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ABSTRACT

This thesis will focus on management and the
effect of management orientation and style upon work
group productivity.

Researchers have attempted to find methods for
managers to use to increase employee work output or
productivity for decades. As early as the beginning of
the nineteenth century industrialists were
experimenting with different methods of operation and
organization in the hopes of raising output levels and
increasing worker satisfaction. 1In the last fifty
years management styles and employee productivity have
played an ever increasingly important role in the
economy as society has continued to institutionalize
its needs and its providers.

This change has led to yet another challenge for
top executives in industry who are concerned with the
productivity of their organizations and the careers of
young employees: to speed the development of managers
who will treat subordinates in ways that lead to high

performance and career satisfaction. For managers not

050



only shape the expectations and productivity of their
subordinates, they also influence their attitudes
toward their jobs and themselves.

The purpose of this study is to investigate the
possibility that the use of different management
systems will increase employee productivity in a modern
business setting. Specifically, it is hypothesized
that the use of Theory Y management styles in the work
place will raise employee productivity levels by a
statistically significant amount.

The study’'s sample group was composed of 10 first-
line supervisors and their respective work groups. All
of the participants were employed by the same company.
The supervisors were administered the Management

Orientation Inventory research tool to determine their

particular individual management orientation within the
three broad categories of Theory X (Traditional),
Theory Y (Enlightened) and Theory Z (Emergent). Then,
using company supplied productivity reports to indicate
work group performance, Pearson r correlational tests
were conducted to validate any statistically sound
relationship that may exist between supervisor

management style and work group productivity.



The results of the study produced evidence that
suggests the use of Theory Y based management styles
will not improve employee productivity by a
statistically significant amount and so the hypothesis
should be rejected. However, though the results did
not support the original hypothesis, they did support
the idea that there is a more productive management

style that supervisors could practice.
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Chapter I

INTRODUCTION

Management

Within an incredibly short 6@ years, our society has
turned into a society of institutions; every major
social task has been entrusted to large organizations—-
from producing economic goods and services to health
care, from social security and welfare to education,
from the search for new knowledge to the protection of
the natural environment (Drucker Management Preface).
As organizations increased in size and number it became
necessary to develop a method for solving the problems
of a technological society. The management process, a
potent force in our society, is one of the main
institutions used to solve these problems (Haimann 10-
11). It is managers and management that make these
tasks happen and keep society’s needs supplied with
goods and services (Drucker Management Preface).

The management process is bound by elements of
technical, organizational, and political rationality.
Technical rationality is at work in questions of

efficiency. Organizational rationality’s purpose is to



achieve and maintain systems organizational
coordination while political rationality affects those
decisions that managers make to maintain their
organizational positions (Haimann 10-11).

Drucker also has the following comments to offer on
management. Management has its own skills, its own
tools, and its own techniques. Management is the life-
giving, acting dynamic organ of the institution it
manages. Management is a discipline. It is not just
common sense or codified experience. Management is a
culture with social functions, values, customs, and
beliefs. Management is polycentric. From the
beginning management as a discipline and as a practice
was tackled by men of many nationalities and races.
Management is people; people manage, rather than forces
or facts. Management is practice: its essence is not

knowing but doing (Drucker Management Preface).

Management Theory

"The pioneers of management laid its foundation
without realizing what it was,"™ states Drucker (Best Of
18).

Over 160 years ago Robert Owen, a Scotsman, turned a



bankrupt textile mill in New Lanark into a highly
successful business and a model of human relations and
plant organization. A Frenchman, Saint Simon, first
saw the importance of the entrepreneur as the creator
of wealth during this same period (Drucker Best Of 18-
19).

The Japanese entered the picture in the second half
of the nineteenth century. They wanted to both excel
in the techniques and economics of the west plus
maintain the social and cultural values of their own
rich past. Due to this desire, the Japanese were the
first to seriously consider the social responsibility
and the function of the manager (Drucker Best Of 18-
197

Toward the end of the century Henry Towne, an
American, espoused a theory which emphasized the wealth
creating contribution of knowledge and the sharing of
managerial experience (Drucker Best 0f 19).

Even though these pioneers had an influence, their
ideas did not spread as far or as deeply as they could
have because these forerunners lacked the realization
that management was a distinct field and managing was a

distinct kind of work (Drucker Best 0f 19).



Modern management theory is usually divided into
three approaches or schools of thought. These are the
classical approach, the behavioral approach, and the
management science approach.

The classical approach focuses on increasing
efficiency and productivity in the American work force
and saw its beginnings in the early years of this
century. Scientific management concentrates on the
problems of lower level managers dealing with the
everyday problems of the work force and classical
organization theory deals with the problems of managing
the entire organization (Ivancevich 10-11).

The behavioral approach developed partly because
managers found that existing management ideas did not
achieve total efficiency and work place harmony. The
behavioral school has two branches: the human relations
approach and the behavioral science approach
(Ivancevich 14).

The human relations approach concentrated on the
social environment at work and on the manner in which
managers interact with subordinates. Human relations

experts believe managers should be aware of their



employees’ need for recognition and social acceptance
(Ivancevich 14).

The behavioral science approach was started by
individuals that were university trained in fields like
psychology, sociology, and anthropology. These
behavioral scientists believed that the human race is
more complex than it is under the views held by the
classical and human relations theorists. Behaviorists
emphasize the nature of work itself and the degree to
which it can fulfill the human needs to use skills and
abilities (Ivancevich 14-15),

Management science’'s key feature is the use of
mathematics and statistics to aid in resolving
production and operations problems. Management science
began during the early part of World War II when
England formed teams of scientists, mathematicians, and
physicists to try to solve complex military problems
such as anti-submarine warfare strategy. After the
war, American business started using this approach to
provide management with quantitative bases for
decisions (Ivancevich 15-16).

In his 1910 work, The Principles of Scientific
Management, Frederick W. Taylor proposed the principal



object should be to secure the maximum prosperity for
the employer, together with the maximum prosperity for
each employee. This belief is the foundation of
scientific management (F. Taylor 9).

Taylor stated management must take on new
responsibilities. These duties included developing a
science, which replaces the old rule of thumb method,
for each element of a person’s work; scientifically
selecting and then training, teaching, and developing
the worker, whereas in the past he chose his own work
and trained himself as best he could; heartily
cooperating with the workers so to insure the work is
done in accordance with the newly discovered scientific
principles; and dividing the work and the
responsibility between the management and the worker.
This would insure that the task was done by the group
best suited to handle the task (F. Taylor 36-37).

Taylor pictured scientific management as being
composed of these elements:

- Science, not rule of thumb.

Harmony, not discord.

Cooperation, not individualism.

Maximum output, in place of restricted output.



- The development of each man to his greatest
efficiency and prosperity.

Taylor believed that prosperity would replace conflict
if managers and workers each knew what was expected (F.
Taylor 133-44).

Classical organizational theory was first proposed
by Henry Fayol. Fayol proposed 14 principles to guide
managers in their work. These principles are:

1. Division of work

2. Authority

3. Discipline

4. Unity of command

5. Unity of direction

6. Subordination of individual interest to the

general interest

7. Remuneration

8. Centralization

9. Line of authority

l1e. Order

11. Equity

12. Stability of tenure of personnel
13. Initiative

14. Espirit de corps (Fayol 19-42)




Fayol also discussed five elements of management
including planning, organizing, commanding,
coordinating, and control (Fayol 43-110).

Fayol believed that managers should make forecasts
and create an operating plan based on future
expectation. In other words, they should plan (Fayol
43-53).

Organizing consists of providing a business with
everything useful to its functioning; raw materials,
tools, capital, and personnel (Fayol 53-97).

Fayol states, "For every manager the object of
command is to get the optimum return from all
employees of his unit in the interest of the whole
concern" (Fayol 97).

Coordinating is to harmonize the activities of a
business so as to ease its working and make it
successful (Fayol 103-07).

Control consists of checking to see that everything
happens in conformity with the established plan,
organization, and command (Fayol 107-10).

Mary Parker Follett, an early believer in the
behavioral approach, attempted to establish a

management philosophy based on the thoughts that any



productive, enduring society must be founded upon the
recognition of the motivating desires of the individual
and the group (George 130-31).

As Follett, a social worker and educator, consulted
with industrial and political leaders, she discovered
that a new principle of association was needed because
man had not yet learned how to live together in
harmony. She called this principle the group concept
and prophesied that it would become the basis for our
future industrial systems, the new approach to
politics, and the foundation of international order.
Follett added two new words "togetherness"™ and "group
thinking"” to management literature (George 131-32).

Hugo Munsterberg, a Harvard professor and an early
behaviorist, reasoned that in as much as managers get
things done through people, the study of management
must be centered around the workers and their
interpersonal relations. 1In 1913 Munsterberg published
Psychology and Industrial Efficiency thus introducing
the new field of industrial psychology (George 141-42).

Each of these modern approaches have their own
contributions to offer and also their own limitations.

The classical approach identified management as an
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important element of organized society and identified
the management functions of planning, organizing,
controlling, commanding, and coordinating. Many
management techniques such as time and motion analysis,
work simplification, incentive wage systems, production
scheduling, personnel testing, and budgeting are
derived from the classical approach. 1Its biggest
limitation is the fact that the majority of its
insights are too simplistic for today's complex
organizations (Ivancevich 13).

Among the behavioral approach contributions are a
wealth of important ideas and research results on the
people managing aspect of the discipline of management.
Its limitations include the facts that in some
situations a psychologist and a sociologist may have a
different suggestion for solving the same problem and
that behavioral scientists tend to use technical terms
when trying to communicate their research findings to
practicing managers. These differing ideas and terms
sometimes tend to confuse the managers rather than
assist them. One must remember, human behavior is
complex and there are not simple solutions to all

"people problems"” (Ivancevich 15).
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Among management science’s contributions are
techniques that help solve complex production
scheduling problems, budgeting problems, optimal
inventory level problems, aircraft flight scheduling
problems and help plan for manpower development
programs. Management science’s biggest limitation is
that it does not deal with the people aspect of an
organization. After all, management is more than
applied science (Ivancevich 16).

In 1960, Douglas McGregor, dissatisfied with
existing management theory, stated that traditional
management principles fall considerably short of being
beyond challenge. He cites three reasons as being
especially significant for this situation: the
conventional principles were derived primarily from the
military and the Catholic church which differ in
important respects from modern industrial
organizations; classical organization theory ignores
the significance of the political, social, and economic
milieu in shaping organizations and influencing
managerial practice; the principles of classical

organization theory are based on a number of
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assumptions about human behavior which are only
partially true (McGregor 15-17).

An assumption which pervades conventional
organizational theory is that authority is the central
indispensable means of managerial control. This
authority in its most primitive form is direct physical
coercion, however, it also exists as persuasion and as
the authority of knowledge type of influence involved
in the professional help offered by lawyers, doctors,
architects, and engineers (McGregor 18-19).

The effectiveness of authority as a means of control
depends upon the ability to enforce it through the use
of punishment. A half century or more ago industrial
management had, in the threat of unemployment, a form
of punishment which made the use of authority
relatively effective. Today with unemployment
compensation, limitations on arbitrary discharge and
greater mobility of the population the threat’s power
is considerably diminished (McGregor 21).

Another limitation upon the effectiveness of
authority as a means of control is the availability of
countermeasures. These can range from a minimal but

relatively ineffective compliance to open rebellion and
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include elaborate collective bargaining relationships
which render authority less effective, restriction of
output, featherbedding and other more subtle forms of
sabotage of organizational objectives. Moreover, these
counter measures are not limited to workers or to
unionized plants. Although given different names,
restriction of output and featherbedding can be
observed within management (McGregor 22).

This leads to the fact that relationships in the
modern industrial organization involve a high degree of
interdependence in order to achieve both the employees’
goals and the organization’s goals.

A simple anecdote will serve to illustrate this
point quite readily.

An agent of the Textile Workers Union of
America likes to tell the story of an
occasion when a new manager appeared in the
mill where he was working. The manager came
into the weave room the day he arrived. He
walked directly over to the agent and said,
"Are you Belloc?" The agent acknowledged
that he was. The manager said, "I am the new
manager here. When I manage a mill, I run
it. Do you understand?" The agent nodded,
and then waved his hand. The workers,
intently watching this encounter, shut down
every loom in the room immediately. The

agent turned to the manager and said, "All
right, go ahead and run it." (McGregor 23).
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The common sense assumption that the managerial
relationship is essentially a single uniform one is
just not the case. At different times the manager may
play the various roles of leader of the group, member
of the group, teacher, decision maker, disciplinarian,
helper, consultant, or simply an observer.
Conventional theories do not recognize the significance
of managerial role flexibility in the management
process (McGregor 27-28).

For these and many more reasons authority is an
inappropriate method of control in today’s industrial
environment.

There have been two major transitions in regards to
controlling human behavior in organizational settings.
The first was the migration from the use of sheer
physical force to reliance on formal authority. This
change is not very far along in lesser developed
countries and international relations. It may take
centuries before primitive force is replaced by higher
forms of influence (McGregor 30).

The second transition is the move away from formal
authority. A major difficulty here is that managers

are not at all clear what they are tending towards.
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Authority is appropriate under certain circumstances;
however, there are many circumstances where the
exercise of authority delivers less than optimal
results. In such situations the answer is not more or
less authority, it is the employing of other means of
influence. This knowledge has important implications

for industrial management (McGregor 31-32).

Theory X

McGregor suggests the name Theory X for a set of
assumptions that traditional managerial decisions and
actions are based on. He goes on to say that the
organization principles which comprise the bulk of
management literature could only have been derived from
assumptions such as those of Theory X (McGregor 33-35).

McGregor’s Theory X assumptions are:

G 2 The average human being has an inherent dislike
of work, and will avoid it if he can.
25 Because of this human characteristic of

dislike of work, most people must be coerced,
controlled, directed, threatened with
punishment to get them to put forth adequate
effort toward the achievement of
organizational objectives.
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3 The average human being prefers to be

directed, wishes to avoid responsibility, has
relatively little ambition, wants security
above all (McGregor 33-34).

Theory X styles do not serve to meet the needs of
workers in the areas of self-respect, self-confidence,
autonomy, achievement, competence, knowledge, status,
recognition, appreciation, and the respect of one’s
peers. Because of this, Theory X is inadequate to
motivate workers in today’s society (McGregor 33-42).

Theory X explains the consequences of a particular
managerial style; it does not look at the causes for
these effects. What appears to be new strategies —-
decentralization, management by objectives,
consultative supervision, democratic leadership —-- are
usually but old wine in new bottles, since the
procedures used to implement them are derived from the
same inadequate assumptions about human nature.
Therefore, as long as the assumptions of Theory X
continue to influence managerial strategy, managers

will fail to discover, let alone utilize, the average

human being’s potential (McGregor 41-3).
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Theory Y

Management has adopted a far more humanitarian set
of values and it has reduced economic hardships,
eliminated the extreme forms of industrial warfare,
provided a safe and generally pleasant workplace, but
it has done all these things without changing its
fundamental theory of management. Management needs to
move into a new arena of beliefs and assumptions which
are referred to as Theory Y (McGregor 45-47).

Theory Y's assumptions are:

1. The expenditure of physical and mental effort
in work is as natural as play or rest.
23 External control and the threat of punishment

are not the only means for bringing about
effort toward organizational objectives. Man
will exercise self-direction and self-control
in the service of objectives to which he is

committed.

3. Commitment to objectives is a function of the
rewards associated with their achievement.

4. The average human being learns under proper
conditions, not only to accept but to seek
responsibility.

L The capacity to exercise a relatively high

degree of imagination, ingenuity, and
creativity in the solution of organizational
problems is widely, not narrowly, distributed
in the population.

6. Under the conditions of modern industrial life,
the intellectual potentialities of the average
human being are only partially utilized
(McGregor 47-48).
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Theory Y suggests using the principle of the
integration of employee and organizational goals by
setting up conditions where employees can best achieve
their own goals by directing their efforts toward the
success of the business. In adopting this principle,
management seeks that degree of integration in which
the individual can achieve his goals best by working
toward company goals. Best means this alternative is
more attractive than indifference, irresponsibility,
minimal compliance, hostility, or sabotage is to the
employee (McGregor 49-53).

Acceptance of Theory Y does not imply permissiveness
in management. Theory Y assumes that people will
exercise self-direction and self-control in the
achievement of company goals to the degree that they
are committed to those objectives. If the commitment
is small, a large amount of external influence will be
needed. If the commitment is substantial, external
controls will be relatively superfluous. The
assumptions of Theory Y do not deny the appropriateness
of authority, but they do deny that it is appropriate

in all situations (McGregor 56).
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Implication of Theory Y Application

If a manager believes and accepts McGregor’s Theory
Y’s propositions, then he must also believe that by
applying management styles based on these assumptions
in the workforce, he will increase the level of
productivity in the workforce. This assumption or
belief leads one to the main hypothesis of this
project: The use of Theory Y management styles in the
workplace will raise employee productivity levels by a

statistically significant amount.



Chapter II

LITERATURE REVIEW

The Need for Change

A growing body of evidence suggests old management
assumptions, based on principles developed by Fredrick
W. Taylor, have been disproven as a pattern for modern
factory and office jobs. Studies of employee—owned
companies show that ownership alone does not motivate
employees, while ownership together with participation
does (Hoerr The Payoff 60).

Economists are beginning to see marked evidence of
employee involvement’s impact on efficiency. Steve
Levine and Laura D’'Andrea Tyson of the the University
of California recently reviewed all major studies of
employee involvement for a report for the Brookings
Institution. Their findings include "...meaningful
participation has a positive effect on productivity.
It is almost never negative or neutral." (Hoerr The
Payoff 59-60)

Debra Dinnocenzo, a vice-president at Development
Dimensions International, states case studies
increasingly show that cooperation between labor and

management is critical to their survival. A

20
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cooperative labor/management stance will lead to
improved quality and increased productivity; an
adversarial stance will lead only to discord and
divisiveness (Dinnocenzo 36-40).

Stephen Harper, a professor of management at the
Cameron School of Business Administration, University
of North Carolina, thinks a new model for American
management must include state-of-the—art techniques,
must be within the context of a new set of values about
how to capitalize on the talents of all the people in
the firm, and must alsoc include a renewed attitude
about innovation and how firms should meet the
challenges that lie ahead. He states that it is time
for American managers to recognize that people are the
real and only source of products, processes, and
profits (Harper 43-47).

According to David Hounshell, U.S. manufacturing is
rigid, mechanistic, hierarchical, and functionally
divided, while Japanese manufacturers are flexible,
agile, and organic. Unlike American businesses
Japanese workplaces treat workers as contributors to
and developers of corporate knowledge (Hounshell 54-

59).
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These researchers are not suggesting old-fashioned
leadership qualities will disappear in the 21st
century. Indeed a Chief Executive Officer will need a
double helping of moxie and charisma, however, he or
she must be less a commander and more a coach who
"converts people and persuades them to share values,”

suggests Michael Silva, co—author of The Future 500

(Work 51).

Implementation Methods

As today’s leaders are investigating participative
management systems and the various forms in which they
can be instituted, they are discovering a myriad of
implementation methods and opinions concerning those
methods.

Donald Petersen, Ford Motor Company’s chairman,
attributes only 15 percent of Ford’'s improvement in
efficiency and quality to new technology. The other 85
percent comes from managing smarter he says. Once the
most autocratic of carmakers, Ford has recast its
culture to spread decision—-making all over through a
program called Employee Involvement (Fisher Ford 21).

John Sculley, Chief Executive Officer of Apple

Computer, believes there are no easy steps to anything
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in management. However, Sculley offers six principles
through which a manager can work to reach a higher
state of creativity within an organization. These
principles are the safer you can make a situation, the
higher you can raise the challenge; do not give people
goals —- instead tell them which way to go; encourage
contrarian thinking; build a work environment to extend
not just people’s aspirations but also their
sensibilities; build emotion into the system; and
encourage accountability over responsibility (Loeb
Sculley’s 117-19).

Thomas J. Watson Jr, retired Chief Executive of IBM
and son of IBM’s founder, states that he managed with a
council of 8 to 10 executives and changed the committee
from time to time to keep it staffed with the "hottest
boys in town." (Loeb The Greatest 29)

Watson, Jr. feels his most important contribution to
IBM was his ability to pick strong and intelligent men
and then hold the team together by persuasion, by
apologies, by financial incentives, by speeches, by
chatting with their wives, by thoughtfulness when they
were sick or involved in accidents, and by using every
tool at his command to make that team think that he was

a decent guy (Loeb The Greatest 29).
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Teamwork, says John C. Read, plant manager of a
diesel engine plant, brings out an entrepreneurial
cowboy spirit in American workers and that is a
tremendously powerful tool (Hoerr Management 71-72).

George Hatsopoulo's, founder and chairman of Thermo
Electron Corp., believes the whole idea behind creating
responsibility and minimizing your risk is to get many
people’s advice and many people knowing. He feels if
people do their homework —— explain their ideas, listen
to others’ feedback, and rethink their approach —-- it
is rare that they make mistakes (Posner 40).

Arnold "Red" Auerbach, inspiration and leader of the
most successful sports franchise in America, has 16
green—and—-white championship banners hanging from the
rafters of the Boston Gardens as testimony to his
managerial genius. As coach, general manger, and now
president of the Boston Celtics, Auerbach has practiced
his management philosophy based on the values of
loyalty, pride, teamwork, and discipline in an
enterprise in which the difference between winning and

losing is very clear and very public (Webber 84).
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Auerbach offers the following lessons to managers

everywhere:

= Statistics can not measure the real
contribution players make.

= Loyalty is a two way street. Managers who
expect loyalty should also give it.

- If you want employees to take risks and come up
with new ideas, you have to trust them.
Managing through fear only eliminates
ingenuity.

= The greatest motivator of all is pride.

= Honesty can be the best negotiating tool of
all.

= A good manager pays the dues needed to gain a
full knowledge of the product (Webber 85-89).

Chip Bell, a management consultant located in

Charlotte, North Carolina, offers 1@ ingredients for
high performance in day-to-day supervision. The
ingredients which will lead to increased productivity
are task clarity, task commitment, task priority, role-
person match, tools and training, "rewards"
expectations, performance feedback, personal feedback,
work freedom or latitude, and barrier destruction (Bell

12-13).
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Richard E. Dauch earned his place in Chrysler Motor
Corp.’s history by turning around Chrysler’s
manufacturing on a shoestring and in an extraordinarily
short time. Part of his secret includes arduous
recruiting and training programs which have increased
the number of salaried manufacturing personnel with
degrees from 11 percent to 45 percent in 8 years.

Dauch also gives every hourly worker at a new plant a
minumum of 4@ hours of training and in some cases over
12@ hours (A. Taylor 42).

Motorola puts about 2.6 percent of its payroll costs
into training its employees on plant and office
automation and production process control techniques
aimed at reducing defects to virtually zero. In any
given year about 30,000 employees receive 2 to 3
million hours of training. The results have been
dramatic. Bill Wiggenhorn, head of training, says,
"We’'re running a rate of return of about 30 times the
dollars invested -- which is why we’ve gotten pretty
good support from senior management." (Brody Helping
Workers 87)

Hallmark’'s philosophy is to maintain a continous
retraining process rather than laying off people. One

example of this idea in action is Ray Smith, a 52 year
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old cutting machine operator who becomes a custom card
imprinter, painter, or modular office furniture
assembler as needed. Hallmark also conducts classes in
shorthand and typing, filling clerical positions with
former factory floor employees when factory jobs are
eliminated (Saporito Cutting 27).

Hallmark also installed a new management system for
its creative departments that has Hallmark's artists
pumping out 15 percent more designs than they did two
years ago. This raise in productivity came hand in
hand with a switch to a team approach where an artist,
writer, and marketing expert work as a team on a broad
category of cards such as the entire Father’s Day Line.
With this arrangement rejections are lower and it takes
fewer people to produce a new line of cards (Saporito
Cutting 28).

Hallmark's results in its creative departments
appear to confirm Herzberg's belief that job enrichment
concepts such as removing some controls, increasing
employees’ accountability for their own work, giving
people complete natural work units, and assigning
individuals specialized tasks so they can become

experts in them produce positive effects on employee
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motivation and increase productivity (Herzberg 114-15).

David Hurst states the traditional hard box view of
management is valid only within a narrow range of
phenomena. Once managers get outside that range, they
need new principles. These principles are the soft
bubble view or theory. Hurst, executive vice president
of Russelsteel, Inc., believes that the service, a soft
concept, Russelsteel offers is what distinguishes it
from its competitors as they all offer the same quality
steel products and they all use similar "hard box"
standards (Hurst 88).

Some of these soft concepts are also found beneath
the surface of the usual images of California. The
Golden State offers some important messages about the
art and science of management. It’s managers prize
results ahead of old-school manners. In Silicon Valley
managers look to institutionalize creativity, finding a
way to manage magic. What many outside observers take
for California cuteness, beer blasts and informality,
turns out to be management’'s efforts to build loyalty
and commitment among highly mobile, individualistic
workers (Kirp 77-79).

Americans are not the only mangers and workers

having to modify their management systems. When the
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Japanese open factories in Great Britain (and can not
keep the unions out) they insist on single union deals.
They also like to put all workers into one job
classification, not only to gain an efficient
workplace, but also to stop who-does—what disputes
between classifications. To settle grievances the
Japanese have added their own touch to the old British
tradition of a works council. In the past councils
settled minor matters while shop stewards handled major
grievances. The Japanese added a few managers to the
councils and gave them power over all grievances. The
idea being to settle differences through discussion not
confrontation (Brody British Unions 61).

In contrast, Eaton, one of the first large American
companies to try to switch to participative management,
discovered a curious irony of participative management:
it can not be installed participatively. The program
needs leadership ready to cram it down the

organization’s throat (Saporito The Revolt 64).

Resistance to Change

At many companies participative management remains a
geehaw bolted on to the management machinery by social

engineers. It fails often. The consensus among
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academics, consultants, and mangers is that most
efforts to introduce participation never make it.
William Cooke, a University of Michigan professor
researching the subject concludes, "About 75 percent of
all programs in the early 1980's failed." (Saporito The
Revolt 58-59).

There is resistance to adopting participative
management as it means wiping out tiers of managers and
tearing down bureaucratic barriers between departments.
Plus without union assent and help, companies can not
implement work reforms to boost productivity in an
unionized environment. The problem here is that many
union leaders, who survived a decade where management
fought hard to avoid, oust, and beat down organized
labor, are suspicious and view management proposals for
work teams as union-busting ploys (Hoerr The Payoff 57-
58).

The preliminary steps being taken in the realm of
labor/management cooperation are encouraging, however,
a lot remains to be accomplished. "As meaningful as
our successes have been, we must not delude ourselves
into thinking we are anywhere but at the beginning,"
said Lynn Williams, International President of the

United Steelworkers union in the Pittsburg Business
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Times—Journal. "Our greater task lies ahead, against
formidable opposition." (Dinnocenzo 40)

Haruo Shimada, an economics professor at Keio
University in Tokyo, has studied Japanese and American
labor systems and understands why employee involvement
opponents use the slogan of "no cooperation." He
states, "If American unions give in to American
management, they run the risk of being destroyed
because management always wants to destroy them."
Sshimada points out General Motors and Scott Paper Co.
as just two of the companies that threatened plant shut
downs in recent years if the union would not accept
employee involvement programs (Hoerr The Payoff 61).

Another problem area is that to American unionists,
real participation means not only participation in shop
floor activities but also in higher-level decisions.
Whereas to management, the team concept is not intended
to increase workers’' autonomy but to help them find out
the problems in the production line so that no
defective goods will be produced (Hoerr The Payoff 61-
62).

Even for those employed in them, teamwork plants are
by no means Utopias. For two years after General

Electric’s (GE) Salisbury plant converted to team-based
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production in late 1985 it had a 14 percent turnover
rate; many workers quit rather than accept more
responsibility and face constant movement from job to
job. "It’s not all wonderful stuff," says plant
manager Roger Gosaway, "But we’'ve found that when you
treat people like adults, 95 percent act like adults.”
(Hoerr The Payoff 59).

Most programs fail not at the shop floor level but
at upper, middle, and lower management levels. GE
began experimenting with employee involvement in the
late 1960’s and by 1975 had work teams in 12 plants.
The experiment has survived in only one plant today.
Most of the programs failed due to management’s benign
autocracy —-—- do it your way, but. Gary Kissler, a GE
human resources manager blames the company’s slow
progress on what he calls the lack-of-pain issue.
Managers who think their businesses are producing
acceptable results aren't interested in changing their
ways (Saporito The Revolt 59).

In general even managements that take pride in being
on the leading edge in new product development or in
the use of state—-of-the—art manufacturing technology
are sometimes mired in human resource practices that

have hardly changed since the 193@s. And they are
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extremely reluctant to experiment with new systems as
they are afraid they might upset the status quo
(Shuster 67).

Plant managers are feeling new pressures in addition
to the responsibility to "make the number™ on the
bottom line that top management has always insisted on.
Tom Fussner, a young plant manager in GE’'s Newark work
team plant, says that he also feels pressure from the
workers to do better. To add to the cultural problems
plant managers with this new kind of experience are
sometimes seen as tainted by higher—-ups and may have a
harder time getting promoted (Saporito The Revolt 59—
60).

At many corporations the intial glow of
participation brightens the productivity landscape with
a sort of Hawthorne effect. But this is not true
cultural change. The true change comes when companies
look at management’s function. Here arises the catch.
The higher up the corporate ladder, the harder it is to
get managers to change. As a chief executive of an
aerospace company puts it, "It's no fun if you can’'t
make the right decisions." (Saparito The Revolt 60)

In a six—-month experiment in 1973, an insurance

company set up satellite offices in the Los Angeles
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