


HUMAN RETATIONS AND TRADE UNIONISH

A large section of human relations litersture is concerned with the
concept and mechanics of industrial damocracya The human relations approsch
% industrial democracy, however, has been viewed both as a threat to the
traditional trade union approach to democracy and as 8 scientific affirms-
tion of the collective bargaining and grievance machinery. The pwpose of
this zrticle is to examine the ideas in human relations regarding leadership,
participative management and organization theory as related %o the ideclogy
and practices of trade urionism, In addition the trade union concept of
msture industrial govermment will be related to the concepts of human
relations,

I. Group Centered lsadership.

Human relations research supports the proposition that leadership style
is a key varisble in morale, in satisfactory relations with employees, and,
perhaps, in productive output. MNMorecver, research evidence indicates that
a "democratic," "permissive," Memployee-oriented," "group-centered” styls of
leadership is superior to an authoritarian, task-oriented style.l When human
relationiste elaborate on what is meant as group-centered leadership, while
condemning autoeratic leadership, it would appear that employses ave offered
ideal supervision with which no unionist could find fault.2 There are,
howsver, two aspects of human relstions leadership theory to which. unions may
object: the clinical spproach to leadership and the role of the fareman ss
lssder of the employees.

1. The clinical approach to leadership: Human relations is strongly inflvenced

by elinical psychology and psychlatry, and conssquently the couch~gide manner
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counciler, seocial worksr and therapist, developed for the trestment of -
the emotionally distm:bed, the amoral and the anti-social is sometimes
recommanded as the desirabls supervisory style in the treatment of exmple;,wz.«\eus:.s3
Human relations reseavch indicates that confusad and conflicting motivation
at the subconscious level -~ attitude tpwards authority, stereotyped thinking,
non-rational sggressiveness «~ are major causes of employee dissatisfaction,
(Most human relaticnists concede that there are other causes for dissatis-
faction and do not suggest that clinical treatment should replace unicn
repregentation.) The clinical approadh'recmndsbﬂxat sxzperviéion receive
leadership training -- which is light weight therapy in itself, thereby
reducing employee dissatiafaction caused by the supervisors® personality
conflicte —- that he may treat the subconscious roots to employee dissatise
faction, Assuming for the moment that human relstions training can sccomplish
this, the queastion arises as to the propriety of the supervisor atitempting it.
. For exampl;e; ono author advises that all problems confronting the
supervisor should be treated clinically; that is: do not confront, accuse;
or blame, but help the smployee aee‘.focr himgelf his non-rationsl, subconscicus
motivations which tend to lead to faulty perception and blocked conmumica~
tions.l It is held that employees (patients) are threaiensd and becoms
excessively defensive when told anything in a forthright manner. Hence,
the correct supervisory style is to rephrase the statements of employves
as quastions in the style of Rogerisn client cenmtered mapyﬁ The clinical
approach to proﬁlem solving is correct anly in those instances where the basis
of employee dissatisfaction is purely emotional. There sre cases of conflict
omr conscious,well understood issuee, There are cases wheve the 'amployee
would have greater respect for the supervisor who showed soms human emotion
himself instead of assuming the councilor's professional pcae.6 (The same



applies for the clinical approach to the teacher-student,  parent-child,
husband-wife relationship.) If industrial democracy is to have meaning
there must be an equality in the foreman-employee relationship that does
not exist in the doctor-patient relationship. Although client-centered
therapy strives at establishing an equality between "client® (patient)
and "comﬁ‘!’:'l’or" (doctor) the fact remains that it is the patlent who needs
helﬁ and the doctor who is the expert. Being permissive and nonedireciive,
in the ciinical sense, is not the same as being democratic in any relation-
ship between mature adults. Normal, well-sdjusted employees will resent
the condeacending overtones of the clinical approach to leadership.

The story is told of an smployee who reported to his foreman, with
some anger, that he failed to "make~out” on the incentive rate as a result
of faulty squipment, The foreman,; trained in the clinical approach, rephrased
the coinplainf. as a question., Wherecupon the employee became truly angry at
the foreman's inability to understand plain shop English.’

‘Thomas Gordon, in discussing limite on ;he area of work group freedom,
uses the example of toilet-treining in the parent-child relationship.
Restriction of the child's area of freedom is for the pereni's sake, not
the child’s; and it can be psychologically Lermful to the ﬁhild. Gorden
advises parents to genuinely accept the child's untrained habits and the
child will eventually train himself without psychological repercussions.
Although conceding that different groups must have different limits on
freedom, Gordon compares toilet-training to the broad area of industyrial
training.t |

To pursus the analogy further, there mey be no argument that ths
constraints of industrial discipline are imposed for the benefit of mansge~

ment, not work groups and it may be that these constrainis are psychologically
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harmful, Unlike toilet-training, however, it is doubtful thal work groupe
would learn the hebits of industrial discipline Ly themselves if supervisors
were "patlent, loving, and affectionate."” The parental viewpoint on £oilet—
training has fairly wide acceptance {(except for infants and anal-oriented
psychiatriats) whereas the managemnt.'viewpoint on discipline does not have
ag extensive support. There are saascompelling reagons why a chil&- wiil
otk it il e Shat e mek applyto industrial discipline. Applying
psychological dicta in parent-child rélations to foremsn-employee relations
may not contribute to good industria‘.l relations. | '

Human relationists point out that no one ¢an become a true leader of a
group vithout first gaining aeosptance 28 a member of the group. Tho elinical
spproach recomends that the therapint become "ons of the boys" in order to
become the leader for the purpose of 'prgcticing group therapy. A major
problem'in every superior-subordinate i'elationahip, human relationisti_- ‘cbserve,
is non-rational hostility towards suthority stemming from chi.ldhood. ambivalence
towards parental authority.9 Assuming that humsu relations training has cured
the supervisor?!s sadistic joy or gullt feelings about holding suthority, it
is reconmended that foremen become "members" of the wark group in order to
treat the group's irrational hostility towards anthority. Such taetics may
be appropriate for the treatment of delinquents or those who voluntarily submit
to group therapy, but it smacks of manipulation when applied %o work groups.

It is no doubt true that subcomscious, non-rational ambivelent atiitudes
toward authority exist among employess, but failure to point out other sources
of hostility leaves the implication that non-rational hostility is the major
problsm. The author's point of view is that there can be, and oughtt to be,

a conscious, reasoned, and controlled hostility towards authority, no natter

how democratic or just the suthority may be. All authority, parental, teacher,
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wnion, and managerial, has a propensify to tryamny and carruption against
which subordinates must guard, There is nothing wrong with clincial treate
ment of subconscious confusion over attitudes toward authority, but it is

a mistake to think that the clinical approach to leadership will remove all
hostility towards authority or that the foreman should be giving the treat-
ment, A proper union function is to promote a healthy hostility toward
managerial authority.

Human relationists also point out that tec be a leader requires accep-
tance of group norms. In the clinical approach the therapist first accepts
the norms of the delinquents, eriminsls, or neuroties in order to become
growp leader for the nurpose of changing the Zroup norms. Posing as sympa-
thetic and understanding, the councilor tricks the patients into lowering
"resistance to change" that he may establlish norms "at a higher level of
maturity" which are "more in keeping with the social enviroment,".0

While the anti-social a;:d the psychologically incompetent may be fair
game for this type of group therapy, it is insidious manipulation when applied
to industrial situations, Management's norms do not represent a higher level
of maturity and are not supported by society as the only valid norms.
"Resistance to change" in the climical sense changes subtlely in meaning
when applied to production norms and tecimological changes Solomon Barkin
is carrect in déscribing the clinical approach to supervisary leadership
as the art of seduction and as brainwashing of captive audiences,

2. The role of the foreman within the work group: Human relations literature
offers saveral viewpointe on the relaticn of the foreman to his subordinates,
some of which threaten and some support the union viewpoint. At one extirems
is the traditionsl management viewpoint, condemned by most human relatiomists,
which holds that the foreman should be a campletely task~orieonted, autocratic
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management representative who is farmal, official, gives orders through
lieutenants and does not mingle with the ranks. In such a relationship

the group would require an informal lesadsr, padroney, or shop steward
through which to communicate to the foreman. OSome unionists prefer this
style of foremanship because it makes slear-cul who is for wanagement and
who is for the workers.l? One sociologist, cbserving the frequency of such
a superior-subordinate relationship among wany different groups, suggests
that it is a natural characteristic of leadership.l3

Gther human relationists, however, describe this as "headship” rather
than leadership. From their observations they conclude that leadership
throuzh the consent of the grouwp is far more effective than headship which
is imposed on the group by external authority,ll Accardingly, some humen
relationists g§ to the other extreme, recommending that the foreman become
the undisputed leader of the group. There are two variations to this view;
the first being the (older) Mayo view that workers were in desperate need
of rational leadership and management was the natural, legitimate elite to
lead work groups.ls This view was properly sibtacked as manipulative and
loaded with value judgements. Although the Mayo visw on foreman-leadership
is no longer accepted in most academie di‘i'clss, asome eampanieQ utilize human
relations research for the purpose of competing with the union for the
leadership of the workers.

A second variation on the idea that foreman become group members in
order to be lsaders is that the foremen should sbdicate from management's
ranks and become a worlcer.ls Unlike the clinical spproach to "Joining the
group,” this view holds that no psremt, teacher, foreman, or even boy
scout master can reglly become "one of the boys" so long is he holds a
position of authority. One cannot homsstly become g member of a group



without sincerely accepting the norms of the group. Since persormel specialists
have long been aware of the marginsl position of the foreman as “"manegement's
poor relation," the formal recognition of foremen as industrial n.c.o.'s wmight
solve many problems. The foreman-leadsr as a member of the work group rather
than as a management representative would be competible with old line craft
unions, such as the typographers end papermakers, where there is a tradition
of the foreman being both gang leadef-and a union man. |

A middle of the road position places the foreman between the two extremes,
As management's representative the foreman exsrcises headship and is task-
oriented bul, trained in human 're].atims' gkills, he triss to understand the
group's morms, attempts to be employee-oriented and to speak in behalf of his
group to his superiors even though hs reslizes that he never can be fully
aceept.ed to membership and leadership. Some human relationists obasm that
goupa have two leadars -- one taak-criented and one peraonal-problem oriented -~
simply because it tekes a peraon ot ra_ro ability to lead in both spheres
ahnuliaaemaly.n Such a viewpoint rectgnizes the need for a shop steward ar
other informal leader who is a legitimate member of the group to sarve as
spokesman-and apeciaiize in personal problems.

II. Participative Management.

1., Definition: Participative management, as generally used in hmuman relations
literature, means turning all policy-making decisions within the sphere of
authority of the immediate supervisor over to his subordinates for group
decision making.l® Further, it means thet the supervisor is completely non-
directive and permissive in the conduct of decision-meking meobings. Until
such time as subordinates see him as an equal who is participating in problem
golving, his function is to state the policy problem, state the "area of
fresdom” which he is turning over to the group, snd to serve as an expert in



supplying technical information. The supervisor does not "consult" with
his workers or secure their "comsent"; they tell him., The foreman makes
day~to~day routine decisions within the framework of policy, and, of
necessity, makes decisions when emprgemiea a&rise, but where the work growp
has achieved self-govermmcnt they will call their own noetings and enforce
their policy. Finally, participative management assumes that, through a
democratic leadership style together with the therapeutic nature of group
decision making, the work group will become emotionally involved in all
aspects of the work situation which d.’y.rectly affects the employees.

2. Self realization vs. enterprise consclousness: The logic of modern

industrial technique makes workers into specialized automatons., The complaint
that workers have been deprived of the opportunity for self-expression in
maxiingful work pre-dates the human relations movement. Human relations
resesrch seems to indicate that workers desire e greater voice in phmung
their work; that creative work is necessary to mental health, and that workers
are capable of responsible, reasonable, and wise decisions. Furthermors, it
is held that a rising standard of livinz and greater econculc secwrity makes
it possible for‘ workers to become more concerned with "self-realization,"
through their work.l? Human relstionists see, in participative management,
workers regaining collective control of their jobs and, in so doing, securing
self-expression, dignity, and stetus.20

Trade unionists, while agreeing B ot s arrangements are humbling
and ignoble,charge that human relations shop democracy is a shoddy trick to
make employees "enterprise conscicus." Accordingly, unionists predict that
the shop commitiess will nobt generate much enthusiazam or ego Involvement in
the solution of problems that rightfully belong to management, UWorkers are
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notorious for their interest in thelr own problems and lack of enthusiasm
for problems thet do not relate directly to their own particular interests.2l

Upon analysis there is no conflich between these two viewpoints. The
wmion charge of promoting enterprise consciousness through human relations
technique applies only to those firms that attempt to abuse the theory.
Human relations research, supporiing the union view, indicates that workers
will not become enterprise conscious.22 Workers are Job consclous and the
ocbjective of human relations shop democracy is to permit work groups to make
decisions about those job problems that are of vital interszet to them.

The real issue, and it is an old one, is how broad is job consciousness
and at what points does it touch upon enterprise consciocusness, The same
isoue arose over the union'e role in the administration of job evaluation and
incentive systems. Some unions prefer active participation in every phase of
wage administration, even to the point of supporting joint union-management
deci:siona before the workers, while other unions take the narrow role of critic,
challenging management!s decisions on wage issues. Unions tend to be ambivalent
as to the area of worker job interest, arguing at the time of the management
prerogative crusade thai job interest was involved in every management decision
and now argulng, whisn offered greater employee prerogatives, that employee job
interest is limited and narrow., Humam relationiste answer that workers are
always sugpicious of new found shop freedom -- past experience mskes their
sugpiclon reasonable -~ and adjugtment to democracy is one of the most difficult
problems in participative mansgement, The extent of job consciousness may be
determined by the workers themselves. :

Closely allied to the enterprise consciousness issue is the money moti~
vation debate.23 Perhzps human relations overstated thair case in initial
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obsarvations on workeyr motivation, but it is true that workers are motivated
by good supervision, a cohesive work group, and pariicipative management as
well as by money. It is probably true that workers sometimes ask for more
monay when they are umable to dlagnose the non-monstery issues that cause job
dissatisfation. Accordingly, unionists have charged that human relations is
an attempt to get smpnloyees to work harder without financial reward. In
making their case unionists paint a pleture of the worker as a economic man
in a gimple buyer-geller relationship —= a price far s gquantity of work
delivered. In a previous era, however, unionists denounced the commodity
concept of labor, and in their explanations for the failure of incentive
systems took a position on the issue similar to that of present day human
relationists. Human relationists, today, take no simple either-or position
as motivation to work while trade unionists are notoriocus for their pragmatism

in arguments,

3s Area of freedam: As indicated in the definition above, particlpative

management is limited to the area of the supervisorts authority ~- which ie
céllad' the area of freedom, The foreman cammot give to his work group decision-
making asuthority which he himself does not possess. Shop democracy could be
msde a mockery simply by reducing the foreman's authority. (The author was
once an emoloyee in a university which gave the faculty complete control over
academic affairs although every important lsgsue was ruled by the president to
be an Yadminmistrative affair® and was therefore settled by the president.) In
the absence of union power to negotiate the area of f{reedom participative
management could be as "phoney" as is student govermment in moat wniversities.
It is proper, therefore, to ask for clarification when it i1s stated that the
arsa of freedom is "limited by company policy" or that it is the avea "defined
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by mavagement.” Other authorities limit the area of fresdom to the extent
that workers "understand and identify with orgenizational gouls."25 As
discussed in the preceeding section, workers ars not going 1o become enterprise
consclous and such a requirement would severely limit the area of freedom.

A distinction must be made between human relations theory and management
practice. Human relationists reproach those industrialists vho sugar coat
their autocracy with the name participative management. Human relations theory
questions the desirsbility of highly cenitraliszed authorityclaiming that there
are good organizational reasons for permitting more decision making at the
lover levels of mamagement. From the human relations viewpoint the arsa of
freedom shoﬁl‘d be liberally defined.

Acknowledgement of any limits to the area of freedom, however, may cause
some to conclude that participative management is not genuine democracy, In
reply, it may be said that asids from the fact that democracy does not allow
group decisions to govern those who are not members of tha'group, the area of
freedom is limited by the provineciszl interests of job conscious workers.
Unionists cannot, logically, argue that limits on the area of freedom proves
the insincerity of participative wanagemsnt while at the same time arguing that
job interest is so narrow that workers are not interested in participative
management. There is an area of job interest, though difficult to define, in
which worker groups will have a desire for selfegovermmsnt without that srea
expanding into complete group autonomy in an organizational anarchy. ’The
problem is not the ambition of work groups for complete autonomy, but the
desire of authoritarian mansgemente to restrict the area of freedom to a degree
that is greater than necessary for effective msnagement.

Proponents of participative management list the umion segreemsnt itself
as 2 limit to the area of fz-tae_clmn.26 Clsarly, the work group may not make



decisions on such matliers as senlority or job rates which are cantrary to
general policy as set forth in the eontract, but the grouwp may make decisions
which adjust contract provisions to local conditions., Just ag participative
management thrsatens authoritarisn menagers it may also threaten authoritarian
union leaders. Participative manggment leads to en examination of the degree
of group autonomy and local union sutoacmy that is posaible ﬁhile at the gane
time promoting the genoral welfare of the membership. Questions raised as to
the true imtent of contracts vhich centralise authority in the hands of naticnal
wion officers will be condemned by authoritsrian union leaders and welcomed

by those interested in union democracy. On the other hand, management may use
the idea of participative management as a device to circumvent the contract and
" 1o encourage employees to be indspendent of union leadership. Unions have cause
to guard against such sbuse of the idea of group sutonomy. '

h. Individual goals, group goals, snd organizational goals: That branch of
human relations research devoted to experimental groups pluces great emphasis

upon the conflict between individual goals and group goals, particilsrly sube
conscious, non-rational individual goals which prevent group cohesion, Much

of the theoretical framework for ahop ‘.wtel participative mmgement atems from
th:!.a raaearch. Failure to recogﬂ.le the possibility of conflicts betwaen group
goals and the goals of the m-ganiutim, however, leaves one with the imrasaion
that by resolving the real and imagined problema of individusls participetive

- msnagement creates a cohesive sucial group with high morale 27 Not all human

rejationists are guilty of omitiing considerations of inter-group and group
organisational conflict, however, and nmy of them are comcerned with the
vesolution of this type of conflict.28

Once again the issue becozes a matter of degree. Sclomen Barkin states
that group cohesiveness is the basis of union solidaerity and arisez from &



S

basic conflict betwsen employee and employer interests wirich are always present.29
Human relationists concede this point, but rsply that there are arcas of parallel
interests which unionists, on occaszion, would like to play down., Participative
management does not come to grips with the basic conflict of intsrests between
"eapital" and "lsbor," but is concerned with the solution of a large number of
disputes involving the area of supervisory discretion. Both unionists and
hunan relationists will agree that most grievances are directed against the
specific acts of foremen rather than the policies of the organization.

Harold Wilensky sees a basic conflict between administrative necessity
and demeeratic ideology which mmst favor top management and severely lmit
shop level democracy.>C The qusstion of states rights, local automomy, sovereignty,
and international law have troubled pontical scientists for some time, and the
question is no easier to answer in the field of industrial dmcracy.31 The
fact remains that participative managemsnt may resolve two sreas of conflict -~
inte;@peraonal conflict witlinthe group and group~foreman conflict., Participa-
tive management éannot resolve disputes with other work groups or with the
organization, and the group's freedom is in how they will adjust to management
directives based upon administrative nscessity.

5. Benefits of participative management to the employer: Unions cennot argue

ageinst the many positive benefits of participative management to the workers,
but %o justify their suspicions of a "gift horse" they question the benefits

of the plan to mansgement. Reviewling this line of attack, James Worthy cbserves
that since critics of human relations cannot argue against good -~ against the
very reforms that critics themselves have advocated -- they shift their attack
+0 management's notives .32 (When human relations is coupled with the activities
of a Nathen Shefferman, however, management’s motives zre spt to be doubted.)
Attacking the motives of humen relations eritics, George Homans suggests that
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they are not against the berefiis of human relations bub are simply against
management itself,33

First,; higher profits are listed as a benofit to management and some
undonists respond that this proves participative managemsnt to be a plot to
get employees to work harder for the capitalist's gain, This argument way be
put to test by recalling that wnlonists have held that high wagss are profit-
able to the employer in securing high quality workers, reducing turnover,
motiveting workers and “maintaining purchasing pcuai." Unions have never
looked upon higher wages as a capitalistic trick. Participative management,
if successful, 1s alsc profitable but it involves no more trickery than first
aid stations, safety equipment, canteens and rest rcous, or an effsctive
grievance procedwre,

Second, there is some experimental evidence that if work groups are
permitted to set their oun production standards, output will be ‘higher than
in the usual case where the work growp feaiate the standards set by manage-
ment.3h To the old line unionist it appears to be the scheming of Rasputin
when workers voluntarily agree to increase output. Without going into all
the deteils as to why workers behave in this apparently unmatural manner, it
is sufficient to say that work gioupa will get no standard which jeopardizes
their security or income. The disarmingly simple fact is that workers resist
management standards because acceptance has usually led to still higher
standards., When given the freedom to get standards the work grnup studies
how high they may safely go without causing fatlgue, unemployment or wage
ineguities. The group often discovers that the safe level of output is higher
than the traditional level. Human relationists agree with unionists that
workers are not naturally lazy and reed not be driven to work. Reatficﬁ.ng
output can be as hard work as working hard. If the foreman and time study
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man are no longer policing standards, ell the elsments of gamcamanship are
removed and output restriction is no longer any fun.35 The most insidicus
aspect of this "menagement trick™ is that the union can no longer crusads
against management's sweal shop standards.

A third benefit to management ie in reducing employee resistance to
technological change.3® (We are not concerned with the condescending aspects
of the clinical notion of resistance to change, discussed in a previous
section, but with participative menagement as a means of gaining employee
acceptance of changes in shop methods.) As with production stendards, the
charge may be made that participative management 1s a device causing workers
to act against their own interests but, for the reasons stated above, the
charge is incorrect. Participative management, like job conscious unionism,
accepts the right of mansgement to make innovations but demands the right
to negotiate concerning the consequences to workers jobs. The right of manage-
ment to meke technological change is neither within the area of collective
bargeining nor within the work group's area of freedom., Somo job.problems
arising from technological change are of such a magritude that they are best
handled at the top level in collective bargaining, but the miltitude of deteils
in the adjustment of the wark force as a consequence of iznovations are a
matter of group decision at the shop lovel. Research indicates that workers
will not sabotage innovetions 11' they are given full information in advance
and are given the oppoartunity te make i:hair own adjustnents to the change.

Finally, participative management is of beﬁeﬁt to employers becauss
the group solves problems before the preblems can become grievances. This is
also an advantage to the work group, but it takes from the mnion its bread and
butter function of processing grievances. Accordingly participative manage-

ment may be considered as a device to circumvent the union. Such a view harks



-6

back to the days when companics insisted that an amployss must ese hiz foreman
before calling his shop steward; while unlons insisted that no foreman could
talk to a worker except in the presence of a steward. The mark of mature
industrial govermment is a foreman-steward relationship that reduces the
numbsy of formal grievancesy that leads to setilement at the first step,
without apoeal; and that anticipates problems before they arise s¢ that dis-
cussiong lead to informal sgreement instead of grievances. Participative
management goes one step further to permit the afeward-leadcr and his work
group to make the decisions,

In brief, there is nothing sinister in participative management per se

that suggests the coming of a Brave Na' World. REmployses will not oppose

their own interests, nor will they 1m with management or become contentedly
passive. Managsment mmst be honest, simgere, and consictent or employees will
revert to the ritualistic rubber at.mping of gettled policy while at the aame
time sabotaging it.3'

T, Bumen Selations Orgssisstion Thwoey.
The problem of group goals versus organization goals and of limits on

the area of group freedom, discussed above, makes clear that pertiod.pative
managenent at the shop level does not solve all problems. The issue arises

as tolwaitoremaserrbwork grmmte:emmichnobeymdtbmaof
freedom and by what mechanism to handle conflicts between work growps and
between general policy and the policy of the work group. Until recently,

human relations has been primrili concerned with the work grouvp and has been
alow to spply humen relaiions concepts to the rslationship between the group
and the organization, While criticizing the mechanical, procedural and adminis~
trative approache to industrial democracy as the misapplication of political
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science, human relationists have difficulty applying psychological and socio-
logical theory to the organisation as a whole.

Although this is not the place to sst forth the growing body of organi-
gation theory developed by human relationists, a few propositions must be
stated to consider their implications upon trade unionism. The relevant
propositions are:

1. The philosophy of participative management should pervade all levels
of mansgement; that is, democratic leadership style, group decision making by
subordinates within every supervisor's area of authority -- at overy level in
t.hé organization -- and fixing amthority at the lowest level feagible. Human
relations research has discovered that participative management cannot succeed
at the shop level in an auihcritarian organizational enviromment .38 The change-
over to industrial demccracy must begin at the top -- preferably with psycho-~
therapy for top management. el

2. Human relations theory favou:s a broad, flat organizatimiai structure
ulth three or four steps in the hisrarchy ss contrasted with the traditional
long chain of command, small span of control style of orgarﬂ.zaticn.” Any loss
in conu'ol_is overcom® in speed and accuracy in communications, it is held,

3. The foreman is the representative of his work group when meeting with
his superiors, inatead of just a subordinate management representative receiving
ordere and supplying information, Two-way commumnication msens that supervisors
must honestly and effectively represent their constituents, to higher mansgement
as well as present the views of their superiors to the -.verkars.ho In this manner,
problems that are beyond the work group area of freedom are resolved by a
cormittee at the next lsvel in managment ~= cormittes members who represent
their respective work groups. An organization is seen az a network of over~
lapping groups rather than a pyramid of superior-subordinate relationships,
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Human relations theory places a limitziion om this esmployee representation
plan, howsver, by reguiring that all conflict be approached in a problem
solving frame of mind rather than as vepresentatives of particular interest
groups.

L, Although the importance of formal organization is recogniszed, human
relationists stress the spontaneity, accuracy, and speed of informel procedures.
Hence supervisors zre encouraged to deal diractly with related groups and
departments rather than going through channels ..hz Ad hog committees of interested
parties are urged to resolve their difficulties within the framework of gensral
policy but without the interceseion of higher management.

Boyond these points, human relations theory falters as to the actual
mechanics of industrial democracy within the total orgamization. It is apparent
that workers and even foremen need effective representation at top policy making
levels in matters pertaining to conditions of employment. Successive upward
representation in group meetings of mansgers, even with only three levels of
management and all menagers capable of underatanding the viewpoint of their wark
groups, ie an inadequate procedure for placing some typee of work group view-
points befors top management.

Human relationists have reviewed the apparatus for employee reprssentation
found in production committees, joint lsbor-management councils, formal union-
management cooperation plans and co~-determination,and fouxid them wanting .h3
Their criticism of thege schemes is similar to that of other labor relations
specialists. Employees are job conscious and are not interested in all top
level management problems. Employees are suspiclous that worker representa-
tives may become too management oriented. Joint consultation is usually treated
as an appendaze rather than an intregal part of the organization. Middle

management feels that they are being circumvenmted. Top management subeonsciously



fears employee representation becavse it requires a change in orgamization,
attitudes, and communication flow, Although the acceptance of humen relations
philosophy may reduce thesc difficultiea, it appears that schemes for employee
representation outside of the organizational framework do not function satis-
factorily. Scott concludes in his study of joint council plans that effective
use of arganizational structure as envisaged in human relaticns theory will
‘prove more workable than employee representation schemes.

Claiming that the modern corporation is more than an economic entity which
has become a social-politicsl unit as well, sowe human relationi\sta state that
corpdt"atiqzis are in fact sconomic govei‘nizients. Accordingly, more care is needed
in'plamin‘g so that the executive, '.iegisiati.ve and judicial fﬁpctiqns of corporate
government, should be separated.ll Human relations thinking on corporate govern-
ment is even more theorstical than their work in orgenization theory, howaver,
and the placs of workers in this government has not been crystalized.

It is clear, then, thalt human relations theory offers no schems for indus-
trial demccracy at the corporation lewvel, as distinct from the shop level; which
competes with collective bargeining and the grievancs procsdure. Human rela-
tionists concede the need for some fom of direct employee representation but
offer no substitute for trade unionism. Some human relationists cancede that
business organizations by their very nature must be authoritarian and no
successful substitutes to author:lﬁarian oi'ganization have been demonstrated.hs
On the other hand unionists can find many £flaws in human relations theory even
though the propositions on organization may improve the employer-employee
relétima}ﬂ.p. Unions, quoting human relations theory, can point out that
supervisors are not members of the work group and, therefore, can never
adequately represent worker interests. On two-way communications, unionists

can correctly point out that foremen may carry viewpcints upward but they must
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carry oiders dowrserd., The trade wdemiet may lock with distrust wpon the
problsm solving emphasia in group dscision meking., Political scientists have
been wnable to determine when it is democratie (or wise) to be a politician
representing the nsrrow intereat of constituents and when it is more democratic
(or wiss) to be a stetesman, rising above psrtisun interests. Since super-
visers can not legitimately represent worker interest, unionists may suspect
that problem~oriented decision making will be at the expense of worker interests.
Trade unicnists belittle human relationists for their concern with the

psychological aspects of conflict while ignoring real power iaauos.h? The
criticism iz not well taken, however, bécauae human relations theory is concerned
with the locue of power. Participative management and humen relations organi-
zation requires a redistribution of power from the top downward; the emphasis
is upon shared power and authority stemming from consent of the group rather
than from naked power, e

‘ The fatal weakness of the human ﬁlations approach, however, is in the
menner in which power is %o be redistributed. The human velations approach
to industrial /Z(emocracy hinges upon a change in the attltude of top management
which is achieved voluntarily and with the zid of human relatioms therapy. If
it is correct that power struggles withixi top management make the executive
suite a "snake pit," them it will be difficult to secure a voluntary redistri-
bution of pcmar.ha More significant, if it is correct thel wost managers
are cheerful autocrats, suffering no guilt feelings, they will fight plans
for the redistribution of their powsr whether it be plens for union or human
relations demom'acy.w The power of the union, not "light weight therapy,"
says Gomberg, will bring good human relations to industry.5C It has besn
observed, however, that the collsctive bargaining process is itself a farm

of group therapy as well as a power struggle .51 Human relations may be
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likened to Christianity in that it will work only if everyone will practice
the basic tenets of Christianity. Human relationists advocate scuversion
through therapy while trade unionists favor countervailing powar.

Finally, unionists may be wary of human relatioms style industrial demo=-
cracy because of the labor movement's urhappy experiences vwith earlier schemes
for equal citizenship through utopian anarchy. From 1837 to 1862 the labor
movement was strongly influenced by the Associationists who unsuccessfully
endeavored to establish utopian socialist communities. Fourierism was remark-
ably similar to present~-day human relations in its belief in the inherent
goodness of man -~ 1f placed in the right environment; in the beiier that
cooperation and efficiency will be attained if "instinets" and "passions"
are given free play (many human relationists urge uninhibited emotional
expression as a means of achieviné group cohesion); and in the belief that
productivity would increase if the areative ambitions of workers were not
stifled by supervision.SI

During the 1860's and 1870's the union movement devoted much of its
enargies to the establishment of self-goverming workshops -- producers
cooperatives.sz Idecalists foresaw the day when the economy would be made up
of syndicates of werker-suned and managed industries. The reasons favoring
the self~-governing workshop are in many ways similar to the idealism found
in humen relations concepts of industrial democracy. All of these schemes
failed. Failure was due to the shortcomings of human nature and in the
unfriendliness of our acquisitive cultural environmant tc utoplan schemes,
as well as to the lack of capital, A criticism of 21l plans for utopian
anarchy is that they fall to explain how men of good will, who agree an
common goals, will coordinate their activities in the absence of an administra-
tive authority.53 Past failure, however; 1s not an argument against fresh



attenpts to achieve success and perhaps the human relations approach to
leadership, groups, and organization - the psychothsrapy approach to good
will -- will modify irresponsible individualism, groupism; and nationalism.
Neverthelessy the experience of the labor movement eatitles unicnists to be
skeptical,

IV. Mature Industrial Govermment and Human Relations Concepts.

While human relationists worked om democratic arganization theéry, unians
have developed a system of industrial govermment that meete the requirements
of human relations theary in meraimm; Collective bargaining s job
oriented ~- something in which workers can evcke gemine interest; takes labar
policy matters directly to the top w:l.thmt going through the arganizational
hierarchy; and legit.imta repreaentatives of the workers join with management
in estab:_l.ishing the organization's labor policy. Collective bargaining both
deals with policy beyond the work group's erea of freedcm and, in stating
general policy, is a limit on the area of work group freedom. Collective
bargaining is the legislative tranch of industrial govermment, The grievance
machinery is the executive branch of industrial goverrment and arbitration its
-judicial branch .51‘

Although it is not the pwrpose of this article to take up the criticisms
end suggestions of human relationists regarding collective bargaining and the
grievance procedure, it should be noted that the development of mature indus-
trial government coincides with the human relations approach.ss Both labor
and menagement representatives come to understand and apprecilate each others
problems ~- they learn to listen and not think in stereotypes. Negotiating
gsessions become more problem oriented, with less power conflict, when wnions
and management no longer See each other as a morial threat to survival. There
is a decline in the mumber and durstion of strikes; staged conflict at the
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bargaining table is called ceremonial or union drama; while union oratory
end cartoons against capitalist exploiters arereferrsed to as union folklore.
Relaxed informality replaces coldly correct, "arms length" bargaining. The
mature industrial government becomes less legallstic and depends more upon
mutual good will. Union leaders do become concerned with the problems of the
industry in spite of their disclaiming eﬁtarpriae conaciousness. Union and
management representatives have been aware of the difference between stated
grievances ~-= alleged violation of contract -~ and the psychological aspects
of grievances long before there was a human relations approach., Flexibility
and informality are indicated by studies shewlng that industry abounds with
shop level agreements made by foremen, steward and work group that are in
violation to the strict terms of the union agreemant. ¥here human relaticons
stresses the virtues of zroup norms over legalism, mature industrial govern-
ment stressed the embodiment of shop custom into industrial camaon law. In
brief, mature industrial gmrmaht appears to be in havmony with concepts
of human relations.

Since human relations philosphy is similar to that of job conscious
unionism when mature industrial guveminent is achieved,; it would seem that
trade unionists should be enthusiastic supporters of human relations in
unionized industry. Such is not the case -~ much to the disillusionment of
many human rehtiorﬁsts.% In addition to the union objections already
examined, some unicnists hold that a basic power struggle goes on between
unions and mgnagement that nullifies any gains to be made in practicing good
human relat.idns.s'l Not only does this statement contradict the union view that
union power is nccessary to good human relaticns; but human relaticnists deny
the charge, flIhe history of union-management relaticns demongtrates thal the

power struggle subsides when management gemsinely accepts the union and matwe
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industrial government develops. It is interesting that unicns expounded the
same view point at a time when anti-union manegement accused the union move~
ment of having an unlimited thirst for power.

Unionists may also feel threatened by human relations when it is suggested
that industrial dsmocracy is possible without unionism, or that human relations
democracy will make unions superfluous. Some argus that while union power may
be necessary to reach industrial democracy, the union is unnecessary once the
psychological and cultural basis for democracy is achieved, Other human
relationists argue that without the power of autonamous trade unionism indus-
trial democracy rests upon the good will of the emplgyar, and, as such, is
sophisticated paternaliam.s 8 The pluralistic soclety requires diffused centers
of power. On the other hand, some students of industrial relations express
fear that mature industrial govermment will became union-msnagemsnt paternalism,
but such fears are not the concern of trade unionisnm,

Unionists also point out that mature industrial govermment differs from
human relations democracy in the concern of the former with "fair competition”
within the entire industry. Unions, as institutions seeking to stablize employ-
ment conditions within the industry, oppose local wilon agreements which are
either above or below union scale (except undsr special circumstances)., The
Scanlon Plan or Lincoln Electric Plan may appeal to une group of workers, but
the international union fears what would result if every work giowp in the .
industry became so emotionally involved in self-expression through greater
ouiput.59 Bumen relationisis have not concerned themselves with the union
function of bringing some order -- and some monopoly -~ into those industries
vhere the aliernative is not discipline of healthy compstition bui econcuic

planning by racketeers,
The rsal threat of human relations to itrade unionism ls revealed when
trade wiioniste challenge the entire thecretical foundations of human relstions.
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It is suggested that human relations research is inconelusive if not completely
in error and, accordingly, none of the theory or recommendations follow. It

is suzgested that authoritarian management is both more efficient and necessary
to national welfare, and the conclusion follows that militent unionism will be

60 This line

forever necegsary to combet ths immorality of authoritarianism,
of reasoning is the more surprising whem it is recalled that the usual trade
union position holds that sutocracy engenders apathy and rebellion leading to
inefficiency in the long run, while industrial democracy is both maral and
efficient in the long run. The root of the problem is that job conscious
unionism would prefer to be the irresponsible champions of worker self-interest
and this is only pessible if management resists the union, demanding efficiency
from workers, Human relations democraecy is in harmony with the work groupst
desire for self-determination but human relations asks the work group to exercise
a self-restraint in the interest of the general welfare of the type British unions
under the Lsbour Govermment found hard to endure.

Human relationists explain the lack of union enthusizsm by observing unions
have a history of warfare and are instituticnally oriented to conflict., Herbert
Thelen comments that the end of confliet causes institutionsl confusion, the
need for new goals, and new outlets for aggreasion.61 Elliot Jagues reporis
that union leaders feel uncomfortable when not fighting management because
industrial confliet is a scelally approved typs of aggression which they personally
enjoy; conflict gives status to leaders whereas workers become apathetic dwing
times of peace; and conflict increased personsl security where cooperation with
management lead to guilt feelings.52 Contiruing, Jagues theorizes that unions
need an institutionalized "bad guy" as an ocutlet for sadiatle im;;ulses s to
sscape personal guilt feelings by hating the enemy, to promote a comrade-in-arms

feeling, and to cause members to overlook internal st;ressas.63 e
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Actually, unions are ambivalent toward both human relations end to mature
industrial govermment., Unionists have been fond of saying that management gets
the type of unionism management deserves; and now unions are noi suwre they
want to be the type of unions deserved by a management which practices good
human relations. It appears that under mature industrial goverment unions
will continue to exercise a police function and may assure some welfare functions,
but will lose their dynamic qualities and crusading zeal. Unioniasts find them=
selves in an uncomfortable position similar to that of colonial nationalists
who have won their independence, no longer have a "bad guy" on which to blame
their country's ills, and find it difficult to assume the responsibilities they
fought so hard to win. In both cases, the transition period will be difficult.,

Although the point has been made concerning the parallelism between human
relations concepts of industrial democracy and thet of matwre industrial govern-
ment, there are differences that should be noted. The difference was clearly
brought out by Hillery Marquand in a lecture c¢n industrial relations under the
British lsbor goverment.&" With full employuent, comprehensive social security,
the industrial government established by the unions, joint labor-management
councils and nationalized industry, workers thought that the millinium had
arrived. Although their gains were substantial, they were disillusioned to
find their job wes no more interesting, dignified, nor challenging than before.
In spite of the revolution that had been wrought, they had the same old inter-
personal squsbbles, the foreman was the same old boss, and/’:atioml olanning
board bureaucracy imosed on top of a corporate bureausracy made the center of
decision making more remcte from the work group instead of improvinzg the quality
of the buresucracy. Managers of natioﬁalized industries had the same production
minded, task orientation as the capitalistic managers. Since the causes of
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this disillusionment are the subject of humen relations research, there is in
England new interest in human relations.

Except under idezl circumstances mature indusirizl government tends to
emphasize the administrative and legal aspecte of decision making rather than
the socio-psychological aspects. Full perticipation of the work group is only
partly encouraged because the position of the union bureaucracy is erhanced if
workers became dependent upon the services of the union officers. While the
cantribution of collective bargaining and the grievarce machinery to industrial
democracy cannot be depreciated, the corporste organizational structure remains
guthoritarian, Inter-group conflict, personalit& issues, and subconscious
motivation tend to be played down or translated into labor-management conflict
simoly because this is the type of conflict unions are geared to handle.

Human relations research reveals that a large area of industrial conflict
is actually a part of the conflict between age groups, between the sexes,
skilled vs. unskilled, white collar vs. blue collar, line vs. steff, might
shift vs. day shift, high seniority workers vs. low seniority workers, and
many more kinds of inter-grouwp conflict.65 0f necessity unions must deal with
these feuds but since they do not like to emphasize inter-group conflict,
industrial government neglects these lssues. Wilbert Moors observes that labor-
menagement conflict characterizes only ome stage of industrial, development; that
the machinery of collective bargaining stractures one - type of conflict only to
ignore & large area of unstructured conflict; and concludes that over-simplified,
stereotyped notions of industrial conflict do not tend to clarify iesues.66

¥here mature industrisl government exists » 1t is possible that unions may
become inverested in human relations as a unlon function. For instance, problems
of mental health in industry are suspected to be vast and as yet uncharted.

Management 1s reluctant to attack these problems alcene for fear of charges of
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pahernalis;a, "playing Ged," and invasion of privacy. Mental health in industry
may become a concern of unionism or an area of union-management cooperation.67
A mental health approach to industrial democracy combines industrisl govern-
ment with human relations.

In speculating on the future of unionism under the relatively statie
conditions of matwe industrial govermment same lsbor relations specialists
suggest that there may be a trend toward "uplift unionisu.® The older notian
of uplift unionism may be broadened to include treatment of the above listed
type of conflict by union, member-centered councilers. 014 union warriors may
be horrified by this trend toward middle-class respectability just as they
rasent union participation in the community chsst, school board, and scholar-

ship awards.

Ve Sumary.
1, It is concluded that some of the implications of the clinical approach

to supervisory leadership may be considered either condescending or manipulative.
Permissive leadership is a "democratic style," using democratic as an adjective,
but it is not to be confused with the noun "industrial democracy." Unions have
cause to object to both the implications of and mis-labeling of the clinical
approach te lesadership. .

On the other hand, the clinical approach has an honest concern with the
non-rationai, the subconscious, stereotyped thinking, ambivsalence towards
authority, and other personality problems that are at the root of much industirial
conflict. Unions may feel threatened by research in this area because ii deals
with the source of wurker dissatisfaction that unions are poorly equippsd to
handle, and furthermore, it detrascts from the central union theme of employee-
employer conflict. Gomberg chserves that union loaders are acute in detecting

the psychological weak points of manegemant but would resent any probing of their
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oun psyche, Once again, however, unions may question the propriety of the
supervisor playing therapist.

2. The leadership role of the foreman is not a ssrious threat to unionism
for human relationists belieVe that a true leader must be 2 member of the group,
and accept group norms. If the foreman joins the work grouwp and the union, or
if the foreman shares leadership with the union steward; the union has no problen.
If; on the other hand, the foreman acquires the trusts and skills of democratic
leadership while remaining as management's representative; he may put the union
in a difficult position. Even though he can never be a irue leader, he competes
with the steward far the loyalty of the work group. Those unions that demand
the undivided Joyaity of waikers e not to share Isadershin. ' Mo ispartant,
it is difficult to be militant againab a "nice guy." Those who préfer aggressive
unionism also prefer the tranditional foreman who is an autocrat, Militancy
requires a villan.

3. Some human relationists ses in their view of industrial democracy a
new society based upon a notion of utopian esnarchy of cohesive work groups
whose internalized goals and self-discipline will permit coordination of
activities with minimum of organizational authority. Union leaders and manage-
ment alike will reject this recipe for pie in the sky. The fact of the matter
is that the apathy of workers, inter-group conflict, administrative imperatives,
snd the requirements of oversll policy place severe limits on participative
management, and?gogecentralized, loose, informal organization structure. Human
relations has a contribution to make in this area, but it merely suggestis
modification of the existing management structure rather than precipitating a
revolution. An examination of hwnan relations theory of participative manage-
ment at the shop level coupled with organization theory reveals no anti-union

plot. Participstive management is not against the workers® best interest, not
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manipulative, and will not cause workers to became managoement oriented. On

the contrary, perticipative management offers many positive benefits to workers.
Human relations organization thecry is also favorable to worker interests, as

far as it goes, but does not provide satisfactory employee representation in.

the determination of over-all, organization-wide labor policy. Participative
management is limited by the area of freedom possible at the shop level, and

human rel_.ations organization theory offers no substitu’oev for collective bargaining.
On the contrary, human relations concepts are in harmony with mature industrial
govermment.,

h, Anti-unicn corporations may use human relations concepis to head off
union organization. To be effective, however, such é managemsnt must be sbsolutely
sincere and honest in its leadership style, participative management, and organi-
zational structure., Phoney demoeracy will not work, for employees will know
the difference., Human relations concepts do not allow for autocracy in attitude
or in organization structure. Human relations concepts will not bear fruit
wnder conditions where managsment arbitrarily and unilaterally varys or limits
democratic decision making. Willism Gomberg states that unions oppose the kind
of human relations that would create good serf-lord relations. Most human
relationists today would agree.

It is possible, however, for a cauwpeny to replace traditional authoritarian
management philosophy with an hoz.;‘est application of human relations philecsophy
for the vurpose of making unionism less attractive to its employees. As techno-
logical change brings about an occupational shift away from jobs in direct
production and toward technical; stalf, and service jobs, worker psycholegy will
sh_:lft_ firom a "shop mentality” to a "white ccllar mentality." The "white collar
mentality® tends to be anti-union, and if corporations offer these workers

genmuine industriasl democracy -- humen relations plus some form of employee
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representation plan -- the trade union movement will have a difficult tims
organizing these workers. Unionists have cause to doubt management's motives
in the application of human relations,

50 Host employers are not apt to voluntarily practice sincere human
relations and union power is therefors still necessary to end industrial auto-
cracy. In addition, human relationists hold that autonomous wnionism is
necessary to industrial democracy in order to achieve a balance of power and
to avold paternalisu, Unionists would go further to state that the union has
an economic funcition in maintaining industrthide standards that is ignored by
human relationisis. Human relations; then, holds no seriocus threat to the
existence of unions,

The development of mature in_dustrial government, which some specialists
consider a logical trend in unionemanagement relations, is very similar in
nature to the human relations concept of industrial democracy. Whereas the
notion of industrisl govermment is largely based upon "industrial jurisprudence,”
while human relations stresses therapy, leadsrship style, and group norms, it
appears elements of the latter are also present in meture industrial govermment.
The real issue érises over the union function under industrial govermment -~
whether mature industrizl govermment is achleved through union power or by
therapy. Unions are reluctant to give uwp militent, crusading traditions to
assume a new role. Human relations cffers unions a new function uhigh would
corbine the legal and psychiological approaches to democracy. Yel it will be

hard for the charismestic union leader to become clinically oriented.
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