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ABSTRACT

This study is concerned with the application of key perspectives
in ;nddstrial socioloéy to the problem of the social control of work in
industrial organisations, a problem central to many issues affecting
the quality of industrial relations in our society. I+t is argued that
the achievement of effective plant systems of social control depends
upon the compatability of decisions taken by management and trade unions
with both the system requirements of industrial organisations and the
social requirements of employees whose consent to these decisions is
crucial.

In the first part of the work an attempt has been made to
demonstrate how a balanced treatment of systems, order, conflict and
social action perspectives in industrial sociology can be used in the
consideration of what constitutes the concept of control. A model of
control is outlined which emphaSises the necessity of exploring the nature
of managerial and labour values and decisions as these define the scope
and content of the control process over a period of time. The model also
illustrates the sensitivity of these values and decisions to system and
social influences surrounding the organisation and its participants, and
which set constraints within which the control process must move if it is

to remain stable.

Aspects of the model are applied to the analysis of control in an
integrated steel plant. This analysis constitutes the second part of the
thesis. The emphasis is upon the determinants of stable conirol, but the
model is also applied to indicate the sources of instability and stréin.

Ultimately the thesis draws together within one framework concepts
derived from the separate but inter—related analytical areas of systems

and social integration. In this way, it is envisaged that the work as a

whole makes some contribution to a more systematic study of social

problems in the world of work.
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INTRODUCTION

Industrial Sociology as a discipline has suffered from the absence
of a suitable conceptual framework for the analysis of social problems
in the world of work. The tendency has been in research to collect
empirical material in order té demonstrate the superiority of one
theoretical position at the expense of another.. 1In consequence the
possibility of Aeveloping explanatory models which utilise some of the
complementar& aspects of various theories now available to the industrial
sociologist has received only limited attention. A primary concern of
this thesis is to consider the case for, and the benefits of, theoretical
unification in the fields of systems and social integration in industry.(l)

The study: is divided into two parts. In the first part, consisting
of three chapters, existing theoretical approaches to the analysis of
problems of integration in industrial organisations are considere&. " In
the first chapter a case is outlined for the systematization of theory in
the consideration of the interrelations between systems and social
integration in large organisations. In the second and third chapters the
case for theoretical integration is developed in more detail by outlining
a model for the analysis of one particular organisational process of focal
concern in the investigation of systems and social integration - that of
control. In the second part of the ‘study;, which also consists of three
chapters, some aspects of the model are applied to the exploration of the
process of control in one industrial ofganisation - a medium sized steel
plant situated in the north of England.

The selection of the control process for particular examination is
important. If in fact the case for theoretical integration in Industrial
Sociology reésts upon a need to resolve current conceptual ambiguities in
the analysis of such problems as the relationships between order and

(1) "Systems" integration here refers to the integration of the functional
' and analytical elements of business organisations as social systems.
Social integration refers to the integration of actors within these

organisations.
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conflict, stability and change, shared values and opposed interests,
system and actor, then the gelection of a process which illustrates

the nature of these inter-relationships is crucial. In this work,
particular attention has been given to one particular aspect of control:
the control of plant systems of industrial relations between employers
and employe;s (and between groups of employees) concerned with the
process of job and work regulation. Consequently the major theoretical
contribution of the first part of the study is to demonstrate how a
balanced treatment of order, conflict and social action perspectives
can be applied to the problem of what constitutes and what determines
stable and effective patterns of plant systems of control.

The concept of control in industrial organisations remains
ambiguous. For some writers it extends only to those well-defined
aspects of industrial relations regulated by collective agreemen%s.
Frequently, however, such an approach ignores the wider implications of
the situation and conditions in which these agreements are made,
jncluding such questions as the attitudes of employees whose consent
to the procedures and substance of work regulation is essential. In
this study the system of control is taken to encompass those rules,
whether formallor informal, which exist to regulate-the relationships
between employers and employees and beiween groups of employees in
industrial plants. Whilst such rules are seen to reflect the influence
of certain technical, financial and marketing requirements of the enterprise,
they also reflect the interests and requirements of participants at various
levels in the system. Judgements of the effectiveness of any plant system
of control are made, therefore, in terms of the extent to which the system
meets both the business objectives of the enterprise and the interests of
participants, and the extent to which changes in the pattern of rules and
rule-making continue to meet changes in the requirements of the enterprise

and its participants.
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A further criteria for judging the effectiveness of plant control
systems is the extent to which participants legitimise the means of rule
deterﬁination as well as the rules themselves. In this respect it is
important to measure the expectations of rank gnd file employees for
involvement in thé making of decisions. Little is known, for example,
about the degree to which the existing span of jointly controlled areas
of work in particular industries is acceptable to management and unions,
or about their expectations for the future. Even less is known about the
actual areas of influence over work—contrbl, experienced or sought by the
mass of rank and file employees who are not directly associated with the
institutionalised process of collective bargaining. Similarly, little is
known about how employees perceive the distribution of influence over
control between different levels of the plant hierarchy both in the
existing and in aﬁ jdeal situation. Some of these questions which have
an important bearing upon the stability of industrial relations are
considered in Part II of the thesis concerned with the analysis of the
control process in the steel industry.

A control system is therefore most usefully understood as a process
for the establishment of policies, rules and practices regulating the
activities of the organisation and its members. In order to understand
what influences the effectiveness, character and directian of change of
this process, however, we need to be concerned not only with the contextual
constraints imposed upon the system by organisational variables derived
from the socio-technical system of the plant and its external environment,
but also with such notions of influence, power and legitimate authority
which derive from a consideration of the values of actors, as these are shaped
by their existing work situations and their wider community and social
environments. In important respects thefefore the process of control is best

seen as ithe outcome of an interplay between the requirements of the organisational
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system for the optimisation of its resources on the one hand, and the
requirements of the participants of these organisations for the
optimisatign of their interests on the other. The initial steps in
building aimodel of control are éoncefned with the location of the control
process within parameters set by the requirements of orgaq;sations and
their memb?rs for effective systems and social integration.

Beyond this, as has already been suggested, the model seeks to provide
.broad criteria for the assessment of what constitutes an effective control
process. In this context, the concepts of "co-operation" and "coalition"
will be introduced. Based upon the notion.of the industrial organisation
as a "plural" society and upon the manner in which certain decisions
governing %he regulation of work are taken by industrial coalitions of
employers énd employees, particular attention is given to the co-operative
process in_which groups of these participants seek’ to secure their
occupational and business objectives within an interdependent working
relationship. It is argued that the existence of co-operation so defined
is a necesbary and indispensible basis of stable plant control systems.

A stable state of the control system exists where fhe separate, and sometimes
conflictiné interests, of the members of industrial coalitions are maximised
through co}operation within boundaries suggested by system and social
requiremenis. Fuily developed the model directs attention to the need to
explore the nature of both managerial and labour values as these define the
scope and content of the control process over %ime, as well as the system
and social factors surrounding the organisation and its participants
functioning to set the constraints within which the control process must

move if it;is to remain stable.

Certa;n aspects of this model are applied to the case of an integrated
steel plant and discussed in the second Part of this thesis. The plant and
industry were selected in the belief that they would provide suitable sites

for the exploration of factors contributing towards stable and effective plant

systems of control.
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Thus attention is given in Chapter IV to the nature of both systems
and social factors operating to influence the stability of conirol in
this plant. In the two subsequent chapters particular emphasis is placed
upon the pattern of social integration within the plant, upon the
orientations of both manual and non-manual employees there to work and
control, and upon the ways in which these orientations are structured by
membership of distinctive social categories both within and outside the
plant. These include social class, residential community and occupation.
One important aspect of the analysis in these chapters concerns the ways
in which the perceptions of the respondents investigated towards both
the existing and ideal distribution of influence over control can be
isolated and measured. With this information it becomes possible to
consider the area of inter—occupational normative consensus within the
1abour force over the existing and ideal profile of conirol in the plant.

" At the same time, the analysis of respondents' attitudes to aspects of
their job and work situations permits some evaluation of the wider
facilitating factors in the plant's socio-technical system structuring
individual and occupational attitudes towards contfol.

T+ is our contention that the stability and effectiveness of control
in this plant results from a relatively high degree of reciprocal influence
between management and labour over the form and content of the system of
work regulation, and that one important source of this particular pattern
of control is to be found in the high level of individual involvement in
decision-making accorded to manual workers in steel, The possibilities
which exist for involvement and self-advancement in manual work are likely
to reinforce the widely shared beliefs of these steelworkers in the
intrinsic value of their work, and these values are likely to be sufficiently
strongly developed to counteract the development of a purely dichotomous
social imagery directed against the employer, or a purely negative or neutral

attachment to steelwork itself.
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Whilst the main emphasis in Part II, therefore, is upon the
determinants of stable plant control systems in §he basic industry and in
one steel plant, the model is also applied to indicatg the sources of
jnstability and strain. This analysis is undertaken principally at the
level of social integration where the limits of labour consensus on the
desirability of co-operation with managemeht are Arawn in occupational
terms. The degree of heterogeneity amongst the major manual occupations
on such subjects as work satisfaction, status and influence sets clear
limits upon the stability of control; this question is discussed in
Chapter V._ Of equal interest, however, is the extent to which the members
of one occupation legitimise the institutions of control which exist and
are available in the plant. In Chapter VI this particular problem is
'investigated with reference to clerical employees who are also members of
the same trade union, a union whose membership consists predominantly of- -
manual workers. In this analysis the implications for the control system
are explored in a situation where clerical opinions divide considerably on
what constitutes an effective form of trade union representation, and on
whether the particular occupational interests of these.workers can be Tet
by membership of a steelworkers' trade union. It follows that the
effectiveness of control is not merely a function of how:far actors
legitimise management-union relationships at plant level, but how far also
they legitimise the formal trade union institutions representing their
interests in the control system.

Ultimately it has to be admitted that the 'work . has several objectives.
It is concerned with the building of a theoretical model of control and
with its application. It is concerned also with the integration, albeit
limited integration, of sociological theories in the study of organisations.
It is-concerned with the problem of articulating the processes of systems
and social integration within complex organisations. If the breadth of

the study is wide, it is no wider than that required to investigate its
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focal concern: the determinants of effective plant systems of control.

In essence, the argument which follows is addressed to one central
proposition. This is that the achievement of an effective system of
control depends upon the compatibility of the decisions taken by members

of industrial coalitions with the systems requirements of the organisations
in which they are located, and with the social expectations of the actors
who are required to legitimise the decisions of industrial coalitions.

To state the proposition is one thing: its discussion, however, raises
‘basic questions and problems which have serious implications for the future
development of Industrial Sociology as a discipline.

At the same time certain problems discussed in the second part of the
thesis raise issues of more topical concern. Over a period of some 80
years and until recently the iron and steel industry of thié country has
exhibited a comparatively low level of industrial conflict measured by the
usual indicators of official and unofficial strikes. Little is known
generally about the pattern of institutions, industrial relations practices
and occupational ideologies contributing towards stable and effective
systems of plant control. Even less is known about the effects of the
relationships between manual and non-manual employees within such systems.
The case study provides some insights into these institutional arrangements
and work practices in steel and into the attitudes of both manual and non—
manual employees to work and control in an industry whose industrial
relations history remains comparatively obscure.

If the first objective of the thesis, therefore, is a critique of
existing sociological perspectives of the theory of organisations, the
second objective of no lesser importance is a resume of an industry providing
some notable if overlooked examples of stable and effective plant systems of

control. To this discussion we shall now turn.



PART I

THE CONCEPT OF CONTROL



CHAPTER I

THEORETICAL APPROACHES TO THE ANALYSIS OF PROBLEMS OF

INTEGRATION IN INDUSTRIAL ORGANISATIONS

What constitutes an appropriate sociological approach to the analysis
of problems in the world of work, and eépecially to the analysis of the
relationship between management and labour in industrial organisations?

This question, often raised, remains unresolved. Nowhere is the
fragmentation of ideas created by the absence of a coherent theoretical
approach more vividly illustrated than in Industrial Sociology. Here the
utilisation of sociological theories as competitive rather than complementary
perspectives has, from the very inception of the subject, institutionalised
the existence of contending frameworks of analysis. The existence of a
theoretical dualism has been recognised by many writers; but two wiiters may
be mentioned briefly to indicate the nature of current concern.

Stone, for example, writes:

"The great tendency in industrial relations research is to have the

empirical evidence illustrate the frame of reference which is being
used rather than to test propositions." (1)
Whilst Lammer has noted:
"The controversy in Industrial Sociology about the degree to which
the interests of labour, management and other (more or less) organised
groups in enterprises are compatible has gradually become
institutionalised. Again and again in the last twenty years the
advocates of the "functionalist" approach or the "human relations"
philosophy, and usually both, have been castigated for neglecting
power and income differences and conflict and competition between
contending parties within indusiry. They are charged also as
ultimately playing into the hands of the-"powers that be"e..es

(1) R.C. Stone "Conflicting Approaches to the Study of Worker-Manager
Relations". Social Forces Vol. XXXI(1952) P.122.




and

", ....the arguments seem to lead to the conclusion that there are
two irreconcilable theoretical models in terms of which organisational
life can be explained."(2)

Other writers, however, take a more extreme view of the situation.
Some deny the existence even of an elementary theoretical framework in the
analysis of industrial relations. Dunlop, for example, claims that:

"o date the study of industrial relations has had little theoretical
content. At its origins and at its best it has been largely
historical and descriptive.....Although industrial relations aspires
to be a discipline (it).....has lacked any central analytical

(3)

content."
Conversely others see the problem not so much as one created by the absence
of theory; rather, by the existence of a plethora of incomplete and
inadequate explanations of industrial behaviour.(4)
If there is disagreement about_what constitutes an appropriate approach,
there exists conversely a growing awareness of the implications of dissensus
and ignorance in this field of enquiry. Fox believes thét whilst the
structural realities of industry require a "pluralistic" analysis, employers
and sections of the public employ a "unitary" reference. He goes on to say:
"Where this is the case, the perception and handling by employers of
labour relations are prejudiced, and judgements by the public of
industria} relations issues are distorted."(S)
(2) C.J. Lammers "Power and Participation in Decision-Making in Formal
Organisations", American Journal of Sociology, V.73 No.2 1967 p.201.
(3) J.C. Dunlop "Industrial Relations Systems", Holt 1958, p.6.
(4) H.A. Turner "Labour Relations in the Motor Industry" Allen & Unwin, 1967
(5) A. Fox "Industrial Sociology and Industrial Relations" Research Paper

No.3 Royal Commission on Trade Unions and Employers' Associations

H.M.S.0. 1966, p.l.
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and
"Many still see the industrial firm as a unitary system whose "natural"
pursuit of a common purpose is wilfully disrupted by trade unionism.
On such a view, trade unionism still bears the stigma of an alien and
even slightly disreputable force, acceptable enough outside the
workplace in its role of negotiating general wage rates and working
hours, but of doubtful respectability when it comes to challenging
managerial authority within the plani."(é)
One aim of the research is to make a contribution to this debate.
In this chapter we shall examine the case for a more balanced approach to
the analysis of social behaviour in industry, utilising existing perspectives

in Industrial Sociology, but seeking points of integration between them.

1. SYSTEMS INTEGRATION AND SOCIAL INTEGRATION

In order to give direction to the -chapter, however, it is proposed to
concentrate in particular upon an areé of investigation of recurring
interest to students of industrial relations concerned with the problem of
theoretical integration outlined above. This area, in general terms,

deals with the nature of system and social integration in business enterprises.

It is an area with diverse ramifications and one which has generated
considerable enquiry.

Two particular problems are associated with the existence of contending
frameworks of reference in Industrial Sociology and with the propogation
of its gpparent dualism. The first concerns the problem of the integration

of industrial organisations as "open" social systems; the second with the

problem of the integration of social action within these organisations.

(6) Ivid p.32
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(a) SYSTEMS INTEGRATION

Organisational analysis, as Silverman poinﬁs out, has been largely
associated with the Durkheimian view of organisations as "natural systems".(7)
The mode of analysis typically invoked in a "systems" approach is functional,
where organisational processes are evaluated for their effectiveness in
subserving what are seen to be thg commonly held goals of the enterprise,

and where the enterprise itself functions to meet certain economic
requirements of the society of which it is bart.

The functionalist approach indeed illuminates many of the central problems
of Industrial Sociology. It has béen utilised by various writers to deal
with the analysis of organisational change, where organisations are seen to
change in accordance with their envirommentally determined needs; to deal
with the~nature of industrial relations systems where such systems®are seen to
be based upon a consensus of values; to deal with the problem of deviation in
terms of the concept of informal organisation and to offer remedial action to
this problem by advocating improvements in the process of institutionalisation

(8)

or by making more explicit the objectives of organisational activity.

(7) D. Silverman "Formal Organisations or Industrial Sociology: Towards a
Social Action Analysis of Organisations". Sociology Vol.2 No.?2
May, 1968 pp.221-38.

(8) -On the application of functionalism to aspects of organisation theory,
see T. Parsons "Suggestions for a Sociological Approach to the
Theory of Organisations" Parts I and II Administrative Science
Quarterly Vol.I June & Sept. 1956 pp.63-85 and pp.225-39 for a
discussion of the process of organisational change. On the
functionalist analysis of industrial relations systems, see Dunlop
op.cit. On the concept of informal structure and social systems see
N. Mouzelis "Organisation and Bureaucracy" Routledge, Kegan:& Paul

1967, Chapter 5, p.10l. On the process of co—optation, see P.

Selznick "Foundations of the Theory of Organisation" American

Sociological Review Vol.13 Feb. 1948 pp.25-35.
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The distinctive features of the functional approach to organisational
analysis derive from the fact that, because the organisation itself is selected
as the unit of analysis, attention is focused upon problems at that level:
problems of the organisation in relation to its enviromment; problems of
organisationél functioning.and effectiveness. In keeping with this approach
also the emphasis is upon fhe adaptability of the organisation in maintaining -
itself over time to meet specific needs. and to achieve specific objectives.

It is in keeping with this approach finally that where the internal reference
of organisation is taken for analysis, the emphasis will be upon the
interdependencies of the parts of the organisational system in subserving the
functional requirements of the whole. - Indeed in explaining the existence of
social phenomena by reference to aspects of social structufe,.the approach is
characterised by an emphasis upon the: necessary constraints placed upon social
action by external or institutional exigencies. Because, however, recent
variants of functionalism adopt a socially harmonious view of the organisation,
imputing to it the existence of unified goals, such constraints are seen as
being both technically and socially acceptabie.

An alternative interpretation of organisations, however, is based upon
the concept of "functional autonomy" as developéd by Gouldner(9). He writes:

"Organisation not only serves to link, control and interrelate parts

but also functions to separate them and to maintain and protect their

functional autonomy. Organisation is seen then as shaped by a conflict,

particularly by the tensions between centripetal and centrifugal pressures,

as limiting control over the parts as well as imposing it, as establishing

a balance between their dependence and independence, and as separating as

well as connecting their parts." (Our italics)

(9) A.W. Gouldner "Reciprocity and Autphomy in Functional Theory".

In "Symposium on Sociological Theory" ed. Gross. Row, Peterson

and Co. 1959. pp.241-270.
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Van Doorn(lo) has invoked this concept in a recent discussion of the
interrelationship between patterns of organisation and patterns of conflict.

He writes:

"Regarded in this light, the organisation is seen to consist of a

combination of processes: the integration of the parts in the total

system and, at the same time, the separation of the parts to protect

their relative independence of the system."(ll) (Our italics)

Tt will be noted that, in this approach, the organisation remains defined
as a social system. The emphasis here, however, is upon the analysis of
the business enterprise as a social system comprising relatively autonomous
sub-systems where, as Van Doorn notes:

"Bargaining will be renewed from time to time, so enabling the
distribution of resources to be adapted to the changed power relations
between the parts of the system."(lz)
The approach is utilised by Van Doorn for the analysis of industrial

organisations. Taking the model of the coalition in political theory,
in&ustrial organisations are seen 1o depend upon a process of institutional-
isation which

", ....never ends in a fully-integrated and interdependent system, going
no further than semi-permanent arrangements"(l3)
Because the system is imperfectly integrated, and because the process of
bargaining represents the typical mode of interrelating relatively autonomous
sub-systems such as management and labour organisations, the power which

each sub-system can bring to bear upon other contenders for the distribution

of resources becomes an important factor for analysis. Moreover, the

(10) J.A.A. Van Doorn "Conflict in Formal Organisations" Ch.7

nConflict in Society™ ed. A. de Reuck & J. Knight, Churchill 1966 pp.
111-132.

(11) Ibid p.116
(12) Ibid p.118

(13) Ibid p.118
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extent to which such a mo&el facilitates the development of conflict as a
rational method for maximising the opportunities of one sub-system at the
expense of another without permanently disrupting the organisation becomes
a problem for investigation. Indeed the possibility of the developmgnt

of criss—crossing patterns of conflict between sub-groups which prevent the
development of a major dichotomy between two key contenders for power is a
particularly important factor suggested by the adoption of this frame of
reference in any consideration of what contributes to the overall stability
of the system.

It will be noted, however, that Van Doorn'é use of the concept of
functional autonomy fails to make an adequate distinction between "autonomy"
as an aspect of systems as opposed to social integration. Quite clearly
the emphasis in his work is upon the means of integrating relatively
autonomous groups (i.e. trade union organisations) within the social
organisation of the enterprise. What is required is some consideration of
the ways in which this concept can be applied to the analysis of systems
integration. Consequently it is necessary to suggest that if industrial
organisational gystems are simultaneously shaped by both unifying and
diversifying influences, we need to specify the interrelationships between
the parts of such systems. What constitutes the "parts" in this context
is an analytical exerciSe; for our purposes we can delimit such functionally
autonomous dimensions as the division of labour, the system of control, the
type of technology, as well as the economic, legal and social environments
in which industrial organisations are located. Inherent in this approach
is the notion that the attaimment of optimum conditions in any one of these
 dimensions may not produce optimum conditions in the total system. It
follows also that whilst employers and employees possess the capability of
mutually defining the profiles of social organisation in their enterprises

in important respects, the overall effectiveness of these social arrangements
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depends also upon their compatability with the ;nvironmental and internal
demands of the organisation as a technical and economic system. In the
last analysis it might well be that an effective pattern of social
organisation, evaluated in terms of the social uses of human resources,
was inefficient in terms of its inability to meet the business and
technical opjectives of the enterprise. For these reasons the analysis
of stability in the organisation must take separate accountd factors
independently contributing to the development of systems and social
integration. The possible deficiencies created by a failure to do so
are illustrated in our view in the approach of Van Doorn.

With regard then to current developments in organisational analysis,
a case can be argued at this level for the modification of "open systems"
analysis, identified with functionalist theory, in ways which permit the
integration of perspectives derived from the concept of "functional
autonomy™. Such concepts facilitate the analysis of a phenomenon
crucial in our enquiry: +the ways in which unifying and diversifying
influences co—exist within industrial organisations. At the level of the
organisation, therefore, we seek a frame of reference which, by permitting
some assessment of the effects of enviromment upon structure, together
with an assessment of the nature of the functional imperatives which
industrial organisations must meet in order to survive, requires some
modificgtion of functionalist theory as it is.currently used in Industrial
Sociology.

(b) SOCIAL INTEGRATION

The second problem concerns the integration of social action within
organisational structures. This area of investigation is extensivé
within Industrial Sociology. It is one which has been identified
with & variety qf distinctive approaches, all of which can be located within

three major theofetical traditions and which, for our purposes, can be
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viewed as contending frameworks of analysis. These separate traditions
are concerned with the analysis of consensus, conflict and social action
theories.

(i) Consensus and Conflict: towards a Theory of Co-operation

The first of these traditions is related again to what has been
called "consensus" theory in current sociology. It is a tradition which
jtself embraces a variety of approaches, but one which, in very general
terms, identifies consensus with political democracy, as opposed to the
classical organisational model of "authoritarian-bureaucracy". In
connection with this point, Davis claims that:

"7t would be hard to identify any major figure in the field of American
or British studies who failed to draw attention to the advantages

of more democratic structural arrangements and modué operandi by

organisations faced with the task of maintaining their §nternal

systems, co-ordinating human activities and adapting to a shifting

external environmen ."(14)
Democratisation of structure, it is claimed, enhances identification,
collaboration and consensus, suppoptive relationships and patterns of
reciprocal influence. The work of McGregor, Argyris, Lickert, Gouldner
and Bennis are cited by Davis as the principal contributors in this field,
but in commenting on the sources of the approach, he mentions especially
the contributions of Elton Mayo and other Human Relations theorists,
together with the contributions of such social psychologists as Lewin,
Lippit, White, Coch and _French. Such writers, Davis argues, are concerned
with clarifying the structural changes involved in reconciling individual
and organisational goals through processes of collaboration-consensus as

opposed to those of collaboration-compromise.

(14) B. Davis "Organisational Democracy" Journal of Management Studies

Vol. 4, No.3, 1967. pp. 270-281.



-17 -

If the approach is distinguished by a desire to see some reduction in
the "specificity of role prescription" by increasing the scope for self-
actualisation and employee determination(IS), it is one equally identifiable
for its concern with ppinting up the social bases of solidarity between
management and workers and the institutional requirements for stability in
industriél organisations, at the expense of a similar consideration of
the power—-structure of the firm and the existence of divergent and
conflicting values of contending groups within such organisations.

Modern consensus theory, therefore, is an amalgam of itwo central and
complementary schools of thought, reflecting in part the perspectives of
general and normaiive functionalism, and in part the perspectives of
consensual—democratic theory. Functionalist theory emphasises the relative
effectiveness of s&stem properties in meeting systems requisites: that is,
the integrative aspects of social structures. It stresses the institutional
determinants of order and stability in societies. Consensual-demscratic
theory stresses, in different ways, the same preoccupation with the nature
and conditions of solidarity among actors in organisational systems, offering
its own palliative for the maladies of industrial life. Jessie Barnard,
for example, writing of the ﬂuman Relations School and its philosophy,
summarises its position to be:

"If good human relations can be established by applying proper principles
of organisation, then conflict - in the "tension" sense — will be done
away with. It is not a matter of one class profiting at the expense
of another; it is rather a matter of one class paying an exorbitant

(16)

price in terms of frustration for ignorance on the part of the other.”
(15) D.J. Hickson "Convergence in Organisational Theory" Administrative
Science Quarterly Vol.ll, No.2 September, 1966. pp.224-237.

(16) J. Bernard et al. "The Nature of Conflict". International Sociological

Association, Paris UNESCO 1957 see p.78.
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The second of these traditions is related to what is termed "conflict"
-iggggx_in current sociology. In this approach, one located in the
classical tradition of Hobbes and Marx, conflict situations are intrinsic
in, and organic to, social structure: the central element of social
organisation is coefcion. As Dahrendorf puts it:

", ....COherence apd order in societxnare founded upon force and
constraint, on tﬁe domination of some and the subjection of

_othgrs."(l7)

Conflict is exhibited inevitably between the superordinated and
subordinated, according to Dahrendorf, since integration itself is
established by the ability of the.superior group to impose its demands
upon those who wield less power. To Marx, and later economic determinists,
the inequitable distribution of scarce resources and the distribution of
power determined by capitalist institutions are the primary causes of
social conflict in the industrial society which exploits its workers
because of the power of a given group to expropriate surplus value. As
Stone observes:

", ....Wwe can separate three basic aspects of Marxian thought. The
first is the conclusion that conflict is inevitable. The second is
that economic interests are the determinants of human action. The
third conclusion is that conflict flows from the distribution of
POWETeeooo 1t is a concern with this problem, the effects of power
distribution, that constitutes the intellectual legacy from Marxian
theory uﬁiting the Conflict of Interest school and giving rise to a

(18)

point of view or framework for the study of indusiry."

(17) R. Dahrendorf "Class and Class Conflict in Industrial Society"

Routledge 1959, p.157.

(18) R.C. Stone, op.cit. p. 119.
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Nowhere has this type of approach received better treatment in
recent years than in the work of Baldamus(19). In his conflict frame
of reference, it is assumed that the source of contradiction between
management and worker lies in the nature of the employment. contract
itself, in the regulation by managerial controls of the relation between
effort and earnings. A key problem in this process is the difficulty of
controlling the wage—earner's effort to work in spite of the existence
of stability and intensity controls, such as supervision and piece-work
earnings. Thus the existence of social factors underpinning the will to
work produces a standardisation of effort, so that informal definitions
of "gooéﬂ jobs are institutionally defined and determinant of the level
of efforj to be expended for a given wage increment. Under stable
conditions these standardised expectations influence the effectiveness of
managerial controls. Under changing conditions, however, these effort
values break down because changes in wages and in effort expectations

need not move in parailel but in opposition: this constitutes the

condition of wage-effort disparity.
In a striking passage, Baldamus states:

") moment's reflection will show that we have now located the very
centre of industrial conflict. As wages are costs to the firm, and
the deprivations inherent in effort mean "costs" to the employee,
the interests of management and wage earners are diametrically
opposed in terms of the disparity process: a relative lowering of
effort value is an advantage to management and a disadvantage to the
workers, for it implies that effort intensity per unit of wages is
increased. We reach the conclusion that not every changing
situation is fraught with conflict, but onl& those which involve wage

disparity. It should also be evident that any shift towards disparity

(19) W. Baldamus "Efficiency and Effort" — An Analysis of Industrial

Administration" Tavistock Publications 1961.
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amounts to a'redistribution'of the shares of the product between
employer and worker in favour of the employer.“(zo)
Clearly for Baldamus the condition of wage disparity represents the
dominant goal of management, whilst the condition of wage parity represents
the goal of the labour force. It is an approach which emphasises the
inevitability of industrial conflict, and the essential rationality of
conflict under certain conditions. Baldamus points dut the-probabilityithat
if the desires of the parties are more or less unlimited whilst the means
of satisfaction are limited, the question of distribution, of who gets what,
and when and how, is prbblemaiical and potentially conflictful.
It is an approach, however, which is representative of much recent
work in the "conflict" tradition in that it assumes the supply of income
(and power) in industrial organisations to be a scarce resource, a constant
quaﬁtity which is obtainable by one party only at the expense of another.
In this sense the distribution of incomes and power is considered in terms
of a zero-sum model of the firm. This model has been the subject of
criticism, notably by Lammers(21) drawing upon the recent work of Likert
énd Tannenbaum(zz). Lammer's approach is to regard distributable income
and power not as fixed, but as potentiallylgrowing quantitiés-and the
enterprise as a potentially expanding s&stem wherein the uses of power at
the disposal of key interacting groups may be increasingly directed towards
the solution of problems in mutually rewarding ways. By treating the
income of an enterprise as a growing quantity, wage increases may stimulate
labour productivity and/or purchasing power and thus raise the level of
income of thé enterprise; by treating power as a growing quantity in ways

which permit wage-earners to participate in decision-making, the joint power

(20) Ibid. p.105

(21) C.J. Lammers "Power and Participation in Decision-making in Formal
Organisétions" op.cit.

(22) Lammers refers especially to R.Likert "New Patters of Management"
McGraw Hill 1961 and C.G.Smith & A.S.Tannenbaum "Organisational

Control Structure: a Comparative Analysis" Human Relations XVI 1963
) pp- 229_316.
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of both management and labour may be increased. The effect of this is to
suggest ways in which potential conflicts of interest are moderated by
thé mutual interest management and labour share in increasing the total
amounts of power and income in their organisations. As Lammer puts it:
"For one thing, a rapidly expanding economy seems both in the United
States and in western Europe to have been such a precondition for
labour and management to discover their joint power. Perhaps, in
general, a high rate of social change in society at large may foster
organisational parties' awareness of the fact that joint efforts
prove beneficial to a1, (23)
Certainly one may point to the emergence of plant "productivity-
bargaining" schemeé as possible examples of the means by which joint power
might be extended. Such forms of bargaining not only secure the readier
acceptance by workers of the need for .change, but by raising the level of
involvement of workers in the policies of the firm, tend to produce a more
responsible and a more efficient management. More responsible in the sense
that productivity bargaining can involve the extension of bilateral
rulemaking by management and labour to new areas; more efficient in that
both parties benefit by the changes in practice and by the increased
productivity. Some writers believe that productivity bargaining may well
constitute an addition to the forces reducing authoritarian ﬁanagement
and promoting the growth of industrial democracy.(24)
With thes; qualifications in mind, it remains the case that the
dominant perspectives of conflict ‘Eheory assume a priori the industrial

enterprise as a conflict situation in which compromise via a process of

bargaining may be achieved. Frequently such an argument is levelled

(23) C.J. Lammers op.cit.
(24) See for example N. Ross "orkshop Bargaining: a new approach" Fabian

Tract 366, 1966 and N. Stettner "Productivity Bargaining and

Industrial Change". Pergamon Press, 1969, especially ch.8,
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against the goai—consensus models of the normative functionalists: models
which assume either the primacy of an organisation's orientation to the
attainment of a specific goa1(25) or which define organisations as
co—operativg systems or adaptive sociél structures, made up of interacting
individuals and groups.(26)
Such explanations, whichisuboréinate the ends pursued by actors in a
social system to the overall goals of the system, and which seek to
demonstrate that the goals of the organisation are logically distinct
from the goals of any one group, are typically rejected by the conflict
theorist. Rex, for example, argues that the process of social interaction
can be analysed in terms of three categories. The first category describes
a stable pattern of interaction. Here there is an awareness by actor A
that B's behaviour is conditioned by the same norms as apply to himself.
The second defines an anomic pattern of interaction where norms are
imperfectly understood, and where instability occurs through ignorance.
The final category describes a conflicting pattern of interaction where A
violates the expectations pf B, and where the possession of power by one
actor is directed towards the compliance of the other. Such conflict:-
situations arise in the resolution of two central problems: the problem
of economic order and the problem éf political order. Thus societies are
faced with the problem of both the allocation of scarce resources and
property, and with legitimising the use of power in support of certain
actions. .For Rex, the process of interaction is more likely to create
conflict than value consensus. He writes:
"If there is a conflict of ends the behaviour of actors fowards one
another may not be determined by shared norms but by the success

which each has in compelling the other to act in accordance with his

(25) T. Parsons "Suggestions for a Sociological Approach to the Theory of
Organisations" op.cit.
(26) P. Selznick "Foundations of the Theory of Organisation" American

Sociological Review Vol.l1l3, Feb.1948, pp.23-25.
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own interests. Power then becomes a crucial variable in the study
of social systems."(27)
Given the possibility that societies are ordered and changed not only in
terms of conflicts over means, but also in terms of conflicts over ends,
Rex asserts that only a conflict model is capable of adequately explaining
the reality of society where, ultimately, the persistence of the normative
system indicates an underlying persistence of conflicting interests.
The same insistence on the ubiquity of conflict is found in the work
of Dahrendorf whose conflict model implies the total rejection of the
functionalist approach. For Dahrendorf, social change is explained by
the existence of conflict between groups. Society itself is organised
solely on the basis of coercion, so that unity and coherence is the result
of consﬁraiht. The notion of value consensus is impossible because
social classes exist because of the domination of one group and the subjugation
of another. The effect of cohesion is to institutionalise class conflict
into group conflict within the industrial relations system.(zs)
Reduced to its simplest terms, then, the conflict model rests upon
the assumption that unity and coherence in social systems is based upon
the existence of constraint and coercion. This approach may be criticised
as an over-—simplification. Indeed, as Cohen(29) suggests, the possibility
of developing models which contain some of the predominant characteristics
of the "integration" or "consensus" model on the one hand and some of those

of the "conflict" model seems to have been neglected by such writers as

Dahrendorf, Rex and Lockwood. Fors

(27) J. Rex "Key Problems in Sociological Theory". Routledge 1961 pe1l2
On this point, see also De Lockwood "Some Remarks on the Social
System" British Journal of Sociology Vol.T, No.2, 1956,

(28) R. Dahrendorf op.cite

(29) P.S. Cohen "Modern Social Theory" Heinemann 1968 pp. 166-172.
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"Consensus does not necessarily mean persistence as opposed to change:
there may be consensus on the direction and forms of change; while
a 1aék of consensus, or a marked expression of sectional interests
may produce an impasse which inhibits planned change. Similarly a
recognition of legitimate authority does not necessarily mean a lack
of change; while the use of coercive authority may inhibit or slow
down the process of change. Conflict may be compatible with
functional integration; and solidarity may be compatible with

(30)

malintegration.ees."

What seems to be required, if Cohen's argument is to be accepted, is

a model which demonstrates the simultaneous existence of conflicting and

common interests, and an approath which combines both the processes of

integration and differentiation, and the elements of co-operation, conflict

and consensus within the same explanatory frame of reference. As Mougzelis

puts it:

"Of course these two ways of looking at organisations are neither
contradictory nor clearly distinct in actual writings. If for
expository reasons we have contrasted Parson's highly abstract and
harmonious image of the organisation with Dalton's more concrete and
conflict-stricken one, it is obvious that these two views refer to
complementary aspects of an organisation.....It is also evident that
a general theory which could account equally well for both the
integrative and the conflict aspect of social systems is one of the
major requirements in the study of organisations and of sociology in

(31)

general.,"”

(30) Ibid. p.171.

(31) N. Mouzelis op.cit. p.164.
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The view taken here is that neither the consensus nor the conflict model
alone adequately describes jhe reality of social life, for the characteristics
which they seperately define are not mutually exclusive, but may coexis?

in tension within the same social system. Whilst it is true that the
history of conflict and consensﬁs theory has been a dialogue between
exclusive frames of reference seeking to. explain the same phenomenon -

human co—operation, it has been the extreme situations of total harmony

and total conflict which hav; been most illuminated in the literature. The
situation which we would regard as more typical and which occupies a mid-~
point between these two extremes has received less atténtion: this is the

necessary process of co—operation between management and labour in industrial

organisations.

The kind of model required therefore is one &hiqh defines the nature
of systems and -social integration and diversification in organisations.

We have already suggested that, at the first level of systems integration,
functional explanations of "open" systems analysis require amplification
along the lines suggested by the concept of "functional autonomy" as the
basis for any discussion of systems integration. At the complementary
level of analysis of social integration within such systems we argue that

a theory of co-operation is required to integrate functionalist and conflict
perspectives of social behaviour in industrial organisations. What are
the dimensions of such a theory?

One approach to conceptualising the nature of co-operation as the
characteristic process of management-union relationships is by examining
the interrelationship between power and the performance of functions in
industrial c;'rganisations', where:

"The action counterpart of functional interdependence is the power

relationship between people or groups caught up in some system of

interdependence."(32);

(32) R. Dubin "Power and Union-Management Relations" Administrative Science
Quarterly Vol.2 June 1957 pp. 60-81.
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Power relations develop,-as Dubin indicates, over the performance of
functions, so that conflict is a characteristic feature of power relations.
The actors involved in the performance of functions recognise their
interdependence, but need not agree upon its nature; therefore the control
of functions establishing interdependence does not rest upon consensus
between the parties concerned, but upon the outcomes of a bargaining process
and compromise reflecting the relative power positions of these parties.
Thus whilst the determination of functions is inherently conflictful
and involves a power contest, this process inevitably involves the
jnstitutionalisation of power relations between management and labour. For:
"As each power contest is resolved, the resultant agreement is.a form
of consensus between the parties. 1Thus lack of consensus leading to
conflict is converted into specific consensus on given issues by the

agreements reached through collective bargaining."(33)

In this sense co—operation is solidaristic in that the collective bargaining
system provides an integrating framework for the accommodation of conflicting
interests. At the same time we can point in other ways to the pluralistic
nature of co-operation in industrial ofganisations by the fact that
collective bargaining, as the institutional manifestation of a social system
whose parts possess some degree of autohomy, depends for its existence

upon the maintenance of differences of interests.

Moreover, Dubin points out a mode of analysing the changing aspects of
co—operation when he suggests that the institutionalisation of power
relétionships implies the standardisation of increasing areas of the
employment relationship so that these areas become mutually defined by the
parties concerned. But this process is unlikely. to end in consensus. He

sees a dialectical process at work whereby:

(33) R. Dubin op.cit. p.62.
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At the same time that institutionalisation is taking place.....new
areas of conflict are opening up.....From this standpoint it then
becomes clear that every union-management relationship is always
characterised by the simultaneous presence of conflict and cooperation.
Where emphasis is placed upon the institutionaiisation of the
relationship, cooperation tends to overbalance the elements of conflict.
Where new issues are opening up in collective bargaining, the elements

of conflict predominate."(34)

Dubint's illustration of the interrelationship between ﬁower and
functional relations suggests an initial premise of a theery of cooperation:
that the interaction between employers and employees is programmed on the
basis that both parties share a common interest in the survival of the
organisation, and that "institutionalised cooperation" - cooperation in

terms of jointly defined rules — exists to permit the realisation of common

interests and to resolve, albeit temporarily, issues arising from‘conflicting

intefests.(35) In:this sense the enterprise is held to encompass relations

between employers and employees characterised by bofh conflicting and common
interesis. Cooperation may result, therefore, either from the situation
where employers and employees pursue divergent goals but compromise by making
mutual adjustments to obtain the best possible exthange of contributions

within the constraints imposed by the other party; or from the situation

(34) Ivid. p.80.

(35) On this point, see E. Rhenman "Industrial Democracy and Industrial
Management" Tavistock, 1968 p.36. Rhenman's theory of conflict
is based upon the belief that:"situations characterised purely by
conflict very rarély occurs. Much more usual issome kind of
combination of conflict and a need to cooperate: one party's

chances of achieving his goals depend partly on the ability to win

over his opponent and partly on the ability to cooperate with him",
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where employers and employees share the same interests and define a common
strategy to attain similar goals. This last possibility, however, would
allow for the contingency that in the pursuit of a common goal, employers
and employees may conflict over the means used to achieve this end, in
which case some form of accommodation will be sought within the constraints
imposed by the power available to each party and by the constraints imposed
upon both parties by the environmental coﬁtext of the enterprise. Given
this premise, it follows that the analysis of union-management relations,
or employer—employee relations, should be concerned with the investigation
of both fheir unifying and diversifying ingredients rather than with their
characterisation in terms of such polar concépts as conflict or consensus.

Moreovér, the investigation of the balance of interests between
employers and employed will have regard both to the structural and to the
normative conditions which permit cooperation %o exist in situations which
typically produce areas of agreement and disagreement between these groups.
In this sense the pattern of cooperation will be both a functién of imperative
conditions imposed by the situation in which behaviour takes place and by
the normative conditions jointly determined by reference to the respective
power positions of both groups.

A third premise of a theory of cooperation would refer to the relation—
ship between the distribution of power and the mode of cooperation in
industrial enterprises, recognising:that the style of cooperation varies
with the pattern of power distribution between the two groups. Consequently
industrial organisations which are typified by wide disparities in power
between employers and employed will differ in their modes of cooperation
from organisations where the disparity of power is relatively low. In the
latter the mode of cooperation governing the organisation of jobs, work and

rewards is seen as a process, and apparently an expanding process, of joint
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regulation and administration by the two groups. In this context the
devolution of résponsibility to employges involved in the process of
joint decision-making increases as the power disparity decreases, and
itself accelerates the apparent movement towards an equalisation of power.
Subsequently it can be argued that in industrial organisations where
the joint power of the two groups is either neutralised or jointly
expanding, the character of collective bargaining as the central process
of cooperation will change. Further, the factors making for a
fedistribution of power may be external to the organisation. Chamberlain
has noted that under conditions of rapid industrial change:

", ....the new corporate emphasis on maneuvaribility is fundamentally
incompatible with the union's emphasis on maintaining work practices,
customs and job-rights."

for:

'"by conflicting with the company's ability to adapt promptly and
effectively to change, it jeopardizes the profitability and even
survival of the very institution on which employees must rely for job
income security."

Subsequently:

"If traditional collective bargaining methods are inadequate in the
modern economy.....lf management wants flexibility in adépting to
changes in its plans.....it must give the union a chance to be heard
on all decisions affecting the interests of the workers on a
continuing basis."

and:

", ....here is where the jointness of the problem returns, the need
for a new configuration to the union-management relationship: instead
of a terﬁ contract, contimuing joint consultation and planning in the

field of manpower. Instead of a power struggle over rules and status
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negotiation over the way in which anticipated changes can be made
t0 open up over new career opportunities."(36)
It folléws, finally, that the fourth premise of a theory of
cooperation, having defined the nature and modes of cooperation in
industrial organisations, must be to predict the likely course of
coopefation under conditions of change. In this context, Chamberlain's
definition of the modern view of collective bargaining as an institution
not only for the regulation of labour markets but also for the regulation
of labour management can be considered. Under coﬁditions of economic
expansion, for example, and under conditions of comparative labour
scarcity, it can be argued that these provide the preconditions for labour
and management to discover a coﬁmon interest in generating their joint
power. And it is within the ambit of what is now termed "productivity
bargaining" at plant level that a new locus of cooperation may be located.
Here issues of labour utilisation and deployment, issues of central
interest to both groups, become negotiable in ways which permit work groups
to have a direct involvement in the regulation of their work and by:
"s0 modifying work rules and organisation that the divergent work
interests of the various groups involved, including management, are

(37)

reconciled at a higher level of practical cooperation than before."

(36) N. W. Chamberlain "Unions and the Managerial Process" in C. R. Walker
"Dechnology, Industry and Man" McGraw-Hill, 1968, pp.260-274.
(37) A. Fox "Labour Utilisation and Industrial Relations" in D. Pym ed.

"Industrial Society: Social ®ciences in Management' pp. 41-64

see especially p.58.
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The ‘development of a theory of cooperation, therefore, seems
appropfiate as the basis of a more balanced approach to.the analysis of
social integration. It takes issue with those perspectives which
characterise employment purely aé a conflict situation where cooperation
is occasionally achieved, or as an organic situation which occasionally
becomes disrupted. It emphasises the process of accommodation as the
typical process of interaction in any complex social system characterised
by the.requirement for interdependency among parts possessing also some
degree of functional autonomy, and by the requirement for some degree of
normative consensus among its interacting groups who nevertheless
interrelate upon the basis of opposed interests. The conditions under
which groups cooperate and the conditions which produce changes in the
pattern of cooperation over time.are, therefore, the central problems of
the theory.

(ii). Social Action Theory

We may now return to the main discussion of the three major theoretical
approaches concerned with the integration of social action within industrial
organisations. So far this discussion has concerned itself_with the
perspectives of "consensus" and nconflict" theories, and in the case of
the latter we have suggested that a theory of cooperation might provide
the basis for a more balanced view of the nature of social integration in
industrial enterprises. There is, however, a third theoretical perspective
to be considered: the action frame of reference.

Derived from the work of Max Weber, it is an approach which:

nattempts the interpretive understanding of social action in order
tﬁereby to arrive at a causal explanation of its course and effects.

In "action" is included all human behaviour when and in so far as

the acting individual attaches a subjective meaning to it."
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but:

"Action is social in so far as, by virtue of the subjective meaning
attached to it by the acting individual (or individuals), it takes
account of the behaviour of others and is thereby oriented in its

course."(38)
In its application to Industrial Sociology, for example, Goldthorpe
claims that industrial research should commence at the level where:

", ....actors' own definitions of the situations in which they are

engaged are taken as an initial basis for the explanation of their

social behaviour and relationships. In contrast with approaches

which begin with some general and normative psychology (or philosophy)

of individual needs in work, or with some conception of the "needs" of

the efficiently operating enterprise, an action frame of reference

would direct attention systematically to the variety of meanings which

(39)

work may come to have for industrial employees."

In this sense the value of the approach is held to be defined by its ability

to indicate the sources of variations in pattermns of industrial behaviour

despite similarities in the socio-~technical system of the workplace. As

such, the action frame of reference is invoked as a reaction to the

determinism of the "technological implications" approach in Industrial

Sociology which assumes an association between technological and organisational

processes and thereby a causal relationship between the constraints of work

roles and the behaviour of individuals.

In wider context, social action analysis has been advocated by

Silverman as an alternative to currently fashionable theories of organisation

derived from Structural-Functional and Human Relations theory. For

Silverman the emergence of the study of "Formal Organisations" in recent

(38) M. Weber "The Theory of Social and Economic Organisation" Ed. Talcott

. Parsons: PFree Press 1964, p.88.

(39) J.H. Goldthorpe "The Affluent Worker: Industrial Attitudes and Behaviour"

Cambridge 1968, p.184.
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years has been handicapped by the implicit bias of functionalism to emphasise
a type of sociological explanation which shows how social actions not only
result from certain structural conditions, but how they contribute to their
maintenance and, particularly, to the solidérity of the social group as a
whole.(4o) Typically as we saw earlier such structural-functional
explanations require the conceptualisation of the organisation as a systenm,
and frequently utilise the organic analogy for purposes of illustrating the
structure and processes of social o:ganisation. Here organisations are
defined as open systems engaged in processes of energy exchange with, and
through, an external enviromment. The relationship between the external
and internal references of the organisation is normally considered in terms
of "goals" inputed to the organisation (or ™needs", or "imperatives"), so
that analysis focusesz upon both the transactions with the enviromment which
function to maintain the system in a "steady state" and upon the changes in
the internal structure of the system which may be necessary to maintain it
in a constant relationship with its enviromment. In these ways the
effectiveness and adaptiveness of the system is evaluated by its appropriate-
- ness for the ends which are imputed to the system. It is within this
context fhat judgements of functionality are made concerning the integration
of system elements and their utility tin. subserving the ends of the system.
Various criticiems have been raised against this kind of sociological
explanation. The first concerns the ideological basis of much theorisation |
which is based upon the use of a systems approach. The imputation of ends
and needs a priori to organisations, and their consequent reification, leads
to the unwarranted assumption of a harmonious arrangement of parts of the
system to ensure that such ends and ﬁeeds are effectively met. Whilst some

systems theorists emphasise the differences which exist between biological

(40) D. Silverman op.cit.
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and- social systems, others typify organisational functioning as an impersonal
process and impute to the enterprise a unified set of goals which are
somehow establishgd and maintained over and above the objectives of its
members. For example, Selznick argues that:

"Organisational behaviour must be analysed in terms of organisational
response to organisational need: needs are experienced and a response
made to them by the system itself ~ the organic character of the
formal organisation must be recognised - organisations reach decisions,
take action and make adjustments."(4l)

Where the problem of individual motivation is raised, it is resolved in ways
which recognise the adaptivenegs of human actionto the requirements of the
social system in which it is.located.
Thus, for example, within the context of functionalist theory, it was

left for the normative functionalists, such as Parsons, to recognise that
the coﬁsequences of functions cannot be adaptive without reference to some
concept of motivation. For Parsons such a concept is necessary to explain
the motives of individuals in terms of the requirements of social systems,
by emphasising the ways in which the aims of individuals articulate with the
- norms of society. In this approach the maintenance of order depends upon
the compatability of social actions within the existing normative standards
of society. But whilst recognising the necessity of introducing value into
sociological explanation, and the distinctive role of Sociology as a discipline
to make the function of values in social life explicit, Parsons takes as his
paradigm case a society with consensus of commitment to existing social values,
and gives undue emphasis in his analysis to the determinants of social order

and predicable patferns of behaviour. To the extent that he gives primary

emphasis to the role of values as integrative elements in systems functioning,

(41) P. Selznick "IVA and the Grass Roots" Berkeley Califormia U.P. 1949

p.259
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the question of how such values are maintained in existence through the
exercise of power and coercion by dominant groups is ignored.

It is in these ways, therefore, that the functioﬁalist concern with
the treatment of organisations as goal-oriented systems, in which the ends
of the system have primacy over the ends of individuals and groups, has
been criticised by social action theorists.. The fact that organisations
exist with stable structures in spite of recurrent conflict over the
nature of their goals is ignored; the fact that stable patterns of social
intéraction can exist between groups who do not share agreement upon what
constitutes a common goal is not anticipated. It is to avoid the danger
of reification implicit in this approach that the use of the action frame
of reference has been advocated. In this respect the perspectives of
conflict and social action theories are very similar.

The dimensions of the approach may be summarised briefly. In contrast
to the organic model described above, the social action approach seeks to
define organisational systems as relative to sparticular balances of interests
pursued by individual or groups of participants, so that:

", ....cooperation of these various parties in pursuit of an enterprise's
official goals or "primgry task" is conditional upon this arrangement
satisfying their purposes better than any available alternative. In
other words the permanent unity of constituent parts can by no means

be faken for granted."(42)

In this sense analysis commences at the level of human motivations and
describes the state of an organisational system at any moment in time simply
as the resultant of the ends pursued by different groups. Subsequently
analysis focuseé upon the independent consequences of the drientations to

work of these groups, and the structural sources of these orientations

(42) J. Child "The Business Enterprise in Modern Industrial Society"

Collier Macmillan 1969, p.30.
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oﬁtside the organisation. Here the goals held by different groups or
individuals are identified and the sources of these goals which structure
the definitions held of work are identified by reference to the social
characteristics of the actor(s) concerned. Analysis is then directed
towards eiplaining the choice and efficacy of means selected by actors to
achieve their objectives in the light of their knowledge of the situation
and within the constraining or facilitating contexts of both their work
and non-work milieux.

In general, the approach involves a redefinition of the concept of
social role. At one level of analysis it is assumed that social
interaction may generate conflicting as well as shared expectations
between actors; at another level it emphasises the importance of
considering the actor's self-concept of his role as an element of analysis.
Analysis is thus directed in the first instance towards the goals which
individuals say they pursue, and the extent to which these goals are
compatible with those of other groups; in the second instance, analysis is
directed towards an assessment of how much of the self-concept gets through
into actual behaviour and how much is blocked or changed by the constraints
of the structures which surround him.(43) In this formulation, "role" is
seen to be the outcome of two variables; the actor's self-concept of (or
orientation to) the role and the situational demands which "tone-down" the
self-concept.

Thus the action frame of reference has been utilised in industrial
research for a variety of purposes. First, as a critique of those theorists
who have followed the "technological implications" approach by assuming a

causal relationship between technology, organisation and the behaviour of

(43) For an account of this approach to the elements of role theory, see

P.G. Hollowell "The Lorry Driver" Routledge, 1968.
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employees - by assuming behaviour to be entirely role determined.
Goldthorpe writes:

".....little account has been taken of the orientations of workers
towards their work or of their own definitions of work situations:
or if these factors have been discussed then they have, for the most
part, been treated as dependent variables - that is, as being shaped
or conditioned by aspects of the work situation objectively

(44)

considered.".

It has been utilised, secondly, to shed light upon the relationship between

actor and his social environment, with particular reference to the consider-

ation of non-work factors in explaining work behaviour. Thus Lockwood
and Goldthorpe introduce the notion of the "privatised" worker to define
an apparent movement towards the less class—conscious and. more self-
conscious employee. This process of the individualisation of the needs
of workers is accounted for principally by reference to the increasing
opportunities which exist outside the workplace for meaningful social
experiences, and to changes in life chances and styles induced by the;;
decline of solidaristic and traditional working class residential
communities. In this sense the process of "privatisation", a style of
life based upon faﬁily—centredness, conspicuous consumptioh and an
evaluation of self in terms of impersonal pecuniary criteria i; seen to
operate most forcibly in distinctive community setiings and with

sufficient strength to structure a highly instrumental and calculative
(45)

orientation to work.

(44) J. Goldthorpe "Orientation to work and industrial behaviour among
assembly line operatives" Unpublished paper, 1965.
(45) D. Lockwood "Sources of Variation in Working Class Images of Society".

Sociological Review Vol.l4, 1966, pp.249-267.



- 38 -

It has been utilised, thirdly, to define the implications of
distinctive orientations to work for the problem of control in industrial
organisations.' Thus Cunnison's investigation of a group of garment
workers indicated that the quality of "militant individualism" which
characterised their behaviour could be explained by reference to both
work and non-work (community) variables; the particular pattern of control
found in the shop, moreover, which involved an acceptance of managerial
authority_t; define rules governing job and work, was explained by
reference to the fact that:

"workeré, managers and employers were connected by common membership
in a number of different systems of social relations which were
localised in the same area.....the systems overlapped so that persons
were related to one another in a number of different activities and
interests other than work."(46)

Goldthorpe places a similar emphasis upon the relevance of non-work roles
to actors! performance of work roles, and to the manner in which ,
orientatiops to work appear to delineate acceptable methods of control of
job and work. The "instrumental" orientation of the Luton car assembly
worker, for example, was associated with a willingness to legitimise
managemenf's planning and controlling functions in exchange for a high and

(47)

sustained economic pay-off.
Other writers make specific reference to this association. Ingham,
for example, refers to‘the relative homogeneity of a labour force resulting
from individual choices of employment in organisations of varying size,
offering distinctive rewards by virtue of their size and structure.

. .. (48 )
Following Etz1on1(4 ), and utilising his theory of compliance, Ingham finds

(46) S. Cunnison "Wages and Work Allocation" Tavistock, 1966 p.33

(47) J. Goldthorpe op.cit., 1968.

(48) A. Etzioni "The Comparative Analysis of Complex Organisations

Collier-Macmillan (Free Press), 196l.
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that the degree of congruence in the compliance structure of the enterprise
is a function both of organisational size and individual orientation to

work where the -effectiveness of the compliance structure is measured by

(49)

the level of individual attachment to the enterprise. Stinchcombe

hag noted also that craft workers- develop expectations for greater control
over work and independence from management. Such expectations, acquired
during the period of socialiéation into the occupation, imply a high degree
of involvement in work, and, through the:union, the denand t0 exercise
considerable control over the wofkplace(so). Cannon comments upon the
instance of the craft compositor in this context. Here the occupational
ideplogy of the craft informs the individual orientation of the compositor,
inducing conformity and sustaining the allegiance to radical working class
values; in this sense the forces maintaining the social consciousness
of the individual also function to maintain a distinctive system of job
and work control where the scope for participation in workplace decision-—
making is higher than in many other industrial situations.(sl)
In general terms, therefore, the social action framework is advocatéd
by those whs seek to counter what they see as the deficiencies of recent:
systems theory — the conceptualisation of the organisation as a goal
specific system, and the analysis of work roles purely in terms of the
exigencies of the work situation. Tt follows from the description of
the framework above that organisational structures are not here defined in

terms of their relations with specific organisational goals, as the

embodiments of an organisational purpose. Rules in an organisation may

(49) G. Ingham "Organisational Size, Orientation to Work and Industrial
Behaviour" Sociology, Vol. No.3, 1967. pp.239-258.

(50) A. Stinchcombe "Bureaucratic and Craft Administration of Production"
Administrative Science Quarterly Vol.4, 1959, pp.168-87.

(51) I.C. Cannon "Ideology and Occupational Community , a study of
compositors." Sociology Vol.l, No.l, 1967, pp.165-85.
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subserve other requirements than the implementation of a "goal".
Regulations may derive not from the expression of any organisational
purpose, but from the intervention of outside bodies, which, in some cases,
might be interpreted as constraints upon the implementation of that
burpose.(sz) Albrow expresses the situation clearly when he writes:
"Certainly there is no need to view formal rules and authority as
determined by their relation to a specific goal. After all,
forhalised rules and authority may develop in a society and there is
no'need to refer to an over-riding purpose to explain them. Usually
sociologists attempt to explain such structues by reference to the
demands of competing groups. There is no reason to think that
organisational structure may not be interpreted in the same way."(53)
It is in this sense that organisations are pluralist and conditional, and
the organisational system in this context nothing more than:

".....the present outcomes of the ends sought by different groups and
the actions which they have sought to pursue in the light of the
meaﬁs available to them."(54)

And if organisation is nothing more than the product of human ends, the
primary problem of the social action theorist must be to explain how the
existing structure of the system facilitates or constrains the achievement
of these ends, and how organisational systems change in response to the

various pressures which groups of stakeholders in the enterprise bring

to bear upon each other in the pursuit of their own purposes.

(52) See M. Albrow "The Study of Organisations - Objectivity or Bias?"
Penguin Social Sciences Survey; 1968, pp.146-167. See p.156.
(53) Ibid p:158.

(54) D. Silverman op.cit.p.234.
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To the extent that action theorists emphasise the importance of actors'
orientations to the work situation, the approach is generally seen .then as
providing a necessary corrective to the goal-oriented conceptualisations_of .
organisations which we have described. Its relevance for such considerations
as open systems analysis is apparant: in this context it provides an
important supplement to functionalist, and, in particular; socio-technical
systems approaches wherein attitudes and behaviour are largel& role
determined and where technology is held to determine the nature of work roles
within certain limits.

Tt is unfortunate, therefore, that in the development of the social
action frame of reference within Industrial Sociology, its advocates should
have raised the concept of orientation to work in such ways as to suggest
that the subjective experience of work situations was exclusively derived
from structural constraints operating outside the workplace, thus minimising
the possibility that features of the work situation might generate pressures
independently upon actors - to facilitate or to prevent the realisation of
their objectives. This criticism has been sustained, for example, by
Brown and Brannen in their study of forces méking for homogeneity and
diversity among shipbuilding workers. Here it was shown that whilst the
work situation of Tyneside shipyard workers contained such unifying features
as the manufacture of a common product and shared employment experiences
which, broadly, operatedto reinforce the predominantly solidaristic
orientation to work derived from membership of a working-class community,
it also containeddiversifying features, such as the occupational and wages
structure, which functionedio produce and maintain conflict between the groups
concerned. The important point to emerge from this investigation was that
orientations to work may themselves be modified by the distinctive
organisation of, in this case, a predominantly craft-based industry. In

this way a much fuller account of the nature of workplace and community
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interaction was obtained by the selection of an approach which emphasised
the factors making for homogeneity and diversity between them.(ss) A
more overt criticism of the approach, however, has been formulated by
Daniel who argues that a major weakness lies in the use of the concept of
orientation to explain not only occupatidnal choice but also:

"sources of gratification and deprivation in work, responses to different
styles of supervision, relationshipé with other members of work groups
determinants of performance, and evaluations of the employer, all this
in spite of strong evidence to the effect that the factors that
attract a person to a job are very different from those that determine
his satisfactions, performance and behaviour on the job. These in
turn are often very different from those that predispose him to leave
the jobe....Yet the type of measurement, development and application
of orientation to work just described, completely ignores this and
blithely generalises factors derived from job choice and attachment,
projecting them onto.the work situaiion."(56)
Brown, Brannen and Daniel appear to reach similar conclusions from

their respective studies of shipbuildérs and oil réfinery operators in the
claim that orientation to work is an insufficient variéble, used

-

exclusively, to explain satisfactions and behaviour in the work situation.

For the first two writers it was necessary to show how aspects of the

occupational and wages structure induced inter-—group conflict in such areas

(55) R.K. Brown and P. Brannen "Social Relations and Social Perspectives
Amongst Shipbuilding workers — A Preliminary Statement" Part I and
Part II, Sociology Vol.4 Nb.l; January 1970, pp.71-84 and Sociology
Vol.4 No.2, May 1970, pp.197-211.

(56) W.W. Daniel "Industrial Behaviour and Orientation to Work — A Critique"

Journal of Management Studies Vol.6 No.3 October 1969 pp.366-375,

see p.367.



- 43 -

as demarcation between spheres of competence, a phenomenon difficult to
reconcile with the predominantly solidaristic orientation to work of
shipbuilders. For the last writer the contention of Goldthorpe et al
that the car assembler's satisfactory relationship with his supervisor,
(based upon the supervisor's non-interference in the direction of
assembly-line operations) was the product of an instrumental orientation
to work is rejected in favour of an alternative explanation in terms of
the exiéfence of a technologically determined role structure in this
industry. Thus the desire to be "left alone" may be just as much the
product of the technology of the industry as it is of factors outside the
-workplgce. Becaﬁse the role structure of this particular industry is
frequently judged to permit little scope for discretion and to sustain
supervisory relationships which are fundamentally coercive, Danieh argues
that:

"In such a situation, where the structure of task and role relationships

make any job-related contact punitive, he (the assembler) wants to be

(57)

left alone."
What is being confused here, according to this writer are factors_responsible
for satisfaction with a job, with factors responsible for satisfaction in a
job: the former is associated with sources of attachment to the job, the
lattgr with sources of opportunities provided by the job for positive
satisfaction at work through intrinsic interest. Whilst it may be ﬁrue
that the actor's initial attachmentto the work situation may be prom?ted
by cues deriving from the non-work situation, job satisfaction itself is
largely a product of the structure of the working environment: the task
and control structure of the organisation. Daniel found in his own
research that:

“.qu.it is pay, security and physical working conditions that attract

people to the job. Alternatively it is the opportunity to use

(57) W.W. Daniel op.cit. p.372
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mental ability and experience in problem resolution and learning
that are the main sources of satisfaction in the job; while it is
the lack of opportunities for advancement that predisposes those few
who are not firmly attached to their jobs to 1eave."(58)
The general conclusion to emerge froﬁ this brief discussion of social
action theory is that whilst an understanding of the actor's imagery of
work is crucial as a level of analysis in the investigation of social
integration in industrial organisations, the available evidence suggests
that both work::iahd: non=work . variables operate to structure the nature
of work experiences, and that these probably operate independently of each
other. Moreover the range of internal cues may vary in each concrete
case. Thus the effects of occupational structure and wage differentials

occupational ideology(6o) and workplace reference groups(6l), technology(62)

(63)

and industrial relations systems have been isolated by various studies
as significant influences upon behaviour in the workplace. These
considerations alone indicate a need for a multivariate approach in seeking
to explain industrial behaviour.

Ultimately, the point we wish to establish is that whilst the analysis
of externally structured orientations to work may provide valuable evidence
as to why employees approach work situations in distinctive ways, it
‘remains the case that the organisation of wdrk, and differences between

plants and industries in this respect, will frequently function to diversify

groups with similar orientations and even with similar skill levels in ways

(58) W.W. Daniel op.cit. p.367

(59) R.K. Brown and P. Brannen op.cit.

(6O)II.C. Cannon op.cit.

(61) M.A. Smith "Process Technology and Powerlessness" British Journal of

Sociology Vol.1l9 No.l March 1968 pp. T76-88.
(62) W.W. Daniel op.cit.
(63) H.A.L. Turner op.cit.

(59) ’
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which permit the development of a plurality of self-definitions and, in
consequence, diverse patterns of behaviour. In this sense we should
expect to find continuities and discontinuities between work and nonwork
influences co—existing within the same workplace context and conditioning
behaviour within it. Nevertheless the utility of social action analysis
in the investigation of how participants define and construe their
involvement in social systems, and the extent of their control over them,
is of obvious importance. The opportunity to explore the nature of
employees' self-definitions of work and the structural sources of these
perspectives in their social enviromments form a central element of the
analysis of social integration in industrial organisations and an essential

part of the theory of cooperation outlined in the previous section.

2. CONCLUSION

At this point we may conclude the chapter by briefly restating our
' argument in the context of the 1preceding discussion. The attempt has
been made to consider the adequacy of existing theoretical approaches to
two key problems of central interest to in&ustrial sociologists: the
integration of the parts of organisations conceptualised as social systems
and the integration of social action within such organisational systems.
Our conclusion is that whilst these theories,.taken together, provide an
adequate range of conceptual tools for the analysis of such problens,
the development within separate, and sometimes conflicting, intellectual
traditions has magnified the exclusiveness of each approach at the expense
fo their focal concerns.- It is our contention that analysis should be
directed towards the objective of creating a more unified frame of
reference for the investigation of problems of integration in industrial
organisations, and not to the continuation of the arid exercise of

justifying points of distinction between contending frameworks.
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It should be clear from the preceding discussion that so far as the
first problem of "systems" integration is concerned, the development of
the concept of "functional autonomy" in its applications to systems theory
would be fruitful and would permit a more realistic analysis of the
uﬂifying and diversifying factors influencing systems integration.
Lockwood, for example, has argued that cﬁrrent conflict theory has been
developed largely in response to the deficiencies of normative functionalism
with its emphasis upon equilibrium analysis.(64)

In consequence, it (conflict theory):

"ig entirely confined to the problem of social.integration. What is

missing is the system integration focus of general functionalism

which by contrast with normative functionalism, involves no prior |

commitment to the study of system stability."(ss)

Lockwood claims that the concept of functional autonomy provides a model
"of system integration which is particularly relevant to conflict theory
whilst also providing a linkage between the analytically distinct though
interrelated problems of system and social integration. (e.g. the
division of labour (role structure), technoloéy and system of control)
The notion that the parts of a system are characterised by varying degrees
of interdependence suggests that systems conflict arises through strains
(or contradictions) between the key structural elements of the system.
Because the organisation of these variables conditions the autonomy of the
constituent groups participating in such systems, there is moreover a
necessary linkage between the nature of system infegraiioq and the nature
of social integration in industrial organisations. Lockwood's approach

to the problem he describes is to consider in Marxist terms one pattern

of functional instability which arises through a "lack of fit" between

(64) D. Lockwood "Social Integration and System Integration" Chapter 9
G.K. Zollschan & W. Hirsch "Explorations in Social Change"
Pp.244-25T7 Routledge and Kegan Paul.

(65) D. Lockwood, Ibid p.249
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the core institutional orders of a system and its material substructure.
Problems of social integration develop in this context if groups with a
vested interest in the maintenance of the system are unable to devise
compensating mechanisms to counteract the dysfunctional tendencies he
describes.

Whether Lockwood's argument is accepted or not, it is important to
stress that organisations by defigition consist of a combination of
integrative and disintegrative processes, cenﬁripetual and centrifugal
pressures, and that, in this context, we need to look at the various social,
technical and economic dimensions of the enterprise as a system in order
to specify the nature of interrelationships between them. Inherent in
this approach is the notion that the attéinment of optimum conditions in ‘
any one of these dimensions may not produce optimum conditions for the
whole, and that where strains exist between such structural elements as
the economic, organisational, budgetary and technical contexts of the
workplace, these will have implications for the pattern of social interaction,
since variations in the structure of constraints or rewards will influence
the behaviour of individuals and groups. In this sense the investigation
of the nature of system integration is crucial in the determination of the
limiting factors upon social action at any particular point in time. The
%alue of open systems analysis thus described lies first in defining the
nature of interdependencies between the key structural dimensions of the
organisation, apd their adaptiveness to external change, and second, upon
the mamner in which these structural arrangements have consequences for
the quality of individual work experience and group behaviour. At the
same time the rea@tion of relatively autonomous work groups to these
systems influences will be conditional; power and value considerations must
be oonsidered therefore in the determination of how the enterprise as a

whole responds to the requirement for change.
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The related problem of "social integration" in industrial organisations
as we have seen can be approached also fromra variety of theoretical
standpoints. Basically we have been concerned to show that the
orientations of consensus and conflict fheories in this area are not
necessarily exclusive. It has been suggested that a theory of cooperation
which emphasises the multilateral character of work regulation and control
provides the most realjistic basis for the analysis of how functionally
autonomous yet interrelatéd. groups pursue their various interests in ways
which typically ensure some continuity in the business of the enterprise.
Attention was drawn to the existence of shared values governing the
organisation of work and the processing of grievances, values which order
the pursuit of separate, and sometimes conflicting interesis. Clearly,
the problem of power resources at the disposal of contending groups may
determine in part the structure of values which are shared by allj
nevertheless it has been suggested that a reconsideration of the nature
of power relations as integral aspects of social relations between
interdependent groups would permit the analysis of the conditions under
which power becomes an expanding resource at the disposal of all groups
engaged in the process of jointly controlling the organisation of work.

Finally we have sought to. indicate that the analysis of the ﬁaiure
of social integration would be seriously incomplete without reference to
the individual's ordering of wants in relation to the work situation:
that is to the individual's self-image of his work situation. The
significance of such considerations led to the inclusion of the social
action frame of reference within our model for the purposes of different-
jating between the reactions of groups to similar work roles as.’determined
objectively by the same conditions. The limitations of the approach,

used independently of systems considerations, were noted.
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What seems to be required therefore is a model which articulates the
three major points of reference we have isolated so far. PFirst, a systems
framework of the organisation defining the envirommental and organisational
and technical variables operating to delineate certain functional
requirements which must somehow be met by E&l parties if the enterprise
is to survive and be maintained. Second a social framework of the
participant employee(s) defining the environmental, (including social
class and community) and occupational variables operating to delineate
individual orientations to the organisation and to show how established
rules and practices of work may be changed by pressures from below.

Third, and finally, a model of co-—operation defining the nature, effects and
. direction of change of relations between relatively autonomous industrial
groups, each with disfipctive occupational or business interests,

who are nevertheless interrelated within the social system of the
organisation. These three major theoretical points of reference, and the
interrelations between them are discussed in more detail in the next two
chap%ers iﬂ the consideration of their application to one particular

problem - that of social control in industrial organisations.
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CHAPTER 2

ENTERPRISE AND ACTOR: THE CONTEXTUAL FRAMEWORK OF CONTROL

In the previous chapter a case was outlined for the systematization of
theory in the two interrelated analytical areas of systems and social
integration of organisétions, where both problem areas were seen to have
implications for the investigation of a central problem of indust;ial
sociology: the nature of order and stability in industrial enterprises.

In this chapter it is intended to deveiop the case for thedretical integration
in more detail Ey outlining a contextual model for the analysis of one
particular organisational process, that of control.

The selection of this particular process is important. If in fact the
case for theoretical integration in Industrial Sociology rests upon the need
to resolve current conceptual ambiguities in the analysis of order and
conflict, stability and change, values and interests, system and actor-
problems raised in the first chapter ~ then the selection of a process which
illustrates the interrelationships between these elements is crucial. It is
felt that the.process of control in industrial organisations provi&es a
suitable locus for the consideration of these various part-problems relating,
as they do, to a wider and more éeneral concern with the nature of integration
in industrial organisations.

THE ‘CONTEXT OF CONTROL: SYSTEM AND CONTROL

How can we define the nature of control in industrial organisations?
Why is the process prdblematical? The answers to these questions depend,
first, upon the establishment of a suitable contextual frame of reference
in terms of which the process of control can be located and, second, upon the
definition of key problems of control involving some bonsideration of the
major anaiytical aspects of the process and their interrelationships. Taken

together these constitute a sociological approach to a central problem of
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industrial relations: who ddes what, when and how in work. Consideration
of this problem involves the analysis of the control process within
parameters determined by the nature of systems constraints operating at the
level of the enterprise and social constraints operating at the level

of actors within their occupational groups.

What do we mean by control? Reference to the literature on the
meaning of control provides a variety of answers to this question. Initially,
however, it is possible to suggest that the process may be investigated at
the two levels of analysis outlined in the first chapter: the level of
systems integration and the level of social integration within industrial
organisations,

Ati the first level "control" refers to the system Hr directing and
controlling the production task of the enterprise. Here the starting point
for analysis is the task to which the organisation is committed and the
relevance of the administrative mode of setting objectives, plamning and
executing policies and controlling activities for the achievement of the
aims of the orgaﬂisation.(1) In this context a "task analysis approach" is
frequently utilised based upon either the open systems model of such
normative functionalists as Parsons or upon the socio-—technical systems
approach of the Tavistock Institute of Human Relations.

Parsons discussed the concept of organisation in systematic terms,
taking as his analytical point of reference, primacy or orientation to the
attainment of a specific goal:

"An organisation is a system which, as the attainment of its goal,

produces an identifiable something which can be utilised in some way

by another system; that is, the output of the organisation is,for

some other system, an input."

(1) T.K. Reeves and Je Woodward "The Study of Managerial Control" Chapter3

"Tndustrial Organisation: Behaviour and Control" Ed. by

Jo. Woodward, Oxford, 1970, Pp.3T-56.
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and
"Tt is thus assumed that in the case of all organisations there is
something analogous to a "market" for the output which constitutes
the attainment of.its goal."(z)
Attention is drawn, therefore, at the outset to the nature of the interaction
between organisation and enviromment, to the adaptive function which the
industrial organisation is held to perform and to the fact that the
objectives of the enterprise are legitimised by reference to more generalised
values of the wider society. Judgements concerning what constitutes a
satisfactory level of goal attainment are made in terms of the adequacy of
organisational adaptatiog.to the situation in which it operates. Since
goal attainment is so clearly defined by Parsons as a relation between a
system and its external situation it is not surprising that his treatment
of the control process reflects this primary concern with the adaptiveness of
the system as a whole.

It follows that for Parsons an important usage of open systems analysis
is found in the elucidation of the interrelationship between the value systems
of the organisation and those of the environing society. In so doing he
illuminates an important general area of relevance for the study of control:
the effect of environmental controls upon organisational goal-attainment.

Thus he proposes that the value systems of organisations should be seen as
subvalue systems of higher—order organisations (especially the wider society),
implying acceptance of its values and compatibility with them. Organisational
values legitimise the goals of the organisation by emphasising the system's
contribution to the.functional requirements of the larger system. Indeed

the institutionalisation of a value system which legitimises both the goal of

(2) Talcott Parsons "Suggestions for a Sociological Approach to the Theory

of Organisations™ Vol.l Nos. I and II, Administrative Science

Quarterly, 1956, pp.63-85: 225-239.




-53 -

the organisation and the patterns by which it functions to achieve that
goal is held to be an important condition for the generation of power -
"the generalised capacity to mobilise resources in the interest of
attainment of a system goal."

This approach, with its emphasis upon the identification of power with
goal attainment and upon power as the major means by which resources become
mobilised to achieve-organisational objectives, is clearly functionalist
in orientation. As such it has been-seen by some to represent only a
partial statement of the process of control. Mouzelis, to cite one recent
example, argues that the Parsonian "capacity for resource mobilisation"
theory:

", ....i8 more relevant in a context when all the subunits of the social
s&stem have the same interests and profit equally from the achievement
of colleétive goals. On the other hand in social systems, as in most
organisations where interests are.conflicting, where groups are
hierarchically situated, to igfiore the distributional aspects of power
tends to give an illusory image to a conflictful situation."(3)

These considerations bring us to a central problem in the anal&sis of control,
with serious implications for the kind of explanatory framework which should
exist for the investigation of the control process. The problem is one
which is recognised by Mouzelis and other writers concerned to point up the

weaknesses of the functionalist approach; yet it is not resolved by the

(3)

type of argument theyhuse, and the quotation above serves as a good
example of this. Briefly'the problem is concerned with the fact that
organisations may be in&estigated at two distinct levéls of analysis: first
at the level of the total organisation where the focus for analysis is upon

the organisational processes which cope with the major functional problems

of organisations or upon variables which structure systems of social

(3) N.P. Mouzelis op.cit. p.156.
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relationships within organisations and are seen to exist independently of
those who occupy positions within these systems; second at the level of
the organisation's social structure where the focus for analysis iis upon
the actors (or groups of actors) who occupy organisational roles, and upon -
the interrelationships between these groups. Difficulties arise when
attémpts are made to refute theories of systems integration in terms of
‘theories of social integration. Typically, as Lockwood has pointed out,
and as we have fiélfea@f* noted in the previous chapter(4){the development
of éonflict theory as a reaction to normative functionalism is confined
entirely to the problem of social integration.

It is clear that the consideration which Parsons gives to the interplay
between norms and power is incomplete. " Nevertheless in the context of his
treatment of these processes which centrgs upon the ways in which they
subserve the main functional imperatives of organisations it is perfectly
legitimaté to treat power as a generalised_ resource developed to implement
collective goals. The extent to which there is actual conflict of ends
between sets of actors is a'sepéraie issue, and one located at a different
level of analyéis. It follows that the attempt made by Mouzelis to refute
Parson's remarks on the production of power for effective goal achievement
on the grounds that he has overlooked its distributional aspects is
misleading: power as a generalised resource is a function of organisation -
it is a necessary process of organisation; power as a sectional resource is
a function of individual groups and their attributes. These two aspects of
power may indeed interrelate, but for analytical purposes may be treated
separately. This analytical distinction is not always clarified, nor is
the nature of the interrelationship between functionalist and conflict

approaches to the analysis of systems and social integration.

(4) See previous Chapter, page 46
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Perhaps the most recent statement of a systems approach to the problem
of control located at the level of analysis of systems integration is
contained in the socio-technical system concept advanced by the Tavistock
Institute of Human Relations. Like Parsons, the members of this School
are concerned principally with the adaptiveness of the fotal organisation
to its relevant external environment and with the adaptiveness of actors to
roles whose dimensions are chiefly determined by structural variables which

exert their effects irrespective of variations in personal relationships in

work.

The systemic quality of the concept is illusirated by Emery(5) who

suggests that the concept directs attention to three necessary stages of

analysis of enterprises:-

(a) The analysis of the component parts of the enterprise to reveal the
nature of each insofar as it contributes to the performance of the

-enterprise and creates or meets the needs of other parts. The

first components to be distinguished are (i) the technological and

(ii) the_"work relationship structure" and its constituent occupational
roles.

(b) The analysis of the interrelationship of these parts with particular
reference to the problems of internal control thus created for the
enterpriée.

(¢c) The detection and analysis of the relevant external environment of
the enterprise and the manner in which the enterprise manages its
relations with it.

It will be noted here that whilst the structural differentiation of the

enterprise proceeds along lines similar in some aspects to that of Parsons

and the Hormative functionalists, there are some important distinctioms.

(5) PF.E. Emery "Characteristics of Socio—technical Systems" Tavistock

Institute of Human Relations Document No.527, see p.8.
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The Parsonian scheme is symetrical with the value system of the organisation
legitimising its goal, with its adaptive, goal-attainment and integration
aspects regulated by controlling subvalues, with its resource inputs
regulated by contractual confrols, such as employment and investment, and
with its operative code governed by an aspect of authority. The socio-
technical scheme lacks this formal symmetry: the selection of variables
here is for heuristic reasons, and therefore less inclusive. Moreover,
whilst the dimensions of the socio-technical system are interdependent, each
variable possesses the quality of some degree of independence as the follewing
passage indicates:

"The concept of socio~technical system arose from the consideration that
any production system requires both a technological organisation —
equipment and process layout - and a work organisation relating to each
other those who carry out the necessary tasks. The technological
demands place limits on the type of work organisation possible, but a
work organisation has social and psychological properties of its own
that are independent of technology.....A socio-technical system must
also'satisfy the financial conditions of the industry of .which it is
part.ec... It has in fact social, technological and economic dimensions
all of'which are interdependent but all of which have independent values

(6)

of their own."

In spite of these differences, socio-technical analysis provides a useful
example of a predominantly functionalist approach to the problem of systems
control. Its broad parameters are set by Emery who writes:
", ....people within an enterprise must come to see that:
(a) they (enterprises) cannot simply evolve along the lines its members
think they ought to follow.
(b) they must organise themselves in ways appropriate to the nature and

order of the tasks reqﬁired by their environment.

(6) E.L. Trist "Organisational Choice" Tavistock 1963, p.6.
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(c) they must evolve standards for judging human performance that are in

some way objective and not simply based upon loyalty and affection.
(d) their institutional ideologies and self perception must in some way

reflect their real relations with their environment.(7)"

Hence the concept of control is seen as a system—envirommental

relgiioﬁship. At the highest level of generality, control implies the
management of resources to pefmit primary task achievement (the task which
the production system of the enterprise was created to perform) and to
facilitate the achievement of a "steady state". Control is directed,
therefore, towards the preservation of the integrity of the organisational
system in the face of envirommental change where the notion of a steady
state refers to a:

"state in which the enterprise as a whole and in its phases remains
constant, with a continuous "throughput", despite a considerable
range of external changes."(s)

Elsewhere at this level of generality the problem of controlling the steady
state of the enterprise has been dealt with more specifically. First it
is argued that the technological system plays a mediating role defining the
boundary conditions under which a steady state can be achieved(9l thus:

"There is an almost constant accommodation of siresses arising from
chénges in the external enviromment.and. the technglogical component,
by its nature, not only sets limits on what can be done, but also

creates demands that must be reflected in the internal organisation

and ends of the enterprise.”

(7) PF.E. Emery op.cit. p.4.

(9) 1Ibid p.6.
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Secondly, it is assumed that whilst technical demands place limits upon the
type of work organisation pbssible, the work organisation itself has
independent properties; for example, it must satisfy the financial
conditions of the industry of which ;t is part. Whilst the substantive
dimensions of socio;ﬁgchnical systems are socio-psychological and
technologicalj the economic dimension measures.the effectiveness with which
human and technical resources are used to carry out the primary task.
Inherent in this approach is the notion that the attaimnment of optimum
conditions in any one dimension may not produce optimum conditions for the
whole system. Optimisation of conditions between these dimensions and in
ways which permit the achievement of the primary task of the enterprise
would appear to be a primary requirement of the control process.

At a lower level of analysis the process of control is analysed as an
aspect of the "work relationship's structure corsisting of the occupational
roles created to meet the needs of the technical system. Attention here
focusses upon the nature of task interdependencies and upon the effectiveness
of role structures for the attainment of institutional goals. Analysis is
directed towardé'the measurement of "symbiotic" relationships involving some
assessment of the implications of over and under-structured roles for goal
achievement. In this context control implies the promotion qf desirable
role relationships along the following lines:

(a) in ways which avoid the multiplication of roles to the point where
task interdependencies have been concealed.

(b) in ways which structure the means by which individuals become more
task adjusted and task-centred, where the will to help is elicited
not by friendliness but by the recognition that task performances
are mutually supporting. Such means will include amongst other
things the development of relatively autonomous role-sets: groupings

of tasks which have "whole" characteristics associated with a well

developed role culture.
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Analysis of the work relationship structure ;n these terms leads
finally to a third level of investigating the control process in socio-
technical systems. This refers to the problem of control in enterprises
as internally differentiated entities; here the emphasis is upon the
internal control and co—ordination of the enterprise rather than the
management of ité external relations. Control here is directed towards
meeting certain functional requirements of organisations in order to
assure the efficiency of their operation. As Emery puts it:

"There remains an important set of problems concerning irﬁ:erna.l

organisation that concern the social system as such (our italics).

Without implying the existence of some supra-organism we can recognise
certain things that are structurally and functionally required for

the efficient and stable performance of an enterprise."(lo)
These requirements refer to the necessary existence of a stable method of
allocating roles, status and power to persons: the requirehent of "optimal
structuring”. They refer also to the requirement of "optimum distribution":
the allocation of rewards and risks in correspondence to the allocation of
power and responsibility. A third requirement is that of "maximum
institutionalisation" where:

"The effective operation of the social structure requires that its
members be motivated-by their commitments to the goals of the
qrganisation and constrained by their loyalties to dbserve a common
set of behavioural norms.....The achievement of a shared articulated
set of organisational goals dependé very mu;ﬁ upon the relative
solidarity of the different role relations within the organisation."(ll)

A final requirement is that of effective communication betwe;n members

as the means by which activities are controlled and shared normative

structures established.

(10) F.E. Emery ibid p.38:

(11) Ibid pp.40-41.
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It is interesting to note that although this analysis of the control
process in socio-technical system theory is overtly functionalist in that
it is:directed primarily towards the problem of sxstems integration, it
nevertheless contains an impontant theoretical point of reference which
might suggest a linkage with other key sociological perspectives. .This
refers to the concept of "dilemma" as it is utilized by Emery(la) to point
out that the parts of a social system are recalcitrant, having a nature and
requirements of their own, in spite of their interdependence. It is a
concept which has close similarities with that-of Gouldener's notion of
nfynctional autonomy" discussed in the previous chapter as providing one
basis of integrating consensus and conflict theories within a theory of
cooperation as well as permitting analysis at the levels of system and
actor. For Emery the concept arises within a general discussion of the
enterprise and its external enviromment, at the level of systems integration,
but his treatment of it lies essentially at the level of_§ggigl integration
with important implications of how these two levels of analysis may be
enjoined.

Thus he argues that insufficient attention has been given by social
scientists to the influence of external envirommental variables upon
internal social systems; of how, for example, such influences are reflected
in the determination of organisational goals by management. As the range
of alternatives open to the system increases, due perhaps to increased
variety in the enviromment, so the problem of defining the primary task of
the enterprise increases and the need to develop some distinctive competence
relative to other competitors arises. At this point Emery notes that the
concept of primary task however does not permit consideration of tas "special

problem" where the activities of a sub-system of the enterprise are directed

(12) Ibid p.44
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towards an end other than that for which it was created,  or pursues purposes
which are dysfunctional for the enterprise. Because these recalcitrancies
inevitably arise, they create dilemmas and thus pose problems of control for
the enterprise.

Emery's treatment of the concept of dilemma suggests that these.occur
at both the level of-systems and social integration. At the level of
systems integration it is acknowledged that interdependence entails dilemmas,
that the goal of efficient operatioﬁ depends upon various conditions and
that measures taken to meet these conditions may be mutually incqmpaiible.
In this sense consideration of the cpnditions required for the optimum
operation of a socio-technical system of production involves recognising

. J
psychological, technical and economic dimensions. It is however at the

the interdependencies but .also the degree of independence between its socio-
level of the actor and his commitments, at the level of social integration,
that the notion of dilemma is principally considered.

Two sets of forces appear to operate upon the actor in Emery's socio-
technical system. The first set are.derived from the work relationship
structure itself:

"The larger and more complex a production system, the more likely it is
to contain systems of different orders and a number of components of
the same order. Every succeeding differentiation increases the posgib—
ility that agreement about the primary tasks of components may fail to
add up to fhe primary task of the whole."(13)

The second set are derived - from the attributes of the actor himself:

", ....the drawing in of social beings to carry the occupational role
implies the introduction of different and even contrary and social and
personal forces, needs or interests. Thus the possibility arises of
the role occupants acting in terms of their personal and social
influences to %he detriment of the production process."(14)

(13) Ibid page 4