]lprac-

‘tices in influencing occupational careers vis-a-vis current job demands.has

been éﬁphasized by Dore (1973c2814283) as_havinQ an_impact on managerial and

*worker business ideologies. The effects of worker demographic character-

istics and changes in the .composition of‘}he Tabour force- on the general

attitude toward trade unions and on the tenor of collective bargainiﬁb have
been noted by Anderson and Gunderson (1982). Webber (1977:54) has summarized

the impact of such cultural influences on mapagement ideotogies as follows:

...cultural factors will exert a strong and diffe-
rentiating influence upon managerial pgi1osophy

and practice: less on technological and production
decision, less on the relations of man and job, less
in the firm's relationship to its customers and

vy society; but more on the methods of motivation, - -
“’ patterns of communication and styles of leadership. |

[}

The impact of these expTanatory environmental variables on managerial and

union ideologies and employment practices i<imore direct in the case of some

/4
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it is in the case of. others. Foy example, the effects of s;atutofy

i

»than

L4

regulations and recession periods'qn business policies are rathéf'direct
whereas fhe impac£‘of po]itical and socio-cultural factors will be more fi
indireét. Also, the dynamic nature of these gnvironments‘iﬁ wﬁiéh partici-
pationAschemeé are embedded will cause them to be’interdependent to some

degree.

anfluences frqm'0utside the society may, as Hameed (1975:15—16):ha§ ﬁoged,
also affect the industrial re]ationé‘éystem of a particular country. Coun;
';fies are no longer closed because of national boundaries; there are inflows’
and outflows of raw materia]s, finished goods, shﬁrt-term and 1ong-térm
capital, technical assistance, and s;ientific, legal and social innovations.

| In the area of participation in management, the conéept of fhe qué]l&y
circle, for*exémple (origina]]y an U.S. innovation).has b;eﬁ Zimported"by
Japanese industry withgresounding success;.and subsequent]y.been adopted‘by
Caﬁada, West Germany and other countries. Canada has received bothofinancia]
and orgagizationé] assistance™from the Unfted Staté:\in]the formation and

. development of its international unions etc. Representatives of the Alberta
Department of -Labour recently (late 1986) travelled td six countriés to
study‘théir industrial relations systems with a view to determining ways in
which A1berta labour relations can benefit from the experience of these
countries. N -

»

3
A}

In West Germany, for exahp]e, the neo-corporatist tendencies of worker and

employers' organizations and their cooperation qith the govqrnment's poli-

v .
’
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tical ‘and economic aims is a good example how these environments interact to
' ‘ o i : { .

'transform and structure today's workplace re]ations. In Canada, the in-

creasing use of back to-work 1eg1s]at1on and court anunct1ons since the

mid-1970's, and the establishment of the Anti- Inf]at1on Board in 1975 is

" another E&ample. As atready noted, such transformations are due to shifts in

the relative bargaining power bétwegn workers and the business estab]ishmeht
which'have occurred since that time. o ’;"
. ' | ( .
‘Power Relations in the Firm
)

At the micro level, our examination of the various participation schemes in

the two countries must be guiaed by three basic considerations often neg-

lected by the literature on part1c1pat1on First, emb]oyers own and distri-
bute resources, and the decision-making process is hence we1ghted in theﬂr

favour to begin with. Zercad, the recent recession and keen foreign compét1-

‘tion add further weight to management restraint strategies. Can workers

really be convinced that the rationalization and downsizing programs iﬁﬁtia- '
ted by management in response to such conditions‘warranfwgenuine Qorkef‘;‘ |
participatioh}in resource distribution? This appears to be doubtful. Third,
government intérvention in bringing about work réforms, such as quality-of-
working 1ife projects, quality‘fircles, jo{nt 1abour;management committees
tc. add, as we shall see, still further weight to the bosition ofﬁemp]oy-

ers. In combination with emp]oyer power over resource distribution, such.
government intervention tends to co-opt Tabour into accommodatlng employer

interests for survival. As Elden (1981;51) has noted, there is an important



¥

e

\ ‘:". ) " | :.‘ .lq): | - - \98
v ke o

d1ff€ ““nce between p1e%f1ng workers via so-called 'w@R humanization' pro-

4
’ X

- Jects and empowering them via 'workplace democracy 'ﬁé u

< v
“ - - -

While the pnbponents of participation claim that many:operating partici;
pation efforts'haye broqghtvabout a better undérstandinb of issues that are
of mutual concern to the nnrties, such impkovemgnts in 1abour-managen t
dcommdn;cation represent, after all, only good managementnpnactice. Cenfral
to the present study, hnweve}, is that the,majorify of paFﬁ?Cipatibn schemes
to be dnscussed in 1ater,cnapters hold important advantages for magagemenn's
8 control ove? the enterprise decision cyc]e: Tne key dGEE?Tﬁﬁ/nf the micro
level of analysis then becomes this: if the e;onomic crisis ann pro1ongéd;
recession in Canada and the Federal Republic of‘Germany‘have had and still
have many adverse consequences for working people, what decision-makinﬁ“
powers does the workplace of today actually hold in store for “hem? .u
answer this question,'we fwst begin with a precise definition » worke~

~

decision-making power.

As we have seen, participatfve or bargaining struntureé of organizations
substantially affect worker propensity to participate in management deci-
sions, and may be fbrma]iy 1egitimatéd'by statute, contractual arrange-

. ments or management polic, ‘or a cqmbination»of these). Whatever forms of
legitimation come into play in an organization, however, their combined
effect on the degree of autonomy over the management decision cycle that is+

i

granted workers at various levels of the. management decision structure is

v

certral to our argument In this context, walker {1968) defines 'autonomy'



E 9
as the relative absence of dependence on extern!l.institutions or other
environmental constralnts that is experienced by 1abour and. management
within a firm introducing participative arrangements (see also Lover1dge
1980:301).'In this study,;we wtf] thus'define worker antonomy as the re]a;
tive absence of dependence{on environmental constraints, legal statutes, and
spec1f1c management po11c1 ém\the conduct on particidation that'ﬁs ex-
per1enced by labour in firms introducing a part1c1pat1on schemel. Therefore

worker autonomy becomes a significant precess variable in our analytic
srhemf.
A

Yhe variations in management control over the stages of tne decision cycle
noted by the D.I.Q; (1979:301-302)'group are likewise important indicators&“
of the degree of worker autonomy. For example, what i;tues (or resource:)
1nc1ud1ng their range and scope (inputs) can workers bring to management s
attention? What k1nd of worker 1nvo]vemenk\does management perm1t 1n‘mak1ng

a decision " (rule-makxng)7 To what degree are workers 1nvo]ved in 1mp1ement-

ing the decision (outputs)® R

%

—

Such var1at1ons are, in turn, 7?1uenced by the degree of ownersh1p of the
means of prqduct1on and the degree of management control such ownersh1p
permits. For example, an organlzat10n may be wholly owned by caplta] inter-

ests, may have'emp1oyee-shared ownership, or may be completely owned by’

“l The importance of the concentrat1on/d1sp§;s1on of author1ty
(as indicated by a.t.nomy) to the degisi®n process has a]so
been emphasized by Inkson et al. (1970:318-329) .
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employees. But even in the cases of shared ownership ana employee oqnersh1p,

. deer re]at1ons between management and employees. persist; however, they

depend on the degree of control over resource distribution “which is granted

the manager-owners and employee-owﬁers.
, e Y N

a

We have alread& stressed the point that-the level in the management hier-

~

archy of control at which the exercise of worker autonomy over the decision

. cycle is permitted is another element of organizational -power re]at1ons The

higher the level in tha management hierarchy workers are, able to access, the
more strategic (e.g., aimed at’sett1nglobgect1ves for pollcy-mak1ng) their
inputs are 1ike1y to be. Lo

_ . | ‘- ’ o - .
Worker motivation to participate in the decision process is difid 1t to
measure, byt may he_approximated by at least two factors..One of these is
the already notéd‘Tmportance of differences in (issue) expertise'between
management and horkers As noted in Chapter 2, Mulder (1971), in a series of

experiments w1th1n the context of European works councils, found that

d1fferenoes in expertise betweenemanagement and workers should not be too

'great for effective part1c1pat1on to occur. It seems that participation

leads to the greater effective influence of the more powerfu1 over the 1ess
powerfu] when the more powerful have greater expert power. This is often the
case for managers and top specialists, whose expert power is greater than
that of other,organizationa] members . Already Inkeles (1966:2&5-283}'men-
tioned many years ago that persons who come from rather uneducated groups

have to expeno an extraordinary amount of energy when they wish to

L3 ¢
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_worker involvement up to representative?bodjes.

contribute, by means of participation procedures, to_decision-making which,
up to very recently, has beessreserved largely for the top levels in the

organization. Therefore, if workers do not possess the level of expertise

and knowledge requirej/jor”ﬁ??ét{{ve:participation, management‘s attempt to
'engineer consent', td use Rex's (1961) phrase, will achieve a greater

: ‘ \
heasure of success..As already noted in our review of the literature, this

‘is because less skilled workers are also lessﬂlikglylto desire involvement

in enterprise affairs. In the same vein, Gardell (1977:515) foghd that

'particiﬁation is fayoﬁ?ed'by a design of jobs that allows for high aufonomy

and high demands on worker knowledge and skills.
v

.

Another factor conditioningimotivation to participate appears to be the

presence (or absence) of gtétutof@lﬁequirements in a given country, which
surface in the organization itself as a syétem of formalized rules, regu-
lations and/or contracts. Sigq??icant in thts respect are the findings of
the 1.D.E. (1981) international research group which makes an argument for
de jufe participation, e.g., regulating orgahizationa] decision structures
by statute with respect to certain issﬁes.of concern to workersﬁ As we shall
see in later chapters, this is the casé in the Fedéral Republic of Germany.
Such legal requ}rements may or -may not reduce the Fe]ative Bargaining pcwer
between management and workers on fhese issues. In fact, they may evenllowel

A

worker motivation for direct participation in the decision process, leaving

o
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_ A1l of these\e\ements are 1nterdependent parts of a definition of worker

v

decision- making power 2 We will define a s1tuatwoa\ln‘g:nch working people

have decision-making power as one in which: (1) they cag exercige a rea-

sonable degree of autonomy-f ;%; %ﬁe work they perform (2) they have ready
Ehe I

access Yo the highestff@ye§f d';{he management decision structure (3) sta- ;

1

tutor< requirements and management policies are: favourable to prategting

workers' interests; (4) differences in issue expertzse and job skle
'fbetween workers and management are minimal; and (5) conflicts of interest if
. the decisiBn process and industrial‘conflicts arisingrfrom incompatjble {

-goals relating to resource distribution ard permitted by management'and/or.

Wedhave now identified and-synthesized all the necessary huilding'blocks to

~
1

legal guidelines. ”

The Participation Model

< -
-~

address' the thesis prob]em The picture wh1ch emerges is the follow1ng

Our. Unit( ) of analysis are groups consisting of workers, first-line super-
visors, and middle and top management personnel im actual part1c1pat1on
schemes presently operat1ng in-firms in Canada and the Federal Republic of
Germany. We prefer to use the word 'work group' as a generic concept, as it

i< intended to. include ‘individuals performing the same or similar functions

21n Chapter 2, we acknowled ed that ' power' and 'inflyence' can *
be defined as separate ana?yt1c categories. As we nofed, however, in
union- management bargaining over resourle distributi
likely to be some intérmingling of influence and powek,
the word 'powgr'- here with th1g qualification in mind.

, there is
We ‘have used
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.+ regardless-iof -their orgaqiisg status. For example, in Canada these groups
- may consist qf meﬁbersﬁﬁelonging to eeﬁfain bargaining units. By contrast,
'fin the Federal Republic of Germany. the 'negafive coalition' right3 ensures

" that no worker can be forced to join a union or pay its dues. This means
- ! ) 3 . N .

that we can find members of.wggﬁ‘groups in West German firms some of whom

: - 5
are unionized while others are Wt.

A o,

Unlike the analytical frameworks put forth by some authors, our fundamental
: A '
assumption in this thesis is that a participation scheme is an-organiza-

" tional decision-system which is ;propelied by bargaining exchanges between
two or more parties holding vah]ing'dggigbs of powek. This bargaining

exchange consists of the distribution (or sharing) of personal and
K y

g . T
resource-based power rather than so1ving}on1y Tabour-management problems.

Problems frequently arise from"p%eviou&ﬁdecisiOns that have failed to
accomplish'the desired goal, and<brob1em-solving méchanisms are, therefore,

N K -
designed to correct a departure from some expected norm. -

Substaritially influenced by:historical events and the larger environmental

factors, the main components >f the -enterprise power relations system are:
(1) individuals and their status ir the hierarchy of authOrity;_(Zj orgd%i-

zational resources which are excha.ged, including monetary matters, promo-
_ | ) .
tions working conditions, the ability to extend privileges and opportuni-

ties and apply ﬁunishments and rewards, control of task design and conténff"

3 The 'negative coalition' right refers to the fact that co]1eétive
¢ ﬁ\iﬁggreements are usually extended to cover non-unionized employées,
s closkd-shop arrangements are illegal. ,
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etc.; ) ‘egfsionsfmade by individuals_or‘groups in the dtstribution'of"
power; and (4) conflicts ofojnterest which arise when the goals of the = };
parties have become {htompatib1e in achiev;ng‘their Selfeinterests"Here 'we

‘ w1sh to d1st1ngu1sh between confllcts of 1nterest and‘T’d’"TT1a] conf11ct

~The former occur in decisions on resource d1str1but1on wh11e the latter " -

nan1fest themse]ves in sancttons such as work’ stoppages, boycotts, work1ng-

v
P

* . to-rule exercise

Conf]ict,may be,thevw evitable result of participatory efforts and,must\ be ;
allowed for in the dec1s1on process In Hyman'sé$4975;185ff) words *eon- %
“flict and accommodat1on are two contradrctory but 1nescapable ‘aspects of a

relationship which is znherently unstable". In practlce thlS means that

Hiller (1928:195,232) long ago recogmized,

Y

A A]though 1ndustr1a1 conf11ct is, for the .
most qart circumgcribed by codes it fre- .
quently relapses into forms of actfion no
tonger sanctioned by custom.. .[Thds there
_.—-develogs] a succession of host111ty and | S
equilibrium of forced peace...a cycle or b
/temporal sequence of adJustments which va-
' " ries in durat1on«and degree of stab1l1-
, ‘ zat1on

(Y

As a]ready noted the d1str1but1on of personal and resource- based power
usua]ly occurs in a cyc]e that cons1sts of three basic steps: (1) 1dent1fy-
ing and’ present1ng resource based 1ssues for dec151on - input stage (2)
deciding on the issues, or sett1ng the deC1s1on rule.’ ‘Here, it is important

b

\_to be aware of the decision format used by organ1zat1ons in permitting

part1c1pat1on These formats vary between un11ateral dec1s1ons by management

~

o
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| and bi-lateral co- determ1nat1on frameworks (see Figure 1 in Chapter 2) -
throughput or convers1on"stage and (3) 1mp1ement§ng the decisions made.
These dec1s1ons may result in possible shifts in relative barga1n1ng power

between the\part1as, access to more (or less) enterprise resources; sati -

“faction/dissatisfaction with management or union policy on productivity,

working conditions, worker autonomy etc.; or sanctions in the form of
industrial conf11ct (alreday noted) - output stage. ~The results of the
1mp1ementat1on process are then evaluated in terms of thgir impact on those
affected by ié in terms of the goals they are meant to accomplish. This
informatian isv§ub§éqaent1y used as inpuﬁ for a new cycle of decision-
making. | A

[

¢

These components of power relations between the parties.will operate at any
'1eve1 of participation (ahop flodr, plant, company, region, national cbntext
etc.). In this context, we have ment1oned the output stage of the decision
cycle on]y for the sake of logical completion, as this study will be con-

L}
are arrived at by the parties.

(

The key concept in the decision cycle is the determination of the decision

fined to examining ‘the ‘impact of environmental factors on.the way decisiaig

rule which is tantamount to establishing what Korpi (1974:1571) has called

‘the 'going rate of exchange': It matters greatly whether this rate of ex-

L]

éhange (or decision ru]e)‘is established uni]ateral]y by management, in con-

. sultat1ve fashlon or via joint decision- maklng deally, this should be

L
,resolved by maJor1ty vote in order to have a power balance in the dec1s1on—

>
3 . &
oy 8 .
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making process, and hence "true" participation. However, the vast majority
of decision situations are hard1>'ever 'ideél' in this sense, iﬁ that, as
Fisher, Bourgeois and Purdy~(1986)4 have ‘noted,- uncertainty critically '
influences bargaining- exchanges. Each party normally possesses very imper-
fect information about thé&other sdde, including its expectations, prefer-

-

ences, priorities, and reactions to offers made by the other barty.

\ K
Again, the distinction bétween problem-solving and decision-making on
resource-based issues cannot be stressed enough for two reésons: First, it
helps us to set boundaries within which participation in décision-making cén
take place. Second, it defineé more succinctly those conditions that have
conflict potential. iﬁ prdb]em-so]ving situations, a correct so]gtiqn to the
problem(s) must be found. Usually, the parties have identified the probliem
joint]y{:aﬁd agreed on a gba] to be achieved that represents thé solution.
In a decision situation, the resource and its distribution are sqill the
substance of decision-making, and there i%Kno<fgbrrect“ solution. Rather the
parties must explore potential alternéfives and select a’course of action in
kegp*n with common terms of réference. Conflict resolution (or management),
in this sénse, represents some kind:of“décﬁstpn situation where bofh‘parties
must, prior to the searcﬁ for alternative courses of action, remedy their

goal incompatibility, and establish common terms of reference.

[ .
4For greater detail on the factors which influence bargainig exchanges
under uncertainty see: Fisher, E.G., Bourgeois, G. and Purdy, M.
"A Decision *Framework for Labour Negotiatiens under Uncertainty",
University of Alberta, Edmonton, December, 1986. Paper submitted to.
Second Co{umbia University Conference on Behavioural Research in
Industrial Relations, New York - May, 1987.
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All resource-baség power thus implies a degree of autonomy over the dis-
tribution of resources in a decision situation. We vi%] here assume that
such autonom; over the decision cycle is a function of the range and scope
of issues workers are able to address in a bargaining exchange as well as

the ratio of decision rules made by workers and those imposed by management.

-
>

In conclud1ng, we_ wish to apply this conceptual framework to the analysis of
part1c1pat1on schemes operatwng in Canada and the Federal Repub11c of

" Germany as follows: First, 'a review of historical developments in both
\h%?ntr1es in Chapter 4 will show how certaln environmental conditions have
~emerged over time, and how they have genera]]y affected workplace relations
inbboth countries. Second, a critical analysis of actual participation
schemes using all the components of the power relations paradigm will be
done in Chapters 6 to 12. This analysis will link the decision-m&king
*proces; and tﬁe'power re]at{ons it involves in a given firm to the impact of
environmental factors. Finally, participation schemes which include worker
participation ih decisions on resource-based issués and those representing )

largely problem-solving exercises will be highlighted. .
: 1
L



PART IT: PARTICIPATION SCHEMES IN CANADA AND THE
FEDERAL REPUBLIC OF GERMANY
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CHAPTER' (
HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENTS
x &

The Roots of Participation

Workplace innovations such as part1cfpat1on in ma agement decisions must be
examined from an historical, developmental perspective. The purpose of this
chapter is to compare and contrast Canada's experience wiph participation
and that of the ngera1'Réoublic of Germany. We propose to do this by
providing an account of the historical roots of partiCioatioh, its gradual

institutionalization, and recent developments in both countries.

O N
- Ld

“In North America, an early attempt at having workers participate .in the
decision- mak1ng process was the "factory committee" which-was introduced in
1904 by the Nernst Lamp Company in Pittsburgh™ (LG, Dec 1919; Nelson,_1975).
Other early participation schemes based on the concept of joint committees
(the Rockefeller p]an)\were impiementeds by Imperial 0il, and in 1914 by the
C6lorado Fuel and Iron Company (MLR,‘Dec.1915; Rockefeller, 1916) .

N

=) -

A plan pioneered by John Leifch at the(Packard Piano Company n f912 -
'consisted of organizing personnel in a factory setting along the lines of
~the Unxted States Government (LG, March, 1921). The "cabinet"” consisced of
the execut1ve off1cers of the company, the«"senate" was elected from among ‘
middle management.department heags, and the "hguse of representat1ves ‘was

4

elected by secret ballot b& the. whole body'of workers. The participants in

109
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_ this scheme, however, found in practice that the plan had to be modified
before it could operate succeésfu{)y (Nelson, 198?). ‘
. .
In Ca