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PART FOUR -

PARTICIPATION IN PRACTICE - A CRITICAL REASSESSMENT



INTRODUCTION

Industrial democracy already exists and irresistible social and
economic forces are at work on its evolution, Mr Albert Booth,
Employment Secretary, said last night ...

Industrial democracy was a tender plant but its roots were
firmly embedded in the democratic principles on which British
society was based. The "faint hearts and doubters" might
nibble at the subject like worried mice but greater industrial
democracy was not only desirable, it was inevitable ...

(Report in FT 6.1.1979).

This speech by a Minister of the Labour Government already looked dated a
few months later when the specific advance of a law reguiring workers to
be appointed to the boards of companies which he was canvassing was
repudiated by a Conservative Party victory at the polls. 1Its general
message, that "joint regponsibility will evolve as all great human
principles have evolved "“throughout history" (Booth quoted in ibid), is
one which could have come from almost any orthodox political or business
source. Chapter 9 will demonstrate the pervasiveness of the evolutionary
assumptions in the discussion of industrial democracy. It will then seek
to refute them by reference to historical and contemporary events, the

latter being elaborated and extended by chapters 10 and 11.

A sceptical appraisal of this overswarming ideology of the ineluctable
emergence of industrial democracy entails a similarly jaundiced evaluation
of the practice of participation. Parts One to Three of this thesis have
laid the groundwork for this, but have offered little in the way of
evidence on the reality of participation. I shall recap the reasons for
critically assessing the evidence shortly, but first let us consider the
orthodoxy itself a moment longer. The task undertaken here would appear
to face overwhelmingly unfavourable odds. Apart from the massive quantity
of literature which does not query success but merely prescribes
participation, there is a mountain of material proclaiming its accomplish-
ments., Blumberg's survey leads him to conclude, in a manner typical of

the field:

There is hardly a study in the entire literature which fails to
demonstrate that satisfaction in work is enhanced or that other
generally acknowledged beneficial consequences accrue from a
genuine increase in workers' decision-making power. Such
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consistency of findings, I submit, is rare in social research.
(1968 : 123).

It is, pace Blumberg, very much part of the issue whether most such
schemes are in fact about "a genuine increase in workers' power" - who

they are designed to serve.

Participation committees of the joint consultative type were found in one
recent report to exist in three-quarters of companies, though only half
of all companies had JCCs at company-wide level (Knight, 1979).l

Similar percentages are reported in CBI surveys in the last few years.2
Undoubtedly this proportion is far higher than it was during the 1960s
(though not, as we shall see, necessarily higher than during the late
1940s and early '50s). This makes it clear that we are not dealing with
an unusual or merely 'experimental' set of propositions. Participation
in this form is neither exceptional nor innovatory. In the light of this
finding it may seem odd that talk of participation has such a messianic
quality, and looks so firmly to some future nirvana. These are further
indications of the ideological nature of such discussions, and suggest
all the more strongly the need for a more measured evaluation of actual

experience.

The mid-1970s saw the confirmation of participation as the political
talisman that all wanted to claim possession of. The following guotations
from the manifestos of the three major parties in the October 1974

general election illustrate this well:

... a phased introduction of worker-participation and
co-partnership schemesat all levels of industry from the
shopfloor upwards, should inveolve union and non-union
workers in the exercise of power. We would reguire
legislation to set up works councils in all industries
above a certain size and to establish the principle of
worker representation at board level, The introduction
of approved profit-sharing schemes ... is also essential
if the necessary co-operation is to be achieved at plant
level,

Our aim is to make industry democratic - to develop joint
control and action by management and workers across the
whole range of industry, commerce and the public service.

We want to promote partnership between government and
industry, and partnership between those who work together
in industry. It is on this that our chances of overcoming
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the country's economic difficulties and laying foundations
of a new prosperity for everyone will depend .... To
strenthen this partnership, we will lay a formal duty on
all large and medium-sized firms to consult employee
representatives on a wide range of subjects. This is
necessary not only for economic reasons but also because

a better understanding is important in its own right.

We want to leave the precise methods and procedures as
flexible as possible ....

There are sufficient clues here for those familiar with the full proposals
and debate between the parties to pick out which is which. 1In fact the
order is Liberal, Labour and Conservative parties respectively. The

similarities (and vagueness) in the rhetoric are nonetheless noteworthy.

The development of proposals since 1974 will be examined in the course
of Chapter 9. It should be cobserved here, though, that other parties
were to reach out for the same touchstone. The Scottish Nationalist
Party, for example, advocated ‘'employee councils', elections to the
board, and the encouragement of profit-sharing.3 The last of these
proposals has long been advocated by the Liberal Party, but in recent
years has also become a pet proposal of the Conservative Party. Worker
directors have tended to be shunned, particularly as a legal reguirement
and even more so if based on a union channel of representation, by Tories
and Liberals, and have found most of their support in the Labour Party.
The 1979 election saw participation take far more of a back seat as an
issue (most significantly), and the subsequent Conservative government,
insofar as it attended to the subject at all, showed most interest in

encouraging profit-sharing.

With all this attention, activity, and enthusiasm during the 1970s,
participation is clearly central to industrial relations beliefs. Let us,
then, recall the main drift of the arguments developed thus far on the
topic. Part One showed that although both 'industrial democracy' and
'participation’ are terms which embrace a series of conceptions of labour
relations, the latter could embody proposals which did not redistribute
decision-making power but were 'pseudo-domocratic', Moreover, it was
suggested that managerial plans incorporated (in more ways than one) such
a conception. Part Three extended the analysis by examining the notion
of power, and arguing that it was embedded in ideas and practices, rather
than being a simple, transferable resource. This led back to an analysis

of the ideoclogies of management and of the working class, to assess the
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extent and limits of the dominance of ruling class ideas. One implication
of this discussion was that the nominal representation of workers in
decision-making, even in the corridors of management HQ, in no way
demonstrated that power was being redistributed to labour. Indeed, it is
conceivable that such representation could be a means to attain worker

acquiescence in decisions favouring the interests of capital.

The analysis did not deal only in the abstract possibilities conjured by
an exposition of the concept of power, however, It also drew out strands
from Chapter 5 of Part Two concerning the likely upshot of introducing
participation based on managerial unitary conceptions. The most likely
outcomes suggested by Chapter 5 were triviality and instability, with a
shift to de facto bargaining as a possible result under some circumstances
Chapter 7 clarified and confirmed the plausibility of this argument.

It charted a working class ideology which it seems valid to describe
collectively as ambiguous and ambivalent, accepting certain general ideas
propagated by ruling class interests, but in a limited and fragile way
often contradicted by everyday experience. Thus many alternative,
labourist ideas were also espoused, and moreover the hold of ‘deminant
ideology' over the reactions of people to everday experience of the
phenomenal forms of their exploitation at work was particularly tenuous.
Thus for instance - a particularly relevant instance, of course - an
acceptance of a general statement concerning the need for workers and
managements' to 'work together' in industry implies neither the rejection
of radical labourist images about the need for control by workers over
management nor the embracement of a participation scheme which serves the
interests of management only. Indeed, the evidence suggests that such a

scheme will be ignored or actively repudiated.

Part Four thus confronts the taken-for-granted assumptions about
participation with an alternative set of predictions. Chapter 10 examines
in detail some of the most publicised participation schemes, to see what
results they have in fact produced. Chapter 11 scrutinises some of the
material on other countries of which it is so often claimed that
participation has been introduced on a wide scale and with unmitigated
success. Firstly, however, Chapter 2 takes on one particularly
influential element of management ideclogy invoked at the outset of this
introduction: the notion that industrial democracy is a development which

is part and parcel of a social evolution. Just what form this social
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evolution is supposed to take, and how it connects with other aspects

of ruling class ideology, will be elucidated in the course of Chapter 9.

PART FOUR
INTRODUCTION : NOTES

1. This survey was carried out in 1976 by the Social Survey Division
of the Office of Population Censuses and Surveys.

2, E.g. in large companies (employing 2000+) nine-tenths of chief
executives - also the source for the OPCS survey, a significant factor
in the light of Chapter 10's discussion - claimed workers were regularly
informed on trading results, and three-quarters said they had joint
consultation (Personnel Management 9(9}, Sept. 1977:9). More recently,
in response to critical comments on mghagement by Prince Charles in 1979,
the CBI claimed 73% of companies had a works council, and 56% some less
formal arrangement {G 23.2.1979).

3. See FT 13.5.1976. The National Front and National Party both placed
a stamp of approval on some form of participation also.



CHAPTER NINE : PLUS CA CHANGE ....l

In Chapter 2, I examined various analyses of the concept of industrial
democracy. Prominent among the pluralist and unitary analyses alike was
a seemingly unguestioning belief that industrial democracy had arrived
or was ineluctably developing. It was also observed that a teleological
argument underlay this belief, that modern Western society was good, and
good equals democratic (equals good, to complete the circle). Such a
sealed argument can be disrupted only with difficulty. It might be
possible to show that the assumption about democracy and the present-day
working of social institutions in those societies do not match reality;
Chapters 10 and 11 seek in a way to do this (though the competing
epistemologies discussed at the start of Chapter 6 form an obstacle to
convincing pluralist aceolytes). It might also be possible to attack the
way in which history is written (or left unwritten) tec vindicate the idea

of evolutionary development,

The teleoclogical approach, when applied to the interpretation of the past,
operates in the manner exemplified by Derber. Appropriate past events are
selected for highlighting, presented as stepping stones to the present.
Thus the present is revealed as a natural and inevitable development of
the past, and all other events and forces in the past are treated as
secondary, proven unimportant by their (alleged} eclipse in the present.
An alternative to Derber's approach is to ignore the past altegether, and
indeed this method is far more common amongst analyses of worker
participation, though in such cases the historical account must be

regarded as implicit,

The evolutionary image of participation is not confined to academic
discussions. It figures prominently in the pronouncements of would-be
and actual policy makers on the political front. The beginning of the
introduction to Part Four showed this for one Minister in the last Labour

government, but let us confirm the typicality of that image.

... we concentrate on how western capitalism can evolve to this

end guaranteeing individual freedom via co-partnership at work ...
In short, we are not merely concerned with a better approach to
industrial relations, but with a new society, indeed a new ideology
relevant to modern industrialism throughout the world.

{Liberal Party, 1968 : 32).
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Greater involvement not only makes work far more rewarding but
in the longer run it also has a vital role to play in gradually
breaking down the old attitudes of conflict and hostility in our
industries and indeed throughout society generally. (J.Prior,
Conservative Party spokesman on employment, reported in Times
27.3.1978).

Our proposals would encourage a movement towards participation

in democratic procedures; a natural evolution rather than an
attempt to conjure democracy out of the air. (1968 NEC statement
from the Labour Party, appendix to Labour Party, 1967 : 62).

In itself there is little significance in the fact that the parties
advance millenial elements in their visions of the purpose and effects
of policy; they are hardly likely to present views expressing the temp-
orary and probably historically marginal impact of their proposals. Yet
such declarations as they do make are still of some substance to the
extent that they reflect at least partly the views of the political
figures themselves, and to the extent that they reflect and communicate

to a wider public aspirations and beliefs.

The Labour Party refer in their 1967 comments to the slower evolution at
plant level of union representation than that achieved on NEDCs and the
like at national level. They are, nonetheless, clearly at one with the
other parties in seeing industrial society, and the worker within it,

on an upward path to prosperous, participative nirvana. Always provided
scmeone (the other parties, irresponsible elements in industry etc)
doesn’t rock the boat, that is. This kind of picture is expressed a
little more elaborately in twe speeches in the early 'seventies to the
Industrial Co-partnership Association given by figures of considerable
influence when they spoke. The then Secretary of State for Industry
placed his discussion of the future of participation in the context of a
global conception of growing "interdependence" in society. In a manner
reminiscent of a Mayovian interpretation of Durkheim, he argued that
growing complexity entailed greater co-operation, and the conquering of
"mythical pseudo-differences" that "figure too largely in our minds".
{(J.Davies, 1972). Meanwhile, the Chairman of the Commission on Industrial
Relations pecsed the gquestion: "What is the reason for this growing demand
for various forms of participation?" His conclusion is that "the answer
is evolutionary". They have grown out of expanding union power and
collective bargaining scope, and ocut of the worker's reaction to his

changing work and social environment. (Neal, 1972},
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To complete this sketch of the ideclogical moods that surround the public
discussions of participation peolicy, let us take a preliminary lock at the
Bullock Report. There we find a clear elaboration of an evolutionary view,
at the heart of the Majority Report, in a chapter headed 'The Pressures
For Change'.

New concepts of the role of employees in decision-making at
company level are not just reactions to economic trends.
They also derive from social changes which have taken place
since the war .... (p22).

Turning to the minority report we find harsh criticism of the proposals
of the majority, but hardly a rejection of the belief in the need to
continue some 'advance' on a road already under coastruction. If the
emphasis is on the greater social responsiblity of management than that
acknowledged by the majority report at one level of argument, it is at
the same time for a more gradualist progress in the future at another.
This paradex arises, of course, from the competing union (as largely
embodied in the majority report) and management conceptions of the
purpose and role of participation outlined in Chapter 3. For those
signing the minority report, all businessmen, the emphasis is all on
"involvement"” for "efficiency"”, and away from the need to control
management via participative arrangement towards a need for management
to harness (control) employee contributions. Thus the call for
"flexibility", and for "due regard for the evolution of the changes

required" (pl73).

The historical account implicit in this view is brought out by a letter

to the Financial Times from the Director-General of the Chemical

Industries Association a year later:

If we are to keep this matter in perspective we should
remember that the Bullock Report was an irrelevant mutant

in an already well established evolutionary process and

not the stimulant to a new approach conceived or implemented
in defensive panic. {M.Trowbridge, 10.2.1978).

Derber's selective account of US industrial relations history presented
institutionalised collective bargaining as the embodiment of industrial
democracy. That account has already come to seem perilously fragile in

the light of events in the 1970s, which have seen the increasingly
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beleaguered state of collective bargaining outside of a few well-
organised industries reflected in the falling density of trade union
membership.2 In the British context, the eguivalent phrased in terms of
the emergence of a dialogue between employer and employee is presented

by Charles (1973}, whose text is subtitled "Studies in the evolution of
collective bargaining at national and industry level". Charles seeks to
represent a series of meetings between employers and unions in the period
1911-1939, and the setting up of Whitley committees after 1917, as sign-
posts to the future in which we now reside. This he does despite the

fact that each of the instances he chooses to focus on was a manifest failure at
producing the kind of labour-management co-operation he sees as the
essence of the new order. He thus opts to treat as incidental the intense
conflict amidst which these bodies were set up, and in response to which
they were defensive reactions (the Whitleys) or little more than token
gestures (the Industrial Council, National Industries Conference, or the

Mond-Turner talks).

In contrast, the position adopted here is that past periods of
participative innovation are far more readily understood as management
reactions to a situwation where they have felt their power to be under
siege. A salient feature of this is that management authority is
challenged from below. But central to the analysis, in the light of what
has been argued about ideoclogies in Part Three, must be the way in which
people experience circumstances - not only the challengers but also those
who feel themselves to be challenged. Clearly cne would expect management
to perceive a threat as sharpest precisely when labour discontent and
disruption is greatest, but their perception of the extent and urgency of
the danger will be mediated by how they experience it, and it is perfectly
possible for a loss of legitimacy to go unnoticed under some circumstances,
or for a minor disturbance to be seen as a major threat. (The latter is
perhaps easier to appreciate - letters to The Times by candlelight etc...).
As Chapter 8 suggests, it is certainly feasible that different levels of
management will experience the threat in different ways, as well as viewing
the practicability of alternative solutions differently. The same point
applies across types of industry. I have not sought to pursue these points
in this account, however, preferring to present a broad brush picture for

want of space and research.
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According to the way different challenges or ‘problems' present themselves
to management, then, their seriocusness will be variously assessed, as will
the justification and likely efficacy of different strategies to cope with
them. A conspiracy account of the introduction of participation schemes
is thus not strictly necessary (though it should not thereby be ruled out
altogether, since ruling class collaboration is visible at many points in
history in many areas of social control). With this, let us turn to an

historical account presented without the gloss of evolutionary assumptions.

BRIGGS AND AFTER

The earliest period in which participative schemes attracted serious
attention from capitalists saw the establishment of some twenty-five
profit-sharing arrangements between 18B65-1873, That the idea was not new
is shown by an examination, for instance, of French history, and it was
in response to the efforts in this direction by Charles Babbage
{(significantly a precursor of Taylorism in many respects) that Marx had

commented that profit-sharing served only as:

... a special bonus which can achieve its purpose only as an
exception from the rule, and which is in fact, in noteworthy
practice, restricted to the buying-up of individual overlookers
etc in the interests of the employer against the interest of
their class ... or else it is a special way of cheating the
workers and of deducting a part of their wages in the more
precarious form of a profit depending on the state of the
business. (Marx, 1858:288).

In the UK the pioneers were the coalowners, Henry Briggs, Son & Co.

Their scheme, explicitly directed at the exclusion of unions from the
company, followed a period of progressively worsening labour relations.
Early profit pay-outs heralded a periocd of apparent success in the goals
of the plan until a renewal of recession in 1874 saw Briggs acting with
other coalmasters to cut wages. To their disgust, employees showed little
loyalty, and joined a widespread strike against the employers' action.
Thus the 'preventative' rather than 'palliative' which the Briggs had
advertised in their attempts to publicise their methods had at best
temporary impact. The scheme was abondoned at the shareholders'

insistence in the face of failure.




363

It is significant that this and subsequent waves of interest on the part
of employers in participation schemes in many respects follow the pattern
noted by Allen (1964a) for the use of conciliation and arbitration
procedures. He too cobserves a pattern in which apparent concessions were
made in those industries and at those times when pressure on employers
was greatest, but that despite the frequent embracing of universalistic
principles justifying the new arrangements the best efforts were made to
avoid formal recognition so that the relationship could be readjusted
should ‘better' times return. A similar analysis can be applied to the

introduction of employee welfare schemes (Hay, 1977, 1977a).

The analysis of two recent and one rather older study of profit-sharing
before the First World War3 confirm the pattern described above, and also

the interpretation offered here. In Church's words:

If one examines the subsequent history of profit-sharing
down to World War 1 it is possible to identify a direct
relationship between the introduction of profit-sharing
or co-partnership schemes with a high level of employment
and labour unrest, (1971:10).

A recent study of J.T. & T. Taylor's profit-sharing scheme {Pcllard &
Turner 1976) extends this profile well beyond the period examined by
Church. This scheme was in fact begun during the second peak of profit-
sharing inauguration, 1889-1892., Where one early observer (Sedley Taylor,
1884) had found little interest among capitalists in profit-sharing in
preceding years, the conflict of this period brought forth a revival of
attention. Subsequent periods of interest in 1908-1509 and 1912-1914

are associated with similar conditions.

In practice, profit-sharing does not appear tc have been coverly successful
in achieving an "enterprise consciousness" (Bristow's term, 1974:262),
with a failure rate well over 50% (Bristow, 1974:288). Many cases
exhibiting the sort of instability shown by the Briggs' scheme are
apparent, but on top of these visible failures must be stacked schemes
which became ritual annual bonuses with little significance to employer

or employee, yet surviving for many years as a token gesture.

The unitary, entrepreneurial/managerial ideology which guided these
profit-sharing schemes is manifest. The United States saw similar attempts

by employers:
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In their ways, employers had been responding sporadically

to the demand of their workers with schemes of employee
representation ... by instituting schemes of profit-sharing,
and by the construction of company towns in which they would
exhibit varying degrees of benevclence. By such measures
American employers hoped to undermine the appeal of the
trade unions, and they reacted vigorously and with hurt
indignation when they did not succeed. (Bendix, 1956:266).

I have not attempted to explore US history in the detail that I have

Great Britain, but my impression is of a similar pattern. Perhaps most
striking is the coincidence in time of radical working class movemerits

in many different countries during the twentieth century, commencing with
the varieties of industrial unionism and syndicalism in the first two
decades. Then as now, offers of 'participation' in some form were found

in many countries as a consequence, illustrating the extent of interlinkage
which has existed for a very long time already between the capitalist

nations, and so their crises.
WHITLEYISM

Thus we find the early years of the twentieth century beset by mounting
unrest, the varying causes of which have been severally investigated by
authors interested in the generation of the shop stewards movement from

1915.4 Our attention must be confined to the conseguences.

As the rigours of the First World War precipitated the intensification of
conflict between working class movements, widely antagonistic to an
*imperialist war', and their employers, the latter seen as backed by a
visibly 'servile state', so middle-class fears grew. The events in
Russia did little to calm such anxiety. At the same time, where the war
effort did produce patriotic effort from the shop floor, the benefits of
co-operative activity were made clear, as were those of dilution for the
introduction of more effective technology to speed the labour process.
Thus whilst anti-Bolshevik feeling ran high5 there were also moves afoot
to encourage the idea of setting up a joint committee of labour and
management representatives in each firm, with a national industrial
council in each industry. These moves were first mcoted by the Garton
Foundation, at the particular instigation of a Quaker, Malcolm Sparkes,
and an ancestor of Anthony Wedgewood-Benn, Mr Ernest J.P. Benn. They

provoked the establishment of a Government committee under the
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chairmanship of J.H. Whitley, which in its division between employer and
union representatives was in many ways a pre-echo of the Bullock Committees
of 1976-1977. White (1975) makes clear the continuity between the tactic
of Whitleyism which emerged, to try and ameliorate conflict, and the
preparation and utilisation of other forms of social control, including

coercive repression.

It is significant that Whitleyism is now associated with diluted bargaining
in parts of the public sector and in other areas of employment with weak
union organisation. It is common to find Jjoint consultation grafted on
top of these arrangements, even. This also makes it all too easy to forget
the original aspirations and rhetoric which surrounded its emergence, and
the initial scope of its coverage. The following quotations from the

First Interim Report of the Whitley Committee are illustrative here:

What is wanted is that the workpeople should have a greater
opportunity of participating in the discussion about the
adjustment of those parts of industry by which they are most
affected ...

In conclusion it may be pointed out that the sub-committee
has tried to devise, in general terms, a plan which would
give opportunities for satisfying the growing demands made
by the trade unions for a share in 'industrial control' ...
(quoted by Charles, 1973:107, 112).

If this rhetoric is plain, then despite the appending of their signatures
to a document which trod with notable skill a rhetorical path that both
enmployer and union representatives could read their own interpretation
into, there was alsc a rejection in part of the conclusions on the part

of Smillie et al which is echoed in many caveats today:

... a complete identity of interests between capital and
labour cannot thus be effected and that such machinery
cannot be expected to furnish a settlement for the more
serious conflicts of interest inveolved in the working of
an economic system primarily governed and directed by
the motives of private profit., (Quoted by Charles,
1973:101).

What, then, was the result of Whitleyism? At its peak it covered 3k
million workers, in a wide range of employment (Halevy, 1921:130).
In an enthusiastic review of experience with works committees existing

prior to the implementation of the Whitley recommendations, the Ministry

of Labour6 proclaimed that:
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Works Committees have, in the great majority of cases,
tended to introduce greater harmony and, through it,
greater efficiency [as]is proved by the evidence of
those concerned in their working. It is not denied
that in some cases (though these are very few) Works
Committees have failed .... In almost every case,
however, the testimony is to the opposite effect. (pd6).

Yet the optimism seems to have been misplaced, for even the full flush of
Whitley propaganda, accompanied by the National Industrial Council of 1919,
could not make the 'new' system, presented then as now as part of the
evolution of industrial relations toc a new basis, into a workable one.
Behind the grand words, interpretations were inconsistent much in the

manner described in Chapter 3 above:

The workers talk about participation in the management
of the business. The employers reply by talking about
participation in profit and, in the most favourable
cases, concede only the most bastard form of joint
control to the workers ... we know very well how
illusory this contreol is, and the appearance of control
is intended to create the narrowest possible bond
between the interests of the worker and the interests
of the employer who hires him. (Halevy, 1919:108).

Thus in the key term, ‘'co-operation', Halevy finds unionists talking of
the elimination of profits and employers of their grand enhancement.

It is not, therefore, surprising to find that Whitleyism was largely
ignored or rejected by organised trades who had already attained
bargaining rights, and began to disappear fairly quickly in other cases.
Some exhibited an instability inherent in conflict over the terms of the
so-called cc-operation, others faded into disuse more gquietly. By 1926
only 47 of 78 established schemes remained,7 with many of these almost

certainly operating on a ritualistic basis only.

The 1920s had seen a reversal of the power and so of the challenge of
labour to employers, of course, and under this circumstance interest in
maintaining the participative pretences declined sharply, apart from the
impetus in this direction from the widespread failure of the councils in
managerial terms. The 1927 Mond-Turner talks, which Charles, Chang (1936)
and McDonald & Gospel (1973} all seem to regard as path-breakingly
significant, serve far better to confirm the c¢yclical pattern,for they
were practically ignored by employers (who had prior to the defeat of

the unicns been so eager) and offered the unions the most sketchy and
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inoperative of consultations. The treatment of this conference is a good
illustration of the way modes of interpretation and evolutionism lay stress
on events from which a reflexive, analytical history could only derive

embarrassment.

In the eyes of at least two authors the Whitley Committee system's
publicity had achieved at least a short~term success for the employers'

side:

The trick had come off, and the system of Whitley councils
had done its work. It had allowed capitalism to play
state collectivism/material demands] and Guild socialism
off against each other and to cancel each other out.
(Halévy, 1922:152).

Even before 1920, it was becoming obvious that some employers
had only dealt with the idea of shared control as a device to
buy time. {(Child, 1969:48}.

To envision so conspiratorial and consciocus a strategy is probably
somewhat misleading. No doubt there were some employers who did calculate
on the value of a delaying device, but there will have been many others
who were at least partly {and rather temporarily) convinced of the need
for participation; still others would have always pushed for participation,
whether on idealistic or tactical grounds, and their voices would have
assumed prominence at a time when this approach was in favour. Such
'picneers' tend to fade back into being 'eccentrics' when interest fades
once more, Pace Child this is a far more realistic account of the

influence of Quaker ideas.8
JOINT CONSULTATION

The participation panacea was thus displaced by other methods more visibly
associated with social control for most of the interwar years., Then the
latter years of the 1930s witnessed a revival of the militancy of trade
unionigm in industries where employment prospects were picking up fastest
due to military preparations. Those who rebuilt the severely depleted
trade unions were, predictably, extremely hostile to the management
establishment that had made to offer so much and then, once the
opportunity arose, resorted to all the old tactics once more. Capitalism
had, morecver, failed in its project of offering at least the most

economically effective and secure system of production and employment.
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The legitimacy of those who ran industry was thus once again under severe
preésure. The Second World War was, however, less straightforward in its

impact on this situation than the First had been.

Because of the shared opposition to the Nazi enemy, particularly once the
Soviet  Union had been attacked by Hitler, the labour movement was this
time united in its support for the war effort. The result was the
appearance of Joint Production Committees, apparently much indebted to
initiative from the labour side. The government reacted by giving official
approval to these committees and their equivalents in shipbuilding (yard
committees) and the mines (pit committees). A committee was set up under
the chairmanship of the General Secretary of the TUC, Citrine, to
recommend action to set up regional organisations to harness these local
efforts (ILO, 1944:14ff). By July 1943 there were 4169 JPCs covering 2%
million workers (Clegg & Chester, 1954:338), and 4565 in June 1944
(Flanders, 1968:135).

JPCs were forbidden to discuss matters covered by machinery for negotiation.
Thus they dealt almost exclusively with production and efficiency. As
such they came to seem attractive propositions to many managers, who

found that:

... competent managers were given a means of 'putting their
plans across' to their workers; that an undoubted enthusiasm
on the part of many workers was canalized through the JPCs;
and that a number of workers gained some experience of the
problems of management ... 9,

However, this lack of challenge to management, for them the essence of
'‘real' participation, encouraged less enthusiasm from employees even under
wartime conditions. The left had expected (as some ironically hoped again
in the 1960s) that access to management decisions would expose the
inefficiencies and unscientific nature of management, but then as now the
source of ideology runs deeper than mere propaganda. There was a growing
reaction to the fact that committees were instead becoming the tool of
management control and imposition of discipline.lo Despite ideal
conditions for co-operation, then, Clegg & Chester (1954:339) conclude
that there was no more than half-and-half success and failure {what they
mean by the termsis unclear) for JPCs. Thus after the war JPCs fell away

in numbers, to perhaps 550 in 1948.11 In fear of the new Labour Government




364

introducing a statutory form of participation, some employers preferred

not to pursue the matter (Wigham, 1973:158).

In the years following the war and the defeat of Churchill in the
elections, the Labour Government put into operation the public corporation,
based not on the dilute workers' control model proposed before the war

but on the basis proposed by Herbert Morrison. This meant no rights to
representation for workers at the executive level, where 'best man for

the job' {judged in traditional capitalist terms) continued; but
compulsory establishment of consultative and advisory bodies in the new
organisations. Meantime, the threat of an economic crisis like that after
the First World War haunted government and many employers, and when the
situation worsened in 1947 there emerged a rapidly revived interest in
joint consultation in the private sector also. The Ministy of Labour
again campaigned for the 'new' arrangements, which again were to be
voluntary for each industry and to act in advisory capacity only. They
were also to be strictly delimited from areas of acknowledged conflict

and so negotiation. By 1949, of 54 chief industries, 26 had agreed to
recommend setting up joint committees at factory and workshop levels,

17 had decided to leave it entirely to local management, and 8 had decided

existing machinery was adequate. Three had not decided.l2

The spread of joint consultation was rapid and very extensive. Two
studies in the period at the very end of the 1940s (NIIP, 1952; W.R.Brown
& Howell-Everson, 1950) confirmed that around three—quarters of all
companies (and over 90% in engineering) had such councils. Seven per cent
had already discontinued, it should be noted. But if the scope of this
cycle is so often conveniently forgotten today, so too is the spread of
its decline. 1In a period of growing economic prosperity (and mounting
Tory majorities) the rising apparent power of the unions did not constitute
a threat to management. Legitimacy was for the time being buttressed by
the delivering, literally,of the goods. Moreover, the consultation system
produced rife triviality, offering little to either side of industry in
the light of experience, now that the common war effort was over. By the
early 1960s only one in five firms with over 150 employees reported having
consultation committees (Marsh & Coker, 1963), and equally interestingly
under 30% of these companies reported having such schemes in 1955. Whilst
some of these cases can be accounted for by schemes which were retired

before 1955, there would have appeared to be a good deal of 'amnesia',
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whether deliberate or not, on the basis of the earlier known figures.
Part of this is probably accounted for at the other end, too, by firms
reporting schemes when they were fashionable 1n the late 1940s which were
so token as to be soon forgotten. Some of these which had survived had

done so in a ritual form, known only to students of the company rule book.

Clegg & Chester sum up the worker's view of consultation as founded in a
cynicism based on a memory of pre-war management attitudes and a belief
that little had changed other than the circumstances of full employment.
In such circumstances "it is for the worker to make the best of it while
he can, for if conditions change there will be little heard of joint
consultation.” (1944:345). For management such attitudes were ready
evidence of the cussed unpreparedness of the worker for participation,
on which they could blame any failure. The patterns are thus familiar.
As a closing illustration of this, the following Tory policy statement
from 1943, which but for a few specific terms could be lifted from the
October 1974 manifesto quoted earlier {or that for 1979), speaks for
itself:

The standard of living of this country can only be restored
and improved if maximum production is regarded as the joint
responsikility of capital, management and labour, working as
partners. We consider that a man who invests his skill and
labour in an industry should feel an interest in and
exercise an influence over that industry, egual in degree,

if not in kind, to that exercised by a man who invests his
savings. To this end we welcome the extension of the

system of production committees. (Forward By the Right:

A Statement by the Tory Reform Committee, 13th October 1943).

ONCE MORE UNTO THE BREACH

So we reach the current period of management interest in participation

as a solution to a challenge from below. Only by presuming this to be a
permanent phenomenon is an evolutionary perspective made tenable, though
this assumption is made with few visible gqualms in the received wisdom.
In the section following this one I shall lay out my objections to such
an assumption on theoretical and empirical grounds. Firstly, though, let
us examine how this latest wave came into existence for comparison with

its predecessors.
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The '60s and '70s were decades when economic crisis seemed to become
indigenous, the only variation being in the severity of that crisis,

The long-term decline in profitability noted by Glyn & Sutcliffe did not
cease after the publication (1972) of their study. From the early 1960s
cenwards a solution to this and balance of payments problems was sought in
policies aiming to limit the rate of increase in wages. Under the Labour
government which came into power in 1964, incomes policy became associated
with a form of wage bargaining which sought to safeguard profits by tying
wage increases to increases in productivity (i.e. to make them self-
financing). In order to gain.acceptance for this productivity bargaining,
innovative employers saw a need to 'involve' workers and to institutionalise
the generation of ideas for increasing the rate of output from the labour
process. Productivity committees in various forms were thus commonly a

part of productivity agreements.

A further aspect of the growing pressure on management was the spread of
trade union membership, particularly in the 'non-traditional' sectors of
white—collar employees and female workers in manual and non-manual work.
Above all, this brought a development of local union representation,
through the burgeoning of the shop steward system. Demands for greater
rights in the determination of company policies in areas traditionally
management's domain were reflected in a shift of the TUC's position in
1966, when they advanced arguments for participation in decisions beyond
orthodox collective bargaining matters.13 There followed a Labour Party
Committee under the chairmanship of Jack Jones14 in 1967, the report of
which (accepted by the 1968 Party Conference) called for extended
information and bargaining rights and experiments with worker directors
in the public sector. Demands such as these became a populist rallying
call of the Labour movement in the 1970s {though the precise reforms
demanded became increasingly fragmented as specific proposals were aired
from the mid-'70g). The official demands of the Labour movement focussed
on worker directors from the publication of TUC proposals in 1973 (see

TUC, 1973, 1974).

Management awareness of this challenge grew from the mid-'6Os, especially
once it became apparent that productivity committees were not going to
meet the needs of legitimacy and containing unrest. In public, management
spokesmen were eager to acknowledge their desire to meet the needs of

working people (tempered, naturally, with the sensible protection of
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rational decision-making by appropriate experts - so that involvement,
not power, became the offering). In gatherings of fellow managers, however,
the contingent and reluctant nature of any concessions, and the determination

to make them serve rather than attenuate management authority, was plain:

... radical relief will soon be required to avoid an
explosion. We need not look far abroad to see the
dangers. Soon we must take new measures to realise
the main ideals of industrial democracy whilst safe-
guarding the wealth producing industrial framework.
(British Institute of Management, 1968:8).

There ocught not now to be any doubt in the mind of any
businessman that the whole of our industrial system is
under severeattack. Its values, especially, are under
attack .... Authority needs some firm moral base.

And the more authority is under attack, the firmer and
more explicit that base must be. Authority based solely
on election in an anmual general meeting by a fraction
of shareholders is not the firmest base on which to
resist the present attack on our industrial system ...
there are companies where these problems have been
ovexcome. There are all kinds of internal joint councils
... (excerpts from Catherwood, 1973}.

The last author, who has since been BIM chairman, and has been a noted
management ideoclogist, author of three books on the Christian view of
industry, and formerly Director General of NEDO, has elsewhere made his
meaning plain. In an article recounting various responses to 'shop floor

power' he avers:

The fourth counterforce is worker participation ...

I would urge the unions to accept that management
understands the power of decision-making in companies
somewhat better than they do and to recognise that the
right of unions to veto management decisions has little
to do with the participation of employees at all levels
in the affairs of the company. (Catherwood, 1976:300).

For management, the schemes which seemed most attractive were those which,
firstly, protected and promoted the company's prosperity, and secondly,
did not encroach in any serious way on their freedom of ('rational and
necessary') action. Consultative and advisory bodies whose scope and
pertinence to business decisions remained at local managerial discretion
were looked upon favourably, provided they were allowed to 'mature’
gradually, taking on respopsibilities only insofar as the ‘education’ of

worker representatives removed any dangerous, destructive dogmas of
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ignorance. Profit sharing and job reforms alsc received attention as
appealingly innocuous devices, though more marginally in the 1970s since
they could not even pretend toc appease and co-opt troublesome demands for

joint determination from organised labour.

The impression that management were turning back to consultative
committees in refurbished packaging is confirmed by survey figures. Thus
one survey of engineering firms in the late 1960s (Marsh, Evans & Garcia,
1971) showed an increase from the figure reported earlier for the start

of the decade, to 30% reporting having joint producticn and advisory
committees, and 16% 'similar committees'. Another survey conducted in
1968 (Clarke et al, 1972) reported that 32% of all firms declared formal
consultative bodies, the proportion rising sharply with the size of the
firm (12% under 199 employees up to 62% of those with over 2000 employees).
In 1974 the Institution of Works Managers (1975) found 44% of firms had

or planned such machinery, with the concentration highest in the
nationalised sector (three-quarters). The introduction to Part Four cites
the most recent available figures, which show further rises by the late

1970s.

The 1970s were unguestionably a decade in which worker participation was

a subject of exceptional topicality, the generator of widespread debate
among both management and trade unionists, and a focus for freguent
coverage in the mass media. The literature poured forth. But I think

the interest can, in retrospect, be seen to have been far from even
throughout these years. The issue faded far more into the background for
much of the Heath government of 1970-74, when unemployment and anti-union
legislation occupied most of the Labour movement's efforts (including the
UCS, despite the significance in terms of industrial democracy demands by
labour since attached to this). With the defeat of Tory policies, the
worsening of the crisis from capital's viewpoint 1974-75, and the pressure
of the labour movement on the Labour Party to fulfil election commitments
and so retain union support, interest seems to have revived. Giles Radice's
private members' bill, Industrial Democracy, slipped through two readings
in the Commons in 1975, and was dropped only because of promises by the
government to set up a Committee of Inquiry. Eventually a chairman was
found in Lord Bullock, and the Committee was constituted with academic,
management and union representatives. Its terms of reference echoed TUC

policy in specifying worker directors as the channel for industrial
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democracy to be particularly scrutinised. In January 1977 the Commitee
reported {(Bullock Report, 1977), the Majority and Minority reports

echoing to an extent the opposed view of management and unions on the
whole subject area. The content of this was illustrated in more general
terms in Chapter 3, but let us now briefly review the main recommendations

and responses to the Bullock Report.

Bullock supported the concept of worker directors on the board, in a
report which in most respects followed the lines of the TUC proposals.

Thus it advocated parity (with an ’independent' group of appointees to
ward off stalemates}, and a single, union channel of representation to
select or determine the means of selection for the worker side. Initially,
the proposals were to apply only in private sector companies with more
than 2000 employees. The chief departure from TUC proposals (the logic

of which the TUC subsequently accepted) was that representation should be
on a single, executive board, rather than on the policy-making or

'supervisory' board of a two-tier system.

Bullock was greeted (or anticipated, since the outcry began well in

advance of publication of the report) with a massive fusillade of scorn

and vitriol from the business community and the media. The form of the
criticism was wholly predictable from the managerial conceptions of the
nature and purpose of participation spelled out in Chapter 3, and I shall
resist the temptation to quote further from the bloated files of cuttings

I have kept from that period. There was rejection of above all the trade
union channel of representation, secondly of parity, and also of the single-
tier idea. It was argued that the Bullock formulae would exclude large
numbers of non-unionists and leave the rest with a sham democracy controlled
by union potentates. Decisions would be blocked, confidentiality lost,
rational strategies requiring redundancies and the like obstructed, and

conflict would be brought to the boardroom.

Most of the criticisms were poorly informed and logically unsound, in
particular failing to acknowledge and confront gquite detailed justifications
for their proposals in the Bullock Report itself. For instance, the
signatories mustered evidence that union membership was far higher than

the national average in the organisations they were concerned with, and

set out their reasoning for relying on the union channel carefully, but

this was almost entirely ignored. However, it is not my task to weigh up
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the details of the pros and cons in this debate. My concern here is with
the conceptions and subsequent pattern of events. Thus Bullock was
submerged under an assault which demonstrated the strength of managerial
conceptions of what 'industrial democracy' was and was not about. There
was outrage that participation schemes could be considered to be concerned
with anything above profitability and worker commitment to their companies,
The boardrcom was the locus not of power play between interest groups, but
of technically appropriate decision-making in the ultimate interest of
evexybody. Participation should take the form of experiments introduced,
monitored and regulated from above, and extended according to the
appropriateness of employee responses. They should seek inveolvement, and
for this works councils, profit sharing and the like were far more suitable
and embraced far more people than worker director proposals. Moreover,

the evolutionary theme was prominent. One could not leap in with industrial
democracy at the top, because such a system had to develop and mature, and
it reguired a long period of employees learning from the organic growth

of works council arrangements what the real problems and needs of industry

15
were.

These conceptions were proclaimed with particular clarity - and irony -

in the minority report of the employers' representatives on the Bullock
Committee. Not only do their comments unselfconsciously redefine the
whole purpose of participation in terms of profitability and 'involvement'
(see Bullock Report: 171), but in listing the criteria they feel are
required to fulfil the aims they set for participation, there is reference
to the need for "evolution® of information procedures, attitudes of all
parties, education, and 'substructures' {works councils and the like lower
down the firm), and again for the "evolvement of structures and procedures"

{Bullock Report: 173).

The union response to Bullock was also firmly within the framework of
conceptions indicated in Chapter 3, But what this entailed was a divided
and uncertain set of reactions which effectively removed any chance of the
Labour g?vernment putting anything along the lines of Bullock into
operation. For some prominent union spokesmen, from Arthur Scargill on
the left to Frank Chapple on the right, worker directors reek of
incorporation and an undermining of union independence from management.
While the T&GWU and ASTMS (both with General Secretaries on the Bullock
Committee) back the proposal, the EPTU, UCATT, and for that matter the
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National Union of Hosiery and Knitwear workers opposed it. The AUEW took
the line that worker directors were acceptable in nationalised industries
but not in the private sector, while the G&MWU opposed worker directors
as the exclusive formula for progress. The latter, their vieﬁs widely
written up in the press by their General Secretary David Basnett,
proposed that an alternative line of extended information and rights to
require employers to negotiate on issues not traditionally covered by
collective bargaining (such as investment) be legislated for as well.
These uncertainties and divisions did not go unnoticed among employer or

ministerial circles, and enabled them to soft pedal on the issue.

Finally, in May 1978, the government produced a White Paper, Industrial
Democracy which, tentatively and in far less detail than Bullock, suggested
a diluted form of worker directors surrounded by a unitary rhetoric of the
purpose of the whole exercise which the Guardian referred to as ‘'organic
Jimmism'. Worker representation was proposed to be only one-third of the
board, and companies were to be given the option of setting up a formal
two-tier system with workers only on the 'upper', supervisory body. Some
concessions were made to the G&MWU proposals by the suggestion that a
Joint Representative Committee be established by unions, who were to get
certain information arnd consultation rights on company strategy. After
three or four years only, this JRC could demand worker representatives on
the board. The role of non-union employees in all this was left unsettled
by the White Paper. It was emphasised, though, that worker directors

would have to take the same responsibilities as other directors.

The discussion which followed was relatively muted by comparison with that
after Bullock. It was generally received in the media as a welcome
moderation of Bullock, but still suspect. Employers remained generally
opposed, particularly to the whole principle of policies being imposed on
them by law. Meanwhile, unemployment problems had intensified, and the
main concern of the unicns (and of many local activists) was moving away
from short term anger at economic failure to fears of long term retrenchment.
This, coupled with the disillusion wrought by their own divisions (and
perhaps by the experience of many with revived forms of works councils},
pushed industrial democracy proposals that had no immediate purchase on
bargaining matters into the background. The same conditions eased the
management experience of a need to concede. 1In the event the only formal
moves were minor concessions by the Chancellor of the Exchequer to grant

tax relief to certain kinds of profit~sharing as part of the agreements
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made for the support of the Liberal Party in Parliament (the 'Lib-Lab
pact').

The Conservative Party came to power in 1979, committed to preventing
legislation imposing a participative constitution on companies, rejecting
the sole, union channel, and calling, after the manner of many management
spokesmen, for participation to develop from the bottom upwards.16

The raucous irony of this evolutionary call in the light of the history
of dilute consultation and profit-sharing related above, is deafening.
Profit-sharing was endorsed, and to date the only definite action by the
government has been the extension of tax relief for such schemes in the

1980 Budget.

It seems for the moment, then, that we are in the midst of an ebb tide
once again. Gone are the grand fanfares for the evolution of a new order,
In one recent meeting at which I was present, a p?ominent management
spokesman responded to mention of the issue of industrial democracy with

a puzzled smile and the words, 'Ch, I thought we'd brushed all that under

the carpet'. 50 we have.
THE HISTORICAL PATTERN

The basic conclusions to which the above observationglead confirm the
critical perspective which was developed in earlier chapters. Participation
has attracted management attention on a large scale at particular perieds
of time, thus producing a cycle or wave-like pattern. Wwhilst labour
interest in industrial democracy formed part of the conditions, on some
occasions, which ultimately provoked the setting up of participation
schemes, the initiative in formulating and initiating actual schemes lay
on each occasion with the management side, Thus the generating conditions
were those which management perceived as requiring this action for one

or both of two reasons: (a) intensification of effort and so of
expropriation of the worker (the usual radical interpretation);17

(b) the protection of managerial legitimacy in the face of a perceived
challenge from below. The latter has received the greatest emphasis in
the interpretation offered here, although the two can only be separated

in a somewhat artificial analytical manner in practice. It seems
important to stress the perception of a threat, as compared for instance
to Poole's account in terms of crude 'latent power', since in the terms

Poole uses this, it becomes hard to see why the 1950s should not produce
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a period of mounting interest in participation if union membership and
bargaining power alone are taken into account. This connects closely
with the criticisms of Poole's use of the notion of power at the end of
Chapter 6. It should be said, though, that for much of the time Poole's

approach yields a similar interpretation to that offered here.

For management, then, participation has indeed been intended as a
counterforce to what were seen as anarchic and irrational threats to the
necessary and appropriate co-operative relationships between manager and
subordinafes. Thus, too, the schemes which were introduced were founded
on the integrative, consensus-oriented assumptions of management about

participation that were outlined in Chapters 3 and 5.

It can be added that the results of participation schemes in periods of
high activity prior to the current one fall into the pattern of outcomes
suggested in Chapter 5 as those likely to occur where congensus-based
schemes are introduced in a conflictual situatjon. If either side has
gained, it seems clear that it is management, but more striking is the
fragility of interest which would be unlikely were management to achieve
their initial objectives on a large scale. Rather the triviality or
instability of arrangements seems to emerge as more typical from the
information we have despite the cast of reporting of schemes at the time

of their operation during the cycle. 1In some cases, a shift of committee

status is indicated (as with some Whitleys), but only where bargaining

is not already institutionalised and management finally accept its arrival.
The kind of sweeping data with which we are dealing in this chapter do not
allow any more thorough observations to be made on this front, since it

is only individual case studies which can really provide a fully textured
test of the validity of these categories and the theory with which they

are connected. That is a task for Chapter 10,

History is not being presented here as simply a set of repeating
conjunctures, echoing their predecessors in every way. It has, however,
been argued that there is an element of repetition, that in circumstances
disrupting the authority of those in power, a particular strategy is
likely to become attractive. Since the underlying conflict of capital
and labour endures, the consequences of such proiects alsc fall into a
pattern. In this sense the particular form of the dominant participative

proposal - profit-sharing, consultation etc - is secondary to the
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underlying processes identified above. Of course, each 'cycle' is very
different to others in certain important respects: e.g. the current
situation is not a post-war one as in 1918/1% or the late 1940s. Nor is
the growth in manifest union power and the spread of membership irrelevant
to an analysis of the specific conjuncture of the 1970s in Britain, any

more than the severity and durability of the economic crisis it accompanies,
Yet this does not attentuate the significance of the regularities that

have emerged. It has become plain that the evolutionary model is

untenable.

Nonetheless, one more formulation remains to be discussed, rarely explicit
in the particular literature, but embedded in the pluralist theory that
underlies much contemporary discussion. This argues for the current
period of interest as marking a decisive break from the past, usually
associated with a fundamental transition in the morphology of the whole

of British society.
A QUALITATIVE SHIFT?

The majority Bullock Report addresses the reasons for a move towards
industrial democracy. Its signatories argue that a number of "pressures
for change"18 have produced (by what process is not made clear) proposals
for extending participation. Amongst these pressures are included the
growth in power, size and complexity of the enterprise, making the need
for accountability more urgent; greater union strength to disrupt an
unresponsive company; the growth of education, rising living standards
and an erosion of deferential attitudes; and development in other

19

countries, particularly EEC members. All of these are seen as marking

a new and permanent era.

This theme of a qualitative shift onto fresh terrain which provides a
secure roothold for the participation plant, whatever the infirmity of
past efforts, is expressed in a number of versions deriving from accounts
of 'post-capitalism'. I shall briefly summarise the main contentions,

and offer a critical assessment,

Firstly, the power of trade unions is claimed to have grown, to the point
where they are able to launch an assault on managerial prerogatives, any

gains from which they should be able to sustain. As an extension of this,
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it is argued that unions have become ‘responsible’, and that their role
has acquired public legitimacy; thus they can now expact to be granted

co-determination rights, and to accept the new responsibilities this brings.

Secondly, groviing equality of opportunity, ccupled with the support of a
benevolent welfare state, defuses class oppositions and mekes partnership
both legitimate and possible. Social mobility, education, relative

affluence of manual employses and the like are cited hereo.

Thirdly, this is seen as provoking a change of attitudes. Deéferential
acceptance of authority is undermined, but so too are class oppositional
attitudes, both of which encourage the move tc share industrial decision-

making power,.

Fourthly, it is claimed that management science has displaced earlier,

:
idevlogical approaches. This means that a rationel appreciation of
orgenisational structure is possible, and this reveals the motivational
rewards of & participative management strategy.

Fifthly, and connectedly, comes the vision of a managerial revolution in
indusiry, replacing ceapitalists with a professionzl, well-rewarded group
who are nonetheless emplovees. As we saw in Chawnter B, this new ruling
clite iun indusztyey supposedly import a responsiveness to social
responsibilities, as well as not heing separated from olther cmplovees

by a class gulf,

Sixthly, the role of modern technology is sometimss alluded to. In
Blauner's worlk, for instancze, it is suggested that automation and process
production chango jobs in ways that make them less ‘alienating', and
increase opportunities for worker-supervisor interaction and for
transferring greater varieiy and responsibility te these at the point of

production.go

Seventhly, the new social order is seen as characterised by an increasiugly
interventionicst role for a democratically elected and reasonably bencvolent
state. Thig is manifested not just in welfare previsions, hut in the

1

growkh of public cwnershin and the state's own role as an exployer (@

that it «an cxemplify progreszsive industrial relations practice).

Morzover, the state increasingly sets the stage (by legisiated and/or
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voluntary procedures and substantive rules) for industrial relations,
including pressing for greater participation in managewent. By
encouraging tripartite discussicns on key policy issues, the state could

also be represcnted as initiating participation at the very top.

The evolutionary perspective emerges most plainly in expositions of the
'pogt-capitalism' {or 'post-industrialism') thesis. Dahrendorf's (1959)
account: details many of the abave changes, for instance, though he
remained at that time hostile to participation premissed on common
interoris hetween management and workers. A technocratic model of the
change ic particularly common - notable variants being the work of Bell
(1973}, Kerr et al (1960) or Galbraith (1968). It is noteworthy that
the eaplasis on technical knowledge as the source of deciszion-making
capacily in all of these texts renders Bell's claim that democracy in

industvy will be extended (or that "the axial principle of the modern

polity is parti

tipation" ~ 1973:12) highly questionable even in his own

terps. I shall return to this point below.

One cther version of the 'new era' thesis, this time advanced from a
partially Marxist standeintzl calls for attention. 1In the postscript
to a book on worker directors in the British Steel Corporation,
(Branncn et al, 1876}, the existence of past cycles of intercst and

diginterost in participation is recognised. These are related to an

—

b
3

analysis of societal reactions to the ncoed for internal integratiocon,
appareally drawing on a Durkheimian analysis with allied functionalis
implications.: This is allied to a rather more convincing analysis of
conditiansg which provoke the participative sclution than do pluralist
accounts. Increasing pressure on management is detected, for reasons
including escalating capital intensity of production, and the intszr-
dependence of increasingly complex manufacturing processes. These, it
is argued, dictate the necessity of progressively more co-ordinated
production, requiring labour co-operation. Crises intensify the proceso,
forcing governments to try to try and maintain co-operation. However,

t the above dsvelopments mean that, at least in the

it is suguested th
frontier' industrics, managoment will now be inclined to take the
initiaztive and establish paviicipation eon their own terms on a more

permanant basis.
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This argument is supported by reference to analyses by Goldman and others
of a new technical working class with both special skills rendering
employers vulnerable, and a growing radical consciousness., It is
acknowledged that participation schemes here remain restricted in scope
in power terms, and largely aim at motivation and incorporation (i.e. in

the terms used here, they should be a management success). It is indicated

that in declining, traditional industries, meantime, a different pressure
initiated from below, for workers' control to arrest rundown, is found.

On this last point, to which I shall not return, I shall Just note:

firstly, that it would be egually plausible to see participation in
declining sectors as a management strategy to co-opt resistance and engage
worker organisations in the administration of dismantlement; secondly,

that the evidence indicates this in BSC itself and in other such sectors,
often following state takeover to handle the process {see Chapter 10 below);
and, thirdly, that such participation is hardly meaningful as industrial
democracy and does not betoken a new era. Thus the focus of the

gqualitative break view remains the 'frontier' industries case.
A CRITIQUE OF 'NEW ERA' ARGUMENTS

The contentions that a new era is upon us can be criticised on a number
of grounds, perhaps the most telling of which will be time, if the trends
since the Bullock Report noted earlier continue. The other most important

criticisms are summarised below.

Firstly, the epistemclogy of this perspective draws attention once more.
Goldthorpe (1971) exposes effectively the nature and flaws in idealisation
of the future in terms of personal attachments to the present by 'post-
industrialism' writers. He labels it ‘crypto-historicism', and ponders
why liberal arguments against the {supposed) evolutionism of Marxism have
not been brought to bear on this target. In addition, it may be observed
that these authors indulge in a technological determinism outmatching the
worst vices of Marxist adherents to a 'base/superstructure' conception

criticised in Chapter 6.

Secondly, the trends to a more democratic and equal society as a whole

are vulnerable to empirical assault. The idea that education, social
mobility, incomes and other indicators of relative guality of life have
brought a levelling up negating class discussions is effectively demolished

by any number of studies.23 Moreover, arguments on these lines reflect
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an impoverished, superficial conception of class, rather than a
structural and relational analysis. Thus the discussion, even from the
left critical stance, is inclined to miss the point of class analysis and
the continuity of exploitative and subordinating relations of capitalism

today.

Thirdly, the same points apply to discussions of changing class attitudes
and consciousness. This area was explored in detail in Chapter 7 above,
where it was found that working class consciousness could not be
straightforwardly assessed. It was ambivalent and contradictory, with
acceptance of the status quo co-existing with potentially radical
perspectives that originated in or could be provoked by experience.
Without an analysis of how the system appears and is experienced, then,

no ready prediction of the development of consciocusness one way or the
other can readily be made, The same fragility applies to the notion of

past deference and present critical attitudes.24

Fourthly, the idea of a transformation of management has alsc been
subjected to critical evaluation already, this time in Chapter 8. Here
I shall restrict myself to echoing the decisive point, that the entire
approach of the managerialist argument fails to grapple with the key
contention of Marxist analysis. Marx himself predicted a division of
labour in industrial control, but this was shown to be part of the
maintenance and extension of capitalist production relations, as opposed
to their transformation. De Vroey (1975) makes this point particularly

clearly, and reproduces Sweezy's cbservation that there should be no

confusion:

.+ between making decisions within a given frame and
deciding what goals are imposed by this frame on those
operating within it ..., The ultimate purpocse of the
enterprise is determined not by any individual or group
but by the very nature of the business system.

(Sweezy, 1973, quoted de Vroey, 1973:13).

Fifthly, the conception of a transformed labour process, experience of
work, and managerial approach in 'frontier' industries requires closer
scrutiny. To some extent, the limits of the managerial shift are
described in the above criticism of the managerial revolution thesis.
However, the experience of labour relations may still be altered if the

newer technology really does alter the whole nature of work and immediate
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exercise of authority. The research of Gallie (1978) and Nichols & Beynon
(1977) exposes some of the myths here, particularly on the motivation
behind management strategy and the nature of work (see Chapter 7 above).
The experience of participation in these companies shows that while
management were more ready to experiment with it on a pseudo-democratic
basis (Nichols, 1975), the result remained fragile and not, therefore,
convincingly permanent under future conceivable labour market conditions

or other sources of increased management power.

Sixthly, the idea of a benevolent state playing a permanent extended role
in the husbandry of participation is alsc highly questicnable. The
analysis of the state as a relation of capitalist production, not an
autonomous entity or neutral third party standing outside the employer-
worker relationship,was schematically presented in the Introduction.

From this perspective, the state may well take major initiatives to
encourage participation schemes among its own employees and by legislation
or other encouragement in the private sectér. That initiative has tended
to be confined to the cycles of pressure identified above, however, as
witness the low profile of the current Conservative government. While
legislation may not be abolished, the attention to its promotion and
application can vary decisjvely, as in Britain can be seen in the
naticnalised industries. Their joint consultatjon was required by the
Acts bringing about state ownership, in the 1940s but the interest in it
and attention paid to it, and so the concern to develop it further,

evaporated for state servants as it did for managers more generally.

Are there, then, no trends or developments pertinent to the emergence of
worker participation as a more permanent strategy? Clearly, as already
acknowledged, the particular form of the enterprise, and of industrial
relations, are far from static or merely cyclical repetitions.
Developments were, however, shown not to eliminate the processes which
provoke the periodic resurrection and reinterment of interest in
participation. This can now be extended to confront the claim that the

current wave is a different and permanent phencomenon.

Thus Marxists (most notably Braverman) have also pointed to certain
developments in capitalism which bear on the notion that the position of
the worker, individually and collectively, is one of increasing autconomy,

interesting work,and power. In some cases, it will be observed that the
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trends identified are historicist and questionable just as are their
pluralist counterparts. Nonetheless, these and the other processes
indentified serve to counterbalance the little-questioned assumption of
an ever—improving situation for labour which must bring real and lasting

changes in industrial democracy.

The power of management would seem tc be far from declining if the

accounts of the development of monopely capitalism are accepted. The
growth of the giant corporation and ever-greater concentration of
production in the capitalist world into a small number of multi-national
enterprises (and so a tiny group of executives)25 with immense capabilities
beyond the control of not only labour, but of nation-states, hardly needs
elaboration once mentioned. If anything, this process might imply that
participation would be at most a short-term strategy aimed at bridging

the gap till sufficient co-ordination of multi-national strategy obviates
the need for compromise. This, of course, depends on one's analysis of the
dynamics of crisis and the control thereof in monopoly capitalism, a

subject which for now I must neglect.

The same observation concerning the growing power of management follows,
ironically, from the description of an increasingly technocratic,
knowledge-hased system by Bell and other post-~industrial theorists. As
Goldthorpe says, the prime social goal is set as economic growth, and the
key decisions are claimed to require special expertise, so “participation
in the democratic process must, for the mass of the population,
necessarily be of a decidedly restricted and indirect kind." (1971:27e).
Such an observation ties in closely with the criticisms levelled at the
dominance of a technocratic ideology by Habermas, and before him Marcuse.
Galbraith (1968) actually predicts a decline in union power rather than
the reverse. Marglin (1973) explores this question more deeply, and

argues that the notion of hierarchy and division of labour between

management and men arises historically not from the official cause, of
efficiency of operation, but rather from the need to ensure and extend
social control within the factory (by denying skills and by ideological

mystification of the expertise involved in the management function).

The nature of this knowledge thus reflects not some inherent move to

democracy, in industry or elsewhere, but the political economy of capital,

26
as observed by Miliband (commenting on Galbraith) and Ross (on Bell).
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It seeks to sustain and reinforce management's position, not to transform
relations to a new basis, Kumar's questioning of post-industrial

theorists seems particularly apposite for this thesis:

01d questions reappear : knowledge for what, and for whom?
(1976:461) .

This concentration of access to knowledge applies also to observations
Kumar makes on the progressive regulation and 'Taylorization' of white-
collar and technical jobs. This, he says, robs them of any qualitative
superiority to the manual job Bell sees them as displacing. However,
the issue of Taylorism (considered as a general process of subjection of
labour to the political economy of capital} raises the more general
propositions advanced by Braverman in particular. Braverman has argued
that the twentieth century has seen a progressive degradation,
subdivision and ever tighter contrel by capital of the labour process.
Far from giving way to human relations and participative management
doctrines, these management themes are seen as a means to gain labour's
acceptance of this Taylorization of work. Sowell (1960) has shown how
the 'increasing misery' and exploitation of the worker predicted by

Marx remains perfectly consistent with a rising absolute income level,

If such a trend to work degradation can be confirmed, then it points in
the opposite direction to the evolutionary assumptions confronted earlier.

Greater power for labour is not only not automatic; it becomes improbable,

Such an analysis is not beyond challenging. It ignores the resistance
which workers can mount tco management efforts to erode their controls,
and the advances as well as retreats possible on this front.27 Yet if
the Braverman analysis relies on an overpowerful conception of management,

it serves to offset and show the presumption of its pluralist counterpart.

There is yet another recently burgeoning theme of analysis from a more
critical standpoint than the pluralist celebration of the future. This
concerns the nature and role of the state, which is seen as progressively
extending its arena of direction and intervention, generally in defence
of capital's interests rather than labour's., This process is referred to

as 'cor {smt .28
poratism',
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The corporate state is seen as a new mode of production, in effect, by some
writers, though for others 1t is merely an elaboration of capitalism.
Participation is suggested (e.g. by Crouch 1976) as one integrative
strategy such a state may adopt, but certainly not as the basis for a
new, enhanced democracy in industry. Thus the substance of development
is quite different to pluralism, though corporatism is almost as suspect
as its pluralist counterpart as a prediction of permanent change. BAgain,

though, the fragility of pluralist presuppositions is transparent.

At the very least it can be said that the natural ease with which an
evolution to greater shop flcoor power and participation in decisions is
so widely presupposed to be occurring has evaporated. Any identification
and extrapolation of trends on these lines now appears glaringly and
ideologically selective and exclusive. My own inclination would be to
pursue quite different threads concerning the growing resources of control
accruing to the capitalist state and the monopolistic corporation, to
insinuate a possible decline in labour's power. Yet this, too, would be
questionable, excluding key areas of potential resistance, and cdould not
be satisfactorily sustained here. So I restrict myself to stamping
heartily on pluralist 'post-capitalism®' and the idea of an organic

accretion of participation.
CYCLES REDISCOVERED : THE HISTORY OF MANAGEMENT THOUGHT

The original indications of the cycles analysis have now been reinforced
by an examination of the precepts underlying the evolutionary alternative.
To conclude the investigation I shall return to the issue of management
thought touched on in Chapter 8. It is here that we find confirmation

of the pattern from another angle. The main investigators of management
thought are as developmental in many respects as their counterparts on
participation. Bendix, Child and McGivering et al all appear to be fixed
on tracing the emergence of the present as a set of ineluctable trends
from the past., Thus despite the emphasis in all three (pace Child's
misplaced denunciation of the determinism of the other two) on the
determination of the development by socio-economic factors, there is
effectively presumed to be a unilinear trend with at most a few hiccups.
Yet their presentations contain enough information indicating the dubiety

of these presumptions as to lend weight to the argument here.




In British Management Thought(1969) Child purports to be tracing a single

cycle of management thought, budding and finally blossoming as justification
of the managerial role first became necessary, then jimportant, then
withering as in the last couple of decades social science purportedly
takes over. It takes only a glance at his descriptions, however, to
reveal a rather less neat pattern. Thus up to the First World War he
notes that industrial democracy was paid at most lip-service. Anti-
unionism he feels declined after the 1890s, though least readily where
conflict was greatest and unions most militant (which may well tie up with
the introduction of profit-sharing and associated counter-union
'participative' practices at times of such militancy in such industries
as gas). He describes the wave of interest that was expressed in
Whitleyism, but admits that this was an expedient and temporary
'conversion', so that by the late 1920s the argument was instead that
‘industrial democracy hampered attainment of the prime goal, efficiency.
Management was viewed as being morally and technically superior in its
supposed common enterprise with labour. Social responsibility received
little attention in the 1930s, with human relations being used insofar

as it emphasised what management could control. Only with the renewed
"pericd of stress", as Child calls it, in the 1940s, did the sense of
social mission in most of Mayo's writing receive serious attention.

With the 1950s Child's analysis collapses, as we have seen, into a paean
te the arrival of objective, academic management theory. But the pattern
which traces the path of the participation cycles with which this chapter
is concerned is easily followed up to this point.

Although McGivering et al also claim to be talking of the_development

of modern management, thus tracing the inter-war years through the agency
of Mond who, we have seen, was very much a maverick (for which Child
correctly reprimands them), the cyclical story peers through between the
lines in their account also. It is most apparent in the description of
the rise of personnel management in and after the First World War, its
retrenchment once unemployment set in and employer victories had been

won in confrontation, then its revival from the end of the 1930s. The

story is told more fully in McGivering, 1970 {(and see also Watson, 1977:41).

The evidence on the United States is less easy to decipher, particularly
given the fragmented and chronologically grasshopper-like quality of

Bendix's account, and the rigidly evolutionist interpretations of
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Derber's history. Without undertaking the lengthy slog that would
consequently be necessary to reconstruct American management-labour
relations history, it can fairly easily be cbserved that profit-sharing
and representation schemes under management control emerged as one
favoured employer response during times when the pressure of unionism was
experienced particularly strongly by management. Thus it is particularly
clear from Derber that interest dissolves among employers during the
depression years as in Britain. The revival of human relations in the
last ten to fifteen years, with much talk of job enrichment and the like,
seems to echo loudly the turn of events elsewhere toc {(and incidentally
shows up further Derber's flawed futurology when considered along with
the limited and besieged union andinstitutionalised collective bargaining
system in the USA). The elastic adaptability of management thought is
reflected by Bendix's later (1974) observation that ideoclogical vocabulary
had undergone "yet another" shift toc encompass the campaigns of
environmentalists and of those who speak of the psychological needs of

the worker in different terms to the 1920s (p.xf).

Child provides us with a useful distinction between legitimatory and
technical elements in management thought, the former seeking to elicit
no more viable generalisation than the other crude developmentalist
generalisation reviewed thus far. Anthony has arrived at the gquirkish
conclusion that motivational impulses are now aimed at the key figures
in production as he sees them, the expert-managers., Probing a little
further, this turns out to be another version of the 'post-industrial’
society thesis. Thus Anthony refers to at least a limited "end of
idecleogy”, which is attributed (and here we see the connection to Child's
account) to the recruitment of the social scientist inteo industry (1977:
259) . This time, Nichols does not agree, since his study of Chemco
identifies as a key issue for modern management in advanced technology

in the socic-economic conditions of the 1970s "the problem of motivation"

(1975:249),
CONCLUSIONS

The historical pattern of participation described here jars with almost
the entire literature on the development, past, present and future, of
such schemes. On the other hand, it fits closely with the analysis which

has informed the previous chapters of this thesis. Participation has




388

historically been an attempt by management to resolve their problems, by
erasing the social conflict at the root of those problems. Participation,
though, is not an agent of transformation; it is, on the contrary, a

component of the system which it is supposed to transcend.

The pluralist evolutionary account begs the key question, as Goldthorpe

observes:

What exactly is a problem tec whom? Whose interests and
values are at stake? Through whose action (or inaction)
does the problem arise? In other words, the language

of social problems can be used to discuss what are often
in fact situations of social conflict in such a way as
to politically 'defuse' them. (1971:284, emphasis in
original).

Participation is,emphatically, a device to resolve management's problems,
but the universalising of problems and principles is accompanied by a
blindness to the past. The irony cof current managerial appeals to the
need to wait for an 'organic' evolution of below-board participation,
when almost all sizeable firms in this country must have tried works

councils at at least one point this century, is inescapable.

Historically, participation has not performed its managerial task very
well. The echoes of management and government statements on the nature
and purpose of participation schemes in the past are matched by the
reproduction of their inadequacy in achieving labour acquiescence. But
if they are only occasionally control devices, it is as control devices
they are proposed in the last analysis. Thus one observer on the United

States tells this story:

After the war private industry, revelling for a brief
space in the flush of long deferred demand, was confronted
by the same problem of removing blockages to production

and works councils were widely adopted as the talisman
likely to ward off strikes. When the depression of 1921
followed, while many of these councils were abandoned
because plants were shut down, many others served to
facilitate wage and personnel readjustments which permitted
continuance of operation. Thus a further claim was made
for works councils as contributing to the "stabilization"
of industry, (Burton, 1926:63).

The reason I am drawn to this account is that Burton's example for the




above is the Bethlehem Steel plant, where Frederick Taylor was

carry out his work study and anti-union policies.

Daniel has claimed that with the arrival of the Bullock Report
"the tide seems irrestible" (1978:49). But tides, though they
Canutes, are also persisently inclined to turn when the forces
them reverse their pull. Participation is not, after all, the

evolutionary change.

In the words of an erstwhile influential trade union leader:

It does not seek to change. It seeks to perpetuate,
{(Scanlon, 1975:31).
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CHAPTER NINE : NOTES

1. This chapter restates arguments made elsewhere (Ramsay, 1977},
condensing the historical account prior to the 1970s, updating the
story to the time of writing, and extending the analysis somewhat.

2. See Hart, 1878. The USA has also witnessed the growth of the
'union-busting' consultancy in recent years, and the continuing use
of extensive violent and intimidatory tactics by employers to resist
unions.

3. Church, 1871; Bristow, 1974; Pease, 1913. Sedley Taylor, a
protagonist of profit-sharing, nonetheless also provides telling
evidence {18B4).

4. See especially Hinten, 1973; Kendall, 1969; Cole, 1923; Holton, 1976.

5. See White, 1975. The government received regular reports on the
state of revolutionary organisation throughout the war and for a good
many years thereafter.

6. Ministry of Labour, 1918, This publication, of which I was unaware
when writing 'Cycles of Control' neatly prefigures the treatment, including
‘evidence' in the form of brief, uncritical case studies, currently
adopted by the British State towards participation. See, for comparison,
the series of case studies published in the Department of Employment
Gazette during 1977, The 1918 version's introduction (by D.J.Shackleton)
tell us that "the old trade union machinery has often been overburdened",
and that works committees had grown up to enhance communication in these
circumstances. In fact, many of these committees turn out to be early
bargaining channels recognising shop stewards (the first case study is
of Renolds, discussed over greater temporal length in Chapter 10), and
belieing the unitary and evolutionary aura cast around them by this
publication.

7. The figures are taken from E.Wigham, 'Worker participation : a new
look at an old principle!, Times. Flanders, (1968:209) gives different
though similar figures, as does the fuller account by Seymour (1932).

8, The persistence of Sir Alfred Mond with works councils in ICI during
the 1930s is interesting not because it heralds the future but because of
its eccentricity. But Mond's intentions were never ones which pretended to
kenevolently grant power to labour; his strategy for control was simply at
odds with that of most management of the time. Thus in 1923 Mond showed
his beliefs in replying to Snowden's speech attacking capitalism in a
riposte which Mowat (1955:154) describes as:

... & panegyric on individual initiative and a condemnation
of socialism as a robbing of the rich and a clipping of the
wings of enterprise in a 'bureaucratic, soulless machine'.

Bistory is echoed today in more ways than one, it is confirmed.
g, Clegg & Chester, 1954:339. See also Walpole, 1944; ILO, 1944;

and Coates and Topham, 1872, who find that:

With a few exceptions, shop stewards and unions alike combined
to strengthen corthodox managerial power rather than control it.
(p48) .
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10.  See Agar, 1944; Calder, 1959, 1973,
11, Clegg & Chester, 1954:339; pP.E.P., 19545:181.
12, Flanders, 1968:135-136; Clegyg & Chester, 1954:343.

13. Confirm=d in correznondence with the TUC as their first intorvention
of this sort in the current wave.

14, Jones had already made himself prominent in the debate by an carly
intervention calling for participation, 'A Plan for a Breakthrough in
Production', Tribune, 11 Feb.l966. Subsequently he was to bo a member

of the Bullock Coumittee

15. It was common for this point te be made with reference to Europear
evolution' of participative arrangements. See e,g. EEF, 1977.

16. Few policy statements were made by the Tories before or after the
election - a sure sign of the decline in saliency of the issuc. The
clearest was an article by James Prior, Shadow spokesman on Emplovuent
{and later Minister), in The Times, 24 May 1978, responding to the ¥hite
Paper with the telling thle,'lecplng worker participation in tune with
industrial recovery'

17. 7T.Clarke, 1977 is & recent exanple of this interpretation fren a
critical leflist standpoint - see e.g. page 375.

16, "The pressures for change™ is the title of Chapter 3 of th: majority
report.

19. This last point
‘advances'

t refers both to demonstraticon effects of partici
elzevhere and to the moves to reguire all F“C mamber ¢

to zoceplt a minimum common form of representaticn on boards and thy
1

company couancils (international where necessary). Thsse proposals
cuatline in Comndssion for the Burcpean Communities, 1975, ana hegan
Liher 'fiith dirasctive' on harmonising companv iaw in 1972, However, in

1979 Lho 1

propesalsy

=1l afifairs committee of the Eurcpean Parlianent rejected the
¥5 to a coaliiion of right-centre parties iﬂ”LUulﬂﬁ the
British Conservatives (see FT 10,9.79, T 21.2.8Q). This entails a del
of any lmplewmontation of suggéqueﬂtly a&keed proposals, if such anuld
emcrge, until the very end of the 1980s or beyond (FT 11.3.80}.

20, Blauney, 1964, Simiiar implicaticns are contained in Woodward's
observations (1965). Daniel & McIntosh (1972} extend the argument by
claiming that, since most of the Maslow 'need-hierarchy' has been
fulfilled, companies must adapt toechnoleogy and offer participation to
meet self-actualisation dewmands.

21. An associaticn between Marxism and teleological evoluticnary. forms
of social analysis is not, of course, anything new. I have avoided
becoming entangled in a discussion of these, however, since it raisss
complications which are beyond the scope of the thesis,

22, See Ransay, 1977b, for further comments on this. The author of the
postscript subseguently teld me he had not intended to take on kEcand the
Durrhelinmian trapoiangz, and was seeling to formulate a Marxist anz =
Honetheless, one of his ce-authors has alsc interpreted his analysis
Murkheimian - see Fatchett & Whittingham, 1976.
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23. Westergaard & Resler, 1975, provide an overview. On inequalities
generally, see alsoc Townsend, 1979. R.K.Brown, 1978, summarises material
on the workplace. Social mobility studies are numerous, but in Britain
the most recent contributions are Halsey et al, 1980; Goldthorpe et al
1980.

24. See the discussion in Newby, 1975.

25. Bob Edwards, (1977:17) reports estimates that by 1985 300 corporations
will control three-quarters of world production, and that perhaps 1,000
executives already controlled the core of the world capitalist system.

26. Milliband, 1968; Rose, 1974. See alsc Kumar, 1976:460.

27. See critical commentaries on Braverman by Elger, 1979, Mackenzie
1977 and (more problematically) Coombs, 1978,

28. c.f. Crouch, 1977; Panitch, 1976, 1977; Winkler, 1976, 1977.




CHAPTER TEN : BETWEEN THE LINES

In this chapter attention is turned to the practice of participation in
the UK as known from case studies. On the face of it, the odds are against
showing anything other than overwhelming success and enthusiasm for
participation schemes. We are besieged by accounts of new areas of
co-operation and understanding being opened up by the establishment of
consultation procedures, job re-organisation programmes, discussion groups
and so forth. A quick run-down on a television programme, a large, splash
review every year or two in the 'quality' dailies and Sundays, two or
three pages of enthusiastic exegesis in one of the management journals -
all these are familiar. In recent years, they have been augmented by a
series of books from practising managers, journalists, consultants, and
the occasional academic operating through a professional managemant
association.l The most important effect of all this comes not through
one or even a few accounts together, but through the cumulative effect

of so much favourable reporting with so little criticism. What criticism
there is comes at a time when a less desirable (in management eyes)
alternative is on parade, and then the condemnation is clamorous. This

is precisely what we saw over the proposals of the Bullock Committee,

Unsurprisingly, the enthusiasm has not been confined to management
publications. The government, too, has taken an interest. Thus the
report on the 'gquality of working life' reviewing forms of job
re-organisation (N.A.B.Wilson, 1973}, the establishment of a Work Research
Unit of the Department of Employment in 1975, and the more recent series
of prototypical short, favourable reviews in the Department of Employment
Gazette during 1977. I found myself fascinated by the use of evidence in
the introductory article in this last series (Jessup, 1977}, where the
general statement is made that recent surveys show the demand for greater
say among employees. The references used are a Times ORC poll, and two
articles of my own; yet there is no mention of the critical material
concerning the nature and operation of participation which was contained
in those articles, Selection is, of course, perfectly valid, and is
plentifully indulged in within these pages; but for sc many sources to

operate so exclusive a system is to invite charges of ideology.

There will undoubtedly be readers who feel that I have equally winnowed

out findings which do not support my interpretations above and below.
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I acknowledge unhesitatingly that this may be the case and it will
clearly take far more arqument to finally establish the case one way

or the other. At the same time, it seems necessary to muster the
evidence in a strong concentration given the odds against which it

has to stand. Thus in the chapter below, as the title I have selected
indicates, one is commonly dealing with a strongly partisan support of
a scheme, and the inconsistencies or giveaway comments must be teased
out and highlighted. This I think reasonable under the circumstances,
and I hope that the proof of the resultant versions will be found in
the reading. Fortunately there are at least some relatively independent
assessments of a few of the better known schemes, most of them produced
by authors who would hardly fall into the same category politically as
myself. While these accounts have been swamped by the favourable flood
described earlier, their detail and independence are attributes which

lend them telling weight.

Emphasis must be placed on the managerial concentration of the
conventiocnal accounts. Union voices are rarely heard; when they are,
publicly or in personal contact, their views are commonly far more
critical of participation schemes in operation. No claim that union
views are any less interest-related than management's is made; that,
after all, is precisely the point, that existing accounts are only one
side, and that they reflect partial interests. The irony is, of course,
that this partial view which is so comprehensively aired has as its
most common component a declaration of the essential consensus between

employer and employee, to be brought out by the participation scheme.

There are several good reasons for believing that there is likely to be
a consistent and powerful bias in the available accounts from managers
and/or their consultants (or from uncritical visitors who largely

report management views) which predominate among available reports:
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- the conceptions of the purpose and the perceptions
of the 'achievements' of participation are‘likely for
reasons of ideology and experience to be different

to those of employees.

-~ presentation of a public relations image to the
outside world by management is likely to be common.

In my own experience I have found managers far more
open and sceptical about the reality of participation
as it operates in other firms than their own. Their
presentation of what happens in their own enterprise

I have found repeatedly to be laudatory at first,

and then to relax into greater admission of difficulties
as time went on {or if the possibility was raised

of outside inspection). There 1is also a relaxation

in a teaching situation when information about problems
with well-known schemes such as those discussed below
is conveyed by the teacher. Thus the response to a
guestionnaire or a cursory survey is likely to be
highly misleading.

- the selection process of reporters and/or publishers.
Since participation is billed as the 'coming thing',
evolving as 'progressive management', there is an
inherent tendency to report only success. This then
forms 'best practice' as guidance to others.

Failure, in contemporary counterpart schemes or later
in the same scheme, is just not 'news' on these

definitions.

There is likely to be an ideclogical fall-out from this kind of biased
reporting. It is probable that where participation breaks down, the
general propaganda could do little tc save it. However, the media
message about success being the overwhelming result may well lead
both management and workers locally to see their own case as
exceptional and to place blame on personal awkwardness or other
shortcomings. The general incapacity of participation argued here

is not perceived, and this will have clear consequences for the
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reputation ¢f those on each side (and of the other side by each camp)
who must on this evidence be held responsible. Hence, too, the
possibility of structural factors rendering harmony in the employment
relationship unattainable is not widely entertained as established

by events since no accurate account of events is permitted to

circulate.

In Chapter 5 certain outcomes were argued to be likely given the
assumptions about industrial relationships made and elaborated here.
It was suggested that if participation were management-initiated and
controlled (and it has been shown in later chapters that it generally
is) then it would take a consensus-oriented form that amounted to
pseudo-democracy, paying only lip-service to allowing employees a real
influence over decision—making. In more structural terms, the argument
has also been developed that the nature of the situation in which
participation would take place constrains and impedes any other than
those decisions which conform to the political economy of capitalism.
Finally, Chapter 5 presented a typology of outcomes of participation
schemes, according to circumstances, which included 'success' for
management, for labour (seen as extremely unlikely), triviality,
instability, and change of committee status to that of a bargaining
body. The pattern predicted there is summarised in fig. 10.1, with

the most likely results indicated by asterisks:
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Fig. 10.1 :; Outcomes of Type A (Higher-level, consensus-oriented)

Participation Schemes

'participation’' bargaining no bargaining no bargaining
introduced when: channel channel channel
exists - management - management
dogmatically pragmatic
unitary
(1) (11) (Ir1)
labour {2) trivial (2) *trivial or {4) - low key
organisation (1) management bargaining
weak/absent 'success'
’,—
(1IV} (v) (V1)
labour well (2) *trivial {3) *unstable {4) *change
organized and status
placed

With the spread of union activity, the most common cutcome is expected

to be triviality. Instability is more likely where management retain

some particular commitment to confining certain decisions to a consensus-
based body in practice (or otherwise resisting the union, even where it
is officially condoned}, or where for some reason the ‘participation’
body provides a basis for reconstituting or establishing on its first

proper footing the process of negotiation.

It is true that some support for the case argued here is available from
surveys in the literature. Thus D.L.Davies (1962) observed, on the basis

of a critical reading of management responses to his questionnaire, that:

The general impression gained is that the majority of firms
do not fully believe in and practice formal consultation and
all that it implies but use it rather as a forum for company
pronouncements and the airing of employee irritants. (pl7).

Preliminary findings from research at Nottingham University, reported by
Chell (1977) confirm the poverty of participation by observation of 25
joint consultative committees. She argues that "joint consultation is

neither democratic nor particularly participative". Management dominated
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the operation of the committees, whilst there was also an observed
division between management who viewed the committees as "all in it
together”, and unions who saw thelr own and management interests as
separate. Here we see in practice, then, a reproduction of the division
in attitudes outlined at a more general level in Chapter 3 (and in a
different way in Chapters 7 and 8}. That this may have real consequences
in the reaction to experience of participation (particularly likely to

cause disillusion with the scheme from one or both sides) seems evident.

In the sections of this chapter which follow, particular attention will
be paid to four case studies where outside academic investigation has
afforded much greater purchase on the texture of participation schemes
in the companies studied than is normally available. Three are private
sector concerns and one a nationalised industry. While other cases will
be discussed, these four form the core of the material for this chapter.
All have received a considerable amount of public attention, and so form
a significant proportion of the dominant mythology, though it is also
true to say that the factors which have brought them to such general
attention may be considered to render them in some respects atypical.
Yet if this be admitted, thelr unusual circumstances as usually
considered should make for more rather than less hospitable environments

for participation.

I PRIVATE SECTOR EXAMPLES

THE JOHEN LEWIS PARTNERSHIP2

The first example is perhaps the least typical. The Partnership is a
large retail organisation with over 23,000 employees. Formally it seems
more like a worker co-cperative than a conventional enterprise, since
Spedan Lewis decided to make over his shares to employees of the company.

According to one portrayer:

... since 1950 it can be properly said that the ownership
and overall control of the company has been in the hands
of the members. (Farrow, 1964:87).

The shares are held by the John Lewis Partnership Trust Ltd., three out

of five of whose members are elected by the Central Council of the
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Partnership itself.3 The Central Council also elects five out of the
twelve directors of the Central Board of the Partnership itself, the
remaining seven being the chairman, his deputy (whom he selects), and
five nominees of the chairman. The Central Council itself is about 140
strong, and consists of representatives from the various stores elected
by members at the branch level, together with ex officio or neminated
management members.4 The powers of the Central Council include the right
to dismiss the chairman with a two-thirds vote, and to inspect and if
desired veto any major capital decision. Other institutions include

branch councils, and non-executive communication committees.

The John Lewis Partnership has been an experiment.
Instead of the many being exploited by the few, there
would be genuine partnership for all, managers and
managed alike, all pulling together for their common
advantage.

This is the view of Spedan Lewis, expressed on film screened from archives
in the ITV programme "What About the Workers'.5 Much emphasis is put on
'accountability' and the spread of information. If the operation of the
scheme is examined more carefully, however, the element of paternalism
becomes increasingly apparent, as does the fact that formal institutions

tell one little about the real distribution and operation of power.

Firstly, the consensus orientation of the scheme is readily confirmed.

In the television programme mentioned above, the management spokesman
professed to have no knowledge of the number of unionists in the firm
and several others are gquoted with him as feeling that the spread of

the union would break the co-operative spirit of the Partnership. The
council representative is asserted to be quite other than a shop steward,
who would oppose management instead of helping them. Trade Unions are

not officially excluded, but the attitude to them is hardly positive:

Collective bargaining may, therefore, have to be accepted
where there is a demand for it, but it should not be
encouraged. The principles of the Partnership are held
to have deprived it of its 'raison d'etre’ within the
organisation. (Flanders et al, 1968:181}.

The generally weak organization of unions in the retail trade undoubtedly
helps to keep this a relatively viable outlook, and leads to a prediction,

in terms of the terminology developed earlier, that the scheme will either
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be a managerial 'success' or a trivial one for most of those involved.

Of course, no real world example is likely to fit exactly into a category,
but the strength of the evidence suggesting some combination of just these

types is extremely encouraging {for the author at least!).

The paternalistic, pseudo-democratic nature of the scheme is, therefore,
also readily established. Spedan Lewis's own words will serve for the

former:

Our own partnership has now almost exactly twelve thousand
members. Many of them are young and inexperienced. Many

of them have had little education. Many of them would not
be very wise however much education they had had. For the
most part they are honourable people ... But they are no
more capable of grasping the problems of a big business and
of managing it in the real sense of the word than most of us,
no matter how long and carefully we were trained, would be
capable of holding our own in the preofessional boxing ring ...
{quoted from Spedan Lewis, Partnership For All, by the
Rev.J.F.Maxwell, 1962:176-177, emphasis in origninal).

Yet this would be of little consequence if a genuine redistribution of
power were demonstrated. According to Flanders et al the redistribution

is in the opposite direction:

Another major effect of the system on management is
paradoxically to reinforce their authority so that it
is stronger and commands greater power than is usual,
and often possible, in the normal run of private and
public enterprise today. (1968:1B3).

This operates through the system of communication and official
accountability. The communication is extensive, the authors acknowledge,
but "Any system of communication ... is always auxiliary to some system of
control" (pl86). Moreover, "control by accountability is in effect

control by ideoclogy" (plB88) they conclude. The reasoning behind this is
simple. The criteria by which management are to be judged are managerially
determined, so there is no control that enables employees to direct

management "to further their interests as they see them" (plB7, original

emphasis) .

It is thus made clear that democracy should influence decisions only if it
does not harm efficiency. Again it is made clear that the division of

labour is sustained and sharpened. Thus the television programme to
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which we have referred already interviews a councillor who claims that
anyone can be elected, then asks a manager whether a shop girl has ever
been elected to the Central Beoard, to which he replies: "Not in my memory,

which goes back some time". Later he is found saying:

I think we must get one thing clear, and that is that
it's management's job to manage and to make plans. It's
the Council’s job to look at that ... to discuss it, and
from that help management probably to improve plans.

S0 in the end the advisory rather than true executive nature of the

representative becomes clear.

Although employees share in the profits of the enterprise, their sharing
does not extend to other aspects of pay. Remuneration is according to
supposed worth of service to the enterprise, not equal, and worth is
effectively measured by market price, i.e. by the criteria of capitalism.
It would be difficult on this evidence to view Lewis's as anything other

than an exercise in pseudo-democracy, then. Yet one prominent commentator,

reviewing Flanders et al, concludes that the experiment is "a clear, but
qualified success" (Lupton, 1968). His criteria are increased efficiency
and commitment of the workforce; they appear to reflect more on the

commentator than on the democratic value of the scheme itself.

As yet, the evidence appears only partly to support the arguments of this
thesis. We have the consensus-orientation, the management initiative and
control, and the lack of a real sharein decision-making power. But where

is the conflict?

In the case of John Lewis's, conflict is manifested most clearly, despite
all the whitewashing referred to above, in the form of triviality. Despite
the conclusions guoted above, the most outstanding feature of the scheme
appears from other evidence to lie in this direction, rather than the
accretion of managerial power beyond what is in fact apparent in most
sectors of the retail trade already. If interest in the system is
considered, it emerges that a majority of employees exhibited a low level
(60% of men, 62% of women).7 The minority who did express greater interest
did show more satisfaction with job and firm, and so tended to be longer

servers. Yet the researchers found that:
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... even this minority continue to view their immediate job
interests in much the same fashion as the majority of rank
and file Partners; in this respect involvement in the
Partnership system has no particular influence on their
attitudes. Hence our conclusion that the ethos of the
employment relationship for the non-managerial employees
of the Partnership closely resembles that to be found in
employing organizations of the usual kind. Although they
may regard the Partnership as a 'good' employer, their
relationship with it remains a 'calculative' rather than

a ‘normative' one; except for a small minority it does

not entail any firm commitment to the Partnership's
ideology. (Flanders et al, 1968:189).

This kind of attitude is also given away by one of the representatives
most vocal in her support for the ideals of the Partnership when

interviewed for the What About The Workers? programme.

What I would like to see is the ignorance and apathy.
I'd like to get rid of that, that is amongst my
constituents, because a lot of them are not convinced
that the Partnership works. They really do think
there's a 'them-and-us' situation.

A fellow councillor admits that many come just for the money. Yet these
are meant to be representatives. And not one voice is heard in the
programme which represents the many calculative or opposed views which

Flanders et al uncovered, and the existence of which those interviewed

admit.

As for the operation of the various institutions, a majority agree that
they would be sorry if they were dismantled. But the following quotations,
all from this majority, indicate that this is a matter of choosing

something rather than nothing:

Only power can talk to power and these committees are
a waste of time.

They're useful but so far as I can see from reports in
the Chronicle they don't get a tremendous amount achieved.

They couldn't really(be givenJup because we have to bring
complaints up.

It's good in theory but it doesn't really work in practice.
Management squashes a lot of good ideas. I suppose they do
serve a purpose.

... my experience has been that they're very, very poor.
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I don't think they're worth their salt ... But they're
the best of the bunch.

These comments (from Flanders et al: 115) refer to the Committee for
Communication, which it was found were rated more valuable than Branch

or Central Councils.

For the John Lewis Partnership, then, if anyone gains from the scheme it
is management, but the overriding impression is of apathy or limited
interest arising from the ‘inherent conflicts in the employment situation,
and in the absence of effective union organization, which fits remarkably

neatly into the predicted pattern.

THE GLACIER METAL COMPANY

If the John Lewis Partnership is well known, its reputation is small
compared to that of the Glacier Metal Company, and of the 'Glacier Project'
which has grown out of it. "The Glacier Project occupies a unigue place
in recent British management thought", acknowledges Child (1969b:195),

and his opinion is not controversial. An extensive literature has now
flowed, above all from the pens of Elliott Jaques and Wilfred (now Lord)
Brown. The former was brought in as part of a research team from the
Tavistock Institute at the height of the post-Second World War joint
consultation wave, while the latter was managing director of Glacier at
the time of the scheme's inception. Jaques subsequently became a consultant.
There is now a Glacier Institute of Management, and managers continue to
generalise from their experience to elaborate on the basic argument around
which the Institute has arisen.8 It has attracted much attention in
consequence, some of it informatively critical enough to be useful in
attempting a balanced assessment, though no attempt to place the Glacier
system and its outcome within a broader interpretive framework seems to
have been made. Nonetheless, the Project has become important enough to

have attracted a recent large volume devoted to analysis of it (Gray, 1976).

In many minds Glacier is a standard-bearer of worker participation in
Britain. Emery & Thorsrud not only think that the system "works", but
that it constitutes an alternative to board-level representation (1969:60).
Child (1969%a) rates it as formally falling into his highest category of

'whole organization' and 'goals + means (democratic)' participation.
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Sawtell rates a company I, which is fairly easily translated as Glacier,
as high on his scale of participation, and refers to the works council as
"a powerful shared decision-making body"” {1968:47). This, then, seems an

eminently appropriate test case for our consideration.

A description of the structure and rationale of the Glacier system is a
formidable task given the extent of the literature its constructors have
produced on the topic,9 and only the briefest of résumés is offered here.
Broadly, three management systems are identified in Brown's key exposition
{1960) . The ‘executive' system determines ‘'definitive‘' policy, and here
management take decisions unilaterally. The representative system is the
channel for negotiation and consultation. Finally, the legislative system,
the main channel for 'participation', consists of a works council, which
has the formal right to discuss all manner of issues, including wage
payment systems, redundancy, factory closure, working conditions and hours,
and so forth. The latter organization is, as will be seen, regarded as of
more importance than negotiation or consultation (which are not separated),
though despite the partiality for formal allocation of functions I find

it hard to determine the precise demarcation between the legislative and
representative systems {as from the vagueness of other accounts do fellow

interpreters) .

The Works Council is officially an employee body with management
representation. It consists of seven manual staff, three clerical workers,
two middle managers and a senior executive, together with one management
representative (usually the managing director).lo Decisions must be
unanimous: the unanimous voting council has subsequently been proposed

by Brown as a solution to wage inflation (1973), and by Jaques and Brown
as a preferable alternative to the Bullock Report's proposals (1977).

The basic concept which is said to dominate this system is "management by
consent", the claim being that managers can have only as much effective
authority as the managed are prepared to concede them. If this exposes
the legitimation-seeking aspect of the structure, gaining acquiescence

to rather than democratising the process of management, then it would

still seem that the result is to grant a great deal of interventionist
power to elected employee representatives. On closer examination, however,

the Glacier system takes on an appearance which is less flattering.

The initiative in setting up the system at Glacier was a management one.

Jaques' first book (1951) is an expanded account of the cajoling and
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coaxing necessary to draw workers' representatives into the system at all;
despite his interpretation (see below) their resistance seems on reflection
to have been well-founded. Unions are not officially opposed, and indeed
these days, with the Glacier factories being in a well-organized economic
sector, they are solidly established in the firm. Nonetheless, the concept
of 'management by consent', and associated values which we have seen to be
apparent in the type of project the Glacier spokesmen have committed
themselves to, entail a marked degree of tension between this philosophy
and at least some of the requirements of pragmatic pluralism. For part

of the time, an effective change of status in the institutions may take

place, but at others the unitary ideoclogy regains predominance with effects
that will be seen to be directly predictable from the framework of analysis

in use here.

The 'management by consensus' doctrine and the conceptualisation of works
councils that goes with it thus confirm the placing of the Glacier system
in the consensus-oriented category. Jaques and Brown also present the
prototypical view of the boardroomas a centre for neutral, rational and
non-interest-based decision-making which management spokesmen generally
adopt, thus arguing against actual representation at this level {though
not against unionists on the board per se).ll Officially, though, there
is recognition of “"negotiating” riqhtsl% but as Pateman comments (1970:
75n2) inpractice management resisted this as an encroachment on their
prerogatives. We have seen that these prerogatives are at the heart

of the legitimatory enterprise of both Jaques'and Brown's writings.
Consequently, negotiation was in practice subordinated, whenever possible
{and sometimes when it proved impossible as we shall see), to the
consultative, consensual approach, conceding bargaining rights only under

great pressure.

It remains the case as noted above, that formally the works council seems
to be granted considerable powers for the implementation of employee
interests. According to an official description it meets "not just to
discuss but actually to take part in fixing what the firm's policy should
be" (Glacier Metal Company, 1965:2). This is hard to reconcile with a
consideration of the rest of the formal structure, however, where it is
clear both from Brown's accounts and from Kelly's description that the
source of policy is the Board of Directors in all matters of significant

weight {(and the views of Jagues and Brown on the boardroom we have already
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seen). "I am the active initiator of new policies which, however, can
be implemented only if I have sufficient authority" asserts Brown (1960:
250) , narrowing the source of decisions down still further. The complex
network of participative structures is quite openly described as a
legitimatory device, the description of them falling into a section in
Brown's text headed 'Sources of Managerial Authority'. The unanimous
voting principle alsoc emerges as a means to prevent any dangers arising
from the existence of an employee body with only one management

representative which could complicate decisions by going against Board

policy.

Thomason clarifies the mechanism:

If there were likely to be a clash between definitive
and conditional policy decisions, Brown, as a member
of both Works Council and Board of Directors could
withhold his vote in the former, and prevent this
from happening. (Thomason, 1973:148).

From this appear the first indications that confirm the pseudo-democratic

nature of the Glacier arrangements. Child summarises thus:

As with Mayo a fundamental point in the Jaques system
is the avoidance of conflict ... to be achieved by means
of an increase in management control over employees. (1969:200).

For Brown this seems to be in harmony, too, with what he refers to as "the

requisite reality of the manager-subordinate relationship" (1960:149).

Other examples of the pseudo-democratic nature of the Glacier enterprises
include the running of some of the institutions. Thus Kelly's observations
showed that management tend to direct the path of discussion and to dominate
the works council, the Chairman and General Manager speaking for 74% of the
time in the meetings he attended (196B:245). 1In the use of appeals
procedure, where the managing director hears the appeal (not a

particularly convincing democratic mechanism}, according to Brown's own
figures (1960:278) from January 1953 to the end of 1958, 58 appeals were
heard. Forty-three were disallowed, and in five compromise solutions

were found, so that only one in six succeeded unequivocally. Since these
were individuals who presumably felt sufficiently incensed and justified

to take their case to appeal, the figures are not calculated to inspire

confidence.
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The Glacier Project's initiators advocate the 'working through' of
problems in discussion, and interpretations in connection with this
style are placed on the actions of employee participants., This 'working
through' idea, taken from the use of groups or consultant-patient
techniques in psychiatry, atfords a further clear imposition of a unitary
frame of reference, since it evidently presumes a basically common goal
of consultant and 'patient', and further joins hands with other human
relations approaches in assuming that a 'constructive' and mutually
beneficial sclution to 'problems' is always available if co-operation is
achieved. The conceptualisation of circumstances which it produces comes
across repeatedly as not only dubious but also as markedly patronising.
Repeatedly we are told by Jagques in his 1951 account of the lack of self~-
confidence and maturity which afflicts employee representatives and leads
them to find excuses for refusing responsibility or adopting conflictual

stances. Thus at one point we are told that the Shop Committee:

.. ¢riticised the Works Council and the firm's consultative
set-up, maintaining that top management could get whatever
it wanted by talking the workers' representatives out of
their demands or their arguments. ({1951:98-99).

Jagues reports his response to this, giving an impression {to this reader
at least) of heavy slanting of the account to get across his own
interpretation, and entirely ignoring any validity in the workers' account.

He claims to have suggested:

... did this not indicate some insecurity and a fear that
they[the Shop Committee} were not strong enough to cope
by themselves with their present situation? {1951:99).

This was denied, he admits, yet claims that it was nonetheless partly
accepted. There are countless examples of this sort throughout Jaques'
descriptions. Brown makes fewer such references, his approach being more
formalistic and less dependent on interpretation of specific interactions.
He does, however, offer his own version when he atcuses trade union
officials, who fear employee entanglement in management decisions, of a

"lack of objectivity" (1960:242}).

Child is correct to point to the methodological problems of accounts such
as these which afford only the manager or consultant's version of the

situation and presume it to be naturally superior and objective (see
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1969:197). Kelly, though,is more forthright. Rather than personal
incapacities on the part of employees being the reason for the reticence

observed by Jagues:

A more plausible view would be that the representatives
intuitively realised that they could never fully control
the policy of the company. (1968:54). :

In fact, it hardly needed much intuition for this to be seen, given the
structures already described. This was plainly responsibility without
power, for decisions could only be 'made' if they were in accordance with

management policy and approval.

Another noteworthy feature is the shift in emphasis as to the nature and
philosophy of the Glacier system as between Jaques in 1951, where great
stress is laid on participation and communication, and Brown from 1960
with his emphasis on formal authority, efficiency, and the achievement of
policy implementation. This is Kelly's interpretation (1968:251), and is
accepted by Pateman, and in a review by Revans (1968). As the last of these
authors puts it, in the 1940s industrial democracy was 'useful', but by
1960 it was far less necessary and was "dropped in favour of unilateral
demands”. Such an interpretation has some validity; it certainly fits
very neatly with the thesis of the previous chapter as well as this, and
to extrapolate from this explains the revival of concern with
participation from the end of the 1960s. It is hotly denied by Jaques
himself,l3 perhaps unsurprisingly. My own feeling on this is that it
would be too convenient to rely overmuch on such a generalisation, and
that part of the difference arises from the differing perceptions and
approaches of Jaques and Brown, as seems natural given their differing
roles in the project. It would also be foolish to overlook the plentiful
evidence of an overriding concern with the management goals of authority
production, efficiency and profitability in Jaques' account, just because
it is less blatant. Perhaps what remains significant is the timing
{relative to the broader 'cycles' described in Chapter 9) of each book's
publication and so the stress within the Project of different aspects at

different times.

A final confirmation of the insubstantiality of democracy in the scheme

at Glacier comes from Child (19276), who reports that when the most

significant decision of all was made in the company, to sell it, no
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14 . .
consultation took place. There are, it seems, occasions when the
managing director ceases to have to seek legitimacy; one wonders what

happens to all the good intentions towards the workforce at such times.

Next we must ask whether this is a system where management are victors,
accruing gains in terms of control from the system. Its persistence over
the years, and my own discussions with people who have experienced it,
suggests that at times it may indeed operate to management's advantage and
to the detriment of union strength. However, given the level of
organization of the workers in the company, the analysis advanced earlier
would suggest that when management concede bargaining rights in the council
it will change status, or where they are conceded in other channels the
council will lack significance. Both of these eventualities seem to have
occurred, but management's attachment to a unitary ideclogy suggests a
potential for managerial obstinancy which is more liable to create the
conditions for instability. To quote an exchange reported by (but

differently interpreted by) Jaques:

The Shop Committee Chairman opposed fthe] "investigation
of workers' attitudes, since all supervisors were on
management's side."

The Divisicnal Manager complained: "You're suggesting
there are two sides to the table. I feel that we're
all in this together."

"There are two sides to the table, and I don't want
the supervisors poking their noses into the Shop
Committee's business.” (Jaques, 1951:79).

More generally this divisionbetween the researcher-consultant and the
management he represents on the one hand, and those who they are trying

to co-opt on the other, is acknowledged in cryptic form by Brown and
Jaques. They refer to it as a disappointing persistence of "the split

at the bottom of the executive chain”, which appears to be a contorted way

of saying that the workforce are not involved.

One gocd example of this 'split' is found in the fate of the 'equitable
payment' proposals by Jaques. Briefly, Jagques has arqued for many years
that remuneration should be governed by scientific principle rather than
bargaining power (see esp. 1967). The principle he advocates is the
‘time-span of discretion', a rough measure of responsibility which he

believes to be consciously or unconsciously accepted as fair by all men.
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He claims success for his approach in experiments in Glacier. Amongst
many, often critical assessments of the time-span theory,l5 probably the
most damaging and certainly the most telling in the context of the
discussion here is that of Fox (1966). By and large, he observes, time-
span methods have only been applied to staff whose evaluation can be
unilaterally determined by management, i.e. salaried managerial staff.
Works council representatives in Glacier have not only refused to recognise
it as a final arbiter on pay, but have vetoed systematic research on it
within the factories (pp 363-364). For Jaques this stems from a familiar
source, "an unconscious persecuted feeling of loss of personal freedom",
but once again the threat to worker interests and existing scope for
control, not least through the implied threat ot the union itself, is a

a far more plausible explanation. To extend Fox's argument along the
lines of earlier discussion in these pages, it can be said that more
important than the criteria is who is to control their selection angd
application. Who allocates revenue between profits and wages? Who decides
how great a time-span one person has relative to another, what the
distribution of people among jobs should be, whether people should

be able to exert personal control over their work {usually a unilateral
matter anyway), even whether there should be a division of labour? 1In
other words,at a whole series of levels Jagues attempts to pretend
underlying harmony and the absolute rationality of management and the
labour process they oversee. The result is a transparent attempt to
increase management power, as Child has observed, and thereby it founders

on the conflict it denies.

The clearest illustration of the instability engendered by the Glacier
system is, however, that afforded by Kelly's account of two strikes in
the Kilmarnock factory. I shall concentrate on the former, for each shows
very similar management attitudes and consequences. This first strike in
1957 arose from a shift in the balance of power when management decided
to announce 200 redundancies. The works council, management-dominated,
accepted this, and on the basis of management selection agreed at an
earlier legislative meeting. The AEU, however, called for a 'last in,
first out' policy to avoid any victimisation in the name of management
selecting to rid itself of the 'least suitable' elements. Management
claimed that the works council, officially drawn from all employees, was
more representative than the union. The consequence was a large number

of men joining the trade union, a nine-day strike, and the eventual
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meeting of the chief union demand.

In Exploration in Management Brown describes a strike which seems almost

sure to be the same one, but his account of the outcome is quite different

to Kelly's:

We had a one week's strike in one of our factories

... one of the major factors was the need to reduce

the strength of the factory by about fifteen per cent
because of work shortage. There existed at the time, a
standing order on redundancy which had been duly

passed by the factory council some years earlier.

It was a sound piece of legislation .... It was clear
from the comments made during the strike which

ensued that the operation of the legislative system

was not understood and was, therefore, mistrusted.

A great deal of effort was expended by management

during the strike to explain the legislative system.

I think this made a substantial contribution to the return
to work on a basis which was a little different from that
existing before the strike. (1960:259-260).

Kelly, on the other hand, guotes a comment in the Glasgow Observer:

.. because many regarded the Works Council as a pet idea
of management and little concern of theirs, they did not
feel morally bound - whether rightly or wrongly - by the
council's decisions. {1968:177).

Goldring {1971:118) admits more readily the problems, but claims that
shortly the Glacier system created the integrated atmosphere it needed
Yet Kelly's account of the 1962 strike shows a similar pattern of
management resistance to all union rights , and precipitate action such
as instructing management to run the machines. For Kelly, the chief
consequence of these episcdes was "an agonising reappraisal of the Glacier

o 16
system” (1968:118) and two periods of prolonged hostility.

One must regard with some sardonicism then, Heller's recent argument for
closer attention to be paid to the successes of Glacier in an article
entitled 'The Realities of Participation' (1978}, or Jagues' (1964)

statement that:

... on the whole people are not all that anxicus to explore
social reality.
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SCANLON AT LINWOOD

In October 19263 a Scanlon Plan was introduced at the Pressed Steel plant
at Linwood in Renfrewshire. The plant in question is better known for
being a part of the Chrysler corporation which has attracted a great deal
of (usually unfavourable]) publicity for its labour relations in recent
years. The account here will not attempt tc explecre these more
contemporary events, though the pattern of these seems to indicate not
only the mortality of the Scanlon Plan's aims but other relevant parallels

with the past also.

The aim of a Scanlon Plan can be broadly summarised as being the raising
of productivity and the improvement of labour relations (including the
reduction of absenteeism, strikes, turnover and so forth} through the
introduction of profit-sharing in the form usually of a productivity bonus,
together with a replacement of authoritarian management styles by more
participative or 'democratic' ones. The latter aim is particularly to

be achieved through the setting up of preductivity or suggestion committees
and encouraging contributions from employees to enhance output and so,

it is argued, everbody's welfare. The underlying philosophy is based on
neo-human relations theories, particularly those of McGregor. There is,
then, little guestion as to the unitary cast of the scheme, at least as
seen by management who took the initiative to employ consultants and

introduce it.

The Linwood scheme was an attempt to overcome problems of a crumbling
piecework system, an authoritarian management style, and all the above-
mentioned aspects of poor labour relations which went along with these.
Management had resisted strongly the cession of bargaining rights to trade
unions; for them this was a last-ditch attempt to create co-operative
relations. The unions, too, were concerned at the fast-declining fortunes
of the plant17 in an area which was not well endowed with employment
opportunities, and were enthusiastic about what they saw to be the
prospective benefits of the scheme, including greater stability of earnings
and job control for their members. Thus the superstructure of a Scanlen
Plan was constructed, including profit-sharing-by-results bonuses,

suggestion schemes and productivity committees.

In the early days of the scheme at least, there was enthusiasm for
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apparent success not only from consultants engaged to set it in motion,

but also in a Financial Times article of 11.3.1964, relying apparently on

brief interviews in the manner of such reports.l8 It also received broadly
favourable reportage (apparently highly inaccurate in several ways)lg in a
research paper written for the Donovan Commission by R.B.McKersie (1968).
On the suggestions front there seems to have been an early surge in ideas
put forward from the shop floor that compared well with other such schemes,
When problems were encountered, though, the explanations entertained by
managers and consultants were typical of those advanced to explain the
failure of such schemes, and so cast doubt on interpretations of those

other plans also. As Gray observes:

When Scanlon enthusiasts mention failure of the Plan it is
always because of transgression of the human relations
rules of the game. (1971:301).

In other words blame is allocated according to the ideology which informed
the original scheme, and events are perceived (or ignored) according to
their fit with such interpretations, rather than any revision of the
philosophy being entertained. Moreover, little in the way of alternative
examination and so interpretation has been possible. 1In the case of
Linwood, we fortunately have Gray's own investigation to help us (see

1271, 1972).

Gray shows that after the initial period of high suggestion rates the
scheme ran into mounting difficulties. Suggestions fell off, as did
productivity and the bonuses associated with it. Job flexibility remained
a serious problem for management (as in other car plants, for reasons of
the severe drawbacks of redeployment cutlined by Gray in 1971:299), while
“the Scanlon Plan did not abolish restrictive practices, but created a new
and very serjious one” (1971:301). 1In fact it seems to have generated
greater reluctance for labour to move for reasons associated with, amongst
other things, the differential rates of bonus earned in different shops.
By March 1964 the scheme was already plainly in serious trouble in Gray's
estimation. Absenteeism seems not to have improved either - it may even
have worsened through the removal of the individual incentive (Gray,
1971:306). On the other hand, a cursory glance at the strike figures shows
that in 1964 the proportion of working time lost through strikes fell to
0.29% from 1.68% the previocus year (1971:307). But enthusiastic reporting

based on this ignores the fact that in the rest of Pressed Steel the
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decline was as great or greater without the agency of a Scanlon Plan,

which appears to locate the cause in more general socio-economic factors.

The Scanlon Plan was thus rooted in consensus-oriented management
conceptions of industrial relations, and it was these which formed the
basis for its ineffectiveness. Managers rationalised failure with claims
that workers did not enter the scheme with goodwill {(which the early
response with suggestions makes nonsense of), that the suggestions vein
was worked out after an early burst, that the machinery became overloaded
in the early stages and resulting delays stoked disillusion, or that the
workers were interested only in money and so opted out when declining sales
of the Hillman Imp cut the bonus that could be earned.20 Yet another
view was that men were too lazy for the Plan, or not ready for it (Gray,
1972:180}) ; Gray ponders on the meaning of the latter, but it clearly fits
the evolutionary perspective that we have found so dominant, and echoes
the Fox, Head & Co. claim back in the first historical cycle that workers
were not yet "civilised" enough to participate. Management consultants,
on the other hand, were more inclined to blame the lack of human relations
skills on the part of management. For Gray, these explanations remain
stuck in the rut of human relations philosophy. Refusing to recognise
real conflicts, all of these are variants on the views of theé personnel
manager who Gray says “cannot break out of the very framework of thought
which has brought the factory's problem." The persistence and even
exacerbation of problems arose from the continuing matters of power and
conflict of interests, he finds (1971:302), which were merely realigned

by a Plan which attempted to ignore them. Thus piecework disputes were
replaced by ones on production standards and redeployment {(1971:308).

If management remained authoritarian, then this did not seem to be a
significant causal factor in decline - the highest rate of suggestions
came in the shop that was acknowledged to be most authoritarian before

and after the Plan, for instance.

In Gray's view, it was management's unwillingness to accept the reality

of conflict which made the Linwood scheme not only ineffective {(trivial)
but alsoc unstable, generating fresh conflicts and interest groupings whose
claims remained unrecognised and so undealt with. Management resented
conflict issues when the stewards introduced them into the participative
committees (1972:482), and there rapidly emerged a disagreement over the

very nature of joint consultation and its purposes which echoes the
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conflicting management-union perceptions outlined in Chapter 3.21 The
goals are management-oriented, as we have seen, with benefits for the shop
floor being motivational carrots; the pseudo-democratic nature of
participation at Linwcod survives, too, in the draft document of the
revamped ‘New Linwood Plan' of November 1965, which states that "Unions
have an advising and assisting role in joint consultation, so that the
decisions of the Management can benefit from searching criticism and from

2
intelligence that might otherwise be overloocked." 2

In Gray's view:

what was required was a serious attempt to understand
the causes of bargaining and how bargaining might be
harnessed constructively within the plan. (1972:452).

In short, Gray is advocating a pluralistic solution, akin to the 'change of
committee status' which it has been arqued here is the only means by which
participation can expect to cope with conflicts and the shifting balance

of power, by becoming negotiative rather than consensual. It is hard to
see, though, where the 'constructive' transformation of relations could
arise from; at most, such a change might overcome some of the worse unstable
features of the system. Meanwhile, Gray's investigation of other Scanlon
plans in operation reveals that behind the large, acclamatory literature

he could find evidence of only one apparent success, at Laporte.
Subsegquently an American researcher reported to him that the Laporte scheme,
too, showed little that would support the protagonists of Scanlon on closer

scrutiny (Gray, 1972:362-363). Thus another myth bites the dust.

RENOLD AND COVENTRY CHAIN

Renolds have practised a form of joint consultation apparently fairly
continuously since theFirst World War. They are the first case described
in the 191B Ministry of Labour report referred to in Chapter B, and the
main description is that of the Managing Director of the firm at the time
of its publication, and the first chairman of the B.I.M., Sir Charles
Renold. As such this scheme clearly falls into a category, in the light

of previous findings, of 'read with extreme caution' or 'between the lines'.
The account urgently needs both an updating, and a check via independent

researchers or at least from an alternative version from the union side.
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Neither of these can be offered at this time, and normally the case would
not be deserving of inclusion. However, it appears to me that the
durability of the scheme emphasised in the title of Renold's book, and

the general form which it in fact tock from an interpretation of the

report therein, allows us to say something about the sources of this
apparent 'success', What will be said does not, however, accord with the
view of Emery & Thorsrud (1969:60-63) when they say that it confirms the
lessons of Glacier, On the contrary, Renold gseems to illustrate a case

of a different category, of being willing to accept what Glacier management

proved, at the cost of instability, to be ill prepared to do.

It is intrigquing to find that the first committee set up in Rencolds,
lasting from 1917-1920 and reported as we have seen by the Ministry of
Labour, was a failure. It was constituted as a welfare committee, and to
meet the emergent shop steward organisation separately on contractual
matters that had to be negotiated. It was a management initiative at a
time when, as in many firms, directors "felt the need for closer contact
with their workpeople" (Rencld, 1950:18). Thus it took on a unitary cast.
In consequence, the committee "lacked 'pep'" (p23), i.e., became trivial.
After 1920 the shop stewards committee was accepted as the sole channel
for both negotiation and consultation, and while the arrangement is
surrounded by Renold with references to seeking harmony and understanding
etc., it is apparent that this led to the more ready acceptance of the
rising strength and so potential scope of trade union bargaining power
when the position of organized labour improved. The system was extended

to the branches of the Coventry Chain Co. after its takeover in 1930,

The pragmatic acceptance rather than determined denial of conflict is
what distinguishes Renolds from Glacier as far as can be told from this

account:

As events turned out, effective consultation only began
when the Shop Stewards Committee was accepted as the
mouthpiece of the workers for all purposes. (Renold,
1950:110, emphasis in originall.

Renold does not abandon appeals to common interests. He distinguishes
negotiation, for reconciliation of divergent interests, from consultation
implying a commen enterprise, but argues that when negotiation was kept

out of participative arrangements they failed. Current schemes (including

the JPC introduced in the war, and the official extentions to "organized
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joint consultation" in 1948 (p57)) he saw as effective because “they
provide for both, though it is true that negotiation is perhaps the more

prominent feature (plll). The change of committee status is thus clear.

This appears to be managerial ideology tempered by a pragmatism, then,

and if so it not only accords with the typology constructed here but
thereby further reinforces the theoretical arguments behind that typology.
A cautionary note on the fate of consultation at Calais, in a branch of
the Coventry Chain company, shows that possible variations in management
and employee attitudes from place to place in applying company policy can
affect the application of pragmatism. The official acceptance of
negotiation is insufficient, as Glacier showed. Thus Rencld regretfully
notes the domination of the stewards committee by "communists” who have
destroyed the value of ceonsultation (1950:63). Pluralism, too, still

has its limits.

IT PUBLIC SECTOR EXAMPLES

Although the number of nationalised industries is small, they occupy a
disproportionately prominent place in the incidence of participation
schemes, and even more so in schemes which attract widespread attention.
To some extent this arises from the importance of the industries, utilities
and services in question; to a degree it also derives from the tradition

of worker demands for greater control in scme of these areas, such as the
coal industry or the railways which were both at the forefront ¢f movements
for nationalisation and workers' control in the period before and during
the First World War, But above all it probably originates in the
obligations placed on State-run organizations to conform at least formally
tc the requirements of what the government of the day presents as good
industrial relations practice. Hence nationalisation bills in the 1940s
laid a formal duty to consult on management in public concerns where for
private industry the voluntary principle wa