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E-Quality in the Vorkplace: Quality Circles or
Quality of Working Life Prograas in the Us

Abstract ’

One of the major themes of the Japanese Management Style is
participative decision making. Quality cirfcle" (QC) programs in
the US are based on the Japamsese sodel, but do not achietg~their
intent, vhereas Quality of Working Life (QWL) ptogra;s are
better able to increase participation in deciségn making. The
spirit of the Japanese approach is more evident in QWL "than QC
Programs ia the US. Underlying the diifecenceg between the two

prograss ia the US, are ethical diffgrences i® communication.

From a critical interpretive standpoint, QWL programs .serve an

emancipatory interest, while ‘oC programs serve a technical

interest.

o~

Definitions of OC amd QWL Prograss in the US

Quality Circle programs ia the US consist of "groups of people
vho meet vqlﬁhtatily to define, analyze and solve work-related
problems. Typically, these people come from the same department
or work gra;p, or at least do si-ilaf vork, so tﬁat the probless
they digﬁggs are familiar to all of theqé‘ Apawq@;x?f thea can ¢

contribute to the de?&iﬁpnept of solutions® {Baird, 1982: 7).

According to Brower (1982: 4), Quality of Working Life
prograss in the US coasist of three coaponents:

['] a philosophy of nmanageméit  that accepts the
legitimacy of existing unigms, that believes
cooperative relationships sitg/iyose unions are vorth

/
/
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‘developing, and believes that eévery employee has the
ability and the right to offer intelligent and useful
inputs imto decisions at various “levels of the
organization; )

[2) a’ ggogéss'iblinvolve eupio?ees dt—every level of
‘the organization in .decisioms about their vork and
workplaces; [and] - :

!

[3] the intended oytcomes of practicing this philosophy
and process, with improvements in working comditions,
environseat, and practices, ,and in the general climate
or culture of the workplace. This same process also

; brings organizational. benefits of cost reduction and
quality improvenment and personal developasent benefits
which are also integral parts of the QWL concept.

Sisilagities and Differences in the DS

Similarities. Ihe'above definitions indicate three areas

where OC and QWL programs are similar. First, each progranm

- -emphasizes participative ‘.decision~making. Ironically, the

)
&

history of each apprbach shows the inflnénce of a US concern with
denocrac}; The QC concept was intréduced to Japan during the
post—-var years by two US citizens, Drs. W. Fdvard Deming and
Joseph Duran in order to teach the Japanese methods in qghlify
control. Participative decision-making was one basic principle
that they taught. In a sinilar fashion, the QWL concept was
}ntfodnced to Buropean countries after Worlad Hit IT in qnmqtfgzé
°t; democratize induﬁ%é}al relatioas. Agsin, the lajo;‘fhrust of

this endeavor was tc‘ increase participation in decision-making

throughout the organization {Bonchi, 1981).

Second, even thcecugh both QC and QWL prograss stress

-

participative decision—-making, each progran preserves
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lanagéuent's prerogative to have the final say on decisious.
Using Likert's (1967) four types of organizational sygtels, the
decision-making process of both QC and QWL programs seems jy ve
consultative than fully participative. Table 1 displays how QC
and QWL programs may be categorized using Likert's four systenms.
Examining Table 1, it is apparent that QC programs are slightly
less consultative, tending to be somewhat more behevolently
authoritative than QWL programs. It should be stressed that the
categorization of QC and QWL programs is solely theoretical,
being based on thé authors® interpretation of hov QC and QUL

programs operate.

Third, both QC and QWL are voluntary prograas: members chose

, whgther io join. This point, hovever, needs to be qualified for
both QWL and QC progranss. The City of Colusbus QWL Program, for
exanple, has both fixed and nonfixed (elected) positions.
"'Fixed' nmeans that there is always a seat on the committee for
the person who occupies a certain role" such as plant manager or
union steward (Chevallard, et al., 1979: 9). Hence, the QWL
programp in this cas; is voluntary in the semse that some members
may choose to seek a seat on a conrittee {(non-fixed), while even
those people in roles: that normally are represented on the: JEp—e
committee (fixed) may choose mot to participate. QcC prog;é;gv pRp—.
also nust qualify the meaning of participation, since in sone
cases not all enmployees who wish to join a QC are allowed. Baird
and littof (1983) note that this occurs éipecially wvhen a progranm

is Jjust starting up. In these cases, they recoamend that

@
<
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employee aen?ers either be elected or randomuly selected.

Additionally, while"® QC prograss encourage the participation of
unjon stewards and supervisors in circle activities, their

participation is totally wvoluatary.

Differences. The differences evident between both approaches
deteraine the basis for the thesis of this paper. Probably the
greatést differeaces between ﬁc and QWL programs 'is in the
involvewent of labor unions. . QC progra®s work under the premise
that labor unions may be involved after management has already
made a decision to implement the prograa (Bajird and Rittof, 1983;
Metz, 1981; Yager, 1981). On the other hand, QWL works on the
premise that management collaborates with ghe anion before a
program is initiated (Ronchi, 1981; Rubinstein, 1980;’ Scobel,
1980; Chevallard et al., 1979). The difference here .is that in
QC's, unions can only decide whether or mot to snppért a pgogram
after a decisior has been made by Ranagement, whereas QWL's offer
unions the unique opportunity to be an integral part of the

program from the start.

A second difference between QW1 and QC programs is found in
the emphasis each places on -productivity and the entire vork
eavironment., 0C prograns are lisited in scope since the circle

only deals with probleas related to work (a technical interest)

in a particalar area of the organization. Baird (1983: 27) notes
that:

WVhile the most successful Circles are granted a large
degree of autonomy in selecting the problens they work
on, they are also testricteq from probing into areas
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vhich legitimately are outside their purviev. Examples
. of such matters are: wages and salaries, interpersonal
conflicts, grievances, aud in general, anything which
directly concerns a labor contract or which is in
violation of laws or statutes.

Q¥L progranms tend to be more expansive in focus, with the entire
work environment being open for discussion by =meabers. Scobel
illustrates this point as follows:s

In a sense, today's QWL is testing the hypothesis that
a more creative and prodactive vorkplace positively
correlates with the opportanity for individual growth
and fulfillment from the work 1life experience.
Although "fulfillmemt” is illusive and individualistic
in its definition, there are some generally fulfilling
vorkplace characteristics that are beginning to enmerge
from experience. Por some, it is the opportunity to
have input into decisions that a person is expected to
implenent. For some it is a voice, however small, in
the definition of a person's own job. For some it is a
revision of policies and ' practices to reflect personmal
respect and trust.. Por some it is a lessening of the
restrictions and regimentations of work life. Por some
it is creating cooperative rather th;n adversarial

union-managesent relationships. Por some it is being
more openly and homestly informed. Por some training
aad development specialists it is oftég the design of
organizational processes that enables people to apply

~ the results of their training, education, development
and growth. (Scobel, 1980: 38)

Yager further supports this idea, noting that:

The Circle movement is not a total effort in
Organizatioa Development. As mentioned, it was
lauuched initially in Japan as a training effort. Many
of the wmotivational and participative effects emerged
as the process developed. Quality of Work fife, on the-

. other hand, is much broader and is aimed specifically
at a nmyriad of issues related to communicating,
.organization, job emrichment,  incentifes, vorking
conditions, team buildimg, attitudes /and other human
factors on the job. {Yager, 1981: 102)-
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Related to the brecediné difference between (C and QWL

pEograns, is the extent to which each program is integrated into

all levels of the organization. QWL attempts to incorporate

representatives from each level of the organization into the

progran.) QC*s, in céntrast, limit the circle to eaployees at the

same lewel, typically, immediate supervisors and their

subordinates. Yader (1981: 102) discusses how this difference

betveen the two types of programs center upon ‘"participative
nanagenernt. ™ .

\

The circle does not involve interdepartment efforts,

"linkiag pins,*® representative foras of enployee

involvement or similar activity where employees

participate at higher levels of management or in higher

' orgamizational decisions. (Carried to an extreme, these

Plans have-even appointed line workers to the board of
dirgctots.)

Circle activities invclve effort only at the level
of application of the worker. Decision povers are
limited dramatically coapared to those of other -

. participative techniques. A circle project does not
preclude these activities, however. Nearly every QWL
effort (or oD effort) today ases, or at least
considers, Quality Circles as ogne element of a total
projecte

'Figure 1 illustrates the basic structural differences between
QWL and QC progranms. This illustration distinguishes, in part,
the varying degree to which such programs are integrated into all
levels of.the orgamization. To gain a fuller grasp of the
different ways in which this integration takes place, one must
consider the ageabership of (0C and QWL programs. Pigqure 2
illustrates those personnel who make up the- membership of QC*s.

Figure 3 depicts the four typical levels in a ORL program and the

menbers who participate at each level.
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"QC*'s in the US and Theory 2

The 1980%*s have seen a trelendous.iqprease in the nuasber ofﬂpc
programs implemented in the US. Yet, as "recently as 1978, few
American managers had . even heard. of the process™ (Yager, 1981:
98). While the first QC program was iritiated in the US in the
early 1970*s, by 1980-approxisately 230 US companies hgd started
up QC programss totalimg about 3000 circles (hetz, 1980 ;1).
Certainly, part of the popularity- of QC.programs in the US
(Anderson and Andetéon; 1982) a=may be traced to the reasoning

articulated hy Ouchi (1981).

His Theory 2 presents a vie; of Japanese organizations as
achieving superior production by engendering traust, promoting
intiﬁacy, and practicing subtlety. 7 Tvo means by which trust,
intinac}, and subtlety between managenent and eamployees layébe
develpped are traininé and particip§tive decision-making. These
means, according to Ouchi, are essential if QC prograss are to

vork in the yUS.

Perhaps the first message to the United States is that
a firm can realize the full potential of its enployees
only if it Dboth invests in their training amd then

shares. with thes the power. .to influence decisions.

WitWout ~training, the invitation to participate = in
deéision making will 1lead émly to frustrdtion and
conflict. Without a sharing of decision-making power,
an investment in training will be both frustrating and
vasteful. {(Ouchi, 1981: 268)

At first glance, Ouchi's comments seen nerely to echo the

humanistic management philosophy of the Human Relations and Human

o
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Resource -Schools. Hsﬁe;et, a closser reading of his work r;vealﬁ_
perhaps the real source of Theory 2's yopularlty° management can
be nmost effect;ve by creating an organlzatxonal culture in which
employees identify their self-interest with the organization's

interests. And, this cultural transformation can only occur

through change imitiated from the top of the organizationm.

M/“\ .
A-fecent criticism of Theory Z, however, suggeszs that Ouchi's

interpretation of organizations and culture in Japan may be
nistaken. Sullivan {1983) argues that Theory % is based less on
“a hunanitar;an set of values than upon institutional values. The
industrial clan envisioned by Durkheim as the remedy to
bureaucracy is the keystone for Theory Zz. Sullivan critiques
Theory Z on both empirical and theoretical grounds. Bﬁpirically.
there is only limited support for Ouchi’'s characterization of

7

Japanese orgarplzations as exercising .power from "clarn value-based
influence." Rather, most Japanese firms utilize a "é;tton-like
exercise of powét and influence." °Theoretically, Theory Z can bé
critiqued by nqtirg a major contradiction inhereat in the theory:
Ouchi vievs consensus decisior-makivg as ar incentive in a causal
chain*leading to imtiracy, trust, satiéfaction, And ptoductivityo
Yet, copSensus decxs;on—naking need not be an 1nceuti!e. ;géeed;
it may be a result of nlnxnally competent sanagers {s nsmained by

the other incentives of Theory Z, €.0., life-time employmemt and

non-specialization) needding to have consensus decision-making in

order to maintain their hierachfa; status.
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\v

This suggests that an examination of QC*s in Japan ®ay clarify

the meaning of participative ﬂecision--akgng. It may be that-
Q,

successful 0C¥s in Japam are a source of enp&ﬁerlent for vorkers,
rather than a means for organizations to reinforce iclan values,"

&

as ‘Ouchi®*s work suggests.

QC*s in Japan

Arerican quality control experts (Deming and Juran) worked
with the Occupatiom authorities ina Japan to rebuild the Japanese

economy after WW II. Dening introduced the techniques of

> -
statistical analysis for qualitf“control, vhile Juran stressed -

the invoivement of upper and middle Ranageaent in guality comtrol

efforts.

The Japanese studied their recomnendations and put thenm
into practice on a large scale basis from 1955 to 1960,
vith an important modification: instead of aliowing
quality comntrol to remain the province of guality
control engineers, Ranagement = made it the
responsibility of all rank and file eaployees as well.
Blue-collar vorkers were taught guality control
techniques and  allowed to participate in quality
control groupse. . « . '

[T ]his, innovation to include blue collar
participation implied a fundamental difference’ between
the Japanese managerds belief . in the perfectipility of
man and the oppesing ideas of isericam managers. For
exaaple, ualikéé;gggg¢& vhere workers are granted the
‘opportunity to redesign their work,” in the United
States many managers do not peramit employees to inspect
“their own work. {Munchus, 1983: 255, 256)

!
Addlitionally, Cole (1980) notes that the success of QC's in

Japan is partly dve to the education of high school students in

Japan. These students, recruited for the blue-collar labor force

H

-~

© tag




PAGE 11
during the lapot shortages of the 1970*s, have the mathematical
and statistical skxills needed for OC analysis. They also have a
need for the sorker responsibility critical to the success of

QC*s.

Nunchus (1983) points out an additiomal factor influencing the
grouth of QC*s in Japan:

The UJISE, a nonpofit research and training institute,
vas organized in 1948 to involve foremem in the quaiity
circle jdea amd to "bring foremen together fron
different companies. UJSE was conposed of engineering
and science professors and industrial engineers, Its
magazine, Genba to QC, later renamed POCC, disseminated
information to company' foremen vith case studies of
circles already " in operation. The involvement [of]
foregen as representatives of the workers was
considezed c¢rucial to ‘the success of guality circles.

. Forasen generally received 30 to 40 hours of training.
}

A}

The BJSE has also sponsored and arranged visits ﬁetween circles
from different companies, as well as hosting annual conventioas
attended by thousands of éc participants.” « As Yager {1981) notes
QC's have becone inst?}uationalized through-this governmental
ASupport,:vhich includgsi- besides the UJSE, the Deaming Prize (to

‘companies with excellent quality control methods) and the

observance of Novenbgr as the National Quality Month.

The institntionaiizatioh of (QC's in Japan suggests that QC*s
now play an important role in labqy-managenent relations. In
order to speculate upon Jjust what that role may be, it ié
necessary to reviex the nature of labor-management relations in

Ja pana .
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Labor Relations in Japan

»

Okochi {1973) points out that three structures characte;ize
Japanese’industrial relations: lifetine employsent, an age-grade
revard system, aed enterprise unions. He notes that:

These three factors do not stand independently but are
mutually related so as to .capstitute an integrated
systen. As ve have seen, company level personnel
o practices, and imdeed the ecomosric and social basis for
the formation of unions, are rooted in the custom of
lifetime eaployment and- an age-grade reward systex,
including wvages. In its turm, the management systen is
~trengthend and reinforced by - the enterprise form of
union organization and by the lifetime employaent and

special type -of seniority systeas. (Okochi, 1973: 497)°

?
"

According to Hananmi (1979), ‘unions im Japan comprise’

L " . ¢
approximately 35% of the labor force, with the majority (90 X) of
" unions being company-based. Thus, there are few trade and
industrial upions in Jépan and their membership is guite limited.

" Morec¥er, the Japanese enterprise unions are quite different from

]

the US trade based unioms. Because of these differemces,- which -

are highlighted, below, Japanese labor relations are rather
paradoxical to the Western observer: they tend to be both more

cooperative and more antagonistic than those in the West.

Enterprise npions. Hamami (1979) discusses two factors which
contribute to the 9roainence of enterprise unions in Japan. The
first factor is that only the enployees of a particalar
enterprise are qualified to be nmembers of the cowpany-based
snion. This‘otganizing priniciple, as Hanami notes, is the—ex;ct

opposite of the closed shop agreements in Western countries, in

~
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vhich only union members whose union has’ entered into an
agreement with an enterprise are allowed to work for the company.
In Japan, a worker is required to he.am employee before s/he can
become a union nenber., His/her status as an eaployee is always
the nost important aspect in her/his working life, with the unioa

being second.

3 Agreeing with oOkochi, -Hanami states that the second factor
contributing’ €fo the prominence of enterprise unions is the

lifetine-employlpng systen.

The emergence of -the enterprise unions after World war
II and the continuing importance of their role in the
-industrial relations systea, in which enterprise
bargainimg is a, crucial element, has its economic basis
in the 'lifetime employment systen. Although the labdor
shortages of- the 1960's: increased labor mobility, the
ma jority of the workers are rainly concerned with the
working conditions in their own coapanies. Western
workers continue-to “grow" throughout their vorking
lives because of their ability ¢o change jobs and to
acquire a variety of gkills vhich, i# turn, enhamce
their independence. But in Japan a worker's entire
future, vhether ia the forma of wvage 4increases,
promotions or retiresent 1llowances, depeads upon his
length of service in the particular cospany where he
happens to take a jab after finishing secondary school
or college. Thus, protecting the interests of the
vorkers means first of all improving the  prevailing
working conditions in a particular enterprise; the
enterprise union is the organization best suited for
this. (Ranani, 1979: 95) ,

 Labor-managewent collysion.  Hanami (1979)  notes that
collective agreements made by labor and management in Japan are
flexible and ' more abstract than those bargained for in VWestern

societies. The lengthy written contracts specifying vages, hours

of work, and workers' rights and obligataions seen in Western
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contracts are only sketchedly reviewed in Japanese couiracts. In
contrast to the US and most other Western countries, Japanese
contracts usually contain "a clause called the ‘consultation in

good faith® or 'amicable consideration' clause, usually written

L)

as followss *should a disagreement arise, both parties will
consult each other in good faith,' or 'Should a disagreement
arise, the parties ¥ill settle it amicably by consultation?'®

(Hanani, 1979: 53)a

Given that consultation in good faith is so essential to
collective agreements in Japan; it is not surprising that
industrial relatioans typically exist in a climate of collusion
betveen labor and managenment. Hanami (1979: 54~56) explains
that:

In those enterprises where unions are recognized and
agreerents are concluded hetwveen union and eamployers,
labor—-sanagenent relations are fairly smoothe In these
firms there exists a climate of collusion

betieen the employers and the union representing the
majority of the employees. Napeai is another aspect of
amag amd has almost the same nmeaning, but paresj is a
feeling of emotional intimacy betvween persons outside
the kinship group, while amae is usually restricted to
the kinship group or' very closa friends. Basically the
relationship is one of patronage and dependence, though
the unions frequently put on an outward show of radical
ailitancy in their utterances and behavior. . « .

Ia conmpanies where the principle of collusion
prevails, the expense in terms of both time and money
is discounted, ~ since management knows very well that
union activities will benefit them in the lomg runm, no
natter how militantly the union boasts of its strength.
Actually cospanies consider the extemsive privileges

granted to the .unions as necessary expnditures for -

secyring good labor relations in the firam. for the
perceptive Vestern observer, the role of Japanese
unions as a tool of sanagement is not hard to discern.
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Traditjonal Dispute Settlement. Traditiomally the approach to

disagreements between labor and management is not to confEESi and
make the conflict public, but to keep it private and allow the
pecson(s) in the superior position (management) to rectify the
situation. Hanami describes this first step in labor disputes as
‘follows. . ;

Disagreemenrts and grievances are supposed to be solved
"amicably® in a manner known as nas i-kyzushj, which -
sometimes means "step by step,"” but in this context,
shouald be anderstood as settling the amatter in a
natural wvay without active efforts. Actually solving
poblens by nashi-kuzushi is little more than softening
their impact and postponimg any substantive solution..
Subordinates are not supposed to express disagreement
or to state their grievances openly; they are expected
to endure hardships in anticipation of the benevolent
consideration by a superior. .

If the dispute cannot be ;settled through the process of
benevolent consideration (nashi-kuzushi), ihe next step in
traditional dispute settlement is to settle nmatters through
enotional understanding. At this point, tﬁe dispute beconmes
publicly acknowiedged and the settlement relies on each party
shoving mutual respect. This process, also kmown as ®letting the
dispute flovw to the water," demands mutual trust. If this demand
is not met, Hanami points out that "disputes erupt: and sometimes

even become violent®™ (1979: 57-8) . B - .

AN

A third means of settling dispute, if it ha;ﬁaat been settled
by this stage, is through conciliation or arbitration by a third
party.

Conciliation or arbitration usually takes the form of

an attempt to "save the face" (kao o tatery) of this
influential person and to M"entrust" (azukegu) the

16 ‘
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dispute with hinm. He is not expected to settle the
matter in accordance with reason or any universal
standard. He does not necessarily make any clear-cut
decisions about who is right or wrong, nor does he
inquire into the respective rights of the parties. The
objective of this procedure of conciliation and
arbitration is to settle the dispute in such a way as
to restore and to maintain the friendly personal
relations wyithin the small society iavolved. The
Japanese phrase for this procedure, maryku gsameru- {to
settle ia a circle), means to settle things im a vay
: | that satisfies both parties equally.

Hanami also points out that céuciliatiou is limited in this
approach since the third party must be rutually respected by the
parties in dispute. Often times in labor management disputes,

this pediatior is difficalt, if not impossible, to find. Thas,

the result may be full fledged upheaval.

Modern dispute settlement. Bargaining by unions in Japan has
.quite a different structure from that vhich ve are accustoned to
in the 3S. The strike, which is the nmajor: b;rgainingﬁlever for
US trade unions, is not nearly as effective in Japana. This is
largely due to the fact that the enterprise wuwnions find it
diffiéult to sustain a large-scale united front for ény extensive
period of time. . Nevertheless, bargainimg tactics in Japan ave
just as adversarial (if not more so) as those in the US. Hanani
tells us that thae Japanese view their 1labor relations as
"strained and.antagonistic," a point of giev that is the opposite

. of those inpressions formsed by many visitors from the US.

Westerners regard Japanese labor relations as highly
effective while the Japanese 1ook at relations between
company Ramagesent and enployee associations
{particularly unions) as strained and antagonistic.
The high estimate of Japanese labor by Vesteners is
partly the result of a wmisunderstanding and perhaps
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ignorance of the reality of the Japanese situation. . .

It is not at all exceptional in Japanese 1labor
relations for unionms to level charges against
nanagesent. Companies also punish union leaders by
disciplinary measures or charge them with violence and
other crines. In fact, both parties oftem indulge in
enotional confrontations. . . . In innumerable cases.
- e collective bargaining takes the form of a mass
meeting, wvhere both sides harangue each other and often
clash vioglently. Far froa Dbeing exceptional, such
harassment practices are daily occurrences. . . The
fact that unions and managesment freguently iandulge in
mutual harassment indicates that while unions are not
stroang enough to confront management openly, at the
same time, they are not so vweak emough to be cospletely
controlled by management. (Hamnanmi, 1979: 236, 129-31)

Generally labor and masmageament try to resolve disputes usiag
traditijonal means. However, if relations become so straimed that

the tactics discussed above come into play, both the koupany and

the union vill often seek to resolve matters through Western-
style adjudication. This legal process, neverthelesg, has proven
to be gquite a siov and inefficient means for resolving nmost
disputes given the characteristic neans by which labor-management
disputes are settled. It is not unusual for a union that vins a
settlement with a company to no longer bhe a major voice for

enployess in that company. Also, often cases are settled out—of-

court through concessions by either the company and/or the union.

gg@F

There are three characteristics of modecn labor-msanagenent
disputes, according to Hanami (1979). rirst, due to the imherent
veaknesses of the eaterprise unions, labor dispute§ are often
determined by a split in the union organization. So-called

breakaway unions form and undernine the position of the parent

: Q .18 - R




» . *
.
.
.

, PAGE 18
union, frequently with the overt support of management. Second,
the nature of the dispute between 1labor and management is seldon
over substantive 1issues, but is often the result of employees
beconing frustrated with their personal relations with
management; As Hanami (1979: 333) states, “Employees soon becoma
frustrated at being tolad: "The cospany's interest . is your
interest.'® Thirdly, it is also common for labor otéicials to
arraage back—door agreements, which are substantig}ly differeat

from their positions at the bargaining table.

The phenonenon of breakavay unions points to a peculiar

veakness of eanterprise unions. This wveakness is evident in the

villingness of umion menbers to secede from the parent union.
This splinter union not only musters the support of managenent,
but also receives the support of employees disenchanted by the
parent union's militancy. Hanami (1979: 137) notes that
enployees identify as strongly with the company as they do with
the union, and that the ambiguous nature of most labor dispu;es
makes it easy for the management to induce esployee support for

- their position through pronmises of favorable treataent.

Conclysion. Japanese labor—-management relations are
paradoxical, being both cooperative and antagonistic, because of
the influence of traditiomal and modern (Western) approaches to
dispute settlement. The Western approach, which relies on legal
adjudication of disputes, has not been successful in Japan due to -

the traditional Japanese values of harmony, cooperation and
[

4

om
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trust. These values contradict the very essence of the no@grn
approach and, when violatead, give rise to management efforts to
subvert unions, as well as union efforts to harass management.
As Hanami (1979: 237) states:

The reality of Japanese industrial relations shows that
the nain difficulty and confusion comes from the
incomgruity betweem the modern industrial relations

system, the traditional approach to dispute settlaement,
and .the Japapese value systes. It is ironic to note
that the very advantages of the "Japanese vay," such as
the human and personal aspects of labor relations, the
avoidance of clear-cut decisions, a preference for
conciliation rather than adjudication and a better
undexrstanding of the continuity .of labor relations are
mostly based on traditional practices and values which

ve have been regarding as obstacles to modernization.
Thus, Japan should bhecome emancipated from her
oBsession of believiang that a different approach to
labor relatioas is mot the sign of underdevelopment but
rather is reflective of the real meaning and functions

of industrial relations in a different social context.
The mnature of Japanese labor relations iamplies that Qc
programs play an important role in furthering enployee interest.
These interests are integrated with those of aanagement and labor
through the inclusion of union stewards and supervisors in QC's.
While the organliation's technical interests certainly dominate
QC activities, nevertheless the QC offers an alternative to
identifying soleiy with the company and/or union interests. This
is seen, in part, by the social function served by QC*s. The
anaual QC coavention is an 1nétitution vhick serves to recognize
the efforts of employées outside of the context of the
organization. Moreover, the training offered to QC participants

offers thea the oppogtunity to achieve higher level needs.

7/
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Impact of Japapese and US QC's on Employee Pacticipatiom

The role of the QC in Japaa and the US are sinrilar in many
raspects. But, there is a significant differemce in the l&;Ot
area of emphasis that the QC plays in sach country. While both
countries . utilize the human dirension in a participatory
appreach, they differ in their intent. QC*s in Japan integrate
the human relation aspect along vithythe technical, with priority
given to the .concept of. "people-building." . Unlike .the Japanese
QC's, the Us bC's are oriented towards the tecknical
participative approach found in human resource managenent.
Haaner and Organ (1978: 393) explain that the hunan\fel;tions
approach is baséd on the argument: \ :

that if subordinates have the opportunity to contribute
to the definition of group goals and strategies, they
satisfy higher order needs for self-esteem and
achievemeat. The need satisfaction leaves them more
pliable ;and amemable to organizational influence, wmore
comnitted to resultant group goals, and more amotivated
to perfom in a fashion to achieve those goals.

The human resource approach, in contrast,

rests on the assumption that knowledge and expertise

are distributed throughout vorkgroupa aad that
decisions acé best made by those closest to, or most
conversant with, the particular problea addvessed.
Participation, then, because it represents.

. decentralized decision making, 1leads to higher~-quality
~_ and more informed decisions, which lead to bhetter group
"\ performaace, which may result in greater satisfaction
geo the extent that rvewards hinge on perforsance

critgs}a). (Hamner and Organ, 1979: 393,4)

N
The implementation of QCs in the US has followed a human

resource approach with little consideration for the needs of the
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employee participant. In contrast, the QC*'s that are successful
ia Japan (Munchus, 1983 and Cole, 1980) take into consideration
the needs of employees to grow and develop on the job. Likewise,
the prior discussioan of QWL programs in the US shows that QW¥L's
take a human relations approach té enployee participation in

decision making.

This distinction betweenr the different approaches to employee
participation in decision making. suggests vhy QC programs in the

US may be initially successful but ultimately failures (Netz,

1981) - Built, as these programs are, ' on Ehe notion of solvimg
social~technical préblels (vith emphasis on the tgchnical), QC*s
are bound to reach the point of diainishiug returns for technical
ianovations. Additionally, QC programs that further the
organization®s technical interest 1limit the ability of employees
to truly participate in the social planning that is so crucial
for the survivial of modern organizations. (The reader aay wish
to consider. Pigures 1-3 and the earlier argquments made about the
differences between QC and QV¥L programs.) It is our contention
that a (QFL program better meets the social and teéhnicai

dinterests of both labor and managesent.

Inplicatjons

Habermas (1971) explains that a technical interest is based on
a technology of measurement aad specialized training that allows

for the investigation of objects and the generation of knowledge

about those objects. Such knowledge takes the form of
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explanation which allows man to control not only materiaYl nature
but also humankind. Traditionally, technical knowledge is viewed
as value-free: the consequences of the u§és~aade of this
knovledge are aot the concern of the people déﬁetaﬁing the
knovledge. Unfortunately, this stance allows people in authority.
{management) to\déninate others (employees). As ve have argued,
QC's in the US serve the technical interest of the organization,
making possible the domipation of the employee participants who

»

geperate the technological knowledge. '

/

Inlcontrast to a-technicals‘iuterest, a hermeneutic (soéial
interpretive) interest stresses human understanding. Hunan
understanding, according to Haberamas {1979), occurs when gthere is
a dialogical communication that aims at consensus. This
herneneutic interest 'dqes'not nullify, however, the possible
dominafion of others ;ia a technical interest, it siiply nmakes
the cormunicators avare of this domination.” Critical theory
'(Habernas, 1971) proposes a dialectical hermeneatic vhich can
serve an enancipatqu .intergst. A dialectical hermeneuntic
rediates the techmical amd hermeneutic interests informing the
techpical imterest - so as to avoid its use fﬁr . purposes of
doainatiom. Needless to say, such coamunication requires an
etyic that supports an open society (Apel, 1980). It is in this
context that QWL progtals‘lay be more sunccessful than QC prograns
in the US. The representation of both labor and management in
the decision—-making process in QWL prograns provid;s a structure

that may allov¥ for a dialectical herseneutic, But, this
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structure alone is not;sufficient if there is not a zeasunicative

ethic vhich values and pursues free and critical discussion ip an

~ open society.

N

4 o

ENDNOTES

N

1. Table 1 is derived from Likert's {1967: 20,21) comparative
analysis of different nanagement systeas.

2. PFiqure 1 is drawn fros Baird and Rittof (1983) and Chevallard
et al. (1979) and presents a simplified and idealized structure

for both programsa.

¢

3. Figure 2 is based on Baird and Rittof (1983); again, this
illustration is simplified in order to typify the membership of ’
QC?'s. Note that the dotted lings signify that a sapervisor or

union steward may be a member of a circle.

4o Figure 3 is.based on distinctions made by Chevallard et al.’
(1579 and has been modified to idealize the meabership of
comnittees so that it may be applied to both private and public

sector organizations.
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Character of Decision-making Process of Differen*

~

-

TABLE 1

Management Systems l

Al

Opcrating characteristics

Systems of orpunization

Authoritative
Exploitive authoritative  Benevolent authoritative
Character of decision-
making process .
a. At what level in or- Bulk of decisions at Policy at top, many de-
ganizetion are deci- top of organization cisions within pre-

+  slons formally made?

b. How adequate and
accurate is the in-
formation available
for decision making
at the place whero
the decisions are
made?

¢. To what extent are de-
cision makers aware of

blems, particularly
f!:zzc at losl::rﬁ levels
in the organization?

™

"d. Extent to which tech-
nical and professional
knowledge is used in
decision making

¢. Are (ecisions made at
the best level in the
organization so- far as
(1) Having available
* the most adequate
and accurate in.
formation bear-
ing on the deci-
sion?

(2) Tt motivational
consequences -
{i.e., does the de-
cision-making
Process help to
create the neces-

- sary motivations
in those persons
whn have to carry
out the decision?)

i+ Is decision meking
based on man-to-man
or group pattern of
operation? Does {t.en-
caurage or discourage
teamwork?

Partial and often inee-
curate information
only is available

Often are unaware or
only partially aware

Used only if possersed
at higher levels

Decisions t'isually made
at levels appreciably
higher than Jevels
where most adequate
and accurate infor-
mation _ exists

A}

Decision making con-
tributes little or noth-
ing to the motivation
to implement the de-
cislon, usually yiclds
adverse motivation

Man-to-man only dis-
courages teamwork

scribed framework
made at lower levels

QC

Moderately adequate
and accurate infor-
mation available

v

Aware of some, un-
aware of others
C

Much of what is avail-

ahle in higher and

middle lcvz;ls is used

Decisions often made at

levels appreciably
higher than levels
where most adequate
and accunte infor-
mation exists

QC

Decision making con-
tributes relatively lit-
tle motivation

Man-to-man almost ¢n~
tircly, discourages

4+ teamwork

>
B v

cral decivions at top,
more specific deci-
sions at lower levels

QWL

Reasonably adequate
and aceurate infor.
mation available

QC/QWL

Moderately aware of
problems

QWL

Much of what is avail-
able in higher, mid-
dle, and lower levels
is used

QWL/QC

Some tendency for (le-
cisions to be madeat
higher levels than
where most atlequate

wntl accurate infor-
mation exists

QWL

Sume contribution by
decision making to
motivation to imple-
ment

QC/QWL

Both man-to-man and
group, partially ¢n~
courages tcamwork

Qc/QWL

I’a;ticipulinc
Consullative Participative group
Broad policy and gen- Decision muking widely

done throughout or-
ganization, although
well integrated
through linking proc-
ess provided hy over-
lapping groups
Relatively complete and
accurate information
available based hoth
on measurements and
cflicient flow of in-
formation in organi-
zation :
Generally quite well
awure of problems

Most of what is avail-
able anywlhere within
the arganization is
used

Overlapping groups and
group deeision proe- |
esses tend to push de-
cisions to point where
information i most
adequate or to pass
the relevant informa.
tion to the decisipns,
making point

Substantial contrihution
by decision-muking
processes to motiva-
tion to implement

Largely based on group
pattern, cncourages
teamwork
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Figure 1. Comparison of QC and QWL Structures2
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Figure 2. Membership of QC Committees/Circles3
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Figure 3. Membership of QWL Committees4




