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ABSTRACT

Bargaining structure has traditionally been at the centre of
Industrial Relations research, and ircreasingly attention is being
given to the influences upon it. This study examines management's
attempts to regulate union behaviour in four organisations having
different bargaining structures. These are treated as case studies
and using qualitative data they are compared to study three relation-—
ships: between management structure and bargaining structure; between
bargaining structure and union behaviour; anc between situational
determinants and bargaining structure.

The background to thc thesis is outlined in Part I. This
introduces the study, describes the research method, and then applies
some of the research dates available to previous hypotheses. A number
of tentative proposals are put forward regarding bargaining structure
and the influences upon it which are pursued in Part III.

The four case studies are systematically analysed in the
following four chapters. For each collective bargaining in practice

is outlined followed by an analysis of managerial attempts to regulate
this.

Part 1IT draws on this raw data and a2nalyses managerial
involvement in Industrial Relations in two stages. Initially a frame-
work for the study of managerial involvement is developed which puts
bargaining structure in its context. Secondly using an established
criterion the effectiveness of management control over union activity
is examined. Finally the implications of the analysis for management,
trade unions, and the reform of Industrial Relations are pursued.

A number of proposals are put forward in this thesis. First
the level of bargaining cannot be studied in isolation, but must be
placed in the context of the other dimensions of bargaining structure.
Second, bargaining structure is influenced by constraints both
internal and external to the organisation, yet management appear
.to have a good deal of discretion in choosing a particular structure.
Third, bargaining structure must be placed within the context of the
control systems used by management, many of which may not immediately
be concerned with Industrial Relations. Finally, to understand
managerial control over union activity we must look not only at the
control systems but also the legitimacy of managerial authority.
Put together these proposals contribute to our understanding of likely
future changes in bargaining structure, and the shape possible reforms
might take.

vii



PART T THE BACKGROUND TO THE STUDY

CHAPTER OKE : INTRODUCTION

The post war development of bargaining in the workplace has
attracted considerable public and academic attention to Industrial
Relgtions_in general and the structure of bargaining in particular.
Af the centre of this controversy have been the trade unions and
their workplace representatives. It is ironic that despite being
the other party to collective bargaining relatively little 1is

known about the part played by menagement.

This is not to suggest that %he role of management in Industrial
Relations has been ignored, for - -the significance of management's
in&olvement has long been stressed. However the importance attributed
to the pért played by management has not been matched by research
acfually undertaken.

Thié lack of research is surprising when it is recalled that
- the Donovan Report'1 placed the burden of reform of bargaining
structure on management and Boards of Directors. This lacuna is all
the more paradoxical when recent research is considered.2 For it
is suggested that with the formalisatién of plant bargaining
management may be playing an increasingly active role in Industrial
Relations.

The neglect of management has been in terms of research

conducted, rather than the significance attached to their role. This

1 Royal Commission on Trades Unions and Employers' Associations
herce referred to as the Donovan Report.
2  Brown and Terry (1978)



has led one influential observer to state that 'The truth of the
imatter in the study of management in Industrial Relations is in a

primitive state' (Clegg, 1979: 164).

Information which is available on management's role concentrates
upon their attempts at controlling the work rorce through collective
bargainingf There Eg some confusion however over the relationship
bet%géh magagement énd the bargaining structure. While some studies1
suggest that management and bargaining structure should be closely
aligned other82 indicate that this need not be so.

This study therefore begins to rédress this imbalance of
résearoh. In essence it investigates the relationship between

bargaining structure and managemenf control of Industrial Relations.

Previous Research

Although there are studies which stress the significance of
management's role a relatively small amount of research has actually
been carried out.3 A number of case studies have provided glimpses
.of the part played by management, but all too often this has been
available only in piecemeal fashion.4

Other studies have examined management control over Industrial

Relatlons? but as Turner notes 'This has been overwhelmingly

1 Boraston, Clegg and Rimmer (1975:197)

2 CIR (1974:29) |

3 Research has been undertaken in the United States: Slichter,
Healey and Livernash (1960);Chamberlain (1967); Baker and Prance (1954
Gouldner (1957) :

4 Examples include: Batstone- (1977,1978); Brown (1973); Beynon (197
Sisson (1975); Flanders (1964); NWichols and Beynon (1977) along with
work in cornnection with the SSRC's Management aind Industrial Relations
Committee. Turner et al (1977) ard Purcell and Smith (1979) are
possible exceptions.

5 Hawkins (1979); from an organisational behaviour perspective
child (1977); from a busiress policy perspective Thomas (1978).



| prescriptive or didactic ..... mainly aimed to offer instruction or
advice to managers on how to deal ﬁith employees.' (1977:1)

A number of reasons have been put forward to explain this
inadequacy. For different reasons commentators on both the Right
and the Left have shown little interest in the subject.

Wood and Thurley (1977:1) point out that some authors believe
this 1s because management have not been defiped as a 'social problem'.
While Anthony (1977:41) suggests the emphasis on unions is a consequence
of the initial ‘inferest of researchers in their development, or because
of what he calls 'evangelistic sympathies'.

Anthony (1977:41) notes that companies and managers themselves
may play a part in this. He criticises their attitude towards research
and notes that they are 'over inclined %o prevent, accéss for research
and too sensitive to reports which have hot entirely reflected their

own judgements.'

Research into management's Industrial Relations role in multi-
plant organisations has been limited.1 This is surprising for two
reasons.

First, although it is likely that thererare a number of
characteristics which are unique to multi-plant organisatiohs they
are commonly treated as being no different to other organisations.
They have not, for example, received the specialist attention lavished

on multi-naticnal corporations.

Second, and perhaps more important multi-plant organisations

account for the majority of plants in this CountryQ The Bullock

P

1 It should be stressed that this study is not concerned with

all kinds of multi-plant organisation, which range from hotels to

the Civil Service, but to large multi-plant groups in the Engineering
Industry.
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Report (1977:6) notes that most large companies 'are in fact

groups of companies organised in pyramids of holding and subsidiary
companies'. Evidence1 indicates that multi-plant organisations
account for 83% of‘employces generally, and nearly 86% in the
Engineering Industry. This growth appears to be continuing. Prais
(1976) suggests the median establishment owned 6 plants in 1958 and 20
in 1968. For companies making up the first quarter of UK output

the figures are 33 plants in 1958 and 192 in 1968 (1976:63).

-The Focus of the Study

Within the recent research2 which‘has stressed the role of
management in Industrial Relations the predominant view is as
follows.

First, the foremost influence on union behaviour is bargaining
structure, and in particular the level at which this bargaining takes
place, e.g. whether at plant, group or an intermediate level.3

Second, the most important influences on bargaining structure
| are the strﬁcture and attitudes of management and employers'
associations. Differing patterms of union behaviour are related
firstly to bargaining structure and secondly to management structure.

Finally management's choice of bargaining structure is influenced
'by a number of determinants. Some of these are interual to the

organisation such as size and technology, while others such as

product market are external. Bargaining structure should be equated

-

1 CIR (1973:3); Marsh, Evans and Garcia (1971:82)

2 See Clegg (1976); Bain and Clegg (1975)

3 'Group' level bargaining covers all plants in an organisation,
while an intermediate level may cover only a number of plants (referre
to here as Division). McCarthy (1971) also recognises bargaining
scope; unit, and form as possible dimensions. See Chapter Three.



with the demands of these determinants in order to achieve the 'best

buy' for management.

In the light of this research four case studies of large multi-
plant organisations having différent bargaining structures were
undertaken. Data from these cases is compared and contrasted in
order to investigate the following proposed relationships:

(1) Between bargaining structure and uﬁion behaviour

(2) Between.ﬁanagement structure and bargaining structure

(3)‘ Between situational determinants and bargaining structure.

The fieldwork covered some eighteen months and involved around
a total of two hundred interviews with management and union
representdtives together with a study of agreements and other

: i written material.1

Plan

The following chapter looks at the research method used in
this study. It describes in some detail the method of data collection
and some of the problems ercountered. Also included are thumbnail

sketches of the cases.

Chapter Three has two aims. First to review the relevant
research in detail in the context of this study. Second to
systematically apply the research data available/fo the concepts
and hypotheses put forward. The findings are briefly summarised

towards the end of the chapter for future reference.

1 See Chapter Two for further details



Chapters Four to Seven constitute Part II and describe and
enalyse-eaoh of the four case etudies in turn. Chapter Four provides
a bench mark for comparison with observations in other cases. It
also suggests a number of tentative concepts and hypotheses which
are reviewed in Part III in the light of the following cases.

Fach case is examined systematicelly in a uniform manner.

First the bargaining in practice is described. Second the control

systems used by management to regulate this bargaining are analysed.

Part IIT gathers together the disparate case studies and
provides a concise analysis which is in two stages.

Chapter Eight provides a framework for analysing the process
of management control. It places the bargaining structure in the
context of the cther control systems eberated by management, as well
as .some of the influences ﬁpon menagement.

Chapter Nine considers the impact of the control process on
union behaviour. It locks at the varying effectiveness of menagement
control over one aspect of union activity. In turn it then analyses
the factors which influence this effectiveness.

Chapter Ten is devoted to the implications of the research.
The possible consequences for management trade unions and the reform
of Industrial Relations are examined, together with some future

areas of study in the field.



gﬁﬁETER TWO : RESEARCH METHOD AND INTRODUCTION TO THE CASES

RESEARCH METHOD

Introduction

This chapter describss in detail the method of research used in
this'gtudy.unln the following pages the rationale for using case studies,
the criterion used to select the cases, and the means of gathering the

data arz outlined.

Towards the end of the chapter the cases themselves are
introduced. These 'thumb-nail sketches' are designed to provide some

much-needed background information.

Case Studies

The research for this thesis is based upon data collected from
four large multi-plant groups. These are itreated as case studies.
The information available is compared in order to highlight the

differences between the caseé.

The case study methodology has long been established as an
analytical tool in the social sciences. 1In this work it allows
organisations to be studied in great depth. From these observations
inferences can be made about organisations having similar characteristic

-
Case studies do unot represent reality as a whole, but rather may

provide significant illustrative examples.

: X 1
Case studies are being increasingly used in Industrial Relations,

1 Eg. Batstone et al (1977,1978); Brown (1973); Sisson (1975); Borast
et al (1975). See Batstone (ibid) for a discussion of the merits of

7
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Although Bain and Clegg (1975:108) have emphasised the need for the
development of theory they note that 'There are still areas about which
so little is known that case studies and fact finding must precede
analysis.!

As noted previously there ha&e been only a small number of cases
concerned with role of manégément in Industrial Relations. Cértainly
there have been very few studies which have examined management in
Industrial Relations from a comparative perspeétive.

Below the benefits and drawbacks of the case study are discussed.

First, the case study allows a great deal of information to be
collected akout the internal characteristics of each multi-plant
group. It was the lack of this kind of information which Deaton
and Beaumont (1979) had noted in their study of the determinants of
. Eargaining structure.

They attributed their lack of success in explaining the
company—plant distinction to the nature of their survey. They suggest
thaf 'because it was a plant-based survey, the amount and quality of
the information‘about the company was often unsatisfactory for our
purposes'’ (1979:20). Further the authors noted that 'some improvement
in the ability to explain the.plant-level/COmpany level distinction
would seem possible if one had direct information about the company
such as the number and relative size of plants, the degree of
product diversification and occupational ﬁomogeneity' (1979:21).

The case studies in this thesis contain just such data. Information
is available concerning characteristics relating to size, teghnology,

~
products, markets, econowic performance, geographical concentration

and union activity.

1 Except Child (1977) Dalton (1954) Slichter Healy and Livernmash (196C



Detailed in-depth case studies provide information that may be

impossible or difficult to get from second-hand sources.

Second, case studies allow qualitative analysis to be undertaken.
Many of the factors important in influencing bargaining structure may
not be amenable to quantitative analysis. Deaton and Beaumont (1979:4)
have noted the importance of such factors in limiting the success
of their multi-variate analysis. 'The undoubted relevance of such
intangible factors (eg 'style of management') must again necessarily
1iﬁit the overall explanatory power that one might expect to obtain
from a study such as this and points to the need for our work to be
complemented by the carrying out of a series of detailed qualitative
case studies'. A case study can réfer in detail to history and
traditions, mandgement policies and philoscphies, and attitudes and
beliefs for example:

In general the case study allows one to guage the atmosphere
and 'feel' of an organisation, charaéteristics immune from |
quantitative analysis, yet all the more important because of their

elusive qualities.

Some problems and criticisms

It would be misleading tQ suggest that the case study has no
drawbacks. Critics have tended to concentrate on two problems in
particular. First the limited coverage of a small number of cases,
and second the subjective and impressioristic né;ure of the material

collected.
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In a previous section the extreme diversity of mulii-plant
organisations was noted. Groups may range in size from those having
two or three plants to those having over one hundred. Similarly a
great range of activities from service organisations to manufacturing
concerns 1s possible. Two points can be made here.

First it is impossible for any singlévstudy to cover the great
diversity of possib;e organisations. Some selection is inevitable.
Noléiaim fg} oomp;éhensive coverage is made by this study. The cases
investigated represent only one type of multi-plant grnup: the very
large engineering organisation. Some of the concepts and general-
.isations contained in this study may'be applicable elsewhere, but
bj no means all. The limited scope of this study merely points to
~ the pressing need for more research in this area.

Second if it is aécepted'that sone kind of selection is
necessary this can be turned in%o an advantage. If.only a small
* number of cases can be studied these should at least ke comparable.
For this reason all the cases are drawn from the Engineering Industry.
This means that a number of background factors can be kept constant.
For example the cases often.have similar technologies and trade
unions. This allows comparisons to be made more easily.

Therefore this study makes oomparability a virtue when it

is accepted that some form of selection is a necessity.

A second criticism concerns the subjective and impressionistic
nature of the evidence that is gathered. Comparisons are often made
with supposedly objective quantitative based studies. This criticism
is based‘upon the false assumption that any methodolegy can be value
free. |

Fnr example quantitative studies also have a subjective element.

The variables that are measured, and the method of evaluating and
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interpreting their impact are likely to ve value laden. This is
particularly true. when 'proxy! variables are used to measure variables
which’are themselves resistant to measurement. Similarly assigning
significance to 'dummy' variables also involves the use of values.
Thus no methodology can be truly  objective, the question is rather

to what degree it is subjective.

Values are perhaps more signiricant in qualitative as compared
to quantitative studies. They will influence what issues are selected
for study, and -how these issues are analysed once selected. However
caseé studies cannot be rejected on these grounds alone. Such analysis
provides an essential éomplement to the quantitative studies. Certain
influences and charaoteristibs can only be investigated by means of
case studies. Once qualitative studies are regarded as an integral
part of social scieﬁce research one can only seek to accept the
importance of ones values and alert the reader's attention to their

impact.

Chronology of the Research

Research was initially carried out in a single case study.
Information was gathered from two plants and at Divisional level in
Tubes. Part of this research was presented for an earlier degree,
and forms the basis of Chapter Four;

Having written up the results of this first case propcsals were
drawn up for extending the research. ‘A number of options were

available. First the initial plants ir Tubes could have been returned

1 Dissertation presented for M.A. Industrial Relations, Univcrsity
of Warwick 1977 : 'Plant Autcnomy or Parent Autocracy? Case studies
" of Multi-Plant Management Decision Making.'
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to, or other plants in Tubes coul@ have been investigated. Second an
organisation outside the manufacturing industry would have provided a
contrast with Tubes. These and a number of othizcr options were
considered in a sefies of working papers. During this time the
previcus literature was also examined.

Eventually it was decided to replicate the original Tubes case
in a number of other large eﬁgineering groups. The cases would
theféfore'havé a éommon background which would facilitate compérisons.
Since only a small number of cases could be carried out it was felt
that these should be comparable. The limited time available meant
that it would not be possible to carry out a large number of cases in

the same degree of depth as the original case.

Criterion for Choosing Cases

Another problem remained since some consistent criterion was
needed as the basis for selecting the cases. Eventually it was
decided to use the bargaining structure of each case as the common
.denominator, This was ohoseh for two reasons. Pfimarily because it
has been at thé centre of much of the previous research and allowed a
number of topics to be analysed.

First the impact of bargaining structure on union behaviour
in each case could be compared. Clegg (1976) has suggested that

the dimensions of bargaining structure explain union behaviour;i
This theory could be tested by invesiigating the impact of different
bargaining structures in comparable groups on uﬁign benaviour. Could

a consistent relationship between the dimensions of bargaiuing structure

and union behaviour be identified? A series cf in-depth cases might

1 See footnote p.l3
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provide some evidence to support or throw doubt upon th; theory put
forward. |

Second the relationship between management structure and
bargaining structure could be studied. As noted above there is some
doubt over the link between these two. Some studies suggest that
management and bargaining structures should be similar, while others
indicate thatkfhis need not be so. A cbmparison between cases with
différent étruotures might yield some insights into this relationship.

Finally the influences upoﬁ management's choice of bargaining
structure could be analysed. Previous research1 had suggested that
certain variables were determining ihfluences upon bargaining structure.
A'comparative study could test for the existence of any consistent
relationship between bargaining structure and the identificzd

variables.

Bargaining structure has one further benefit. It is one cof the
few internal characteristios of a group's Industrial Relations‘which is
visible to the toutsider'. In othcr words cases -could be selected
deliberately, in the knowledge that they had a certain bargaining

structure. The cases to be studied could be consciouély chosen
because they were characterised by different Jdimensions of bargaining

structure.

A1l four cases were engaged in the Engineesring Industry. This
had a number of benefits for the study, which allowed compariscns to

be undertaken. First there is a limited range of technologies

o

1 Research coucerning both of these hypotheses has been briefly
noted in Chapter One, and is examined in much greater detail in
the following chapter.
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which enabled this variabiz to be held almost constant. Second the
same restricted number of unions ﬁere faced by management in all the
cases. Third all the cases had a long history of union representation.
It was possible that their Industrial Relations policies may have

been slightly more sophisticated fhan'was the norm. Finally the wide
range of organisations within this category meant that many of the

ma jor types of multi-plant organisation were represented.

Collection of Data

Within each case information was collected from a variety of
sources. Data was gathered from the plant level and from either
ﬁivision or Group ievel depending upon the organisatidn structure.

Two plants werelstudied in each of the four groups meking =2
total of eight in all. This was the only possible courée of action
bearing in mind the size of the group involved. Some of the cases
had o?er one hundred séparate plants -and it was clearly impracticable
to study even a proportion of these in any depth. No attempt was
ma&e to collect‘information regarding all the plants in one group.
The purpose of the plant studies was to provide examples of |
Industrial Relations activity within the group. In order to achieve
the greatest possible diversity the plants chosen coften represented
extremes within 2 single group. For exaﬁple one large and one small
plant were often studied, or plants that were in different parts

of the country.

The obvious criticism to make here is tunat these plants may
not have been typical of the case as a whole. Twe plants in e group

including over one hundred could provide totally misleading information.
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when compared with the 'average!' plant for the group. Two points
need to be made in this connection.

First it must be recalled that it is the group as a whole rather
than the plants which forms the case. Information concerning the
-group was drawn from a variety of‘sources, not just the plants. The
plant based material was uéed for illustrative purposes. Evidence
from the plants was used to support observations of the more general
characteristics of the group as a whole. The~p1ants therefore
demonstrate some of the main traits of each group, rather than
reveal all the possible features.

Second the enlarged project was designed to>repli¢ate the
original Tubes study. It was felt that iooking at two plants in
each case would again provide suffioient empirical evidence for éach
group. Also it was thought that eight plants was the maximum number

‘that could be covered in sufficient depth in the time available.

Fieldwork

Each of the plants studied involved a period of intensive field-
work spread over several weeks. In total the empirical research
covered ‘eighteen months.

The method of collecting data evolved during the research itself.
When the first two plants were studied the interviews were only very
loosely structured. The only guides I used were an article by
Thomson and Hunter (1975) and thevReport by the CIR (1974). Initially
information was sought on almost every aspect of/%he plant and its
Industrial Relations. Each plant was researnhed with few preconcept-

ions as to what might ve important.

Sources included interviews with managemrcnt and union representatives
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agreements, minutes cof meetings, and published material.

After the Tubes case was compieted certain concepts and hypotheses
emerged. During the remaining plant studies these were tested, along
with the original hypotheses from the previous research. Therefore
as the cases were completed ideas became more clearly identified.

The result was that the interviews became increasingly structured.
By the time the final case was carried out a number of specific
questions were relevant. However at no time was a questionnaire
of any kind used.

" This may be criticised by some people. Without a questionnaire
the material may not be strictly comparable, because the same
questions were not always asked. A number of points are relevant
here.

First.the reséérch method used allowed the issues that seemed
important in each case to emerge. For mést of the plants there was
little selection of data. Thus those issues which were most significant
1o each plant were studied.

Second it must be remembered that the plants were used only for
illustrative purposes. There was no attempt to produce a compre-
hensive picture or a statistically valid sample. Hence the aim was
to discover what was important to each case, rather than to achieve
strict uniformity of data.

Finally a number of the plants were returned to. In particular
the Tubes plants were studied after a gap of juét over a year. This
allowed new questions to be asked, and enabled changes in the

intervening period to be discussed.

Approximately fifty interviews were carried out with management

and union representatives in each case. These were both inside and

outside the plants.



Interviews wilh the management included: Managing Directors,
Works Directors, Production Managers, Supervisors and Foremen. Also
a number of specialist Personnel and Industrial Relations managers
were interviewed including Personnel Directors, Persormel and
Industrial Relations Managers and Personhel Officers. These inter-
views were usually at least an hour and sometimes much longer.

Managers outside the plant were also inﬁerviewed. These were
employed elther at division or group level depending upon the
organisation structure. In the main these managers were concerned
specifically with either Personnel or Industrial Relationé. On a
number of occasions representatives from the Local Engineering
Employers' Association were interviewed to gather further background
information.

In general few problems of access were encountered. In fact
in some cases management were willing for me to visit any plant
in their group. Shorfage of time frustratingly prevented advantage

being taken of these opportunities.

Within the plant a wide range of union representatives was
interviewed. In the plants all the Senior Representatives from
manual and staff unions were interviewed. Additionally shop
stewards and staff representatives were also interviewed. Again
these interviews lasted a minimum of an hour, and were frequently
much longer.

Outside the plant full time officers of manual and staff
unions were interviewed where appropriate. In general these

interviews provided much useful background information.

Additionally information was gathered from a number of other

sources. Theszs included internal management memoranda and reports,
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minutes of meetings, management handbooks, and a close study of
all relevant agreements. Not all of these were available in all the
plants studied. Therefore the quality of the data varied from one

plant to the next.

Material from outside the plant came in a number of forms.
In gll the cases management at group or division level provided a
cbnsideré%ie.amount of written material. This was usually company
prepared data referring.to management structure and company history.

Publiéhed material was also available in a variety of forms.
Sqme of the cases had well documented histories, while others had
a certain amount of current information in published form. Finally
newspaper reéorts of the groups were closely studied. These were
particularly useful for following through a pafticular issue or
event. For example the development of a strike coﬁld often be
followed through either local or national newspapers. Such
information was very useful for seeing Industrial Relations in

practice in the cases.

In the following section the four case studies are briefly
introduced. These 'thumb-nail! sketches are designed only to
provide background information. A table summarising the main

points is contained at the end of this chapter.
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The Case Studies

1 TUBE INVESTMENTS ('"TUBES')

Tubes is a large privately éﬁned engineering group. It is
placed in the top 50 of the 'Times 1,000' and had total sales of
almost £800m in 1977

It is an old established group founded afound the time of the
First World War. éince then it has grown both by internal expansion
and by taking over smaller plants.

Tubes manufactures a very wide range of products. 'These include
Domestic Appliances; Cycles; Steel Tubes; and Sporting Goods. Some

well-known brand names are included amongst these products.

The group includes approximately 130 separate plants scattered
throughout the country on over 150 sites. (One plant may have a
number of geographically separate sites). Total employment in the
United Kingdom is around 51,500. The group also has an overseas
division which boosts this figure to 64, 700.

Most of the UK plants are small, and are scattered across the
country. Figures from the cbmpany suggest that half the sites have
less than 250 workers, and a further quarter have between 250 and 500.
The remainder have less than 1,500, except for five which have less
than 2,500 and cne having 6,500, althouéh some‘of these sites have
separate management and workforces.

There are a number of centralised supporting services including
research and developmeni, personnsl and oomputef/faoilities
employing around 1,000 people. The stated policy of the group

has been to 'encourage maximum delegation of operation through
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Divisions to individual and company managements and aims at close
ident?fication of employees interests with their places of work.'1
The group has been engaged in an advertising campaign recently.
This stresses the combined advantages of a large organisation mzde
up from small plants. The slogan 'We made it big by staying small!

is employed for public relations purposes.

The group is organised into a number of Divisions. Each of
these has a formal Board of Directors who co—ordinate the activities
of their plants. Often there is a homogeneity of product within the

divisions with interdependent plants.

The position for 1977 is giveﬁ below:

_ NO.OF RET .ON
DIVISION PLANTS EMPLOYMENT SALES CAPITAL  INVEST
| £ m £ m %
STEEL TUBE 28 16,200 262 108 16.2
CYCLE 4 11,000 117 41 12.1
DOMESTIC APPLIANCE 24 11,600 134 48 9.3
ENGINEERING -1 5,700 1 30 20.0
MACHINE 18 | 4,700 52 26 1.7
INDUSTRIAL ELECTRIC 11 5,000 52 - 22 22.5
STEEL 2 2,900
OVERSEAS 101 51 111

Research was carried out within the Steel Tube Division (STD).
Two plants within this Division — Accles and Pollock (AP) and

TI Weldless(WL) were examined in detail.

1. Company'Annual Report 1977
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Steel Tube Division is by far the largest Division in Tubes. In

most years it has the highest rate of return but has recently had

poor results.

STEEL TUBE DIVISION

Sub-groups No of plantc
A - Primary Seamless Tgbp 4
B - Welded Tube 4
C - Secondary.Tube 6
D - Vehicle Exhausts | 5
E - Stockholding | 6
F.— Services , 4

Weldless is part of sub-group A and produces basic steel tubes
which are either used in other Tubes plants or are sold elsewhere.
Accles and Pollock belongsto sub-group C. It prcduces both

finished and semi-finished goods.

Weldeggemploys around 1,400 people on one main site. It is an
~ 0ld established firm and has close associations with the local town.
Located in the 'Black Country' it appears physically as a typical
engineering plant.

Around 40% of its steel tube output goes to other Tubes plants —
some of this going to Accles and Pollock. There are two separate
factories on site having quite different technologies. One 1is an
older process requiring a high labonr content and is relatively
inefficient. The second is a much newer 'mill' (as it is referred to)
and virtually produces steel tube‘by meané of mass production. This

new miil has required considerable investment supplied by the parent

company e
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Collective agreements are negotiated separately beiween all
the unions. However the manual aéreements are virtually, identical.
In addition to the basic wage all employees receive a supplement
based upon the output of +he plant as a whole. This bonus
system has been the cause of much conflict in Weldless with the

manual unions taking industrial action on a number of occasions.

hhAccléS‘éhd Pollock employs around 2,000 people and was one of
the founder members of Tubes. It is located in the West Midlands
and is well known in the local town of 0ldbury. In the past it was
dominated by one family and was run dn_paternalist lines, however
it is now increasingly under the control of the parent group.
Although a much respected name in the industry it is undergoing
a period of poor financial performancé which has led to recent
redundancies.

The plant has three sites. Two of these are close and another
about 3-4 miles away. A wide range of goods are produced including
sporting -goods, plain tubes, and tube based products. The technology
employed varies enormously from man-production to highly skilled
labour intensive activities.

Agreements are negotiated jointly by the manual unions and
separately by the white collar unions. Payment is dependent upon a
basic and individually based bonus. Relations between management and

unions are generally harmonious despite the recent redundancies.
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GEC

GEC is the largest privately ownéd company in this country.
It also has perhapé the most complex internal structure.

The present organisation was formed just over ten years ago
when three clqse competitors in the electrical engineering industry
merged. Employment,at the time of the merger was around 260,000,
although this figure is now approximately 156,000. Within the UK
GEC has 87 subsidiary plants which between them own 164 separate
factories. Overseas there are a further 46 plants employing 36,000
people. GEC also has interests in a further 22 companies at home
aﬁd abroad.

Besides being one of the largést Qrganisations in the country
it is also one of the most profitable. Sales for 1978 were
£2,343 millions with a pre-tax profit of £325 millions. GEC has an
extremely varied product range including consumer products, tele-
communications equipment, electric machines, lighting, and equipment

for power stations. Many of its products are household names.

GEC probably has an organisatién structure unlike that of any
other company of its size. It has a very small central group staff
of only a.few hundred people. Below this are a series of loosely
defined divisions. There are no formal divisional boards here as
in Tubes. Five major divisions are hcwever recognised for accounting
purposes. Some of these divisions have plants whose business
activities are closely related e.g. Power Engineering. Other

-

divisions are highly diversified and may have separate sub-groupings.
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Accounting Divisions : 1978

Plants Sales Exports  Profits
Power engineering | 12 393 164 26.8
Industrial 16 7 294 116 28.2
Electronic, Automation and
Telecommunication 22 672 244 26.7
Components cables wires 25 298 93 15.5
Consumer . 8 245 30 5.6

Overseas - 46 608 28.2

Two plants were studied. One (Teleoommunications —~ 'Telecoms')
is in the Electronic, Automatic and Telecommunications division. The

other (Maohines).is in the Industrial divisioni

Telecoms 1is the major organisation within its division. I% is
a management company controlling 15 factories, 7 of which are in the
Midlandsf Telecoms. employs in tctal 17,000 people, with 9,000 of
these in the Midlands factories. Research was carried out in four

. of the Midlands factories.

The Telecoms. organisation as a whole produces telephone
equipment and associated produces of all kinds. It has four sub-
divisions based upon the different stages of manufacture. Many of
the plants produce components which are shipped to ancther Telecoms
factory for final assembly. Most of the work involved is highly
labour intensive and often skilled.

Telecoms. has a rather unusual market in that domestically it
only has one buysr — the GPO. There are many foreign buyers. In the
domestic market however, there are only two competing firms. This

industry is undergoing something of a technical revolution at present.

1 Referred to as TC and MC
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New electronic based techniqués are poised to replace many of the
- mechanical devices at present produced. These new pfoducts would
require much smaller numbers of people in order to manufacture them.
Collective bargaining in Telecoms. takes place between factories
that are geographically concentrated. Thus the four factories that
were in Coventry bargained fogether. Relatively few issues are
formdlly negotiated at this level. The payment system is a money based
piecework struoturg. It is confused and éome%hat chaotic. Relations

between management and trade unions have not always been good.

ﬂMachines is at the head of the Industrial Division. It has two
sites — one in Bradford and the other in Rugby. Research was
carried out on the Rugby site. This is a site which Machines shares
with three other GEC plants which are in different divisions.

The Rugby site produces large machines (i.e. electric motors)
and some 2,500 are employed. If the total employment of 21l the
factorieé on site is.counted this figure rises to nearer 5,500. The
technology employed varies greatly from mass—production to single
unit production. Some of the largest machines take over a year to
manufacture. Despite this the payment system is based on piecework,
with many anomalies. Bargaining includes all the factories on the
site, but has few formally negotiated elements.

The Machines company is long establ;shed on the site and well

known in the town. The site itself covers some 180 acres.
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3 ROLLS-ROYCE  ('ROLLS')

The present day Rolls structure was formed in 1967 when two
previously competing companies in the same industry merged. Rolls
1s now a publicly owned company following its bankruptcy in 1971.

It has a long and famous tradition for engineering excellence.

Rolls is this country's only producer of aero—engines. These
engines are adapted for a wide variety of uses. The market for
these products is world wide, although particular importance is
attached to the North American market. The aero—engine itself is
highly complex with literally thousands of components going into
each. Much of the technology is highly arsvanced, with a considerable
amount relying on new research and development. One particular
engine design may last for 25 years, although continuous development
will mean a number of different.marks.of each engine will appear.
Thé high level of expenditure on research and development can only
be recouped once the engine has been in full scale production for
a number of years. There is a considerable time lag before a return

is seen on investment.

Rolls is organised into two divisions. The Aero Division and
the Industrial and Marine Division. Research was carried out in

two plants in the Aero Division.

Some figures:

Employment % of Employment % of Sz
Group h.q 345 |
Aero 51,878 <90 85
Industrial and Marine 2,270 3.9 11
Overseas | 2,600 4.5 4.3

Total ‘ 57,093
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Within the Aero Division there are eleven different production
arcas. These are spread throughout the country. As is evident from
the table below, some of these areas are very large indeed.

Only three of these areas having the ability to design and
manufacture a new engine. However all the plants are interrelated

with specialised production of components.

Employment : June 1976

Union Union
Workers Density Staff Density
% %
DERBY 11,000 80 8,515 76.5
SCOTLAND 5,509 99 3,242 90.2
BRISTOL 5,800 99 7,300 80.8
COVENTRY 4,110 100 2,445 98.5
LEAVESDEN 1,886 98 1,990 64
BARNOLDSWICK 1,786 100 560 95
SUNDERLAND 537 89 179 90
INDUSTRIAL AND
MARINE 470 100 1,356 86

The Bargaining structure is complicated. Some of the sites
bargain at plant level, while other sites negotiate together if they
are closely located.

Research was carried out in Derby and Leavesden.

The Derby site is in fact a whole oomplex of factories. There
is one main site and two others arcund twenty miles away. All three
comprise a single bargaining unit.

Derby is the headquarters of the group as a whole and was the

Tota

194515
8,751
13,100
6,555
3,876
2,346
706

1,826
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original site when Rolls was founded. It produces some of the
largest of the Aero engines. The technology involved vafies
considerably and can best be described as large batch. Large
numbers of people are employed in the Research and Development field.

Bargaining is highly formalised, with many committees and

detailed comprehensive agreements.

Leavesden is a much smaller site producing helicopter engines.
Although the product is different many of the skills and techniques
employed are much the same.

Rolls has only recently been the owner of this plant, since it\
was originally a Bristol Sidderley factory, the company taken over
by Rolls in 1967. Again large numbers of staff are'employed because
of the amount of research and development. Two markets are faced:
the 1argér comprising of defence contracts; the smaller civil airlines.

Bargaining is formalised at plant level with detailed

comprehensive agreements. Management—union relations are often far

from peaceful.
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4 TFORD

Ford is a wholly owned subsidiary of a multi-national organ-—
isation based in the United States. WOrld‘wide the whole group
employs some 480,000 people and either manufactures or sells its
products in over one hundred coum';ries.1 It is estimated that some
two million jobs are dependent uponlthe company. Formed in America
in 1903 it is now the world's third largest company. There are
five main groupings world wide: North American Operations; Ford of
Europe; Ford Asia Pacific; The Latin American Group; Ford Mid-East
and Africa.

Ford of Europe employs 135,000 people in 15 separate national
companies. These companies are co;ordinated by a central organisation
based in Essex. This organisation provides specialised services such
as ‘Finance, Sales and Marketing, Production Development, long term
planning, Manufacturing and Personnel. There are 23 separate
operating areas across Europe, many of these including a number of
plants and sites.

Ford produces a wide range of motor vehicles for commercial,
industrial and private use and has the second largest salesin Europe.
All the European plants are integrated. They produce either -
components or finished goods. Ford has perhaps the highest level
of vertical integration of any European producer.

There are four Divisions. Power Train is based in England and
includes both plants studied (Dagenham Engine Plant and Leamington).
The Body and Aésembly Division is based in Germany. The third and

fourth Divisions are the agricultural products and commercial vehicles,

based in this country, but with plants abroad.

1 These and a number of other details contaired in this brief outiine are
taken from figures supplied by Ford.
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The British company is the largest of all the subsidiaries of the
American parent. It employs some 57,000 manual workers and 15,000
staff. It was founded in 1911 and has expanded largely through
internal growth to become the dominant producer in all of its markets.
In 1977 and 1978 it was the market leader for cars, commercial and
agricultural wvehicles.

There are 15 major centres of production:scattered throughout
the country. These make up a total of 23 plants. Over half of the
total employees work on two of the major centres.

Nearly all these plants have mass-production technologies of
some kind. They are also highly interdependent and specialised.

Five plants assemble the finished product while the remaining plants
produce components. Transport links between the plants are very good.
The overall philosophy is to try and treat the plants as if they were

all under one roof.

Employment figures:

Manual Staff Total
DAGENHAM (6 plants) 24,700 3,300 28,000
HALEWOOD (3 plants) 12,600 1,400 14,000
LANGLEY : 2,000 500 2,500
SOUTHAMPTON 4,100 200 4,300
BASILDON 3,500 1,200 4,700
SWANSEA 2,000 400 2,400
LEAMINGTON 1,200 200 1,400
ENFIELD 1,400 200 1,600
DUNTON 950 2,350 3,300
BELFAST 1,070 30 . 1,200
BASILDON 830 120 950
AVELEY 380 620 1,000
WOOLWICH 530 70 600
DAVENTRY 1,160 440 1,600
" CROYDON ‘ 320 30 1350
PREFOREST 27C 80 350

a rraTiAT T TY2 T /m..-.:..,..'.,....\ . 600
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Bargaining for manual and staff workers is at group level. A

group wide job evaluation system is used. Payment is by measured day

work with no bonuses of any kind.

The two plants studied within Ford contrasted greatly. The
Dagenham Engine Plant is one of six plants on the Dagenham Estate.
It employs 5,450 manual workers and 600 staff and manufactures
engines. The Dagehham estate covers someA506 acres, i.e. some 9
million square feet. The Engine Plant was the original factory on
the site. It is old, cramped, dirty and noisy. The future of the
plant was in doubt because of Ford's plan to build a néw Engine
Plant in Wales. Although regarded as one of the less militant
plants, the Engine plant nevsrtheless had its fair share of disputes.
Often it wduld bécome involved in disputes in other plants on the

' Dagenham Estate.

The Leamington plant is quite different in a number of ways.
It is much smaller employing 1;350 including 1,170 manual workers and
180 staff. Situated in the rurallMidlands it seems a long way from
the industrial wasteland of the Dagenham Estate.

The plant is a foundry producing a number of vital components.
It has a floor area of 284,000 square feet, so it is very small in
comparison with other Ford plants.

Working conditions are very poor. Much of the plant is very
old, and in oommén with other foundries it is very hot arnd dusty
within the working area. Although the work is physically demanding
relations between the management and workforce a;e good. This may

be a consequence of the small plant size and the nature of the

workforce, which is largely non-militant.
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CHAPTER THREE : BARGAINING STRUCTURE_AND ITS DETERMINANTS

e

INTRODUCTION

In this chapter data from the case studies is systematically
applied to the hypotheses and concepts contained in the relevant
| previous literature. This allows two activities to be undertaken.
First to review in detail preceding research in the subject area.
Second to introduce the case studies which are examined further in
later chapters.

Towards the end of this chapter conclusions will be reached
regarding the usefulness of the literature for the purposes of this

study.

The dual aims of analysing'previous research and introducing
the case studies serve to lengthen and complicate this chapter. For
this reason a highly structured approach has been adopted. It has

-three sections.

First, the previous literature is reviewed without any criticisms
being made. Rather the aim is to set up a framework of analysis
which is then used throughout the chapter.

Two areas of research are studied: that concerned with
Collective Bargaining siructures; and that dealing wiuvh the situational
determinants of that structure. Research within each of these areas
is reviewed by breaking them down intoc a number of specific hypotheses

and concepts. The ambiguities and contradictions witnin the existing

research are highlighted.

Second, the case studies are introduced. They are described

33
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by means of the framework of analysis constructed in the first
section. That is to say bargaining structure and situational
determinants of the cases are outlined using the same headings as in

the first section.

At each stage judgements are made concerning the support for

or conflicts with existing literature.

a&Finali§ theré is an evaluation of the adequacy and influences
of the existing literature for the current research. Various lacunae
in previous research are identified. Also a number of useful
hypotheses and concepts are highlighfed which are thought to be
wérth pursuing. The basic aim of this section is to provide a link
~between the first part of this study, and the second part looking at

the case studies.
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PREVIOUS RESEARCH

Collective Bargaining Structure

Since the publication of the Donovan Report bargaining structure
has 'come to assume a central position in both academic and practitioners
discussions of the performance of the British Industrial Relations

systems' (Deaton and Beaumont 1979:1).

Both McCarthy (1971) and Clegg (1976) recognise a number of
dimensions of bargaining structure. By far the greatest significance
is attached to the level at which bargaining takes place. This study
reflects this emphasis on bargaining level for two reasons. First
the majority of hypotheses in pre&ious literature are concerned with
this dimeﬁsion.. Second the level of bargaining is the most important

dimension of bargaining structure in multi-plan’ organisations.

ia). Bargaining Level

Bargaining level is defined by McCarthy (1971:3) as the
tpoints within a system at which Qollective bargaining is conducted.!

Within muiti-plant groﬁps a number of levels have been
recognised. Thomson and Hunter (1975:25-6) identify five possible
levels: completely local bargaining; budgeted plant bargainingj
co—ordinated plant bargaining; two—tier.bargaining; and completely
central bargaining. The CIR (1974:13) recognises three broad
'structufal and organisational approaches'. First where each plant
is treated as a 'separate profit centre and Industrial Relations
unit and management policy is to avoid company wide bargaining or

any kind of parity claims between plants.' The seccnd approach



36

involves plant bargaining with common job and work standards 'so that
variations in pay and conditions can be mitigated’. Finally there
are centralised negotiations with common agreemants covering all

plants and offices.

These two studies therefore recognise a range of options between
two extreges, or a continuum between 'centralisation' and 'decentral-
isééign"af bargaining structure. However they pcint out that it
is the options lying between the extremes that should be stressed.
Thomson and Hunter (1975:25) note that 'it is misleading to pose
the choice in purely polar terms. There are several options lying
bétween the extremes of complete centralisation and outright plant
autonomy'. Gill (1.974:26) also notes that 'in practice many multi-
plant companies occupy a position around the middle of the central-
isation—-decentralisation spectrum and may well over a period of time
move in one direction to achieve one purpose and move back agaln to
achieve another'. Anthony notes simply that (1977:51) 'maragement
organisation frequently tries to achieve the advantages of both
centralisation and devolution'. Gill notes that (1974:25) 'whatever
system is adopted, the levels of collective bargaining assume great
importance.'

Although emphasis has generally been on the level of bargaining

a number of other dimensions have been recognised.

(b) Bargaining Scope

7

McCarthy notes (1971:4) that this term is 'used to indicate the

range of subjects covered by collective agreements.'!
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Generally speaking there has been an expansion in the scope of
bargaining. Various pressures, including union persuasion have
gradually increased the numbers of issues that are bargained over.

This expansioh in the scope of bargaining has consequences for
multi-plant groups. As the number of issues expands it is unlikely
that they will all be bargained over at the same level. Different
issues may be bargained over at different levels.

~:.V'I‘homs.i‘-);i:"i:tlrand Hunter note (1975:25) that 'the position on the
bargaining continuum may often depend upon the issue in question.'
Anthony (1977:47) notes that 'large employers may find themselves
operating within several systems' of Industrial Relations at the same
time.

Potentially therefore the levél of bargaining can vary
depending upon the issue in queéﬁon. This creates problems for
those who attempt to classify bargaining structure on the criterion
of level of bargaining. With a variety of levels to choose from
which is the most important?

Thomson and Hunter solve this problem (1975:25) by classifying
the most important bargaining level as that where the 'basic financial
issues comprising the predominance of earnings' are settled. They
admit that their focus is somewhat narrow, and state that they are
'primarily concerned with wage agreements and structures'. They do
however (1975:37) evaluate a whole series of secondary issues by
means of a separate questionnaire. The authors state that their
emphasis upon financial issues means that they are not concerned
with the 'implementation of policies and agreements' even though they
admit that 'there comes a stage when the latterlgécomes more

important than the former through the continuous process cf

fractional bargaining' (1975:25).
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(c) Bargaining Unit

This is defined as the 'specific group or category of workers
that are covered by a particular agreement.' (McCarthy 1971:4).
It is noted that units and levels are clearly linked, but that units
are more concerned with the role of unions as representatives.
Representatives of these units are referred to as bargaining agents.

One characteristic of bargaining structure noted by the
Donovan Commission was the extensive fragmentation of bargaining
units. This again has consequences for multi-plant groups. Within
large organisations there may be hundreds of separate bargaining
units. These units may be based upon skill differences, e.g. craft
and semi-skilled, or simply the manual against staff division. It
is common to have manual negotiations at one level and staff
bargaining at another.

Although it is rarely stated explicitly it appears that most
studies base their analysis on manual workers. This may be because
not all staff engage in collective bargaining and more informaion

is available for manual workers.

(d) Bargaining forms

This dimension distinguishes between the various forms that an
agreement can take. Whether it is'written or unwritten, formally
signed or accepted by mutual understanding!' (McCarthy: 1971:4).

Such a classification only tells us about the types of agreements
that are negotiated. This could be broadened to include the degree

of formality or informality within bargaining as a whole. A move
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away from agreements would allow issues settled by custom and
practice to be iderntified. It may be for example that formal
bargaining on some issues takes place at one level, while informal

bargaining takes place at another. In fact this conclusion wacs at

the heart of Donovan's analysis of the 'two systems of Industrial

Relations.!

(e) Bargaining Depth

According to Clegg (1976:8)this measures 'the in&olvement.of
local union officers and shop stewards in the administration of
agreements.'

This dimension has been much neglected in research, yet it may
prove very useful in the multi-plant context. For example it may
givé some indication of the degree of Industfial Relations
activity that takes place at various levels within a group. .To an
extent this may be only loosely coﬁhected with the formal level of
bargaining. For example formai bargaining may take place at plant
level, but with a high level of shop floor involvement in interpreting

and administering agreements.

(£) 'Best’Buy' 1

The argument which predominates within the literature can be
summarised as follows. When dealing with bargaiﬁing structure
management are faced with a number of options between thc extremes
 of centralisation and decentralisation. These are commonly defined

in terms of levels of pay bargaining for manual workers.

. =t t-mm wime Anvalanaed hy Lupton and Gowler (1969:7) when referring
- i a4 the 14 o0ht of a firm's circumstances
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The second stage of the argument involves recognising a range
of factors which will influence the bargaining structure. These
are termed 'situational determinants"and are cxamined in much
greater detail in the folliowing section.

Articles such as that by Thomson and Hunter attempt to present
'a more systematic way of taking into account the various factors
bea?ing on bargaining structure in a multi-plant company’ (1975:25).
In ofher ﬁ;;as they construct a model with which a company can undertake
self analysis. This will indicate which factors bear most heavily
upon their own bargaining structure.

rinally having recognised its own unigque situational determinants
management must consider the impact that these will have upon their
bargaining structure. This 'descript;on of relevant variables
within a oompahy as a whole! is then interpreted via a series of
hypotheses concerning each variable and the optimum 'locus of bargaining'
it brodupes (1975:27). These hypotheses are attached to the impact
of eéch variable which suggests a particular desirable bargaining
structure. These are then built up to produce an 'overall tendency'.
This position can be modified by the attachment of weightings to

the different variables by the parties themselves.

Thomson and.Hunter articulate the general view of the literature
with a novel attention to detail. Put simply they suggest that thefe
is a bargaining structure which is 'appropriate' to the situational
determinants faced by each organisation. In other words the structure
of bargaining is contingent ﬁpon the environment surrounding the

-

organisation.

1 Tﬁis analysis is explored in much greater detail in the following
section.
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Once the situational determinants have been identified and
evaluated a 'best buy' position dnltheACOntinuum'of bargaining levels
is then recognised. However Thomson and Hunter (1975:25) state
'1t would be unrealistic to suppose that there is some ideal position'.
But this 'does not preclude the need for consideration of the optimal
locus for either party'. Having identified this optimum position
management should then compare this with the bargaining structure that
actually é;isfs. 'Théy should, bearing in mind tactical and strategic

considerations, attempt to move towards this identified position.

The CIR (1974:55-8) provides a checklist of advantages.and dis—
advantages attached to various bargaining levels for both management
and unions. They feel that this may enable management to decide upon
the optimUm structure of bargaining.

These advantages and disadvéntages exist for both management and
unions. It appears that each group should take account of the benefits
and drawbacks of each position and settle for the best compromise
available. Thomson and Hunter (1975:25)-note that this optimum locus
is "not properly a ohoice but will depend upon the mutual reconciliation
‘of their (ménagement and unions) preferences, basically through
bargaining, or at least through grédual adaption and adjustments of
attitudes and machinery.'

The CIR (1974: 55-8) notes that this optimum position is not fixed
and can easily change because of a change in the‘situational determinants.
For they say that 'in deciding to take up these matters we were,
however, very conscious of what was being done in one company today
might well need to be done differently at some time ir the future

because of changes in its circumstances'. This is a welcome and much

needed note of caution.
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Situational Determinants

This section concentrates on the hypotheses put forward
concerning the relationship between bargaining structure and a series
of situational determinants. As previously noted many of these relate
to the level at which bargaining takes place.

Discussion will concentrate on a relatively small number of
articles which are central to the research.1 In the main these
articles propose a relationship between a whole range of variables and
the level of bargaining.

Reference will also be made to other studies conducted via a
series of footnotes which have also investigated the effect of these

variables, but which are peripheral to this study.

There is no attempt to provide a comprehensive guide to all the
research in the field. Rather the aim is to give a concise synopsis
of the main lines of argument. The objective is to highlight the

agreements and conflicts of view within the literature.

In order to deal with the material systematically and to provide
a framework which can be easily applied to the case material the

situational determinants are dealt with under ten héadings.

1  These include: Thomson and Hunter (1975) Deaton and Beaumont {1979)
CIR (1974); Gill and Concannon (1977); Ramsay (1971); Gill (1975);
Weber (1961); Shister (1958) .

2  These approaches can be traced tack to the 'contingency approach'
of Lawrence and Lorsch (1967) and Pugh (1976) see Child (1973;1977)

for a discussion of this approach.
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i Growth

ii Size
iii  Technology

iv  Product market

v Economic Performance

vi Geographical location
vii Cimership
viil Management structure

ix Payméht structure

x Trade Union activity.

i Growth

There is general agreement between the arvicles that the
patfern of growth has an influence upon the presentAday structure.
Howe{rer the CIR (1974:10) and Ramsay (1971:44) lay particular
emphasis upon this wvariable.

Two patterns of growth are suggested by the CIR: internal and
external. The former is 'characteristed by the building of new
geographically separate plants within the company'. The latter
'*takes the form of mergers with or acquisitions of eiisting ccmpanies.'

According to the CIR these two patterns have important
implications for the form of management contrcl. Internal growth
'clearly facilitates a strong group level control over all aspects
of policy.' External growth makes such control difficult because

of the variation between Industrial Relations policies of companies

taken over. Ramsay (1971:44) has also noted this point of the

difficulties associated with external growth 'Established plants ccme
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together under one control but each has its own history with which it
has learned to live over the years....... each plant has its own

ethos - its own history of relationships - its own style of

management . !

Thomson and Hunter (1975:28) therefore suggest that where there
are differences within the group of history and management style
then plant bargaining is indicated. However £he CIR (1974:11) notes
that this is not inevitable. Faced with this situation management
can introduce a long term harmonisation programme. Alternafively
acquisitions can be kept separate until they are brought into line

with the group policy.

ii Size

‘There 1s some disagreement over the impact of plant size on the
level of bargaining . Some studies suggest that increases in plant
size may lead to plant bargaining. Other studies suggest that if
plant size is correlated with company size, then an increase in size
will lead to company (i.e. group level bargainirg). The impact of
size has also been investigated by a number of other -studies which

are not directly relevant to the research.1

Thomson and Hunter represent the former argument (1975:30).
They suggest that the larger the average size of plant, the more
suitable plant bargaining will be. In larger establishments
problems must be dealt with locally.

Ramsay (1971:44) sums up this position: 'Byvand large small

units have an easier Industrial Relations passage than large urits.

1 Eg. Boraston, Clegg and Rimmer (1975); Browr:, Ebsworth and Terry
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In the small plant personal relationships mean much more and
informal aspects of Industrial Reiations will loom large. Factories
with ﬁpwards of say, 1,000 employees start having major problems of
communications and control.!

Deaton and Beaumont (1979:11) take a diiferent view. They
suggest if it is assumed that large establishment size is highly
correlated with large company size then 'the larger the establishment

the more likely that there will be company bargaining.f

~ Ramsay (1971:44) looks at the variation in plant size. He
suggests it is the size of this variation, not the absolute size of
plant which may determine partiy the appropriate level of bargaining.
This hypotheses 1s based upon the argument that if there iz one large
plant in a group, others will tend to follow its lead. Whereas if
plants are of similar size there may be no 'leader'. The implication
of this is that plant bargaining may be possible even 1if establishments
are large, so long as there is a low variation in size within the

group.

iii  Technology

A great many studies1 have investigated the impact of technology
as a determining variable. Two aspects are of interest in the multi-

plant context.

1" See Woodward (1965, 1970); Blauner (1964); Burns and Stalker
~(1961) |
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Deaton and Beaumont (1979:9) suggest that the degrec of labour
intensity resulting from the technology employed can influence the
level of bargaining. They suggest that plant bargaining is likely

when there is a high element of labour costs in overall costs.

Other studies have looked at the interdependency of plants in
the same group. The CIR (1974:7-8) note with the growth of multi-
plaﬁflorgaﬁisations there is a greater tendency for plants to be
dependent upon one another. In particular plants are often vertically
integrated. That is each plant produces goods that are improved upon
by the next. This may mean that raw materials or components for final
aséembly are produced 1n a number of plants.

Consequently 'there are a number of work groups with a power
to interrupt the production cycle of mény plants within the company!
(1974:8). Thus if production stéps in one plant it is possible that
other plants dependent on the first plant will also be affected.
However the CIR do note that some companies‘arrange their production
so they are not dependent on any one plant. Despite this the hypothesis
of Thomson and Hunter is that the more inter dependent the plants the

"greater the desirability of group bargaining.

iv Product Markets

Variations in technology are also ofter linked with the type of
product. Two distinct themes can be recognised within the literature.
Each stresses a different aspect of this variable.

The first concerns the range of prodﬁct markets faced by one
group.- Thomson and Hunter suggest (1975:33) that the greater the

range of markets faced the more likely will be plant bargaining.
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An alternative view is taken by Weber (1967) and Brown (1973).
These studies examine the actual nature of the product market faced,
rather than the numbers of markets. Weber (1967:15) suggests that
bargaining structure will be strorgly influenced by the market within
which negotiations take plaoe. He suggests that unions will attempt
to take wages out of competition by making the bargaining structure
co—extehsivglwith the relevant market. Brown (1973:172—5) stresses
théiimpacfﬁéf prdduot market particularly under conditions of full
employment. Under these circumstances he hypothesises that it is the
product market rather than the labour market which has the biggest

impact on the management control systems operated.

v Economic Performance

This is a‘relatively neglected variable in the literature.
Only Thomson and Humter (1975:34) attach any real significance to
this. They suggest that a high level of prorits will focus
attention upon the organisation as a whole and hence lead to group

 wide bargaining.

vi Geographical factors

Two aspects are dealt with in the literature: the geographical
concentration of plants, and the impact of local labour markets.

Analysis indicates that these two sets of hypotheses may conflict

in their prescriptions.
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Gill and Concannon (1976:15) suggest that geographical proximity
of plants appeared to be a determihing factor on bargaining structure.
They observed that where plants were in the same location they would
oftern bargain, or at least meet together. Thomson and Hunter support
this view and hypothesise that a small radius of plants indicates
group bargaining (1975:34).

Ramsay howevef (1971:43) takes a more qualitative view of the
impact of location. Where plants are highly dispersed he suggests
that a wide range of attitudes and Eultures will be encountered.

This will -also affect the local labour market conditions. If a
_group has a plant in a high paying location it is virtually
inevitable that other more lowly paid areas will be affected by this.
Demands for parity with the high paying location may therefore
result. Hence there is some element of ambiguity present here.
"While highly dispersed plants may point to plant bargaining, such a
situation may lead to parity demands which can only be settled by

group level bargaining.

vii Ownership

The influence of this variable has only been noted by Deaton
and Beaumont (1979:12). It concerns whether the group is owned by
a foreign based company or not. They suggest that foreign owned
establishments are often associated with group level rather than
plant level bargaining.

They note that 'although not all foreign owned establishments
bargain at company (i.e. group) level it is among the foreign owned
establishments thét the most well known moves, or attempted moves,

in this direction have occurred.' Hence they state that 'we
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hypothesise that foreign owned establishments are more iikely to

e involved in company rather than plant bargaining.!

viii Management structure

There appears to be something of a conflict of views on this
subagbt. :Some studies suggest that management and bargaining
structure need not be the same, while others suggest that any major
incongruency is unsatisfactory.

These views can be placed againét_a background of increasin
attention being focussed on the role of management structure.

Bain and Clegg (1975) and Clegg (1976) have stressed the impact
of management structure on bargaining étructure. Clegg (1976:10)
notes that the 'structure and aftitudes of employers' associations
and management' are the foremost influences on bargaining structure.

Yet neither article gives any detail of the exact relationship.

The CIR (1974:29) appear to adopt the former of these two views.
~They state that 'the level at which collective bargaining takes place
may not only be different from different subjects, but may not
necessarily coincide with the level at which effective management
decisions are made, in that a company with well developed plant
bargaining may not only restrict the scope of bargaining at plant
level, but may impose limitations from the group.'

Thomson and Hunter (1975:38) have also noted how misleading
management structure may be. They state that 'the centre may appear
not to contrbl dr initiate deoisiohs at ail, but rather to act as a
cleariﬁg house for information flows between plants'. However in

reality 'the centre is in such cases exercising a significant
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degree of control, although its form may be indirect!

Despite this Thomson and Hunter also say at another point
(1975:27—8) that 'the greater the degree of centralisation in oiher
functional areas, the greater the advisability for centralised
bargaining to parallel the general decision making pattern.' They
also state that (1975:39) 'Although locus of decision making need
not be the same as that of bargaining, if the& are too far different,
frustrations will arise.' They fear that plant management will lose
credibility if they are continually referring matters to group
management even though plant bargaining exists. Anthony (1977:59)
has noted that this may be a deliberate policy. In this case 'plant
méhagement may serve as an obstacle which the unions must strive

to overcome by getting through to those in control.!

Ramsay (l971:44)vrefers simply to management control. He
suggests that of all the variables 'this is often the most telling
factor of all in determining how negotiations are structured.'
Although Ramsay is correct when he says that 'mgnagement controls
must be applied to industrial relations in the same way as any of
the other management functions'. This is a simplification, for as
Anthony (1977:49) suggests levels of bargaining are 'likely to be
neither uniform or the result of policy decisions.’

Anthony here is devaluing the role that management policy may
play in Industrial Relations. Instead he suggests that a more ad hoc
haphazard approach is common. This conflicts with the CIR's (1973)
view of the role that policy can playﬁ They suggest that a 'well
defined policy promotes consistency in management and enables all
employees and their representatives to know where they stand in

. relation to the company's intentions and objectives'(1973:10).
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Por this reason}they suggest that 'a company's Industrial Relations
policy should form an integral part of the total strategy with which

it pursues its business objectives! (1973:4). Gill has also stressed
the importance of an Industrial Relations peolicy. 'The policy which
a firm may adopt in the area of céllective bargaining and negotiating
procedure is thus of cruoiél‘importance. It provides the key stance
upon which other Industrial Relations policies within the large
firm are built.'(1974:30).

Brown, Ebsworth and Terry take-a broader view of the role of
management. They place emphasis upon the attitude taken by management
towards unions (1978:155). While Deaton and Beaumont (1979:13)

suggest that the existence of Personnel Managers in the plant

suggests company rather than plant'bargaining.

ix Payment structures

This influence has been noted by both Thomson and Hunter (1975:33)
and Deaton and Beaumont (1979:9). The studies are in agreement as
to the impact of this wvariable.
Both suggest that where‘payment by results systems exist
plant bargaining is likely. Hence the more that plants are linked
via job evaluation or similar schemes then group bargaining is more

likely.

X Trade Union activity

At least three differing themes can be identified under this

heading. There are those studies which stress the impact of union
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structure within the plant. Second some research stresses the impact

of union activity on bargaining structure. Finally other studies

stress trade union inter—plant activity.

Brown, Ebsworth and Terry (1979:149—154) stress the impact of
union structure. They lay particular emphasis upon the influence
of multi-unionism. Multi-unionism, it is suggested, has been an
important tforce behind the growth of workplace bargaining. The need
to achieve a common front in the plant has spurred the development
of joint committees. Hence where multi-unionism exists there is

likely to be pressure towards plant bargaining.

There is something of a conflict of opinion regarding the
impact of union activity on bargaining structure. Authors such as
Clegg (1976) have, as shown above, viewed union activity as a
consequence rather than a cause of bargaining structure. Similarly
Ramsay (1971:44) haé noted when speaking of union activity that 'by
and large they seem to have fallen in with the various patterns
determined by management except where there has been a preference
among manual unions for plant bargaining.' Although Ramsay notes that

with the development cf larger staff unions this may change.

American authors {Weber 1961 and Livernash 1963) have taken a
different view. They ‘suggest that management have relatively little
impact on bargaining structure. Bargaining structuie is largely
attributable according to this analysis to union pressure. Such a
view may be a consequence of the nature of bargai;ing in the United

States. The legislative framework.and the greater emphasis given to

bargaining structure by unious probably accounts for this.
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The final way in which union activity may influence bargaining
structure is noted by the CIR (1974:12) and Thomson and Hunter (1975:
29-30). This concerns the degree of ihter_plant activity by unions
within the same group. The CIR suggests that where inter-—plant
links are strong differentials between plants should be minimised.

As an extension of this Thomson and Hunter suggest that where
unions_repfgsent similar grades across plants then centralised
baréé;ﬁinékéhould be used in an attempt to eliminate 'leap-frogging',

that is the comparison of terms and conditions between plants.
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THE CASES

Two themes are central to the previous research in the field.
First that bargaiqing structure and bargaining level in particular

provides an adequate framework for understanding the nature of

Industrial Relations in each case. Second that there is a consistent

relationship between bargaining structure and a series of situational

determinants.

In order to test the validity of these two theories current
research is applied to the previous literature. Data from the case
studies is systematically applied to the framework developed in the
previous section. ZEach of the hypotheses relevant t0 multi-plant
groups is tésted‘by examihing information available from the case
studies. Data relevant to each hypothesis is discussed and presented
in the form of a table. These tables are collected together at the

end of the chapter for ease of reference.

The method of analysis used here also provides an introduction
to the case studies themselves. This information should be read in
conjunction with the descriptive material (or 'thumb-nail sketches')

given in Chapter Two.

Collective Bargaining Structure

pd
Four dimensions of bargaining structure have been stressed in

the literature: bargaining level, unit, scope and form. This

framework is now used to analyse bargaining in each of the four cases
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in turn. Reference should be made to Tables 2y 3 and 4 at the

end of this chapter for further details.

(a) TFORD

The group is the most important level of bargaining in this
case. Ford is not federated and is not influénoed by the National
Engineering Agreemént. |

Management representatives are drawn from group staffs, while
union representatives céme from each of the plahts and‘officials of

the unions.

Two units are engaged in collective bargaining. Manual workers
are dealt with as a whole. Their representatives are plant convenors
and national officers who meet management approximately every two
months in a National Joint Negotiating Committee.

Clerical and supervisory staff also engage in collective

bargaining. Their meetings with management are somewhat less formal

and regular than the manuals.

Agreements for manual workers in Ford are very comprehensive
and highly detailed. Issues covered include the wage structure, wage

rates, overtime and shifv rates, lay-off pay, pensions, and grievance

and work standards procedures. Payment is by measured day work, with

no bonuses of any kind, using a standard job evaluation structure.

The present agreement does not cover matters concerning discipline

and shop steward mpvement.

The agreements are written and signed and distributed to every
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employee. They are negotiated by perhaps the most formalised

bargaining procedure in the engineering industry.

Despite these formal group wide agreements, there is considerable

informal bargaining in the plants. This is comcerned with issues

occurring on a day-to-day basis for example diséipline, manning, shop

steward movement and facilities. This takes place within the

constraints of the group wide agreement and under the gaze of group

management .

Ford therefore has‘perhaps the simplest of all four bargaining
structures. Yet even here bargaining takes place at two levels
depending upon issue and form. Formal group wide bargaining does
not preclude bargaining in the plant from day-to-day.

The manual trade unions have formed a combine involving all

the plants. This is formally recognised by management.

FORD

LEVEL Group

UNIT Manual : Staff

SCOPE Very comprehensive and detailed

FORM Formal group bargaining, informal day-to-day
(b) ROLLS

-
Rolls is a federated company and abides by the Industry
Agreement for Engineering. The most important level of pargaining

- is in the plant. However for certain issues and units this differs.
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Pensions for all employees are settled at group level. Nurses and

overseas representatives negotiate at group level.

In the plant fhe majér manual unions usuwally negotiate together
and form a Joint Shop Stewards Committee. The Staff unions (including
a unionised management group) usually negotiate separately.

Occgsiopally the 'plant' bargaining unit actually cévers a
nuﬁﬁér offfhysically separate sites in the same geographical location.
Under this situationwxf 'location bargaining' similar terms and conditionc
apply to all of these sites. However bargaiﬁing may take place on

these separate sites on day-to-day iésues.

Agreements are usually very cbmprehensive and detailed. One
agreement for manuél workers in one piant runs to over 150 pages.
These agreements cover all the ﬁajor substantive and procedural
issues, including a discipline procedure.

Payment is based on MDW, although there is a bonus system

in addition. Pay rates are not uniform throughout the group.

Agreements are usually written and sometimes signed. Negotiating
procedures are highly formalised with a whole variety of committees.

Informal bargaining takes place on the separate sites with a
plant agreement, or at department level. Line management have a

good deal of autonomy and this has led to inconsistencies within

a single plant.

The formal level of bargaining depends on the iscue and unit
in question. For most employees and issues the plant is the most
importént level. However there is a good deal of site and shop floor

bargaining which takes place informally.
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Also there is some inter-plant union activity. Both manual

and staff unions have formed combines. These are not reccenised by

management and at moment attempt to co—ordinate activity on specific

occasions rather than push for group level bargaining.

ROLLS

LEVEL Plant with variation depending on_issue and unit

UNIT Manualj Staff + 'location bargaining!

SCOPE Wide ranging and detailed

FORM Formal plant level; informal department and shop floor
(c) TUBES

The majority of issues are negotiated at plant levél, although
Tubes is a federated company and adheres to the Industry agreement.

Pensions aré negotiated at group level for ménual and staff
workers. Fringe (non—salary) issues are often settled at Divisional

level for staff employees.

Manual and staff workers are dealt with separately. In one
piant ménual unions bargain separate, Tbut identical agreements,
although this is not the norm. Staff workers usually bargain in
often very.framgented groups.

Negotiations for one plant can cover a number of separate sites.
Although‘major terms and conditions were much the same day-to-day

bargaining on these sites often meant many inconsistencies within

the plant.
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Although comprehensive and detailed agreements are usually
negotiated separately, théy ére ﬁot kept together in the same way
that fhey are in Rolls and Ford.

‘Issues covered are the normal substantive and procedural items,
although usually without a disciplinary agreement.

Payment is based on some form of PBR - often resulting in very

detailed and complicated agreements.

Negotiations are formalised at plant level, and agreements are
usually written and signed.

There is a consideréble amount of factory or shop floor
bargaining within each plant. Many of the departments, although
operating the same agreement, are often a 'law unto themselves.!
The style or culture of industrial relations differs markedly

resulting in many inconsistencies across the plant.

The formal level of bargaining again depends on the issue and
unit in question. Also formal and informal bargaining takes place at
different levels.

Inter-plant activity also exists in Tubes. Manual workers have
formed a combine designed to influence investment decisions, while

staff workers co-ordinate and compare terms and conditions between

plant.

TUBES

LEVEL Mainly plant; some Divisional bargaining
UNIT Manual; staff; 'location bargaining'
SCOPE Wide ranging : some detailed

‘FFORM Formal plant bargaining; informal shop floor and department
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d) GEC

There is a limited amount of bargaining av plant level. Many
‘issues are settled at department or shop floor level. GEC is a

federated company operating the Industry agréement.

Pensions‘for manual and staff workers negotiated at group level.

-

There are usually highly fragmented bargaining structures, often
with many subdivisions within manual and staff groups.
Where sites are closely located they will negotiate common

agreements covering the basic terms and conditions. All other matters

are settled below this level.

Formal bargaining is neither comprehensive nor detailed. Often
it ' may cover only the size of annual increase. Each site tends then

to operate its own informal agreements.

Formal bafgaining is very limited. Agreements are rarely written,
and are usually only recorded as management memorénda.

The majority of bérgaining is conducted informally either at
site or shop floor level. There.is often a great deal of

inconsistency between the various sites.

Bargaining in GEC is highly informal and fragmented. Sites
within a plant bargaining structure often have a great deal of
autonomy.

Although there are}large pay differentials'getween different

plants, inter—plant union activity is negligible.
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GEC

- LEVEL Plant; site; shop floor

UNIT Highly fragmented; 'location bargaining!
SCOPE Limited range

FORM Limited formal; wide-ranging informal

Situwational Determinants

In this'section case study material is applied to the framework
of situational determinants outlined earlier in the chapter. Specific
hypotheses are tested systematically by reviewing the data available
from current research. Again because of the significance and emphasis

‘on‘the level of bpargaining attention is focussed on this dimension

of bargaining structure.

These judgements are not conclusive because of the limited
research base. However they tend either to lend some support for, or
throw doubt upon the hypotheses put forward. Those variables which
it is felt can be more fruitfully followed up are identified towards
the end.ofthis chapter. Table 5 summarises the features described

here, . - .

1 Growth

Two patterns of growth were recognised in the literature.
Internal growth ihvolved building geographically separate plants

within the group, while external growth involved mergers with or

acquisitions of existing companies.
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According to the literature internal growth facilitated group

level bargaining, while external growth made plant level bargaining

likely.

CASE GROWTH PATTERN BARGAINING LEVEL
FORD - Internal Group

ROLLS. - Mww  .. Internal and External Plant

tsES 7 Internal and External Plant

GEC Internal and External Plant

It is immediately evident that the pattern of growth is not as
siﬁple as suggested. With the exception of Ford all the cases
displayed both internal and externél growth. The differences were
only ones of emphasis.

Even Ford is not quite so straightforward as it appears.

Although growth has been predominately internal Ford has in recent
years taken over a number of small separate companies. Despite this
the pattern of growth does appear to have made group level bargaining
possible. However this is not purel& by accident. Management have
.had a deliberate policy of standardising all terms and conditions

in all new plants before they are accepted into the group structure.

Evidence from the other cases is more confused. All one can say
is that the mixture of patterns of growth, rather than extefnal growth
alone, appears to be associated with plant bargaining.

The impact of mergers has not been stressed by the literature
yet appears to be significant in both Rolls and GEC. Both are
conglomerate organisations the result of mergeré’in the late 1960's.
Deep divisions still exist within fhese gfoups. These have a profound

effect on Industrial Relations in a way that cannot be analysed as a
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separate variable, but can be understood only in the case study

context. For this and other.reasons the impact of growth appears

to be worthy of further study.

il Size

Two views were rscognised on the impaét Af plént size. The
first suggested that increasing plant size would lead to plant bargaining.
The second hypothesised that if correlated to group size, increased plant
size could lead to group bargaining. | |

A second factor considered was the impact of variation in size.
A high variation would lead to groﬁp bargaining, while a low variation

would imply plant bargaining.

CASE AVERAGE PLANT SIZE VARTATION IN PLANT SIZE BARGAINING L=V-L
FORD 2,500 High Group
ROLLS 5,000 High Plant
TUBES 500 Low Plant
GEC 1,000 , High Plant

The.figures given for average plant size are confusing.

Evidence from Rolls would seem to support the hypothesis that
large plant size demands piant bargaining. However the figure given
is slightly misleéding since it represents often 'site' or 'location'
bargaining units. These are separate units which/bargain together,
but for day-to-day métters are effectively autonomous. The same
applies to the figure given for GEC.

The figure given for Ford may also be misleading. Since this 1is
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a simple mathematical mean it conceals come very large plants. One
plant has over 25,000 employees. .Yet Ford bargains at group level,
'aithough as seen above day-to-day matters are dealt with at plant
level.
Ford lends support ﬁo the hypothesis that if plant size is connected
with company size group level bargaining is possible. Certainly large

plant size is not an insurmountable barrier to group bargaining.

Within Tubes a quite differenf logic to that discussed in the
hypothesis is present. ‘Here it is suggested that only if plants are
kept small will local management have the ability and facilities to
deal wiﬁh plant problems. Once the plant grows above a certain size
then intervention from outside may be required. This may not mean
that bargaining takes place outside the plant, but rather than manage-

-ment advice and assistance is required from group or divisional level.
Thus Tubes distinguish between the level of bargaining and the

involvement of management from outside the plant.

Ford has the largest variation in plant size and has group
bargaining lending support to the original hypothesis. Howéver with
the exception of Tubes the other cases have large variations of
plant sjze, yet have plant level bargaining. Tubes have had a
deliberate policy of keeping variations low to enable plant bargaining.
Thus while Tubes and Ford.provide some sﬁpport for this hypothesis
the other two cases throw doubt upon it.

In conclusion it appears that the average size of plant can be
misleading. Also it can be hypothesised that there may be three
factors affected by size. The level of bargaining, the level at

which day-to-day issues are settled, and the intervention of

management from outside the plant.
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1ii Technology

The predominant hypothesis within the literature concerned the
degree to which plants were integrated. It was suggesied that the
higher the degree of integration, the greater would be the need for
group bargaining. The rationale here was that interdependency would

render the whole group vulnerable to a stoppage in a single plant.

CASE a INTEGRATION OF PRODUCTION BARGAINING LEVEL
FORD High Group
ROLLS High Plant
TUBES Medium Pilant

GEC Medium Plant

Since these are all large multi-plant groups some degree of
integration is virtually inevitable. Those cases with the least
integration of production, Tubes and GEC, have plant bargaining.
However, Rolls with a very high level of integration also has plant
bargaining. The evidence for these cases is conflicting.

At first sight Ford appears to support the hypothesis. However
two points must be noted. Firstly group level bargaining does not
prevent disputes from emerging in the plants. There have been
occasions when a number of plants have had to lay off workers because
of a dispute in a single plant. This has led rord to arrange for dual
sourcing of vital components wherever possible. Secondly, production
in Ford is integrated on a European basis. Therefére if all
production in this country is stopped Because of a national strike
supplies of components to European plants is affected.

There is therefore little clear cut support for this hypothesms.
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iv Product Market

The literature asserts that groups having highly diverse
product ranges will have plant bargaining. The rationale here is

that the different markets faced will make group bargaining difficult.

CASE _,m“m_v_n;%v PRODUCT DIVERSITY BARGAINING LEVEL
FORD Low Group
ROLLS Low | Plant
TUBES High Plant
GEC High | Plant

These cases appear ﬁo provide evidence in support of this

hypothesis.
| Tubes and GEC have extremely diverse product ranges and both

have plant bargaining. In these cases group bargaining.would be
difficult because of the range of markets faced.

Ford produces relatively few products and faces few markets.
It also has group bargaining which is expected from the literature.

Rolls however raises some doubts. It is a highly integrated
group manufacturing a small number of products. Yet it bargains at
the level of the plant. This case therefore directly contradicts
both the data from the other cases and the hypothesis.

Thus while there is some support for the impact of this wvariable,

the Rolls example, because 1t directly contradicts expectations, leaves

room for doubt. C
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v Economic Performance

The hypothesis puts forward a relationship between the profitability
and the level of bargaining. A high level of profit, it is suggesteqd,

will focus attention on the group and may lead to bargaining at this

level.

CASE PROFITS " BARGAINING LEVEL
FORD | High ‘ Group
ROLLS - (Losses) Plant

TUBES Moderate Plant

GEC High  Plant

Apart 'from the Ford case there is little evidence to support this
assertion. Ford has a high level of prbfitability and bargains at
group level.

However GEC and Tubes have either moderate or high profits, but
bargain at plént level. Although attention may be focussed on the
group because of this plant level bargaining is not prevented. In
fact Tubes goes to some lengths to assert its corporate strength in
its advertising. It deliberétely focusses attention on the group
level, yet still has plant level bargaining.

It could be hypothesised that a loss as well as a high level of
profits could draw attenvion to the grouﬁ as a whole. Rolls has
recently been consistently making losses, and indeed went bankrupt
in 1971. This has served to focus attention on the group as a whole,
while still maintaining plant bargaining. g

Thus an extreme financial performance may concentrate atiention

on the group, although this does not necessarily preclude plant

bargaining.
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vi Geographical factors

The main argument concerning this variable is as follows.
Within a group having plants which were highly concentrated in one
area group level bargaining was likely. Conversely groups having
highly scattered plants would have bargaining at plant level. This

assertion was largely on the basis of observation.

CASE GEOGRAPHICAL CONCENTRATION BARGAINING LEVEL
FORD Low Group
ROLLS ~ Low . Plant
TUBES Low Plant
GEC Low | Plant

Ford appears to directly contradict the hypothesis. Its plants
are scattered throughout the country, yet it has group bargaining.

The explanation here may be the management have excellent communications
between the plants. They attempt to deal with the plants as if they
'were all under one roof'. Therefore geographical location has little
impact from this point of view.

Evidence from the other cases would appear to give some limited
support. Plant bargaining is associated with highly dispersed plants.
However the position is not quite as simple as this. In Rolls and
GEC there is some 'location bargaining'. Plants in the local area
bargain together and adhere to the same agreemeunt. Therefore the
same principle is involved here as in the hypothesis. Sites in the
same area will bargain together, although this ﬁ;& not necessarily

take the form of group level bargaining.

The impact of the locality appears to influence the quality of
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Industrial Relaﬁions. It was commonly suggested by management
that each plant had its own atmosphere and culture, often dependent
upon the local community traditions. Influences such as these can
only be adequately dealt with in case studies. Therefore this

variable will be examined in greater detail in the cases which follow.

vii Ownership

The suggested impact of this variable is quite clear. Groups
who are based cverseas will tend towards group ievel bargaining. The
implication being that they will '"import' their domestic practices
to this country. Most commonly American firms were quoted in support

of this assertion.

CASE OWNERS}HP BARGAINING LEVEL
FORD . U.S. Subsidiary Group
ROLLS U.K. Public Plant
TUBES U.K. Private _ Plant
GEC U.X. Private Plant

On the basis of the evidence given above Ford would appear to
support the proposed relationship. In faét it would not be unfair
to say that some American structures and practices have been used in
this country. Bﬁt it would be a mistake to assume that the British
set up is a simple copy of the American. An analysis of various
European Ford subsidiaries shows some variation in strucfure and

practice. Each subsidiary has had to change in order to accommcdate

the prachices unique to each country. The result is a Comp?omise.
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The basic American principles remgin unchanged, while tne detail
reflects the traditions of each country.

The three other cases are all UK based and either publicly or
privately owned. As such they reflect the tradition of plant

bargaining in the Engineering Industry in this country.

-

viii Maﬁagement Structure

There was a degree of ambiguity present in the literature
concerning the impact of this variable. Some studies suggested
there ought to be a close link between management and bargaining

structure, while oshers considered this was not necessarily the case.

CASE MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE BARGAINING LEVEL

FORD Group Group
ROLLS Group Plant
TUBES | Division ) Plant
GEC Plant Plant

Yord and GEC show a consistency between management and bargaining
structure not present in the other twb cases.

However even in Ford and GEC the situation is not as straight-
forward as it appears. Ford is part of a European organisatior
designed to co-ordinate the activities of subsidiary companies.
Although based in this country this organisatipn covers subsidiarizs
in Germany, Spain and France. If this BEuropean management structure
is considered, then the group bargaining siructure is not consistent

with it. To be consistent there would need to be bargaining between

countries.
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Similarly although GEC's management structure is based on the
plant considerable control is exercised from the centre on investment
and rationalisation decisions. The impact of such controls cannot
be adequately evéluated at this point and is dealt with at greater
length in the case studies.

In both Rolls and Tubes the management and bargaining structures
ar; incongruent. The activities of the organisation are controlled
‘fr;ﬁ gréﬁp level in Rolls and from Divisional levcl in Tubes.

This structure is based upon product diversity to an extent. Rolls
haé few products and highly integrated plants. Tubes has a wide

range of products which are organised into divisions covering

similar products.

From the evidence given above management structure and bargaining
structure are linked but not necessarily in such a way that one mirrors
the other. Again the impact of this variable deserves a more detailed

qualitative approach possible only in a case study.

ix Payment Structure

The hypothesis concerning wage structure suggested that PBR
based systems could only be operated at plant level. The complexitiy

of problems emanafing from such schemes could only be dealt with at

plant level.
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CASE PAYMENT SYSTEM BARGAINING LEVEL
FORD MDW Group
ROLLS MDW Plant
TUBES | PBR Plant
GEC *  PBR . Plant

The limited data available appears io support the hypothesis
Tubes and GEC are the only cases having PﬁR based payment systems
and they have plant bargaining. In féot it is quite probable that
if there.was a move to group level bargaining there would have to be
a change in the payment systems. The complexities involved with
administering PBR in each case are very great. Any move away from

the piant would have to involve a change to MDW.

X Trade Union Activity

Two hypothesis were put forward concerning this wvariable. The
first suggested that any group facing a large number of unions should
have plant bargaining. The second suggested that where unions had
good contacts between plants group bargaining was advisable. Without
this tﬁe plants may either compete between each other in bargaining,

or would co-—ordinate activity in order to frustrate management.

CASE NUMBER OF UNIONS TU INTER-PLANT LINKS BARGAINING LEVEL
FORD Large Strong Group
ROLLS Large Moderate Plai.t
TUBES Large Moderate " Plant

GEC Large Weak - Plant
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The first point to note here is that there is no consistent
relationship between the numbers of unions faced and the level of
bargaining. All the groups faced a lérge nunter of unions, yet had
different bargaining structures.

The hypothesis concerning the union links between plants is not
easily evaluated from the data so far presented.

.ABoth‘Ferd and GEC seem to support the assertion,‘albeit in
differenfwgéys. In Ford links between plants were very strong. A
combine of manual unions from all the plants had been formed and
was formally recognised by the management. And as suggested by the
literature Ford has group bargaining;» Unions in GEC had very poor
links between plants, hence allowing plaant bargaining.

BEvidence from Tubes and Rolls‘scemsto dispute the hypothesis.

In Tubes the manual unions have formed a combine based upon the
Division in order to influence invesiment decisions. White collar |
unions compare terms and conditions between all plants in the group.
Claims are often made for fringe benefits on the basis of what other
Tubes plants are receiving. Unions in Rolls (both manual and staff)
have strong links between the plants. This has resulted in co-
ordinated action between the plants in the past. However as yet
there are few demands for group wide bargaining.

Thus despite these links between plants bargaining in Tubes

and Rolls is at plant level.

The evidence here not only contradicts the existing literature,
but also conflicts between itself. One may ask how and why do
L

Tubes and Rolls manage to maintain plant bargaining in the face of

this level of inter—plant activity.
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When reviewing the preceding‘ analysis a number of points
are gvident.

First the data from the cases in some instances supports, and
in others throws doubt upon the hypotheses put forwara. The
evidence in most cases was sufficient to warrant further study.

Second many of the variables appeared to be linked. It seemed
unrealistic for example to separate out the influence of product
diversity and treat it in isolation. Quite obviously it was
closely connected with technical differences.

Finally many of the wvariables could not be adequately dealt
with in the manner adopted. The zffect of growth, management
structure and union activity could not be fully appreciated without

in depth study.

The case studies which follow present the opportunity to answer

some of these problems.
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CONCLUSICNS

At this stage it is useful to review the progress made so far in
this chapter. Data derived from four empirical case studies has
been used to test a number of specific hypotheses drawn from vrevious
research. Initially the research wés outlined and a framework for
analysis developed. Second this framework was then anplied
systematically to the research data.

This third section provides the opportunity to stand back from
the detail. An evaluation is made of the usefulness of previous
research in the context of this study. In practice this involves
two activities. First, highlighting gaps that exist in the literature,
and posing a number of questions relevant to these. Second picking
out a number of guidelines from the research which may usefully ve
pursued in the case studies which follow.

The objective of this chapter has not been Fimply 1o make
criticisms, but to ask a number of constructive questions suggested by
the literature. These questions provide a link between the

introduction to the thesis and the case studies.

As previously two areas of research are discussed. First
collective bargaining structure with particular emphasis for the
first time on the importance of the depth of bargaining. Second
the influence of situational determinants stressing a number of

variables which may usefully be investigated further.

Collective PRargaining Structure

Bargaining level has been recognised as the most important
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dimension of bargaining structure. TYet two problems exist with this.
First'it was not possible to treaf the level of bargaining in
isolation from other dimensions of bargaining. Second it was difficult
to discuss differences in Industrial Relations between +the cases

simply by referring to the level of bargaining. The focus therefore

needs to be expanded.

A number of examples can be quoted.

(a) Bargaining Level and other Dimensions of Structure

The most important level of bargaining varied in some cases with
the unit of employees being considered. One unit may be dealt with at
one level, while another unit at a quite different level. In Rolls
for example certain units of employees who moved throughout the

group bargaining at group level.

Bargaining level could alsc be dependent upon the issue in
question. In virtually all cases pensions were negotiated (if thic is
the correct phrase) at group level, irrespective of where bargaining
took place for other issues. As noted previously this is because of
the need to have a large group of employees when dealing with pensions.

Thomson and Hunter (1975:25) solve this problem ty concentrating
on a narrow range of issues. However their emphasis upon the level
of wage settlements appears difficult to justify particularly
during a period of incomes policy. Wage negotiations may have been
aL}ypical not only of negotiations, bus also of the conduct of Industrial
Relations as a whole. Thomson and Hunter (1975:35) acknowledge this

problem. They suggest that because of the 'two-tier' system of
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bargaining in the country there is a need for a secondary questionnaire

which gathers information concerning non-wage issues.

Variations in formality are a serious problem for as Terry (1977)
argues, some degree of informality in bargaining is virtually
inevitable.

According to Terry formal bargaining alone is very unlikely.
Theabressﬁ}es and stresses of day-to-day Industrial Relations mean
that custom and practice is likely to figure on most occasions.

When a formal structure of bargaining is introduced, Terry (1977:85)
argues that either the informal practices never disappear completely
or will soon re—emerge again. This is because such practices are
closely bound up with individuals,ﬁehaviour and expectations and
this is not easily changed.

This concept is well demonétrated in all the cases. Tn the
group with the simplest bargaining structure, Ford, this phenomenon
was very much in evidence. Although formal bargaining took place
at group level, there was a considsrable amount of bargaining
within the plants. This was not acknowledged by group management even

“though it dominated the day-to-day lives of those engaged in plaht
Industrial Relations. Bargaining took place on at least two levels,
although formally only at group level.

Emphasis upon the formal level of bargaining can therefore be
misleading. It may result in an incomplete picture of Indusirial
Relations within a group. The problem is that if informal bargaining
is included in a classification the picture becomes confused and unclear.
Any move away from the criterion of formal bargaining levels means

that a single classification is no longer possible.
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(b) Level and Changes over time

The analysis is alsovessentially static. Two aspects of this
are important.

First the concentration upon a few supposedly significant issues
may mean that certain apparently minor changes having a major
impact will be neglected. For example comsider a change in the
metﬁga of calculating piecework earnings, such as a move from money
to time based values. Such a change may appear as trivial from the
outside but may have profound implications within the plant. This is
because over +time a whole series of customs and practices may have
gfown up around a system of payment. Any attempt to change this
payment system may require a change in the custom and practice as
well. Hence it may be vigorously resiéted.

Second the level of bargaining may be changed for no ~pparent
reason other than it being fashionable to do so. TFor example in the
past there have been swings towards one level of bargaining or another.
This may be because such a change is’seen as a way of solving a
particular set of problems. As these problems change, then the level

of bargaining may alter in turn.

Thus at any time the level of bargaining obéerved may merely
be a temporary halt in an ever changing pattern. Also the level
of bargaining may be unchanged on other occasions even though

significant changes in Industrial Relations activity have taken place.

(c) Continuum of Bargaining Levels

The concept of a continuum or range of bargaining levels is an

extension of the notion of a bargaining level itself. Two areas of

criticism are particularly worthy of mention here.
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It has been shown that the level of bargaining is not independent
of the other dimensions of bargaining structure. A single level of
bargaining will olften apply only to one issue, unit of employees and
period of time. Hence to gain an overall picture of an organisaticn
the result will be a number of levels of bargaining. Consequently
an organisation cannot beVSaid to occupy a single clearly defined
position on a continuum of levels of bargaining. In practice it

will occupy a number of positions depending upon the dimensions of

its bargaining structure.

The second point cbncerhs the use of the terms 'centralised'
and 'decentralised' with the continuum of levels of bargaining.
Thomson and Hunter tend to use these terms in an unproblematic manner.
It is argued below that these terms are purely relative, and can be
applied differently depending upon ones persepctive.

Terry (1977:79) has made this point well. He notes that a move
from industry level to plant level bargaining may be seen as de-
centralisation from management's point of view. However from the
shop floor perspective this same‘change may be seen as centralisation
if informal custom and practice regulation is replaced by formal
plant bargaining. The terms centralisation and decentralisation are
purely relative, their meaning depending very much cn where one is
standing.

A good example of this was seen in Tubes. In one factory formal
plant level bargaining was introduced in an attempt tc eliminate the
previously high level of fractional bargaining. Along with this
plant management was strengthened as the plant was separated from a
sub—-group of which it was previously a member. From the point of view

of Divisional Management this was a change in the level of bargaining
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constituting a move towards decentralisation. Frcm the shop floor
perspective this same move was seén as centralisation of bargaining.
Issues formerly dealt with on the shop floor were now being raised
to the level of the plant. Previous custom and practice regulation
was replaced by formal plant baréaining.

The main point which\emerges here is that a change in the level
of bargaining can be seen in a variety of ways depending upon o..es
perspective. A single change in level can be seen as either
centralisation or Aecentralisation.depending on one's position.
These terms cannot be used in an absolute manner, but must be

associated with a particular point of view.

(d) Optimtm Level of Bargaining

The initial point madé regarding the continuum of bargaining
levels is relevant here. If, as has been argued, it is not possible
to classify bargaining by reference to a single level then the rnotion
of an optimum level is thrown into doubt.

First this concept assumes that a single level of bargaining
is not only possible, but aiso desirable. It has been shown that
at least with large multi-plant groups this is simply not pcssicle.
The variety and complexity of bargaining units and issues makes
a number of levels of bargaining virtualiy inevitable. However it
could be argued ' that there could be a number of optimum levels fcr
each unit and issue.

This suggestion igaores the fact that 'optimum' is in most

cases defined by ménagement. Thomson and Hunter suggest that this

optimum level is defined jointly by management and unions. Ais
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Deaton and Beaumont recognise (1979:8) management have Teen

seen as the main authors of bargaining structure.

Finally the nbtion of an optimum level of bargaining seriously
underestimates the problems concerning a change in bargaining
structure. A number of points are relevant nere.

First»management may not perceive the.need for change. They
méytbe uﬁéﬁgre of the influence of particular variables. Alternatively
management may be aware of these variables but may interpret their
impact in.a different way to that which would have been expected.

~Secondly, and perhaps more impoftantly management may finc it
difficult to bring about change. The status quo often represents a
variety of vested interests and a particular balance of power.

Any attempt at change may be seen as ; threat to the established
position of either side, and hence will be refuted. Also management
may be able to make changes, but fihd them too expensive. Tor
example in Rolls management would have preferred Vo make a changs
in the level of bargaining. However the costs of moving from plant
to group bargaining would have involved a levelling up of pay rates.

 This proved too expensive for Rolls to contemplate.

(e) Collective Bargaining Depth

An analysis of bargaining within an organisation based largely

upon the formal level of bargaining has been shown %o be unrealistic

. ~

-

and incomplete.

Tt is unrealistic becazuse the level of bargaining carmot be

isolatéd-frem~the other dimensions of bargairing structure. It
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cannot be singled out for study on its own since it is often

dependent upon the bargaining 1ssue, unit and form. The result is

that rather than having a single level of bargaining mest organisations
will have a variety of levels.

An analysis based upon formal level as well as crucially
simplifying bargaining structure is also an incomplete guide to the
actual Character of bargaining activity in a group. For example
RoiféLand‘éﬁC both bargain formally at plant level., However in
practice Industrial Relations in each group is completely different.
Rolls is far more of a single group with much activity between as well
as within the plant. While in GEC the focus of activity is below,
nét above the level of the plant. Often it is the shop floor, not
the plant, at which most activity:iakes place. Thus from the
outside both groups have plant bargaining, but in practice this
tells us very little about the nature and activity involved in
bargaining.
| What is lacking is some feeling for the depth of bargaining.

It will be recalled that this is a concept introduced by Clegg

(1976:8) and concerns the 'involvement of local union officers ard

shop stewards in the administration of agreements'. This concept

can be adapted for our purposes. Here it is taken to be a measure

of the bargaining activity at various levels within the bargaining
structure. It is argued that it is not good enough simply to see

where bargaining takes place but aiso to evaluate the activity
surrounding that bargaining. If this dimension is added to those
already outlined a more accurate and comprehensive picture of bargaining

o
in an organisation may be gained.

To summarise the points made in this chapter so far. Briefly

it has been argued that two main problems exist with the concept of
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levels of bargaining. First, the.notion of each group having a single
1evel~of bargaining is unrealistic. It is more 1likely that an
organisation will have a variety of levels of bargaining depending
upon the issue, unit of bargaining and time in question. Secor? even
if a single level of bargaining conld be identified this is still
likely to be inadequate. Usually there is little information
concerning the depth of bargaining. This is taken to mean the actual
activity at various points within the bargaining structure. Only
when this is examined will a full picture emerge. In this way it
mayfhenhbe poésible to distinguish more accurately between the
character of bargaining in each of the cases. It is not possible

to gain an accurate and comprehensive picture of Industrial Relations
in each case by relying on the level of bargaining alone. The
analysis must be expanded to include other dimensions of bargaining
structure. In order to do this the case studies are examined in mach

greater depth in following chapters.

Situation Determinants

This section reviews the findings of the analysis into the
relationship between bargaining level and its situational determinants.
Initially it recalls the findings from the cases. Following this it
attempts to evaluate the usefulness of the approach ac a whole and

put it within the context of other theories.

(2) Evaluation of Determinants

The impact of ten situational determinants on bargaining level
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was considered in the light of the available research. For some
hypotheses there was a good deal of support, while doubt was thrown
on the validity of others.

Considerable evidence was found in support of a number of
variables. These included growth; geographical concentration;
ownership; management control; and union activity.

For example thg pattern of growth was seen as an important
conéfrain£T0ver present managerial action. In particular the
consequences of mergers seemed significant. A concentration of
plants in 'a local area belonging to the same group often resulted
in 'location bargaining'. Also the culture of a lccal community
oduld influence plant bargaining. The imnact of foreign ownership
was seen in one case. Many of the structures and attitudes in this
organisation appeared to be 'imported'.from overseas. Management
control appeared significant not.just via management struciure, in
particular the level of management, but also 'outside' the structure.
For example when issues designated as the concern of plant level
management were dealt with by management above this level. Finally
union activity appeared to be a big influence, iﬁ particulér the
'inter—plant activities which were engaged in.

There was limited support for a number orf other variables.

But in general doubts were rzised about the impact of these factors.

For example the hypothesis concerning the impact of size
appeared to have little fcundation. The organisation with the largest
size of plant had group bargaining, rather than plant bargaining as
hypothesised. Whereas the group with the smallest plants had plant
bargaining. Technical interdependence between plants gave conflicting
results. Of the two highly interdépendenf groups one had group

bargaiﬂing and the other plant bargaining. Whereas group bargaining
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had been suggested. Similarly conflicting evidence was available

for the impact of payment systems. Whereas measured day work was
hypothetically related to group bargaihing, in practice this was

connected with group or plant bargaining.

This mixed bag of results is not conclusive one way or another.
Even if the results were in agreement with the hypotheses, the
narféﬁ:soqué of déta would still demand a note of caution. Generally
the results either confirm, support or throw doubt upon the Suggested
relationship. This is only to be expected.

However one conclusion can be nofed. Arn argument which suggests
thét bargaining structure is solely determined by situational
determinants is almost certainly erroneous. Such factors are only
a partial explanation. These hypotheses and theories must ve used
in conjunction with other wvariables tc produce a more complete picture.
This view is supported by the fact that many of the variations in
bargaining struoture'appeared unrelated to the proposed variables.
Rather they seemed to be influenced by more elusive influences which

could not be pin pointed and were difficult to measure.

(b) Interdependency cf Determinants

It appears that a number of the determinants studied were inter-
dependent. Two or more variables may be so closely related in
practice that it is unrealistic to assess their influence 1n isolation.

In a pumber of cases product range and technoiogy were highly
interdependent. A change in one wouid almost certainly require a

change in.the other. Their influence 2lso is likely to be very similar.
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A more complex example involves management structure and the pattern
of growth. These two variables ma& virtually be inseparabie. For
instance an internal patternof growth may be very closely related
with a centralised management structure.

A case study approach will enable these closely related
determinants tc be disentahgled. It is also important to note that
all these variables wiil be influencing management at the same time.
Moreover these variables may be pull?ng the different directions.

Management may well be faced with a number cf pressures which conflict.

(c) Cause and Effect

Much of the literature reviewed contains an implicit
assumption concerning the relationship between situational determin-—
ants and bafgaining structure. It is assumed that the structure of
bargaining is determined, at least in part, by certain identifiable
situational variables. That is to say a one way causal relationship

exists. This hypothesis has two faults.

First, it is very diffidult in cases such as this to prove that
. a causai relationship exists. It may be possible by means of multi-
variate analysis, such as that conducted by Deaton and Beaumont (1979)
to show that there is a consistent associétion having predictive.
value between certaih situational characteristics and types of
bargaining structure. But one canﬁot infer that this association

is in fact a causal relationship. This 1is a consistent association

and nothing more.

1 ¢child (1977:167f) calls these multiple contingencies
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In fact these consistent assoclations are in themsclves limited.

The factors they identified were found to be relevant only to the

distinction between multi-employer and single employer bargaining

(1979:21). Indeed they note (1979:4) that 'there is likely to be a
very definite upper limit to the extent of overall explanatory
power that one can reasonably expect to obtain from any cross-section
study'. In practice»this meant that their variables had very little
predibtiveIValue for the distinction between company and plant
bargaining.

They attribute this lack of success %o fheir method of gathering
data. Multi-variate analysis of the kind they undertake is 'simply
not capable of adequately identifying the forces of historioal
determination, institutional inertia and qualitative factors very
specific to a particular company strucfure that are, at least,
potentially relevant to an explaﬁation of bargaining structure (1979:21).

With this statement they acknowledge how partial a2n explanation
theirs is. They note (1979:4) that there are certain 'historical!
and 'intangible' factors 'relevant to the determination of bargaining
structure that one cannot hope to adequately proxy, much less
‘measure, in any essentially large scale, statistical examination of
the subject.'

Amongst these 'intangible' factors Deaton and Beaumont include
the role of management. This suggests that if some kind of
relationship does exist between situational variables and bargaining
structure then it is not simply in one direction, but in two.
Management may well be constrained by variables making up the situation
they face. But they can also influence these variables themselves.
Management have some element of chéice, albeit often minimal, when
confroﬂted by their environment. This agency of choice must be

included in any realistic model of the relationship between bargaining

structural and situational variables.
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4

(d) The Role of Management

If management is to be studied as an 'intangible' influence
it may be considered important in two ways. Pirst its direct impact
on Industrial kKelations. Second its more indirect effect. via

'non-IR decisions.!

Tt willvbe recalled that the evidence regarding the relationship
between management and bargaining structure was conflicting. In some
cases the two structures were consistent in others not. This is worthy
of further study.
| However the impact of management 'outside! of its formal
structure must also be studied. This may be simply referred to as
the exercise of management control. For example the structure of
management implies that there afe akpumber of levels which designate
particular responsibilitics. It may be that in any one case plant
management controls a certain number of issues. For other matters he
must consult with management outsicde the plant. However this 1s only
the formal blueprint of what is supposed to happen. In practice
| group' or divisional management may interfere in matters which
nominally at least are plant management's responsibility. Similarly
the advice that is given to plant management may not be advice at
all.' Since if it is disregarded there may be a number of personal
repurcussions.

These are therefore examples of the way in which management may
attempt to control Industrial Relations in a way which is 'outside!
or in addition to the formal management structure.

Another example can be quoted} Where plant bargaining exists
there may formally be little contact between the plants. Yet in

practice the senior managers of plants are likely to be in close
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contact. This may be because of a past association or friendship.
Such contacts are highly informal and outside the management structure
yet may influence Industrial Relations directly.
In other cases management may use controls and procedures
which are not directly cqnnected‘with Industrial Relations but will
certainly affect employmenf matters. For example management may
attempt to alter the selection procedures in order to change the
| type of manual worker they employ. They may éeek workers with many
financial commitmenls who they feel may not take strike action readily.
These and other examples give an idea of the way in which |
management can influence Industrial Relations direotly. However such
controls and procedures are 'outside' of the management structure.
These will be studied in greater;détail in the cases which follow,
and may provide eventually a more comprehensive and accurate framework
of -analysis for understanding the differences in Industrial Relaticns

practice and activity beiween the four cases.

A second way management can influehce bargaining indirectly is
through decisions it makes on 'non-IR' matters.

When an organisation is being set up management make a number
of decisions regarding produéts to be made, location of sites, size
of plants and technology employed. There is evidently an element of
choice here. Also in the long run there are occasions when these
choices again appear. For example followling a merger.

Therefore on certain occasions management will have some control
over some situational factors. Although, of course, in the main
these factors do act as constraints on managerial’action.

It is important to realise who is making these decisions and

the implications that this may have for Industrial Relatic=ms, Child



90

notes (1973:101) that these strategic decisions may be made by
relatively small groups within the organisation who effectively hold
~power. These he refers to as 'dominant coalitions'.

The significance for Industrial Relations of this analysis is as
follows. When these strategic decisions are made by this 'dominant
coalition' it is likely that Industrial Relations will have a very
low priority. Decisiohs will be taken on issues which are likely 4o
seriously affect Industrial Relations, yet commenly little thought
is given to these donsequences. -

The interdependency of plants is a good example. Management
may decide to concentrate production of one component on a single
site. Economies of scale may mean that this is a financially sound
decision. However the Industrial Relations implications may be
profound. .A stoppage in this one plant may soon halt all production.

Other examples could be quoted concerning other situational
constraints. But the basic argument remains unchanged. Management
are constrained by, but are also able to influence the environment
Vthey face. These decisions are often in the hands of a small number
of people. TUsually such decisions’pay very little regard to the
Industrial Relations implications. Therefore Industrial Relations
can be said to he highly derivative.

These 'non-IR' decisions may therefore set the constraints within
whicha decision to produce less of one product may mean that manpower
has to be reduced. This is 1ikely to ha&e severe Industrial Relations
consequences. If for marketing reasons a new plant is built overseas
rather than at home the background against which Industrial Relations

-
v

takes place may be affected.

Management are continually making decisions regarding production,
investment, sales and marketing which will set the constraints

within which Industrial Relations takes place. Management decides,
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after taking into consideration the censtraints they are faced with,
what to produce, how and whers to-produce it and when to stop
producing. These decisions vitally affect Industrial Relations.
Thus many of the constraints affecting Industrial Relations are
internally generated rather than externally determined. Bargaining
structure, as Jjust one part of Industrial Relations as a whole, 1is
likely to be largely under the control of manggement, at least in

large multi-plant organisations such as this¢

'~ Management are not therefore at the mercy of a hostile determining
environment, but are able to make certain choices over particular
variables on specific occasions. Also in the short term they are able
to interpret the influence of certain of these factors. They may not
be able to change them, but they can perceive and interpret them in
a variety of ways.

For example management can stress the influence oi particular
aspects of their own environment to suit their own needs. If the
importance of a particular variable is exaggerated this may give an
air of inevitability about a certain structure or actions. Managementfs
position is strengthened and given greater legitimacy since
decisionsmay be rationalised more easily.

It may appear that management have 'mo choice' but to make their
decision because of the influence of a specific variable. Similarly
an organisation structure may be rationalised by reference to certain
external pressures on management. In Ford management arguc vhat the
interdependency of production between plants makes group bargaining
inevitable. What they do nof mention is that the group have chosen
to organise their production in this way. The fact that other

companies in the same industry organise in different ways shows that
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this interdependency is not inévitable. In this case the method of
production stems from the desire of the founder of the group to
‘maintain over control of the group.

This example shows how management are.substituting their own
logic into the relationship between bargaining structure and
situational determinants. This point is pursued in much greater
detall in the case studies, and when the issue of effectiveness of
control is considered. It must be stressed tﬁat this process is not
inevitable. In fact it will be shown that this ability is a useful
resource ﬁhich management can use to bolster their legitimacy. It

is significant that such a process does not always take place.

The true function of questionnaires such as that used by Thomson
and Hunter is noﬁ evident. They are not evaluating the external
determinants in any objective sense. Rather they are discovering
the subjective perception that management holds of its environment.
Thomson and Hunter are actually highlighting and demonstrating this
process of legitimation in action. They provide the means for self-
analysis in which management stress the variables which legitimate
existing structures and actions. The subjective perceptions of
situational determinants are revealed, rather than the variables

which are 'actually' or 'objectively' important.

(e) Implications

e

Two points must be stressed about the foregoing section on
the role of management. First the analysis applies to the cases

being dealt witk here. That is %o say large multi-plant organisation:
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in the engineering industry. WMany more extreme examples could be
quoted where this analysis does nét apply, for instance highly
centralised or highly fragmented industries.

Second the impression mey have been given that Industrial Relations
and bargaining structure is all éimply a matter of choice. This is
not the case. The analysis'above has aimed at restoring the talance
of view. The result is that there is a need to combine the theories.
Management is faced by a number of constrainté, but is also able to

~

have some influence on its environment.

Multi-variate analysis such as that carried out by Deaton and
Beaumont provides only a partial explanation as they themselves
acknowledge. The 'intangible factors' which they point to cannot be
analysed afequately by their method of analysis. Such factors they
point cut are likely to be relevant to the company - plant distinction
which they had little success. Therefore they suggest that their
approach needs to be 'complemcnted by a series of detailed in depth
case studies which are capable of picking up these sorts of idiosyncratic
factors that could further enhance our understanding of the determinants
of bargaining structure.' (1979:21)

The four cases presentéd below attempt just such a task. The
remainder of this chapter examines the leads'provided by this chapter

which help to shape the analysis of the cases.

The implications of this chapter for the rest of the study are

as follows.

First the bargaining s*ructure was examined in detail. The
interdevendency of the dimensions of bargaining structure meant that

the level of bargaining could not be studied in isolation. The resul:
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1s that an organisation suould be seen as occupyirg a number of lesvels
of bargaining. It is therefore béth impractical and misleading to
- characterise Industrial Relations in a multi-plant organisation by
reference to bargaining level alone.
However this expandgd analyéis of bargain;ng structure may

itself not be sufficient for‘understanding the'different characteristics
of bargaining in the féur cases. The emphasis on bargaining itcelf

may still mask some of the crucial differences in the actual nature

and atmosphere of Industrial Relations.

Second therefore the study must look outside the Collective
Bargaining structure to evaluate the rols that management play.

The impact of management on bargaining structure and Industrial
Relations generally has been noted by a number of authors (e.g. Bain
“and Clegg 1975; Clegg 1976; Brown 1973). These authors stress the
importance of management structure. In this case this means the
roles of the various 1e§els of management. But one must ask is this
itself adequate? Management structure may be important but it is
not the complete answer. For example there have been instances where
management above plant level have intervened in issues which should
formally be exclusively dealf with by plant management. It appears
that management can use controls which are not congruent or consisient
with their structure. Often these controls are cf a very subtle or
covert nature and can orly be studied by.means of case studies.

Work on the impact of management control systems was begun ©y
Woodward (1970). Her researches indicated that control systems were
an intervening variable between the technology of a plant and the
resulting behaviour. This aunalysis was not completed and will be
returned to below. Recent work on control systems has also been
carried out by Purcell and Smith (1979) and Purcell and Earl (1978.

This will also be pursued in later analysis.
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A number of questions can be asked concerning management's
. . i

involvement in Industrial Relations. What is the relationsnip
‘between management struéture and bargaining structure? Are the
controls which management use outside %js gtructure widespread?
Can the study of managemgnt's invﬁlvement in Industrial Relations
1§ad to a more complete understanding of bargaining in each case?
1Is there any way of classifying the controls which management use

and of judging their effectiveness?

The final area of interest concerns the influences upon
bargaining structure. It has been shown that cross—sectional
statistical analysis is of little use when trying to distinguish
between company and plant bargainihg. This may point to a greater
role for management. But the question to ask is what are the factors
which influence management in their attempts to control Industrial
Relations. Deaton and Beaumont pointed to the influence of such
intangibles as histcry and management style. The cases below give
an opportunity to assess the influence of such factors, and in
particular the extent to which they are interdependent. An additional
factor to be considered is the influence of unions. In particular
unioq&aotivity tetween planté within the same-group seemed important.
This must be systematically analysed to consider its impact on
management. It 1s bossible to consider whether union activity is
pureiy reactive to management and bargaiﬁing structure or if they

can actually cause management to change their actions and structures.

These are just a few of the questions which suggest themselves
at this point. Many others will emerge in tne case studies which
follow. As suggested above the main aim of the cases which follow

is to provide some qualitative data on the determinants of bargaining
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structure and the role of management in Industrial Relations.
It is intended that this wili tell the other side of the story
to that given by the quantitative studies. As such it will complement

the statistical data, as well as providing information available only

from detailed case study research.



BARGAINING LEVEL

GROUD
DIVISION
PLANT

BARGAINING UNIT

MANUAL
STAFF
LOCATION

BARGAINING SCOPE

COMPREHENSIVE
DETAILED

BARGAINING FORM

AGREEMENT S:
WRITTEN
SIGNED
OPEN-ENDED
FIXED TERM
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TABLE 2 : DIMENSIONS OF BARGAINING STRUCTURE

TORD ROLLS TUBES GEC
v
v v v
N4 v v v
J V4 J
s v
v V4 VA
J/ v v
/ v J/
V4 v v
S
v V4 v
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L . TABLE 3 : SUBSTANTIVE AND PROCEDURAL ISSUES

FORD ROLLS TUBES GEC
'SUBSTANTI VE
WAGE STRUCTURE A X X X
WAGE INCREASES % x X X
SHIFTS H¢ X X X
OVERTIME H X X X
SICKNESS He x X x
LAYOFFS e X VA NA
PENSIONS ¥ * ¥ *
CONDITIONS » X X - X
- EXPENSES * x X X
PROCEDURAL
DISCIPLINE VA X X X
GRIEVANCES * X X X
DISPUTES X X X X
UNION MEMBERSHIP E 2 X X X
APPOINTMENT OF NA X
SHOP STEWARDS
SHOP STEWARD NA x X X
FACILITIES
7
GROUP *
PLANT X
NA

NO AGREEMENT
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TABLE 4 : COLLECTIVE BARGAINING CHARACTERISTICS

FORD ROLLS TUBES GEC

PAYMENT SYSTEM

JOB EVALUATION ' V/ v/
MDH -V Vv
PIECEWORK

INCENTIVE BONUS

<«

PROCEDURES

NATIONAL AGREEMENT
DISPUTES PROCEDURE
DISCIPLINE
GRIEVANCE

OTHER

RN

SENCNENEN

A NN
L&

NEGOTIATIONS

FORMAL
COMPREHENSIVE

AN
NS
S

INTRA-PLANT
DIFFERENTIALS

PAY

CONDITIONS
DAY-TO-DAY ISSUES V/ V/ V/

SRS

INTER-PLANT
DIFFERENTIALS

PAY
CONDITIONS

SNQN
NS
NS
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i TABLE 5 : SITUATIONAL DETERMINANTS

GROWTH

INTERNAL
EXTERNAL
INTERNAL/EXTERNAL

SIZE

AVERAGE PLANT

HIGH VARIATION IN
PLANT SIZE

TECHNCLOGY

HIGH INTEGRATION

PRODUCTS
HIGH DIVERSITY

ECONOMIC PERFORMANCE

PROFITS HIGH

GEOGRAPHY
HIGHLY CONCENTRATED

OWNERSHIP
FOREIGN
PUBLIC

" PRIVATE

' MANAGEMENT STRUCTURE

GROUP
DIVISION
PLANT

WAGE STRUCTURE
PBR
MDW

TRADE UNIONGS
LARGE NUMBER

STRONG INTER-PLANT LINKS

FORD

v

2,500
v

v

ROLLS

v

5,000

WV

RN

TUBES

500

AN

GEC

1,000



PART IT  THE CASE STUDIES

INTRODUCTION

The following four chapters are case studies of large multi--
plant organisaticns. They ﬁrovide the data which is analysed in
Part III.

Research in eqch case was carried ouf at\two levels. First the
group or division, and second at plantllevel. Two‘plants within each

case were studied.

The first chapter in this section is a case study of Tube
Investments (henceforth referred té as Tubes). Towards the end of
this chaptér a éeries of tentative hypotheses are put forward. These
are used as a model for comparison with the following three chapters.

Bach of the cases has a different bargaining structure. In
fact following the first case the bargaining structures become
progressively more centralised and formalised. This enables a
comparative analysis to‘be made of the impact of bargaining structure
on union behaviour.

Two other areas of comparisons are developed. Firstly the
influenbes on the management control process. And secondly the

impact of management structure on bargaining structure.

All three of these themes have been drawn from the previous
literature and are investigated in this section.

~

N
The cases are examined systematically. First the nature of

collective bargaining in practice is discussed. This attempts to

101
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highlight what actually takes place, rather than simply what should.
Second the control process used by management is studied. This is

broken down into the various control éystems that are employed.

1 In order to standardise references the following terms are
employed: Control process: the collection gf control systems used
by management; control systems: these are either formal and permanent
(oon%rol structures) or informal and temporary{(cgntrolg). The

use of the word 'systems' is purely as an heuristic device, and

implies no attachment to 'systems theory'.



CHAPTER FOUR : TUBES
L T e

Research in Tubes was carried out at Divisional and plant level.
Two plants were studied (referred to as AP ard WL). Both of these
were in the same Division (referred %o as STD). Further details
regarding the background to this group are included in the thumb-nail

sketches in Chapter Two.
It 1is necéssary initially to develop in slightly greater detail

than previously the structure of bargaining in the two plants. This

provides a background for the discussion which follows.

Collective Bargaining in Practice

It will be recalled that within Tubes the vast majority of
issues are formally negotiated at plant level. Only pensions were
settled at group level.

Within AP negotiations covering all five business areas are
conducted at plant level. These negotiations are formalised for
both manual and staff employees, with detailed written agreements
covering most pay and terms and conditions issues. Aé a fecderated
plant AP operates the national procedure agreement for manual workers.
On most issues the manual unions negotiate together via a plant
negotiating committee. This committee is at the top of a whole series
of similar committees designed to deal with many day—to—day issuecs.

The committee system for white collar workers is somewhal less well

organised. Negotiations with these groups tend to take place cm

"an individual union basis.

103
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Bargaining in WL ié also formally based at plant level. In this
case both manual and staff unions negotiate separately. However for
‘manual unions the agreements tend to be virtually idemtical. The
agreements themselvés tend to be written up and comprehensive. There
is a tendency for many issues to reach plant level very quickly. Hence
convenors and -senior representatives often become iuvolved with plant
directors in quite t{ivial issues. The white collar unions are
someﬁﬂat fragmenféé With a whole series of groups often within one

union. This particularly applies to ASTMS.

Having briefly set the scene by fecalling the bargaining structure
in.each_plant it is now necessary to consider how this operates in
. practice. Two features seem to be -of particular importance. First
the variations in Industrial Relations fractice that exist below the
level of the plant. This was particularly evident in AP and resulis
in an over estimate of the significance of the plant level for day-to-
day Industrial Relations. Second the effect of managerial influernce
from outside the plant is examined A number of examples are given
which point to a much more important role for Division than is

Iimmediately apparent.

As previously noted above management structure in AP is divided
into five 'business areas' depending upon the market faced. The
rationale for this is that specialist skills (mainly nevketing and selling)
are required for each area. Accounts are prepared separately for each
area so that individual financial performahce can eacily be measured.
In practice this means that profits and losses can be offset against
each other for the different areas;

Each business area has its own general menager, and a separate
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management structure beneath him. There are a numoer of central
functions which provide a service to each of these areas. These include
Personnel, Financc and Engineering. Even with these centralised
functions there is still a degree of AQuplication in the different areas.
It is important to note at tﬂis point that the organisation
described above was setvup‘ffom outside. Consultants and experts
were brought in by Tubes to reorganise management structure. This
point will be returned to below in the disdussions of Divisional
involvement in plant affairs.
A number of differences exist between the areas in the way
Industrial Relations is conducted. In fact to ail intents and
purposes the business area is the most significant level for day-to-
day issues. The vast majority of pfoblems are settled within each
area. Only rarely wouid a shop floor issue be taken tc the plant
negotiating committee. Therefore although each of the business areas
operates the same set of agreements eaéh area has developed its own
customs and practices. Some of these variations are examined btelow.
One would expect some differences in practice because of the variations
in product. However the actual differences observed are over and

above those that would be expected.

First, the operation of the bonus scheme. Although this is a
site wide scheme there is .a variation in the amount of 'slackness'
between the areas. This is partly due to the fact that the bonus
scheme was not introduced in a uniform manner. When it was originally
set up two separate investigating'teams were used and some of their
standards differed. However aside from these hisforical explanations
present day attitudes are also important. Individual managers had a

. : 1 3 ~ - b
good deal of discretion on this 1ssue. For example a manager could
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turn a 'blind eye' tc practices which were against the spirit of the
scheme so that earnings were kept értificially high. In some cases
advancements in technology were not notified to work study. The
result is that the same level of earnings does not correspond to
equality of effort across the business areas.

Menagement attitude was also important in the second issue of
discipline. There is a considerable variation in the application of the
formal discipline procedure. Often this invol%ed junior management
and supervisors. Some of these may prefer to take a more personal
'apprbach while others may deal with these issues in a more formal
manner. However within a single department there was often a common
line. This may be because lower level managers may, perhaps only uncon-
sciously, adopt the attitudes and individual management styles of their
superiors.

Thirdly the committee system tended to operate in a very uneven
fashion. Some of the committees in certain business areas would meet
regularly and perform a useful function. Others seemed to have fallen
into disuse, or become 'bogged down' in what appeared to the ouvtsider
to be very trivial issues. This variation in activity between the
areas was often closely connected with the individual management style
existing. Some managers encouraged these committees and thought them
worthwhile, others took a more pessimistic view of their usefulness.
However in many instances these committees were 1o an extent bypassed
by informal and ad hoc meetings designed to short—circurt the prccedure

and deal with specific problems.

It is apparent from the above analysis that individual styies of
management had a big influence on Industrial Relations 1n any business
area. However it is importart to note that these are only impostant

because they have been allowed to be so. Management structure in AP
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encourages differences between the business areas to emcrge. Considerabdle
emphasis is put on the line managér to solve his own problems. The -
Personnel Department plays a relatively minor role in day-to-day
Industrial Relations. Its role is confined %o dealing with issues

that go through procedure, any major disputes that emerge, and conducting
annual negotiations. Because of this individual styles of management
have been allowed to emerge. Overtime a manager can run his department
or éééa in largely the way he chooses. It is almost as if he is runniug
his own business. This gives the opportunity for long established
managers to build up their own 'empires' often enjoying substantial
autonomy.

The result of this division of resporsibility is a great deal of
inconsistency in Industrial Relations practice between the business
areas. For  the majority of issues Peréonnel will not be aware of
the actual decisions that are being made. They will only learn of
these if a dispute arises, or if there is a grievance concerning
inconsistency of treatment.

The emphasis on line management in AP contrasts with the

situation in WL. Heré as previously noted negotiations voth formal

and informal tend to take place at a high levcl. It was suggested to
me that this was a deliberafe policy followed by management. It appears
that management at plant and Divisional level have taken steps to

remove the variations below plant lavel as experiencecd in AP. Two
changes have been made. ‘First there was a reform of the payment

system. This now covers the whole plant, and involved a common job
evaluation programme. Second there has been an attempt to take away
some of junidf line management's discretién and raise this up to the

level of more senior management. The result of this is to centralise



108

even day-to-day issues at plant level in an attempt to achieve
consistency across the plant. One.consequence of this 1s that there
has been a change in the role of the Personnel Department . In
particular the Persomnnel Director plays a much more important role
in day-to—day Industrial Belationé than was the case in AP. He 1is
regularly invoived nct only with his colleagues, but also with convenors
and senior representatiﬁes on even routine matters.

The result of these changes is that a relatively " small number
of people in WL are‘in virtual cont£01 of tke business. For Industrial
Relations this has meant a separation between the shop floor where
most issues emerge, and the plant level where effective decisions are
made. This has caused some ill-feeling especially among junicr line
managers and shop stewards who are not involved in the decision making.
It should again be noted that this reorganisation was instigated by

- -Divisional intervention, and will be referred to below.

It is evident that in AP the plant is not the most important level
for routine Industrial Relations. The focus of activity tends to be
below this leading to variations and inconsistency of practice across
the business areas. In WL deliberate steps have been taken to’avoid
this with the rcsult that viftually all issues have to be referred to
plant level management.

The result in both AP and WL is that much union activity tends
to be based at or below the level of the blant - something which
management are very keen to emphasise and entrench. Shop.stewards
almost inevitably become embroiled in the mimite details of everyday
events. This is a consequence not only of the present day problems,
but also of the historical development of the two plants.

In the past the two plants enjoyed considerably more autonomy
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than they now possess. Both are old established companies. AP was
established in 1899 and was one of the founder companies of Tubes in

1919. 1In the early days it was joked that Tubes was a part of AP

rather than the other way around. WL has a similarly long history,

and both plants have been well known in the locality and the industry from
an early time. Each plant has been dom%nated in the past by a single
Vfamily. In the past the plants were run in an autocratic and paternalist
manné;: This meant that from the earliest times the employees have come
to identify strongly with the particular piant which they worked for.

In recent years Tubes has come to assert its control over the
plants far more than in the past. Hoﬁever this does not appear to
have had much influence on employee attitudes. In the main they have
maintained a plant based parochial point of view. This applies
particularly to those employees Who worked during the time of greater
autonomy. Often these employees look back on this time with reverence
and now resent the interference from Tubes. This feeling is accentuated
by the fact that many employees are still drawn from the immediate
1ocality{ In AP for example it is estimated that some 80% of employees
live within five miles of town.

Thus in both plants the inward looking attitudes are at least
partly a consequence of their own histories. WMany shop floor employees
may resent Tubes interference, but may, be unwilling to do anything to
challenge this. In both plants shop floor employees tend to be
dominated by their own department or business area. Very few will
identify with the plant as a whole. Identification with Division
and Tubes was even weaker. One cynical viewpoint suggested that
belonging to the Tubes grouvp was only important'ghen iyou want a
cheap push bike or cobker.'

Pérochial views of this kind werc much lcoss widespread with

senior managers. Movemen* between plants had tended to weaken
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attachment to any one plant, and increased identification with
Division or Tubes as a whole. This is in marked contrast to the
manual worker who may spend the whole of his werking life in a single
plant. Some managérs, usually the older ones, may have stayed with one
plant and worked their way up. The contrast of individual management
styles and attitudes between these older managers and younger more

mobile graduates was very marked.

A second factor which must be considered is the effect §n
Industrial Relations of interference from above the level of the
plant. In Tubes it is the Division Which has the biggest impact.
Tﬁo examples are quoted below which demonstrate this influence well.

First, Division has intervened to reorganise management
structure in both plants. Both AP and.WL have experienced changes
in the last fifteen years. The setting up of the business area
structure in AP in 1964 signalled the beginning of much greater
interference from Division. This increased intervention has
accompanied a decline in the financial performance of AP.

Divisional involvement in WL came slightly later and took a
Amore concrete form. Around twelve years ago a new mill was buillt
on the present site. This involved expenditure of around £10 million
much of which came from Divisional resources. Not only did Division
provide much of the money, but they also sent in a management team
for the commissioning phase. This event is oftven referred to as a
watershed in the history of WL. Many recent events are almost
automatically related to the coming of the 'new mill'. This 1s of
course nct necessarily the case since many of thé/changes may have

taken place anyway-.

However as noted above there were other changes. For example
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site level bargeining was strengthened when the Comprehensive Agreement
was reached in 1971. PFrom the shoﬁ floor point of view this change
represented a centralisation of previously fragmented bargaining.

For management this was seen as a policy of decentralisation as this

was combined with the move away from a sub-group of which WL was

previously a part.

.fThese:ekamples demonstrate two important points. First changes
in management structure seem to make changes in bargaining structure
inevitable. Second these plant based changes must be seen in the
context of greater Tubes involvement in plant affairs. To appreciate
the significance of this a brief historical explanation is required.

Tubes was formed around sixty years ago as a protective organis-—
ation. From that time it has expanded'both internally and externally.
Until relatively recently neithef the Group or Division has had much
influence over the plants. 1In many cases, as shown in AP and WL,
the running of the plants was left largely in the hands of a single
family, +ho may well have founded the company. However by the early
1960s the control of the original families began to weaken and many

of the plants had poor financial performance. At this point Tubes
began fo move in and assert greater central influence over the plants.
This may have been either by reorganising management structure, or by
providing additional investment funds. The increased cost of
investment meant that there were many benefits to be gained from a
central pool of funds. This was then allocated to the various plants
depending upon their requirements.

A minor but significant point concerns the building of a
corporate image by Tubes. This has been éupported by ar expensive
advertising campaign. All the plants have been renamed with the

17! initials preceding the company title. This appears to be primarily
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a marketing and public relations exercise. For example a product
which is well known abroad will be associated with other products
which are less well known simply by having at least part of a name
which is common.

Tubes has therefore heen forced to centralise its control over
its subsidiaries as competitive pressures have increased and managerial
expertise in the plants has declined. In the past when plants were
taken over no attempt was made to harmonise rates of pay and other
terms and conditions. Thus over time many differences have emerged
and become enlarged between plants. This has happened at the same
time as blant bargaining has become more formalised. The combination
of greater centralisation of control and more emphasis cn plant
bargaining has brought the inter-plant disparities into sharper focus.
This means that comparisons between plants on pay and conditions are

not only encouraged but made easier.

Second, Tubes may intervene directly but covertly in the affairs
of plants. This is especially the case when events in one plant may
have repurcussions for other plants. For example immediately prior tc
the research there was a strike in WL. Since this plant was 2
producer of material used in other Tubes plants the production loss
was exaggerated. It was suggested to me by the plan% convenors that
for a time plant management'was in control of ﬁhe situation. During
this early period other plants were not being seriocusiy affected.
However when the strike went into the sixth week Division was forced
to put pressure on WL management to settle as quiokly as possible.
However it is unlikely that WL manegeuent would have been made to
settle for fear of settinga precedent in the future.

As will be shown below this is only one of a number of ways in
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which Division intervenes in plant Industrial Relations. A similar
situation exists where concessions made in plant negotiations could

have implications for other plants.

This incre?sed Divisional involvement has not gone unnoticed by
the trade unions. The effect has been to encourage inter-plant activity
of various kinds. In some ways this is a questioning of the legitimacy
of giént mégégemeﬁt authority. Manual and white collar unions have
responded in different ways as shown below.

The manual unions have attemptzd to form a Combine Committee
based upén the Product Division of which both plants are a part.

Tﬁe strength of this combine varies, but it covers most of the plants
in the Division. It was emphasised by the Convenors that this Combine
does not seek division or group level bargaining on all issues, its
aims are far more modest. It is attempting to influence some decisions
not directly connected with Industrial Relations, e.g. investment
decisions, but which set the constraints within wkich Industrial
Relations operates. This combine is based upon WL, a fact not
unconnected with the high level of Divisional involvement in that
‘plant. The combine began on a highly informal basis in the intervening
time between the two periods of research in Tubes. Although neariy
all the plant convenors from the Division are involved, the Combine
does nct enjoy the support of the AUEW. Management in all the plants
have consistently refused to recognise the Comtine for any issue.
However this policy may actually strengthen the combine: +the
participants may feel that they are important enough to be igncred.
The combine is still in a highly informal stage; and vhis may actually
aid its effectiveness. All the coﬁvenors.are in contact Ly telephone,

and may hear of developmenis before plant maragement. Because of this
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plant managemept may use the convenors as information sources, although
not of course acknowledging the existence of the combine!

The combine has organised pioketing of a number of Divisional
plants when there was a dispute in a single plant. On the first
occasion this took nearly Six weéks to organise. The feeling amongst
management in the plants ﬁas that this would take six days next time.

Despite this example inter—plant contacts were used in the main
to improve the plant bargaining position. Tﬁis is for a variety
of reasons. Most 5f the problems %hat stewards face are at plant
level. The majority of employees have an inward looking and parochial
view: they have little concern for what happens outside their own
plant. Also there may be a distinct lack of common feeling between
plants in the same division - sométhing which management will
exaggerate if they can. Contacts may only be between convenors and
they mey not necessarily represent the views of the plant as a whole.
The result of these obstacles to inter-plant co—operation is that
management are able to maintain existing inter-plant differentials,
at least for manual workers.

For white collar workers there is a slightly different picture.
Much of this inter-plant activity is deliberately aimed at comparing .
terms and conditions betweeh plants. Certain staff unions, eg.

ASTMS and TASS have a high level of communication and contact
between the plants. This is usually in the form of circulating
information concerning regotiations and ﬁresent pay and terms and
conditions. Such information allows coercive comparisons to be made
between plants on a wide range of issues. In the main these are
confined to non-salary issues. Unlike manual jobs many white collar
jobs are not easily compared because no universal Jjob descriptions
apply. Therefore comparisons tend to be on issues such ac holidays,

sick pay and expenses allowances. This is either via straightforward
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comparisons, or via the provisions of Schedule 11 of the Employment
Protection Act. It will be shown below that as a consequence of these
comparisons Division employs a number of strict guidelines on issues
which are easily cémpared vetween plants.

This inter-plant activity stems largely from the union officers.
For example in ASTMS there is one Divisional Officer who has
responsibility for Tubes in the West Midlands. Also there is a
Nati;nal Adﬁisory.Committee which is designed to arrange meetings
to improve communications throughout the whole of Tubes. This
situation can be compared with manual unions. Here inter—plant
activity was dependent largely upon fhe activities of a small number
of plant convenors. Thisvmay explain why white collar representatives
in the plant do not make.the best -use of the information they have
available. They too are preoccupied with plant bargaining and have
little time for inter-plant issues. However potentially white collar
employees as a consequence of their better sources of information may

be able to improve their ability to make comparisons in the future.

As a consequence of divisional iuterference employece attitudes
are in something of a confused state. Firstly they have a plant
based loyalty resulting partly from their historical independence and
present day problems. But secondly they have suspicions about the
extent of Divisional interference leading to doubts about the
authority of plant manageme?t. This combination leadc to inter-plant

activity as unions attempt to challenge managerial authority.

Thigs discussion of manual and white collar unior activity has
been included to demonstrate the fecognifion at least of the role played
by Difision. Up until now this role has been described only in
piecemeal fashion with isolated examples. In the section which follows

a more systematic investigation is carried out.
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Management Control of Industrial Relations

The previous section analysed and described collective bargaining

as it takes place in practice. What follows is an outline of the

various ways in which Tubes managément seeks to regulate Industrial
Relations. Most of the coﬁtrol systems analysed are demonstrated by
reference to specific examples, many of which were mentioned in the
preceding discussion. Additionally two further aims are included.
First to show the rélationship betwéen’union activity and the process
of management control. Second to explain how the various control
systems used have evolved over time.

Initially a description of the management structure in Tubes is
built up. (Further details of which are given in Chapter Twc. )
This is then followed by an outline of the various control systems
‘used by management, including those not directly concerned with
Industrial Relations. Many of these control systems are supplements
ﬁo the bargaining structure, and are designed to support it, and cope

with the union reaction to it.

There are three effective levels of management structure in Tubes.
Group level management includes the main board directors who have
overall .responsibility for the long run performance of the business.
They have executive authority and are unlikely to be inveclved in short
run issues. Below them zre a series of ﬁivisions based upon similarity
of product. At this level there is functional responsibility for areas
such as investment, finance and personnel. Again this level is unlikely
to be concerned with day-to-day matters. Formally it provides a service
for the plants within the livision and co-ordinates their activities

where necessary. The third level is plant management with each plant
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having a slightly different structure. In AP there are five business
areas with various central servioés. Perscnnel here playé a relatively
minor role in day-to-day matters, these being left in the main to line
management. Management §tructure is far more centralised within WL.
There 1s a small group of directors who effectively run the plant.

The Personnel Direqtor is included amongst these and he plays a

significant role in the overall control of plant activities.

This description only really provides a skeleton of the management
control systems employed by Tubes. It is essential to look at
management control in action so that some flesh can be added to these
bones. Beneath the structural surface the influence cf the wvarious
19ve1s of control is in reality quite different to that expected.
Particular attention w%ll be given to the influence of Division over
plant Industrial Relations. However before looking at these control

systems in detail their development can briefly be described.

The management structure described above hés developed over time
in response to a number of pressurss. The growth in size of Tubes
in terms of number of plants and diversification meant that no single
control system was feasible. It was essential that some division of
labour and specialisation took place; this led to the setting up of
the product divisions. These developments can be discerned by
looking at the shape of the organisation chart in Annual Reports
from Tubes. However no sooner had this specialised structure been
set up than centralised control over investment became necessary
because of the cost of finance. Previously autonomous plants came
more and more under the control of Divisional Boards.

Trade unions were not nnaware of these developments. Two
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changes in their behaviour were evident which together produced an
increase in inter- plant activity; First the disparaties between
plants became more evident, and this encouraged coercive comparisons
or 'leap—frogging'; Second doubts were expressed about plant managements
authority, particularly when investments decisions were bein% obviously
made at Divisional level. Manual unions have displayed the latter
form of behaviour and white collar the former.

y}Tubeéihanagement responded to this activity in a number of ways
which are explored below. Basically they attempted to reduce the
potential for leap frogging and to protect the autonomy of plant
management. Inter—plant activity threatened to undermine the 'sacred
cow' of plant autonomy and management were not prepared to allow this.

Many of the control systems described below were purely ad hoc

and reactive to union activity. It w&uld be wrong to attach too
much forethought or planning to management's actions. Often the
controls are short lived simply to regulate a certain union activity
which may last only several weeks. Each change of activity being
referred to by management as the 'Tlavour of thevmonth.' Other more

long run changes may result in structural changes by management.

(2) Industrial Relations Control Systems

Divisional management operates a number of contrel systems which
support the plant bargaining structure.

First Division provides a number Qf services to the plants.
These include the provision of specialised information, advice on
various matters and technical assiétance,‘for example on legal
probleﬁs.

Of particular importance during the period of research was the
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help given by Division to plants when preparing subtmission to the CAC
under the Schedule 11 provisions §f the Employment Protection Act.
Tubes had been subject to a barrage of these claims from ASTMS and TASS
on non-salary issues.1 Bach claim was presqnted for a specific group
of workers in different plants. Plant management often became engaged
in the time consuming process of gathering information concerning terms
and conditions in the local areas. The Divisional Per<onnel Department
provided a good deal of help and advice. In fact because of the

number of claims faced by Tubes Divisional management became very
experienced in presenting their claims. Often they were particularly
concerned about the repercussions tor other Tubes plants when using

a certain set of arguments in support of a claim. They were wary of
settiqg a precedent that could be used elsewhere.

The second Divisional influence in this area was very much a
consequence of the Schedule 11 claims noted above. In a numker of
specific areas Division lays down policies and guidelines. Policy
statements tended to be concerned with minima. For example there
was a requirement that worker participation committees were set up
in all plants by a specific date. Although this was apparently a
new departure for Tuﬂes, this could signal the beginning of a trend.

Of greater significance to the present discussions are the
guidelines that are laid down. Scme of these guidelines were very
restrictive with very little room for plant management to manoeuvre,
while others were much looser. It appeared that it was those
issues which were most easily compared between plants which were the
most highly restricted. For example holiday entitlement, sick vay

and expenses are easily compared between plants. These are of course

1 TASS and ASTMS had used this tactic because of Tubes' refusal
to negotiate formally over these issues at divisional level.
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the very issues which the white collar unions were comparing with
Schedgle 11 claims. Eventually as a result of these guidelines and
union activity these conditions became uniform throughout the
Division. For other issues which were much more difficult to ccmpare
the guidelines were much weaker. TFor example the level of annual
settlement was often left to plant management. It is true to say
that with pay policy being eﬁforced during the research period strict
guidelines from Division were not required. Plant management would
simply negotiate the best figure it could given its own particular
cirbumstances. This practice tended to emphasise to employees that
as far as the major terms and conditions were concerned each plant
was autonomous. These issues provided management with an opportunity
to display their freedom from restfictions, something which they
rarely failed to take advantage of. In some respects this autonomy
was quite genuine. However in other respects this was nothing more
than an illusion. The exercise of selective guidelines was accurately
summed up by one Industrial Relations manager. He said that he cculd
negotiate a phoney productivity deal in his plant at considerabie
expense. However he dare not add one penny to the mileage allowance
of his sales representatives. One issue was specific to his plant,
whereas the other would have repurcussive effects on other plants.
Third, Division maintains very close contact with all of its
plants. Information, statistics and gossip are continually being
exchanged between the plants and Division. Regular ccatact is
maintained by telephone. Industrial Relations matters will be
discussed along with a whole variety of issues, some concerned with
the performance of the plant, others not. Theré/may also be visits

to and from Division and a whole variety of meetings and conferences

will be arranged.
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A good example of this exchange of information was provided by
the strike at WL. Divisional management were kept in constant touch
with the developments in the plant. Similarly nlant management were

kept informed of the effeci the strike was having on other plants.

The three control systems described above are to an extent ad hoc
in naturety They are_esseﬂtiaily reactive, designed to regulate short
runui;adeﬁﬁhibn activity. Because of this they are likely to change
in response to changes in union activity. However although they may
alter in detail it ig likely that they will Qot change in principle.
Their basic function is to support the bargaining structure by
regplating reactions to that stfuoture. Controls such as these are
required because of management's insistence on plant bargaining,

despite having increasingly centralised control in other areas.

(b) Personnel Control Systems

The control systems now examined are somewhat less of an
immediate reaction to union activity. Rather they appear to be
part of a deliberate policy on the part of Division of attempting
to control the activity of individual managers in the plants. These
control systems are often in addition to those described above and
may be used in ooﬁbination with them. In the main they tend to be
covert, and subtle, but nore the less effective.

These control systems will be termed 'functional' cr 'Personnel!
control systems. They involve primarily controi/whioh Division
exercises oﬁer the recruitment, séleotion; training, promction and

movement of managers. The increased resources devoted to these
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controls are a good indicztor of the expanded significance attached
to Industrial Relations in Tubes.

Recruitment and sele;tion of senior managers and graduates is
controlled by Division. The 'best' candidates as defined by Tibes
can be selected against a common scale. Qraduates in particular are
carefully chosecn, and theﬁ\placed on the management development
programme .

Tubes also has a central training establishment which serves all
the plants in the gfoup. A Variety;of oourses are offered from
short courses for foremen to more sophisticated executive development
programmes. While these did not take the form of attempts to
'brainwash' managers, these courses were designed to improve
management skills and to improve identification with the group or
division.

Division also maintains control over the promotion of managers .
This control exists because Divisions have a series of rewards and
sanctions which are essentially individually based. It must be
emphesised that these are only attempts to influénoe managerial
behaviour. While some managers may wish to tow the line, others may
choose to ignore these controls. However any manager who did this
and broke Divisional policy WOuld be severely dealt with; In order
to preserve the effect of this control Division maintained a record
of the perfo;mance and personal characteristics of senior managers.
This was often used in conjunction with fhe policy of encouraging
mobility of management between the plants.

This policy was most marked with Directors. Since they were
employed centrally by Tubes it was relatively easy to move them from
one plant to another. For example if a vacancy should occur in a

plant which demanded special qualities then it is likely that Division
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would have a man ready to fit that role. If a plant was performing
badly additional finance and markéting directors may be Prought in.

This movement not only created a reserve of widely experienced
specialised directbrs, but also encouraged the development of personal
links between these directors. These would form the basis of an
informal network of contacts which is useful for advice and gaining
information. Company figures relating to the movement of managers
revgaled thé following trends. The mobility of directors into and

out of one plant doubled to 14% between the periods 1965_70 and 1270-75,
whereas those promoted internally remained.steady at 12%.

Movement among senior managers Was-also quite common. In both
piants frequent references were made to the high 'labour turnover' of
these managers . This would often- contrast sharply with the long term
attachment of shop floor employees to.a single plant. Management
generally were in fact seen as é 'Divisional resouroe.'1 Although
managers could not be forced to move all kinds of 'moral suasion’
could be applied. In some cases the only way to gain promotion was
to move between plants. Some managers, especially graduates would
move quite regularly between plants. Xach plant presenting an

| opportunity to broaden their experience. When asked which plants
they had worked for some graduates would rattle off a whole list of
plants often in different divisions. Often they had some element ci
choice as to.where they worked. |

Company figures show that for one plant between 1965-70 and
1970-75 the number of senior managers promoted internally fell by
around a quarter, whereas the number promoted from within Tubes

increased from 1% to 5%. These figures demonstrate a Tubes policy

1 The consequences of this for managerial unionisation are considered
in Part III.
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statement on this subject, this stated that 'companies should be
encouraged to look for alternative applicants using the sources
indicated unless there is an outstanding candidate internally!'.
These sources include a ccntral register of managers giving details
of those suitable for promotion derived from a management audit.

It should be stressed that only rarely would these highly mobile
managers be employed in Industrial Relations. This was usually left
to ébmeonékﬁith'éénsiderable experience of the plant itself. However
this did not mean that those employed in line management failed to
come into contact with shop stewards. In fact the Tubes graduate
became notorious in his dealings with union representatives.

Three important pcints need $0 be made concerning these control
sygtems. |

First it is important to néte that these two sets of control
systems can be used in combination. For example the Industrial
Relations controls could be strengthened by the potential use of
Peréonnel control sYstemEf If a manager failed to adhere to a
guideline and this resulted in leap-frogging across the plants then
Ahis'promotion prospects may éuffer. Alternatively if a plant manager
broke with Divisional policy causing a dispute he may not be given
similar responsibility in the future, and be 'put out to grass.'

Second this combination of control systems may mean that an
individual manager may have two bosses. He will be responsible to
his immediate superior in the plant, as well as being subject to
some form of Divisional control. If there is a clash of interest
between these two bosses the manager may have t0 chooce between which
of the two he keeps satisfied. In.the exfreme thé manager may serve

the maﬁager whom he feels has the biggest influence over his future

career prospects.
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Finally there is the concern for individual management style by
Tubes. It appears that Tubes have recognised the potential influence
.of this and attempt to achieve some consistency of styles via its
training programmes. This will 6f course oply be an attempt, for
there are many obstacles to achiéving this. However the impact of
a new manager joining an eétablished structure can be quite marked.
This would not only influence.day—to;day events, but also more generally
affect the style, pace and atmosphere which hé created around him.
This may be especially impoftant where there are a relatively small
number of Directors as in WL. A change of management such as this
may take place if financial results are poor (as in AP) or if there

is new investment (as in WL).

(c) Non-IR Control Systems

This term refers‘to control systemé which are not directly
concerned with Ipdustrial Relations such as finance and production.
However these control systems may influence Industrial Relations by
setting a series of internal constraints which must be operated
within. It appears that these control systems are becoming increas-
ingly centralised in Tubes. For example the benefits of economies
of scale mean that there is an increaéing integration of production.
Also the increasihg cost of capital means that investment funds are
centrally pocled. A numbervof specific control systems are recognised.

rirst there are financial control systems. Accounts are kept
for each of the Tubes plants allowing Divisionaixmanagemegt to keep

a close watch on performance. Figures for each separate plant are

not published. It appears that the extent of Divisional interference
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1s connected with the financial performance of the plant . .Thus when

a plant was performing poorly the aegree of interference was increased.
Although any plant in this situation would be under many pressures in
any case, that from Division constitutes another one. The difference
here is that Division can provide assistance if necessary. In thii
way 1t is conforming to the traditional role assigred to divisional
organisations in multi-plant groups. During the research AP at one
time made féans to Division, and at other times received money from
Divigion.

The éeoond important control system is the allocation of
investment funds. Division has a reserve of funds which it can use for
investment. These are on a scale which would not normally be available
to a single plant. However the situation is not quite as simple as
itAwould appear. Fugds are often alloéated on the basis of past and
present performance. Particular'areas for investment are identified
and funds are channelled in that direction. These funds can not only
be used to improve future performance, but can also be used to
encourage- improvements in present performance. Therefore to an extent
plants are in competition for these scarce resources. Some plants may
be star&ed of funds, while others may benefit, simply on the basis
of present pefformance. Funds are not only allocated in.the U.K.
but overseas as well, and Tubes may choose to invest abroad rather
than at home. Thus far from teing the 'behevolent uncle' that its
public relations material would suggest, Tukes uses its investment
decisions as a mechanism of control.

One further consequence of Division control over investment
was mentioned in an earlier section. Divisiqn provided much of the
money to build the new mill at WL. This not only had a tig influence

on Industrial Relations at the tiwe, but its effects can still be
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recognised at present. Thke Combine Committee aimed at influencing
investment decisions in Tubes was 5ased at WL.. This was prcbably
because the employees in that plant had experienced at first hand the
inflvence of Divisional control. Therefore the exercise of Divis?onal
Control systems such as those described in this secton may promote

union activity, which must then be regulated by more controls.

To recap very briefly three different types of control systems are
evident in Tubes. first there are industriel Relations control systems
which appear dependent on union activity and hence are largely ad hoc
in nature. These are aimed at preventing effective co-operation by
unions between plants. They include the provision of services, the
communication of information and the selective use of guidelines.

Second there are controls over individual managers and include
control over recruitment, selection, training, promotion and
movement of managers. Because of their individual nature the effect
of these control systems is very difficult %o ascertain. However it
is likely when they are used in combination with the previous control
systems that their influence will be enhanced.

Finally there are 'non-IR' control systeﬁs concerned with finence
and investment. These are aimed more at regulating plant performance
as a whole. However for unions these may constitute crude displays of
Divisional interference in plant affairs. This may lead shop stewards
to question where effective decisions on a whole range of issues are
being made, and to possibly challenge plant management authority. IT

this results in inter—plant activity this may require the Industriail

Relations controls noted initially. -
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Conclusion

The major features of Industrial Relations in Tubes can be
usefully summarised at this point. This will enable later chapiers

to make comparisons with these initial hypotheses.

Three features have been stressed: collective bargaining in
practice; union inter-plant activ&ty; the management control

process. Each of these is recalled in turn below.

Two characteristics of bargaining in practice were stressed.
First the variations in practice below the level of the plant.

Second the inter—plant activity of the shop stewards.

The variations within a plant indicate that an understanding
based upon formal level of bargaining alone may give undue
significance to that level.

These variations were particularly noticeable in AP where the
business area structure existed. Informally many issues were
dealt with at the business area level rather than at plant level.
Personnel would rarely be involved in day-to-day issues: these
were settled by the lipe management and the stewards concerned.
Each business area tended to develop its own culture and traditions.
This was dependent not only upon the different products, but also

on individuvual management styles.

Within WL plant level management had taken deliberate steps
to prevent this kind of activity. Although largely successful this

had resulted in a majority of issues becoming 'plant' rather than

'department' or 'shop floor issues'.
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In this case therefore formal agreements over emphasise the
significance of the plant level bargaining. In practice the agreements
provide the background against which departmental actions and traditions
are developed. The formal level of bargaining providea a poor guide
to the conduct of day-to-day Indusirial Relations. An analysis of
informal bargaining over a range of issues reveals bargaining taking

place at a number of levels.

In many féSpects the shop stewards and other union members were
ver& parochial and inward looking. This was no doubt emphasised by the
plant level bargaining. Certainly the members would often only consider
themselves as part'of a department, rather than a plant, let alone
a major engineeringAgroup. | |

However maﬁy shop stewards were suspicious of the role played
by the Division in Industrial Relations. Although lacking clear
cut evidence they suspected some form of covert involvement by
Division in plant affairs. They were also aware of the inter-plant
differentials on pay and terms and cond}tions. The combination of
these two factors was to encourage inter-plant activity.

Attitudes within both AP and WL were a confused mixture of

plant based parochialism and division based inter-plant activity.

A variety of control systems were used by management when
seeking their goal of control. These were a mixture of the formal
and overt structures and the informal covert controls. As a
consequence DivisioQVplayed a much more signlficaﬁt role in Industrial

v
Relations than was evident from an examination of management structure

alone.

Many of the controls used were to support the bargaining structure.



130

Often these were a direct response to some form of union inter-plant
activity. There was therefore little concious planning or strategy
behind many of these controls. They were obviously only temporary
in nature and designed to counter the particular inter-plant activity
of the time. The controls were a result of the thrust and.counter—

thrust between management and unions.

Q?Kn aWéreness‘of the significance of all the control systems used
by management leads to one conclusion: that an analysis based upon
bargaining structure and management structure alone is likely to be
partial and superficial. This tends to concentrate upon the more
oﬁvious and visible elements of the management control process. A
more comprehensive picture of management control is possible by
considering all the control systems eﬁployed.

In some ways an examination of formal structures may under-
estimate the degree of decentralisation, while in other respects
it may undervalué the centralised oontrél. To an extent therefore
for some issues one can speak °f an 'illusion of plant autonomy'.
In ofher words on certain issues the plants are not quite as
autonomous as they appear. Despite this the image of comprehensive
plant autonomy is emphasised either in an attempt to limit union

inter-plant activity or for public relations reasons.

It is evident that management is in a far more flexible position
than the structural picture would suggest. Day-to-day issues are
settled on the shop floor giving an exaggerated element of de-
centralisation. Divisional involvement in plaﬁf/affairs allows a
degree of céntralised control to Be exeréised. This is therefore

something of a compromise position and the result of various conflicting
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pressures placed upon management.

On the one hand there are deﬁands for a degree of shop floor
~or plant autonomy. While on the other there are pressures for a
more centralised form of control. The former demands may come from
both shop stewards and plant manégers. While the latter may be a

consequence of the inoreaéing cost of capital and the need to pool

specialised resources.

Tubes presentéd a confused ana ambiguous picture of the

~ management control process. Some issues are plant based, others
are department issues, while still others may be subject to
divisional authority. This may be a flexible compromise position
for management, but it also encourages inter—-plant union activity.
Shop stewards question which level of management actually has
authority for the majority of issues. The shop stewards are
inhibited from pursuing ‘their questioning too far because of a lack
of support and a preoccupation with plaﬁt based issués. These
obstacles are themselves a result of the plant based bargaining

structure.:

Having discussed the evidence from Tubes the question to be
asked is to what extent these observations are unique. Future cases
will make comparisons with these initial findings in order to answer
thesz questions. Contrasts and Comparis6n;will be made in the same
three areas as explored here: bargaining in practice; union activity;

and the management control process.



CHAPTER FIVE : GEC

This chapter examines an organisation with a highly decentralised
structure of management and bargaining. Twec plants are studied in
detail in this group : TC and MC. This case study has two specific
aims. Firsﬁ to make a number of comparisons and contrasts with the
| original observations in Tubes. Second to examine different management
and bargaining structures from those of Tubes in order to broaden the
analysis. It will be demonstrated that although the details of this
case are very different from those of Tubes many of the same principles
apply. One difference which is important is that in this case manage-
ment appear to have much greater éontrol over inter-plant activity -

some possible reasons for this are considereda throughout the aralysis.

The plan of the previous chapter is repeated here. First
bargaining in practice is examined, followed by an investigation into
the atteﬁpts by management to contrdl this.

Following the initial examination of bargaining structure
variations in the conduct of Industrial Relations below the level
of the plant are studied. It is discovered that in some respects
the bargaining level actually underesfimates the extent of de-
centralisation which exists. However overall the bargaining structure
is effective in restricting union activity to within the plant. The

history of the plants and management style are both imporiant in

accounting for this.

LS

Secondly the managerial attempts at controlling plent bargaining
are examined. Briefly, these coutrol systems are very different

from those used in Tubes. The emphacis in this case is much more on

132
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non-IR control systems. Industrial Relations managemenyv either has
to work within constraints set by these control systems, or is

directly influenced by them.

It will be apparent that management in this case plays relatively
little attention to Industrial Relations. However despite, or perhaps
because of this, management céntrol over inter-plant activity is
gre;fer théﬁ‘in}Tﬁbes. Also paradoxically management occupy an
extreme structural position, but they appear to have greater flexibility
of action than in Tubes. These apparent contradictions are explained

during the course of the chapter.

Collective Bargaining in Practice

This section looks firstly in scme detail at the bargaining
structure in the two plants (further information is available in
Chapter Two.) Following this collective bargaining in practice is
examined. Overall the fragmented and informal nature of bargaining
in both plants is stressed. This is then related to management

attitudes towards Industrial Relations and union activity.

As noted previously the vast majority of issues in TC and MC
are negotiated at, or below the level of the plant. Cnly pensions
are settled at group.level.

Bargaining in TC is complicated by the fact thaththe plant
controls a number of factories throughout the édﬁntry. This research
concerns oniy those plants in the'Coventfy area. There are four
factofies in this area and for annual negotiations on pay and terms

and conditions they bargain together. This is referred tolas
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'location bargaining'. 1In other areas where there are a number of
plantg together similar practices have developed.

Across the Coventry factories there are very few written
agreements or'formal negotiations. Each bargaining unit, e.g.
representing foremen in one factory, makes a éeparate claim and
agreement with the central Persomnel Department. This results in
considerable duplication. The majority of issues are bargained over
informally at factory or department level. For example the existence
of a primitive piecework system means that many values are negotiated
on the shop floor.

Bargaining in MC takes a very similar form. Although in this
case there are some formal negotiations covering pay and terms and
conditions. These resulting agreements affect not only MC, but also
three other factories which are on the same site. VThese facteries
belong to other GEC organisations, but their work is totally uncor-
ected with MC. However for formal bargéining purposes the site 1is
dealt with as a whole. These negotiations are conducted with the
manual unions on a joint basis, and with the white collar unions
separately. In fact negotiations can take place with small groups
within each white collar union.

A similar structure of bargaining exists in both plants: a
relatively small number of issues negotiated formally at plant level,
with the majority of issues informally agreed at shop floor or
departmental level.

The nature of bargaining in practice will now be explored in

greater detail.

It has been noted above that a limited amount of formal
bargaining on pay and terms and conditions takes place across the

four Coventry factories of TC. Most commonly this invclves convenors
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(or Senior Staff Representatives) from each of the factories and three
members from the Personnel Department. Claims are based on bargaining
‘units below plant level and are separately negotiated. To an extent
management had little choice but to adopt this structure. In the
past the factories in the local érea tended to méke comparisons on
pay leading to leap—froggihg. In order to avoid this as much as
possible management varied thé level of negotiations on issues that
were being compared to cover all the factdrieé. Inter-factory
comparison 1is now éuch less prevalent. Convenors wish to maintain
their own autonomy, and will only make comparisons when it improves
their factory bargaining position.
Aside from pay and terms and conditions nearly all other issues
are neg;tiated at factory or shop floor level. Two important issues
settled below plant level are piecework values and work practices.
' Piecework values are usually negotiated between an individual, or
small group of employees and the rate fiier. The Personnel Department
Lgtressed that they had very little involvement in piecework bargaining:
this was the prerogative of line management. 1In particular Personnel
were very reluctant to put piecework disputes into procedure.
Consequently most piecework prices were settled on the shop floor.
This of course led to an enofmous number of variations in standards
between: the factories. In fact this inconsistency seemed to be a
deliberate aim of shop stewards in the factories.1 They were proud
of achieving and maintaining inter—facto?y differentials. There was
therefore to some degree competition between the factcries to gain
what factory based improvements they could. These variations in

gains seemed to be linked with shop steward baféaining expertise and

1 This may also have been a deliberate aim of management to
focus activity at below the level of the plant.
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differences in line management attitudes.

A similar situation existed with work practices. These were
often negotiated, or more likely had érown up vver a long period in
each of the factories. Personnel management were rarely involved in
negotiations over these issues, and would in many cases be quite
unaware of many of them. There was no attempt at standardisation
acrossvthe”four factories. In fact given the small size of the
Peré;nneiigéﬁartment, and the limited resources given to Industrial
Relations this would probably prove to be an impossible task. All
Personnel Management can hope to do is to eliminate the grosser
anomalies that exist. |

Many of these differences in custom and practice between the
factories were not seen as fit suﬂjecﬁs for comparison by shop
stewards. Thesé informal understandings and traditions were seen
to be highly specific to each factory, and aside from basic terms
and conditions issues stewards adopted a highly parochial point of
view. In many instances the stewards would try to negotiate the
greatest.number of concessions for their own factory, and not be toc
concerned about what was taking place elsewhere. Indeed there was
often an element of rivalry between the stewards as they attempted
to maintain existing inter-factory differentials. This was particularly
true of the convenors and senior stewards. The hierarchical position
of these representatives was often in doubt, and this only encouraged
their competitiveness. It is difficult to say whether this was a
deliberate policy of 'divide and rule' on the part of management.
More likely it was simply a consequence of the managerial neglect of
Industrial Relationg and fhe previous history éf/the factories.

In the past the four factories were far more isolatea than they
ncw are. One factory has only recently come under TC control. During

the time before this a wrole range of agreements were negotiated and
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customs and practices developed which were quite independent of the
other TC factories in Coventry. ﬁespite coming under TC control this
factory tries to maintain its autonomy and-distinctiveness. The
employees like to think of themselves as a little bit separate from
the other TC factories. Consequently the stewards resolutely defend
the gains they have made in the past.

These differentials betwéen Tactories haye been maintained partly
because of the lack of contact between employees in the different
factories. Although there were contacts between managers, there was
relatively little communication between manual employees. This was
despite the fact that the factories were only two or three miles apart.

Management negotiates at plant level only over those issues which
are suﬁjeot to parity claims, in the main pay and terms and conditions
issues. Almost all other issues are settled informally at department
or- shop floor level. The majority of union activity is concentrated
at or below the level of the plant. In effect this makes inter-factory
parity claims very aifficult to make, even if there was the desire to
do so. Management are of course quite happy for this situation to
continue. This policy is effectively one of non-involvement. Most
routine problems are dealt with by line management; Personnel are only
brought in to deal with potential disputes. This is '"fire fighting'
at its most basic, and is a consequence of the emphasis placed upon
managerial autonomy and financial performance by GEC. The highly
derivative role that Personnel plays under this system seems to
produce very few inter-factory parity claims. One might suggest that
by giving little attention to Industrial Relations fewer problems
emerge than if greater attention is given. It is almost as 1f
having a large Personnel Department actually generates problems.

' This is very much the situation in MC. Here bargaining takes

place across a cingle site which includes other factories not directly
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under MC's control apart from Indqstrial Relations matters. As
previously noted bargaining is slightly more formalised thoa in TC,
however the majority of issues are still settled informally at shop
floor level. Again many of these issues involve piecework bargaining
and work practices. |

If anything the payment'system at MC is even more confused and
complicated than in TC. There are a variety of piecework-systems in
operation, thever cnly a relative}y small nﬁmber of workers are on
'active' piecework. The rates of the majority of workers are tied to
these earnings via their rates. Personnel management is rarely
involved in the shop floor piecework bargaining, and hence many
variations exist between the different departments. This inevitably
allows all kinds of abuses tc deveiop, from bending the rules to
outright fiddles. Work practices highly specific to each department
have been developed often without Personnel's knowledge. These have
emerged for a number of reasons. |

First the four factories on the site are engaged in very difrferent
operations. Two produce heavy engineering goods, another electrical
products, and the fourth is a service organisation. Each of these
has a very different history and set of present demands, yet they are
all covered by the same agreements.

Se¢ond many of the people employed on the site had different
backgrounds. Some had recently been moved there because of the
reorganisation following the merger. Others had been employed since
the war, and had experienced several changes of ownership. There was

a contrast between the individual management styles of these different

/
factories.

Finally there was little contact betweern the different factories

despite being cn the same site. This was partly a functica of the
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size of the site (around 180 acres) and also because of the
different operations carried out in each factory. Even between
middle management there were very few contacts between the different
factories.

This situation is similar to that in AP. But in that case
there was far more of a feeling of being part of a plant rather than
being a single department. Comparatively speaking Personnel played
an even smaller role here than in AP. One further contrast was
the desire to make inter—plant comparisons. Stewards in MC (as well
as TC) had almost no contacts with other GEC plants. Even thoug:
there was another GEC plant only a mile away from MC there was no
contact at all. The stewards had no knowledge of what these other
GEC employees were earning. Thus in these plants stewards wére even
more inward 1ooking than in the Tubes plants. This seems to be
partly a consequence of the lack of identification with the plant

and the concentration of union activity at shop flcor level.

The following section looks at the management control of

Industrial Relations which has served to create this situation.
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Mznagement Control of Industrial Relations

Around one hundred and fifty people are employed at Group Head
Office, and a variety of functions are represented. These inclule
accounting, secretarial, legal, overseas, publicity and Personnel.
There are very few organisation charts, theose that did exist appeared
to be for accounting purposes. In fact GEC appears to be the classic
decentralised organisation with the plants enjoying a considerable
degree of autonomy, and the group acting as a banker. This coincides
very much with the professed philosophy of the group. Great stress
is placéd upon individual managemert and plant autonomy.

The small size of the central group management (there are only
around twenty members) is reflected in the Centresl Persconnel
Organisation. Approximately twelve people are employed with three
Industrial Relations specialists. Overall it appears that very litile
emphasis is put on this function within the group as a whole. For
example there is no Persomnnel Director on the main board of GEC.

This seems to be a consequence of the managerial philosophy whicn

attempts to eliminate any 'non-essential! members of the organisation.

Both plants are part of a loosely held together Divisional
structures. TC has a number of other factories in different parts of”
the country. MC is at the head of a Division which includes othexr
plants which are for most purposes autonomous (there are some twelve
plants in total). It must be stressed that this is not the kind of
formal Divisional structure as found in Tubes. Although these were
Divisional boards which met occasionally it will/ﬁe shown below that
they have a much lower degree of influence than in the previous case.

In particular their infiuence on Industrial Relations was

negligible. Although each of these Divisions had a Personnel Directio:
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they were very rarely concerned with plant based matters. Instead

they adopted the wider role of monitoring Industrial Relations
.developments in their plants. This information would then be fed to
the Group Managing Director. Occasionally they would become involved
in a plant dispute, but this then‘only took the form of giving advice.
In general they had lese links with Persornel Managers in the different
plants, from whom they gained a great deal of informal information.
Links of this kind.rarely influencg day—to;da& Industrial Relations.
Certainly from the union viewpoint contacts of this kind were
Virtually-'invisible.' |

All these links are characteristic of the GEC phiiosophy of
extreme decentralisation. In many instances, and for Industrial
Relations in partioulér this autonbmy is quite genuine. However as
will be shown below plant management had freedom to act, but this was
within very tight financial constraints. As previously noted union
activity seems to have been influenced by this. Certainly even in
comparison with Tubes both manual and white collar activity between
plants was very limited. This means that management in GEC are less
concerned about controlling this inter-plant activity. As will be
shown they require very few of the ad hoc informal controls used by
Tubes.

In both plants Personnel play a minor role in the day-to-day
matters. Their task seems to be confined to annual negotiations and to
problem solving. Management structure within the plants is de-centralised.
Within TC for eiample there are four product groupings within a single
plant. These are highly specialised, and operate quite autonomously
from the other groupings on routine matters. Eé;h has its own
accounts and financial controls. Management in these groupings is

responsible for the development, engineering, manufacture and marketing
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of its products. A number of functions are provided at plant level
inclu@ing Personnel, Traininrg, Finance, Commerce and Research.

In MC there is a similarly high degree of decentralisation within
the plant. In general the line managers have a great deal of antonomy
and are held responsible for the performance of their own department.

When the management structure of GEC is examined in more detail
a number of anomalies arise. .First not only.is centrzl management
very small but there is an almost complete lack of organisation charts.
However this does not prevent the centre being in very close contact
with a number of plant managing directors. ©Second the Group Managing
Director has a very strong image and a well publicised philosophy.

Yet this is a philosophy which stresses delegation of control and
plant autonomy. Finally althoughnfinancial control is seen as crucial,
accounts are published only for the group as a whole and not for
individual plants.

These and other anomalies prompted %he management control Trom
the centre over individual plants to be eiamined in detail.

Briefly it is argued that on certain specific occasions group
management is far more influential than it immediately appears. On
these occasions management structure under estimates the degree of
central control. Initially Industrial Relations and Personnel controls
are examined, although it will be found that these are of only minor
significance. Far more importance is attached to the role of
tnon-IR' and in particular financial control systems. The development
of these control systems is demonstrated by reference to the

historical growth of GEC.
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L@) Industrial Relations Control Systems

Industrial Relations control systems in GEC play a minor role
in central control-over the plants. However a number of areas can be
mentioned: the provision of services; setting of policies; and inter-
vention in disputes. One possible reason for the ilimited extent of
these controls is the very réstricted amount of inter-plant union
acfEQityﬁﬁifh which management is confrorted. Compared with Tubes
1t seems that the bargaining structure gives greater control over
union activity.

First the provision of services within GEC can take a numter of
férms. The group may provide specialist advice and technical
assistance on parficular problems. This will also include legal
édvice. Also the group may examine séme of the practices within
individual firms. For example during the research Group Management
was undertaking a survey of self financing agreements used in the
plants.

The Group also monitors other routine information from the
plants, for example the impact of changes in the National Engineering
| Agreement. Not all information collected will be through such formal
channels, in addition plant managing directors may communicate
information between one another. If a major problem.arises centact
is likely to take this form.

The degree of influence that the centre attempteld to exercise
over the plants in this way varied. Often this seemed to be
connected with the grcup's estimaticn of the importance of the plant,
and their knowledge of the Managing Director iﬁ’&uestion. Central
management ére very keen tc stresé that fhe plants do not have to get
permiésion to do anything, yet they have to keep Group management

jnformed. Obviously there is an element of playing with words here.
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For example the word 'advice! can have a variety of meanings. It is
often difficult to distinguish between keeping the group irformed and
getting permission. In practice the Managing Directors and senior
managers are not going to do anything that will make them appear in
a bad light to Group Management.‘ Hence there is an expectation that
the centre will be consultéd'on ma jor decisions, and hence a kind of
negative permission exists here.‘ For example even GEC Managing
Directors are aware that they cannot make majér changes in the terms
of employment such as the length of the working week. Although the
plants have the ability to make such changes they realise that even
in GEC comparisons would be made between plants.

Second, GEC issues a small number of policies and guidélines.
Group management expects some vague overall consistency on matiers
such as thé recognition of shop stewards. But as noted above they
are quite willing to allow many differences in detail to emerge
between the plants, and in fact may indirectly encourage these. 1%t
may be that this encouragement strengthens employee identification
with their own plant.

Thus there are none of the guidelines of the kind seen previcusly
in Tubes. This is probably because of the lack of union, particularly
white collar, comparisons befween plants. As will be shown below the
constraints for Industrial Relations management tend to come from
other sources. The very tight financial controls mean that plant
management have to do everything possiblé to reduce costs. Guideilnes
are therefore indirectly set, because any sudden increase in wage
costs would be monitored and then investigated by Group management.
Therefore plant management in this case are not at all concerned
about small increases in non-salary items as management are in Tubes.

However the stringency of financial control systems means that a
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phoney productivity deal such as is permissible in Tubes is out of
the question in GEC. |

Thirdly there is Group management intervention in plant disputes.
In theory at least the plants were supposed to report every disovute
that occurs to Group management. Obviously not all disputes are
serious enough to be reported, but the main ones are probably recorded.
Each week the Industrial Relatiohs speciglists at Groun level compiles
an 'Industrial Relations Inaction Report.! This summarises the positions
of various disputes within GEC. Often these will be discussed in
detail by Group management. The plant managing Directors may be
contacted tovexplain the situation in greater detail. If the dispute
persists, or 1s felt to be serious then a meeting may be calied
involving Group and plant management, either at head office cr in the
plant. An example of this tock place during the research, but as with
most of these meetings there was little tangible result.

In general control systems of this kind were far iess influential
and direct compared with Tubes. This seems to be a result of the
largely plant based union activity which is itself a consequence of
adherence to plant (or beloﬁ plant) level bargaining. GEC does not
have to use strict guidelines of the kind seen in Tubes to supplement
the control given by the bargaining structure. The control systems

that it does use only tend to reinforce the image of plant autonomy.

(b) Persomnnel Control Systems

There are two types of Personnel contrcl systems to be examined :
the central employment of senior managers; and the attachment to a

recognisable managerial philosophy.
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Some three hundred Directors and senior managers are employed
directly by the Group, and not by the individual plants. Senior
management suggested that it was very unlikely that any of the plant
Managing Directors would not be within this number. Many of the
more senior Directors have been hand picked by the Group Managing
Director. Often they will be in close personal contact with him.

Apart from contacts such as these there are very few of the
functional control systems of the kind noted in Tubes. There was
very littlé central direction of management. Graduates would be
encéuraged to move in a particular direction, especially the technical
specialists, but there was not the career development programme of
the kind used by Tubes. Contacts between managers in different
plants were very unsyétematio: often they were based simply on
friendship or common interest.

There is one area of group influence affecting individuals
which is stronger in GEC than in Tubes. This concerns management
philosophy. As will become evident later GEC resembles Ford in that
it has an easily identifiable and clear cut philosophy. Almost every
manager interviewed was not only aware of this but adhered to it
strongly. Plant' management not only preached individual autonomy
but practiced it as well.

This adherence to individual autonomy had quite severe
implications for Personnel Management. Line managers were encouraged
to solve their own problems if they could, and they would certainly
be judged by the performance of their own departments. Often the
interesis of line and Personnel Management would clash. Personnel
would be seeking consistency and attending to lo;é run bargaining
relationships. While line managers may be more concerned with

. solving immediate problems. Lire management'Swishes invariably came
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first in these situations because they were being judged on whether
certain targets were being met. This philosophy of individual
accountability therefore seriously weékens the role of Personnel
Management in the ﬁlants.

Apart from this strong management philosophy noted above,
Industrial Relations and Personnel control systems are generally much
wea%er in.gEC than they are in Tubes. However as is shown immediately
béloﬁ oénfgél control in GEC is far more indirect. The section
below considérs firstly why these controlé have developed, and
secondly how they are used at preseant. t will become clear that
in GEC Industrial Relations is derivéd from other management control

systems far more than in any of the other cases.

(¢c) 'Non-IR' Control Systems

Non-Industrial Relations control systems are far more dominant
in CEC than in Tubes. In particular central control is examined
through a series of financial mechanisms which strictly monitor

plant performance. Before looking at these control systems in detail

~

it is of interest to examine how these have developed.

The present GEC group was formed between 1967-68 when the
original GEC group took over AEI and then merged with English Electric.
These three groups opérated in the same industry and often produced
similar products. The aim of founding the Group was td eliminate
much of the duplication and over capacity within the industry by
rationalisation. This was one of a number of ﬁé;gers which took
place at the time organised and prompted by the Industriai Reorgan-—

isation Corporation. This was a government body set up to encourage

mergers of this type and to improve productivity in British industry.
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Each of the original groups was very different in its own way.
AEI was itself a consequence of mergers between Metro-Vickers and
British Thompson [jouston. AEI was seen as.something of an ailing
giant with a high reputation in the industry but poor financial
performance. Engiish—Electric coﬁcentrated upon the 'heavy end' nf
the industry. It was by far the largest company but had begun to
stagnate by the early 1960's. GEC was very different. Much the
smallest group, it bad grown mostly‘from within. Unlike AET and EE
it had enjoyed a spectacular period of growth in the late 50s and
early 60s.

The threg groups which came together in 1968 to férm GEC had
completely different backgrounds, cultures and structures. However
it was the original GEC structure éhd philosophy which remained
unscathed.  Both AEI and EE were reorganised, indeed the whole group
..underwent a period of severe rationalisation. Meny of the control
systems used to carry out this rationalisation are sfill in use today.

.The scale of the rationalisation programme can be recognised by
the changes in numbers employed. When GEC waslformed the three groups
employed some 268,000. Present figures indicate that GEC now employs
191,000 of which 155,000 are in the U.K. In the three and a half
years following 1968 a total of fhirty two factories were closed, and
sixteen were sold or were in the process of closure. During this
- period some 33,500 people were made redundant, and in total 60,000 were
affected by moving or changing jobs. In fact during this period the
labour foree fell by 6.5% while sales rose by 15%.1

Rationalisation also involvéd moving people about as well. In
fact the general policy was to move people to whgfe there was spare

capacity or under utilised plant. This was seen at MC where three

1 Sunday Times 11 July 1971
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sub-divisions of other plants were moved onto the MC siie. Management
and workers were moved about as factories were shut and duplication
eliminated.

It is evident.from the scale cf the rationalisation programme
that some form of central control and direction was used. Unless
an overall picture of the newly formed organisation was seen then
the movement of labour and resoufces on such a large scale could not
havéigeen-pdssible. However the redundancies were so widespread that
the centre could only indicate the broad areas and reugh numbers that
had to be 'lost'. Responsibility for the detailed planning was
handed down to a small number of direbtors. These were put 1in charge
of the major operating plants, and loose divisions of secondary plants
were put under their control. Groﬁp management exercised detailed
control over plant redundancies througﬁ these directors. Tach of
the directors was given considerable freedom to run their plants in
the way they chose, as long as they met the targets which had been
set for them. One of these directors was quoted in an article in
19711: 'T am decentralised from Stanhope Gate (Group Head Office),
but there is very little decentralisation below me.' The director
had close control over the plants : 'I had to control them in order
to get the rationalisafion done.' Another arvicle in 19702 saw fhe
role of these directors in a similar way. 'The directors funciion as
arms of head office, keeping their fingers on conveniently related bits
of business and relieving the Group Managing Director himself of a

welter of detail.!' These directors used very small staffs and relied

mostly on personal contacts.

1 Sunday Times 4 July 1971
5  Management Today 1970:72
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This rationalisation programme involved a very high level of
centrgl direction, with autonomy delegated down as far as the plant
directors and no further. This pattern of control is still very much
in evidence today. Although the main phase of redundancy is now
complete the financial performance of each business is still under
very close scrutiny. For example if a plant begins to make losses
this will soon come to the attenfion of Group management. Further
information will then be sought from the plant director. Based upon
an analysis of' present and past performance and future prospects a
decision will be made as to whether the plant should continue in
operation. In some cases this may lead to an increase in investment,
in others plant closure. Examples of the latter still occur
occasionally.1

These occasional examples of 'control over rationalisation'
display the control process which is continuwally in operation. GroHup
management, and in particular the Group Managing Director are in
constant contact with the plant Managing Directors. This is on a
highly informal and personal basis, and is almost impossible to
penetrate from the outside. Many of the Directors are known
personally to the Group Managing Director and often subscribe to his
management philosophy. Itiwés suggested that the Group Managing
Director personally chcoses his Plént Directors, and takes the
utmost care in doing so: for it is through these Directors that the
business as a whole is controlled. If these directors follow tue
group philosophy they are likely to demand and achieve a high degree
of freedom to act as they see fit. However it is they who are personally
accountable for the performance of their plants ghd will do everything

they can to improve financial results. It is possible %o see these

1 FPinancial Times 11 March 1978
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Directors as the 'barons' with considerable power over their own
prOpe?ty, but directly answerable to the 'king', the Group Managing
Director. The philosophy of delegated responsibility can now be seen
in its true light. It is in fact a 'curious mixture of tight ard
loose control' and 'A GEC manager is almost infinitely free to do
well, and not at all free to do badly.'1

The control process in GEC is now evident. Essentially very few
people are involved. There is almost a complete absence of structure,
and individual ' managers and directors are held personally accountable.
It seems that GEC is a massive group run like a small business. The
Group Managing Director has close contacts and good relationships
with his Plant Managing Directors. He will not interfere unless they
get into trouble, but if he does they will be held personally responsible.
The Plant Directors are given the task of running their organisations
as efficiently as possible and to have all the relevant information
immediately available. The absence of Divisional Boards, as seen in
Tubes, allows a highly personalised, informal, but nevertheless strong
method of‘control to be exercised. The small number of people involved
means that decisions can be made quickly, and it is very difficult to
shift responsibility. Unlike Tubes with its complex series of
structures and Committees,_éEC is run like a small business. When
asked whether his business methods had changed from the time when GEC
was a much smaller organisation the Group Managing Director replied
that it had not: 'I am still dealing direct with people who run the
businesses. The main difference is that I have a lot more help now.'
This seems to be the key to the GEC control process. The separate
identity of each plant has been maintained by thgxdecentralisation of

control, but alongside this a number of highly centraliscd control

1 Sunday Times 18 July 1971
2  Sunday Times 18 July 1971
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systems are also used. An insight_into the managerial pnilosophy can
oe gained from this statement by the Group Managing Director1 I
depend very much on the generals in the field, %ut they look to me
for certain things‘— I should let {them know what battles they are
fighting. I should give them a sight of the enemy, provide them with
reconnaisance reports of where they are likely to run into trouble.
They also want more troops and more money, and they expect me to
supﬁi& théf‘too.'

The traditional argument employed to defend the decentralised
structure is built around the divercification of products. However
as has been shown this plant autonomy can be illusory on certain
occasions. Moreover the managerial philcsophy is sufficiently strong
to justify the rationalisation programme. By and large the unions
have accepted this justificatiop. More often than not when faced with
crude displays of central control they will try and negotiate the best
terms they can, rather than oppose redundancy outright. This was well
demonstrated at Woolwich where some 5,500 were made redundant. The
unions were completely unable to-organise opposition on a group wide
basis. The Personnel Director at the time was quoted as saying thatu
'It is my impression that brotherly love does not extend far beyond
the factory gates.'2 The unions simply negotiated then generous
redundancy terms. 1t appears thatl even in an extreme case sucih as

this the unions are unable to oppose central control, they remain

securely attached to the plant.

Group management is able to exercise considerable influence on

plants via its control of investment funds, a control system which is

publicly acknowledged. This control system 1s used in combination

with those outlined above.

1 Courter Information Services 1973:17
2  Sunday Times 11 July 1971
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Each year the plantc have to submit a budget for the coming
years' expenditure. Usually this.takes place early in the year before
the annual accounts are published in March. This is apparently
something of a grilling session for the individual vplant managing
directors. Group management go fhrough each proposed budget in great
detail. The aim is %o quéstion many of the assumptions which are
made in support of the budgets.‘ Also comparisons are made with the
previous years budget and the results actually achieved. If any of
the proposals appeér to be abnormai or unduly optimistic then the
plant directors are closely questioned. The basis of the plant budgets
take the form of a number of financial ratios which are collected
by the centre throughout the year. In most circumstances when
everything appears normal and performance is deemed. satisfactory then
the budget will be approved. Occasionally a plant's performance is
unacceptable, and if the reasons given for this are judged inadequate
then further action may be taken. As seen above this could resuit
in management changes, redundancies or even closure.

This methcd of control via investment allocation is very similar
to that used in Tubes. The main difference here is the formalised,
almost ritualistic method of approving budgets. Within Tubes far
less weight was attached t; éimple financial statistics, with a more
long run perspective being adopted. However in both cases the same
principle of group or division rationing investment funds to stimulate
present plant performance was seen.

Within Tubes the exercise of this control was one of the main
reasons for the combine activity. Despite even greater use made of
this control system in CEC there was no comparable response from the
unions. This is probably ocecause GECs involivement was far less
tvisible' than that in Tubes. When GEC does intervene it is on a

massive scale which is explained away as the continuation of the
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rationalisation programme. One further similarity between the two cases
involves the distribution of investment between home and overseas. At
the moment GEC like Tubes is investing vast sums abroad because of the
'lack of opportunify' in this country. This is contributing to the
declining manpower employed in GEC. Trade unions are virtually powerless
against the exercise of control on such a scale. TYet decisions such
as these vitally determine the cénstraints within which they work.
.ﬁ%he ééééfol over investment funds referred to above is backed

up by regular information from the plants on financial matters.
Although similar examples existed within Tubes the oéntrol system
in GEC 1is more systematic. Great stofe is put by this financial data.
Tﬁe ailm 1is to regularly monitor plant performance so that any deviation V
from expected performancg is quickly noticed. It is likely that one
or two months poor results would be allowed, but any longer then
this may lead to investigation from the centre.

Six financial ratios are included in each months plant report.1
These are: sales to capital; profit to sales; profit to employees;
sales to stock; sales to Debtors; and sales to employees. These are
compared with the previous year and with the projected budget. Sales
.and profits are taken as to two crucial resulté, with sales to
employees taken as a measure of produotivity. These ratios form part
of an almost continuous flow of information from the plants to the
centre. Not all the figures are challenged, only the anomalous
results are usually investigated. In this way the centre is
managing by gxoeption.

The implications for Personnel management in the plant of this

kind of financial control are not difficult to see. Because of GECs

acknowledged policy of eliminating 'non-productive!’ functions Personnel

1 Sunday Times 18 July 1971
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may be under almost continuous pressure to justify their existence.
The problem here is that the contribution of Personnel cannot be
measured in quantitative terms, it is‘usually more qualitative.
Gains made by Personnel may be in intangible areas such as improved
bargaining relaticnship. Persomnnel may attempt to demonstrate its

activity in a more tangible form, for instance by the greater use of

procedures and external conferences.
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Conclusion

This concluding section has a number of aims. First to briefly
recall the major characteristics of GEC. Second to use this material
to make comparisons with Tubes. Finally to consider some of the
factors which may account for the effectiveness of management control

over inter-plant activity in this case.

Plant bargaining in GEC is highly informal and fragmented with
few formal agreements. The majority of union activity was based at
or below plant level. Personnel genérally plays a minor role in
réutine Industrial Relations: their role is confined mostly to problem
solving and negotiations at plant-level. In general it is line
management who are responsible for da&—to—day matters, this gives
considerable flexibility, but aiso promotes inconsistencies within
the plant.

An analysis based upon the level of informal bargaining in GEC
therefore seriously underestimates the extent of shop floor and

departmental bargaining.

Management structure in GEC is also highly decentralised. Plant
Managing Directors and individual managers have a great deal of
freedom to run their plants in the way they see fit. However they
have to work within a serious of scvere financial congstraints set By
Head Office. Also Head Office made investment decisions for the
plants. This system developed follewing the merger which formed the
present organisation and has continued through to the present.

Therefore it is evident that fhe manégement structure gives a

very péor indication of the amount of central control that can be
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exercised when required. It is as if central control is exercised

through a highly decentralised structure of management .

When compared to Tubes management control of Industrial Relations
in this case takes a very different form. Much greater emphasis here
is placeal upon 'non-IR' control systems. These constrain and set
the limits within which Industrial Relations operates. These may
directly influence Industrial Relations eg. a decision to make people
redundant. At other times the effect will bé indirect, fcr example
wheh a new product is developed changes in technology may be involved.
Hence Industrial Relations management may be implementing decisions
and working within constraints which they had no part in making.

This relative weakness of Persomnel can be related to the
management philoéophy within GEC. Management in this case, unlike
Tubes, did not formally acknowledge the importance of Industrial
Relations. Management policy for Industrial Relations in GEC was to
have no set policy. For the purposes of this study this approach is
important because of the unimportance attached to Industrial Relations.
One consequence of this policy is that unions are preoccupied with
plant or‘beiow plant level matters, and have little thought or
6pportunity to engage in inter-plant activity. It is difficult to
é;y whether it is the low level of union activity which allows this
policy to continue or that management policy results in this low level
of activity. |

GEC provides an excellent example of the narrowness of an
analytical approach based solely on bargaining level. Such an approach
would ignore the high degree of informal shop floor bargaining, and
the occasional bursis of central control. In fact GEC seems to

_ exhibit some extremes of management control. The vast majority of



158

issues are settled at shop floor level. However there are isolated
examples of highly centralised coﬁtrol, This paradoxically suggests
that because management in the plants have a high degree of freedom
then some highly centralised authority is required to regulate their
activities in the long run. |

This contradiction can be explained by pursuing the logic of the
policy of decentralisation. Each manager is respousible and
accountable for those activities under his control. It therefore
follows that the higher up the hierarchy a manager is the greater is
this responsibility arid accountability. Therefore the plant managerial
directors exercise a good deal ofgéontrol over their subordinate
ménagers. These managers will be held responsible for the performance
of their own departments. The plant managing directors in turn are
accountable to the centre in terms of financial performance. Group
management therefore controls tﬁe plants via the plant managing
directors. Below this level the subordinate managers will be
individually accountable even though in reality they have only limited
freedem to operate. There is little delegation of authority below the
plant managing directors, although accountability reaches to the most

'junior levels of management.

A number of other comparisons can be made between Tubes and GEC.
In particular it appears that the latter case has a greater range of
options open when solving problems. These can be dealt with either
at shop floor level, or a group management level. This produces a
much greater degree of flexibility for management than exists in
Tubes. This is a useful resource for managementfvsince it allows the
implications of any issue to be aséessed énd the correct approach

taken fo deal with it. Management in Tubes do not possess anything



like this degree of flexibility, This is either becausc they are
constrained by the formal COUtrol‘systems employed, or because they
fear their actions will be chullenged by union activity. In GEC
despite the greater degree of flexibility this threat from union
activity is present to nowherc pear the same extent. A number of
possible reasons can be put Turward to explain this paradox.

Shop- stewards are preoccupied with plant based problems, they
havé’littlé opportunity to engnge in outside activity. Also they
are convinced that for the majurity of issues plant management actually
are autonomous. Those issues which they realise the centre controls,
such as investment, they feel ure completely outside their influence.
This contrasts with the situalion in the Tubes plants. The formal
level of plant bargaining highlights inter-plant differentials.
This has made easier the inter-plant cﬁmparisons which have been
encouraged by a progressive Cen£ralisation of management.cantrol.
Unlike the GEC case plant stewards are not convinced of plant
management's autonomy and are quite prepared to challenge this.

The key to this appears 1o be the nature of the control system
in the two cases. In GEC the plants are formally decentralised, yet
‘work within highly informal ceuntral constraints. While in Tubes
there are formal controls at Divisional level. Thus for the majority
of issues unions in GEC feel that the plant is autonomous. In Tubes
they feel that some control syotems are exercised at plant level,
while others exist at Divisional level. This leads fc stewards to
doubt the authority of plant »anagement.

In GEC this image of plani autonomy is continually reinforced
by an easily identified managerial philosophy. This not only
stresses the autonomy of plarnty, bﬁt puts‘forward s series of reasons

for this state of affairs. Foy example the philosophy insists that
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plant autonomy is essentizl to stimulate productivity and because

of the wide range of products. In Tubes the managerial philosophy

'is much weaker. It does not provide a continual justification for

management's authority. Fewer references are made to the external
determinants such as product market to explain away the existing

structure. This lack of a‘strong philosophy serves only to encourage

rather than restrain union inter—plant activity.

Management in GEC therefore hé&e greater control over inter-
plant activity despite, or perhaps because of, devoting few
resources to Industrial Relations, and having no recoghised philosophy.
This appears to be because shop stewards in the plant have little
desire to challenge plant management authority, and.-are in any case

preoccupied with the problems generated by a fragmented and informal

bargaining structure.



CHAPTER SIX : ROLLS

This chapter describes and analyses Industrial Relations in
Rolls, an organisation with plant level bargaining. As in the previous
case comparisons are made in détail with the original Tubes hypotheses.
A number of similarities are'immediately evident. Rolls resembles
Tubes far more than GEC does as régards the extent of management
intervention from ogtside the plant'on Indﬁstfial Relations matters.
"The main difference being here that in‘Rolls it is Group Management
rather than Division which is intervening. Rolls also demonstrates‘
very well the importance of union inter-plant adtivity'of the kind
first seen in Tubes. For a variety of reasons which will be discussed
below this activity (or 'read across' as it is known in Rolls) is a
major issue. Pefhaps because of the extent of this activity Rolls
’diSplays a variety of control systems found in several other
organisations. Again although differences in detail exist, many of

the original Tubes hypotheses are supported in this case.

In order to maintain the comparability of analysis the plan used
in preceding chapters i1s employed here. First bargaining in practice
is examined, and comparisohs made with Tubes. Second the control
systems that management employ to regulate this bargaining are
examined. Comparisons are also made between the effectiveness of
management control over union inter-plant activity. Suggestions are
made to explainfwhy both Tubes and'Rélls have only a low degree of

effective control.

161
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1 Collective Bargaining in Practice

The stated policy of the Group is to have nlant level bargaining.
For the majority of emplcyees and issues this is the case. However
for certain specific units of employees e.g. nurses, bargaining is at
group level, along with pensions for all employees.

In most‘blants the manual unions bargain together and the white
collar uniggs seﬁéfately. In theory there are a total of forty
bargaining units, however this is not the éase. Plants which are in
the same geographical locality tend to negotiate together in a
similar way to the'location bargaining' seen in GEC. For examrrle
there are three plants in the Derby area and these have a common
agreement. In practice therefore Rolls has around twenty cight
separate bargaining units. This fragméntation of bargaining takes
place against a background of highly integrated financial and
production control systems. .

| As previously noted there are three plants in what is kmown as
the Derby bargaining area. One of these is by far the largest
employing 9,000 out of the 10,700 manual workers on the three sites.
Bargaining is highly formalised at Derby. There is a formal Works
Committee made up of twenty three representatives from all the sites,
and in total there are over three hundred shop stewards. The
agreements are very comprehensive and detailed. In fact the .current
manual agreement runs to over one hundred and fifty pages.

The staff uniors bargain separately over salaries, but ASTMS
and APEX have close links. TASS makes a deliberate policy of
staying separate. On matters aside from pay there is a Joint Staff
ﬁnion Committee. This deals with issues éuch as disciplire, holidays,

expensés and sick pay. Despite this co-operation there is often
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considerable tension between the sfaff unions. Thare is also a
whole range of other Committees at Derby including the Joint

Consultative Committee, the Employee Relations Committee and a JPC & A.

The second plant studied, Léavesden also has highly formalised
plant bargaining. Negotiafibns with manual unions are joinf, although
they tend to be dominated by the AUEW. Staff unions bargain separately
over salaries, with often an element of Cdnflict between them. There
is some joint stafé bargaining over holida&s, hours of work and sick
pay. Agreéeements tend to be very detailed and comprehensive. Again
there is a range of committees including the @vertime,vManpower and

Sub-Contracting sub—committees.

Bargaining in Rolls can be more fully understood ﬁy looking
outside of the formal bargaining structures. Two aspects in particular
can be studied: the differentials between plant and the bargaining

in practice below plant level.

Perhaps‘one of the most noticeable points concerning bargaining
in Rolls concerned inter—plant differentials. For manual workers pay
there are a total of seven séparate bargaining units. Despite the
fact that each unit bargains separately there are not seven different
rates of pay. Five of the units have around the same level of pay
(including Derby) and the other two have'another, and much higher
level of pay (iﬁcluding Leavesden). These differences are partly a
conseqguence of historical reasons, and partly a consequence of present
day Group interference in plant bargaining. g

The two plants presently at the top of the pay league have

traditionally occupied this position. Both are in what can be regarced

as high paying areas, and it is these local comparisons which have
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been used as the basis for pay increases. Also until around twelve
years ago these two plants were not part of the present Rolls
organisation. Since fhat time shop stewards in these two plants
have deliberately éought to maintain the differentials which existed
at the time of the merger.

Management have tacitly recognised that these differentials
could not»be”eliminated. They have instead concentrated on removing
the much smaller differentials that existed between the other Five
bargaining units. So the attempt has been to isolate the two high
paying plants, and to bring the others into some rough alignment. As
will be shown below this pattern of differentials has been aimed at
réducing the potential for 'read across' and has been achieved via
Group Co-ordination of plant bargaining.

For other issues e.g. sick pay, é different pattern of
differentials emerges. In this‘case Derby and Leavesden are at the
top of the league, whilé all the other plants have a similar but
lower entitlement. Other issues produce different patterns. With
white collar employees there has not been the same degree of Group
co~ordination. This may be because differentials are not seen as so
| important, or simply because it is more difficult to make comparisons

between white collar jobs.

Any description of bargaining in practice in Rolls must take
account of the context. All the Rolls plants have an integrated
production system. Second there is a marked separation between
production and engineering departments. Finally there are variations
which exist between different factories on the‘ééme site.

The large research and develdpment départments in Rolls are a
oonseqﬁence of two factors. First the nature of the product means

that to be competitive Rolls must be at the forefront of technolegy.
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Second Rolls has a 'tradition of excellence' which it dces its utmost
to preserve. The effect of this on employment figures is marked: in
Derby there are around 11,000 manual workers, and approximately 8,500
staff.

The Production and Engineering Departments in Derby are kept
very separate. Théy are physically separate and the factories them—
selves appear very different. Production is'located in the original
buildings which are almost seventy years Qld, while Engineering has
recently builv office blocks. Most of the white collar staff work
in the Engineering department, and their problems are quite different
from those of the largely manual (albeit mostly skilled manual )
Production department. Yet despite this they both operate under the
same set of agreements.

There are also differences in management attitude towards
Industrial Relations. Many of the line managers in manufacturing
have had long experience in dealing with shop stewards, and may well
have been on the shop flcor themselves. They therefore tend towards
a conciliatory and flexible approach when dealing with shop stewards.
Management in Engineering may not have this kind of experience, and
in any case have to deal with quite different types of union
representatives. These managers tend to see things in rather 'black
and white'! terms, giving little consideration to any compromises
that may be available. This lack of experience, or lack of concern,
can lead to more conflictual relztiorships with the manual workforce.

This division is in some ways exacerbated by the management
structure at Derby. As will be shown Personnel Officers are assigned
to particular line managers. Despite this the lgne managers héve
considerable freedom to act, resulting in many inconsistencies within

the plant bargaining unit. This is encouraged by the lack of -day-to-

day contact between management on the different sites.
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Differences also exist between the main site and the two smaller
sites which make up the Derby baréaining area. Both of these sites
are around twenty five miles from the main site, one employs 1,100
and the other,1,500. The smaller of these two, Mountsorrell was
visited. As far as this site is concerned bargaininé is centralised
on the main site. Despite this a good deal of bargaining takes place
on this site,mfp suéﬁ issues and conditions which are unique to it.
Altﬁgugh h;nagement.have a good deal of contact with Derbpy the
ma jority of employees do not. There is a feeling of separation,
and some resentment at being party to the Derby agreements. This
occasionallyvresults in industrial action being taken in Mountsorrell
ihdependently. In fact one union (TASS) insisted upon making its own
agreements separate (bﬁt identical) from those in Derby. In summary
there are many strains with a large bérgaining unit such as the Derby
bargaining area. |

Another point conceras the reasons why Mountsorrell is part 9f
the Derby agreements at all. The answer is based on geography.

- Mountsorrell is approximately equidistant from toth Derby and Coventry.
Earnings in Coventry are much higher than those in Derby. In an

| attempt to prevent comparisons being made with Coventry Mountsorrell
has been placed in the Derby bargaining area. This is not only
because of the effect that Coventry comparisons could have upon
Mountsorrell rates, but also because of the 'knock on' effects. If
rates at Mountsorrell were raised to the Coventry level,vshop stewards
at Derby may then begin to make comparisons with the Mountsorrell rates.
Management have deliberately included Mountsorrell in Derby bargaining
because of the comparisons that could potentially take place. This
appears to be quite successful siﬁce empioyees at Mountsorrell see

themsélves as very separate from Coventry, althcugh they may not

identify with Derby.
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A similar gxample of management shaping the targaining structure
for its own purposes exists in Defby. One factory in the area (referred
‘to as RR & A ) has recently been excluded from the Derby bargaining
unit. This plant is engaged in a quite different higher paying
industry to the other Rolls planfs. Following a recent successful
Fair Wages claim RR & A waé removed from the Derby unit to try and
discourage comparisons from taking place. So far this manoeuvre seems
to have been quite successful. These are thefefore two examples of
management alteriné the bargaininé structure in an attempt to

prevent comparisons from being made, both so far successful.

Collective Bargaining in Leavesden takes a somewhat different
form. The majority of the 3,200 employees work on one main site,
although there is another geographically separate plant some miles

"away within the same bargaining unit. Unlike Derby bargaining here
is somewhat fragmented. This is largely a consequence of divisions
within the unicn side. There is a good deal of ill-feeling between
both manual and white collar unions for reasons I was not able to
discover.

These divisions are hoWever encouraged by the small size of
the Personnel Department at Leavesden. Since only three people are
employed it is virtually impossible for them to be involved in routine
affairs. This small size may be something of a reaction against a
previéus outbreak of 'empire building' wﬁich resulted in a dramatic
expansion in the size of the personnel department.

Shop stewards and staff representatives within Leavesden are
generally.very inward looking. There are two main reasons for this

attitude.

First in the past fifteen years Leavesden has experienced three
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changes of ownership. Also there is the feeling amongst employees
that ﬁhe plant is continually under threat of closure. It was
suggested that the plant was only kept open because it possessed an
alrfield which was useful to Rolls. As a consequence of this there
is a very low level of attachment to Rolls. Unlike the other plants,
particularly Derby, the employees did not identify with the-history
and tradition of the organisation} Some peOp}e still consider
themselves to be employees of the originallowners of the plant, de
Havilland. This feeling of separation is also enccuraged by the fact
that Leavesden manufactures a slightly different product from those
in other Rolls plants. 1In the past this meant that Leavesden had its
own Board of Directors. However this was disbanded in a reorganisation
some three years ago. |

Second the parochial attitudes are also designed to protect plant
employees interests. As previously noted pay and‘conditions in
Leavesden are amongst the best in Rolls. Shop stewards are not geing
to make comparisons with other plants that will put this position in
danger. They will co-operate with the Coﬁbine, but they will not push
for group level bargaining because they have nothing to gain from such
an arrangement. The shop stewards are proud of their positions at the
top of the league and will not do anything which will narrow inter-
plant diffefentials. There is little point in making inter-plant
comparisons at Leavesden because they have 1ittl¢ to gain and
everything to lose.

Existing inter-plant differentials therefore act as an effective
obstacle to combine activity. There is one further barrier to such
activity which is very noticeable in Rolls. The;e is a good deal of
i11 feeling between the plants for largely historical reasons.
Because Derby was the origimal plant it is often criticised for

taking an elitist and independent attitude. This is also reinforced
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by the fact that Derby as the main assembly area is the site which
everyone associates withARolls. The convenor at Derby is also
criticised for his non-militant attitudes which contrasts markedly
with attitudes taken in scme other Rolls plants. The convenor at
Derby is personally disliked by some of the convenors in other plants.

The result of this friction is that there is reluctance to
engage in Combine activities. Of, if combine meetings are arranged
the§‘may‘-teke plece without the Derby representatives attending.

Even when an issue emerges which affects all the plants, such as a

lock out, it is very'difficult to get any concerted action. This

is not of course to say that inter—plant activity does not take

piaoe. But much of the activity which does take piace lacks direction
and co-ordination.

Inter-plant differentials exist tn Rolls for largely historical
reasons. However these same differertials and problems of organisation
create divisions between the various plants. This is something which
management reeognise and will entrench whenever they get the opportunity
However this is not simply a policy of divide and rule by ianagement,
for the taoties involved are far more subtle. Management aims to
maintain a baiance between centralissd control and plant autonomy.

It will pursue divisive policies only to the extent that they do not
harm overall control. For these reasons Rolls gives perhaps the best
demonstration of Group co—ordination of all the cases. It uses a
wide range of control systems which permit centralised control and
variations between plants as a matter of deliberate policy. Rolls
seem to have been forced into this compromise position because it
faces conflicting pressures. The nature of the)broduct demands
centralised control yet there are.obstacies to group level bargaining.

The main difference between Rolls and Tubes is that the former
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openly acknowledges the need for some form of co-ordination whereas

the latter does not.

The various control systems used by management in Rolls are

analysed below. On the whole it is evident that plant bargaining

exists alongside centralised control over non-IR Personnel and

Industrial Relations matters.
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2 Management Control of Industrial Relations

This section looks at the control systems used by management to
achieve control over Industrial Relations. As in Tubes the bargaining
structure does not eliminate union inter-plant activity. Consequently
management use a series of control systems which support and'supplement
the bargainipg structure. Once the management structure has beeﬁ
deséfibed;rihe Industrial Relations, Personnel and 'non-1R' controls

are then examined in detail.

Although both Rolls and Tubes hdve a divisional structure the
férmer is very different to the lattef. The main contrast is the
number of divisions. Whereas Tubes was made up of many divisions based
on product Rolls has only two. One of.these, thé Aero Engine Division,
is by far the largest accounting for some 90% of employees (52,000)
and 85% of group sales. 7The second Division (Industrial and Marine
Division) has only one plant at Ansty near Coventry. In the larger
Division there are ten different plants.

One further contrast is between the degree of plant integration.

4Whereas there is limited ihtegration in Tubes there is a highly
integrated system of production in Rolls. Most of the plants produce
components which are then assembled in three major centres. Figures
given by the company suggest that a relatively small number of people
are actually engaged in the final assembly of the product - some
13,000 out of a total of 52,000. The remainder either manufacture
components or are engaged in research and development. Because of
this high degree of integration Rolls is far mofélof a single group

than is Tubes with its many Divisions which are themselves run like

separate businesses.
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Group head office is located .at Derby where some 345 people are
employed. A whole range of functions are represented on the Main
Board here including: Engineering; Commercial Services; Finance;
Product Assurance; and Persomnel. Also the heads of the three assembly
centres are at Derby. These assembly centres are actually located at
Derby, Bristol and Leavesden. In theory each of these centres has the
capacity to design and manufacture a complete-eng%ne. In practice
this rarely happens because of the technical integration that exists
between plantsi But this does mean that these three centres have a
numﬁer of supporting functional departments. The other plants do not
have these because they are far more simply manufacturing units
supplying these assembly centres. In these plants research and dev-
elopment staffs are muoh lower compared with the assembly centres.

The Personnél Deparfment at Group level is really very small.
There are only two specialists involved in Group Industrial Relations
issues. However as will be described they have an effective backing.

The Board of Direcﬁors at the Derby plant includes the following
functions: Engineering; Commerce; Manufacturing; Product Support;
Finance and Personnel. Below this is a serieé of Work Centres and
Product Centres, each with its own management structure.

Personnel and Industrial Relations Sfaffs are organised separately
at Derby. The Industrial Relations department is highly.specialised'
and is concerned with formal negotiations and providing advice to
line management. The Personnel Department provides all the normal
functions with one addition. There are a large number of Personnel
Officers who work closely with the line managers.r.Their task is to
provide help and assistance on routine matters, thle attempting to

achieve consistency with their central plant contacts.
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The Leavesden management structure is far more straightforward.
But since this plant is one of thé three assembly centres it has the
functional departments it might not have if it was simply a manufacturing
unit. As a conse@uence of this and the different product Leavesden
has slightly more independence from Derby than the other plants. The
board at Leavesden includes the following: Engineering; Manufacturing;
Finance; Product Support; Commercial and Persomnel. A very small
nuﬁgér ofiﬁéople ére employed on Industrial Relations, with only two

full time specialists.

Management structure throughout‘Rolls is highly complex, many
résponsibilities are unclear, and communication channels take devious
routes. It was suggested that because of the Governmment takeover in
1971 that Rolls had begun to take on fhe appearance of a Civil
Service Department. But surely.no Government Department has such a

confused and vague management structure.

The range of control systems cperated by management in Rolls
are now examined in detail. However before these are examined they

must be placed in the historical context of the group.

In 1967 the present day Rolls group was formed when the original
Rolls group merged with z competitor. Both of these parties to
the merger have long history and traditions. This goes some way to
explaining why the merger seems fto have made no great initial impact.
Unlike GEC there was no programme of reorganisafion and rationalisation
Despite the merger the two organiéations'maintained a great deal of
their éutonomy. This lack of integration may also be a function of

the product. The product life of an aerc—engine 1is usually around
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fifteen to twenty years, and it is not possible to make changes
without changing the product.

One development that did force some change was the groups
bénkruptcy in 1971. On being taken over by the Governmsnt Rolls was
forced to adopt more centralised control systems over finance and
production. This eventually led to an increasing centralisation of
control and a reorganisation of ménagement structure to its present
form in 1975. Within this new structure the old organisation can
still be recognised.

~In other}ways the bankruptcy has increased divisions within the
group. For example there was a feeling among non-Derby workers that
it was the Derby plant that went bankfupt and not them. These other

plants resented what they felt waSIDerby dragging them down.

There were some Industrial Relations”implications of these
changes. Increasing central control meant that the previously
autonomous plants now became more integrated. For example work
would now be moved about between plants depending upon the specialis*
skills available. There was therefore a greater feeling of being a
part of a single organisation, even though there were still divisions
between the plants. 7

During these changes formal plant bargaining remained. One change
in 1970/71 involved moving from PBR to MDW. This had the effect of
simplifying the pay structure in =ach plant. For the first time the
rates of pay in each plant were now clearly visible and calculatzsd
on the same basis. This meant that comparisons on earnings betwecn
the plants, encouraged by the increased central control, were now made
that much easier. It was now possible to compare like with like,

rather than like with unlike. The effect of these changes was

therefore to encourage union inter-plant activity. Indusirial
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Relations seems to have been left out of this process of centralisation
and this has necessitated a system of .Group Co-ordinated plant bargaining

in an attempt to restrain union activity.

One further factor hos been important in the development of this
system. Over time the differentials betweeﬁ the plants grew very
large. This took place to such an extent that the management could
not afford to have group lewvel bargaining although it would have
fif¥éd inAIOgioally with the other changes taking place. The main
problem here was the inevitable process of levelling up that would
result in a move away from plant bargaining. Management felt it
would be more economic to maintain piant bargaining, despite the
'feqé—across ' that was likely to ensﬁe.' Plant bargaining also

matched the aspirations of most Shop stewards, especially those at

the top of the earnings league who wished to maintain their position.

(a) Industrial Relations Control Systems

The most important control Group has over plant Industrial
| Relations is in negotiations. This may take a number of forms.
Group Management have a number of guidelines which must be
adhered to by plants during negotiations. As in Tubes the strength
a%d nature of these will vary. However as previously they tend
to”be strongest when issues are most easily compared tetween plants.
However these tend to be more comprehensive than in Tubes because
they are part of a programme for the harmonisation of manual and
staff conditions of service such as holidays and sick pay.
Guidelines also exist for pay as well as conditions. One

issue bf particular importance is manual pay. It was noted previously

that although there were seven manual bargaining units there were
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roughly only two different levels.of pay. The group wide pay
picture has been simplified and brought into line in an attempt
to eliminate the potential for read across by means of these guidelines.
For different groups of employees and differert issues a different
pattern emerges.

A third example concerns the introduction of a uniform percentage
increase across all the plants tiéd éo é Productivity Agreement.
Group management decided upon the size of the increase (10%) yet
left the details of each agreement to be negotiated in each plant.

The plants could bargain in the context of their own situation, but

also within the constraints imposed by group management.

Aside from the use of formal guidelines group management may
also use a number of other means of controlling read across by
co-ordinating bargéining.

Throughout negotiations group management will keep in very close
contact with the plant. The main purpose of this is to keep well
informed of possible disputes that may develop. Disputes over pay
do not usually develop over the size of the increase, which stewards
accept is laid down centrally, but over the implementation of the
agreement. One example took place during the research and was a
consequence of the different settlement dates. The result was that
one plant came under the 5% Government guideline while most of the
others had settled under the 10% rules. In effect this meant that

the first plant should have received less than the others. This led

to a strike lasting two months.
. e
This strike was a good example of the problems of negotiating

plant agreements co-ordinated from the centre, but withcut
synchronised pay dates. Without synchronisation there will always

be plants that settle first, while others settle last.
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During this dispute group management were very carcful not to
intervene overtly in the plant. In fact they went to extreme lengths
not to show their hand and undermine plant managements authority.

Any direct intervehtion wculd emphasise the role of group management,
perhaps leading to a union refusal to negotiate with plant management.
Although the policy and tactics of local management were dictated by
Group this oQuld not be openly aoknowledged. If outside intervention
WESQSQGrtv£hiS had to be perfectly timed. Managemeunt are in effect
playing a trump card which should not be wasted.

This tactic of not undermining plant autonomy was part of a wider
policy of boosting the image of local management's freedom whenever
péssible. This was very important fof certain plants, e.g. Scottish,
which were very inward looking and would bitterly resent any inter-

vention from outside.

Group level co—ordination of this kind has to be bvacked up by
efficient channels of communication. These take a number of forms.

First there are formal mechanisms for communicating a whole
range of statistics concerning Industrial Relations. Although
a variety of issues are covered most attention is given to pay and
terms and conditions figures. Each plant continually up dates this
information which it supplies to Derby. Group management then
diseminates this information in the form of tables and charts to
the other plants. Thig kind of information is essential if parity
within the two established levels of manual earnings is to be maintained.
Bach plant manager will know exactly where he stands in relation to

-

other plants.

Trade unions, especially white collar unions,also have goocd
sources of information. In some cases this may be the same as

managemeni!s, although on other occasions this may be of a more informal

nature.
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Besides purely statistical data there are many other forms of
communication between the plants énd the centre. Much of this is
informal and via the telephone. Through these channels a whole mass
of information, gossip and rumour is circulated. Becanse there is
so much detail to communicate Group cannot keep up with the develop-
ments in detail for each plant. Industrial Relations management at
the centre tend to concentrate their attention on a nvmber of crucial
areas which they feel may develop into a dispute. These 'hotspots!
may involve very detailed issues which would otherwise be missed if
some kind of selection did not take place. It is well known that
disputes can develop over minute details, and because of the implic-
ations that a dispute can have for other plants it is essential that
the centre keeps a very close eye on developments. Usually these
'hotspots' tend to go in cycles. Issues and plants will become
important for a short while, and then fade away. This may be because
the problem in a single plant is solved, or a more genceral problem
affecting all the plants becomes more important.

If a dispute does arise then these communication links will
be strengthened. However as noted previously Industrial Relations
Management at the centre may be very loathe to show their hands in
the plants. They may be under pressure to do so however, from
non-Industrial Relations management at Group level. These managers
may not be aware of the potential Industrial Relations repurcussions
of undermining plant management autonomy, and may therefore press
for direct intervention from the centre. Industrial Relations
management will refuse to do this, and will continue to play the
subtie game of maintaining the delicate balance between o%ptral
control and plant autonomy.

Industrial Relations Menagement at the centre will however keep

Group Management closely informed of any potential diSputes. In
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effect this matches the central control that exists in cther areas
such as production and finance yet.in an informal manner. The result
is that three or four senior directors in Rolls have a good grasp of
the overall performance of the business in terms of finance,
production and Industrial Relations.

This central co—-ordination enables contacts tc be maintained
with Nationalwgnion Officials. For example during a dispute discussions
maykiéke piébé axﬁnational level which may result in pressure being
applied to shop stewards from union officials.

Many other links existed between the plants and the centre. These
may be based upon friendship or common interest. If people have
wérked together in one plant they may keep in contact when in
different plants, perhaps as a source of information and sdvice. It
was suggested that information gatherea via these informal contacts
was far more accurate than that.gained through the formal Chanﬁels.

The likelihood of these contacts existing is increased by the
movement of management between plants. This is one of the control

systems used by central management which is described below.

(b) Personnel Control Systems

Many of the Personnel Control systems that exist in Rolls are
similar, at least in principle to those in Tubes. Central management
attempt to control the recruitment, selection, training, promotion
and movement of subordinate managers within Rolls. This is backed
up by a group based record of individual managémént characteristics
and job vacancies. As previously'the atfempt is to exercise functional

centrol over individual msnagers. Often these will be used in
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conjunction with the Industrial Relations control systems noted
above. However it is the movemenf of management in Rolls which seems
~to be the key to these controls.

In Rolls there is relatively little movement of managers between
the plants, most of this movement takes place between the plants and
the Group. In fact Rolls seems to regard Derby as some kind of
'finishing school!'. A'normal carecer pattern would be for a manager
to join one of the plants. He may then wove to Derby if an opportunity
arises, and be givén specific traiﬁing. This may last for two-three
years, and he will then move out into the plants.

This 'patterned' movement of management is often resented in
the plants. It will be recalled thatAmany of the plants look to
‘their previous rather than present owners. The long serving
employees may resent younger managers coming and going simply to get
some training. This opposition has restricted the movement of
management to less than it might otherwise have been. This has also
been limited by one further factor.

Many of the plants see Derby as the centre of this movement of
management. They feel that the training given there will be for
problems at the centre and using the 'Derby' philosophy of management.
The skills learnt at Derby may not be applicable elsewhere because
different attitudes and problems may exist in the plants.

For example this movement of managers came under criticism from
the long servers at Leavesden. Referenoé was made to the 'high
turnover' of managers, and to the 'Empire builders' who used the
plant for their own purposes and left. Over time 'Derby managers'
had gained a reputation which produced conflict with the Leavesden
managers.

This resentment towards Derby covered not only the movement

of managers but also other control systems as well: It was felt
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that many of the policies and guidelines emanating from the centre
were drawn up by people whose expérienoe and knowledge of present day
problems were dominated by Derby. Many of these policies could not

be easily applied to other plants with for example a far more militant
workforce.

This had a number of consequences. First 'Derby' solutions
could not always be easily applied to problems in the plants. Second
outside interference from the centre was highly visible in the plants
becaﬁse of this inapplicability of policies, or because of a clash
of managerial philosophies. Finally this could lead to a wholesale
rejection of 'Derby's' influence by plant management. This could
also explain the union conflict between the plants and Derby. Since
the convenors were closely identified with management at Derby they
ﬁere treated with the same resentment as management. The resistance
was against Derby influence over the plants whatever form this took,
that is whether from the management or union side. Couflicts such

as this, largely based orn historical differences, seriously weakened

the strength of the combines.

(c) Non-IR Control Systems

The final series of management control systems concerns non-IR
areas. These‘may seriously limit Industrial Relations in a variety
of ways. However before looking at these in detail the context of
these control systems should briefly be noted.

As a member of the NEB Rolls must be able to demonstrate it has
overall financial control of the group. It must be in touch with

all developments that will affect financial performance. It is for
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this reason that uniform financial control systems have been
introduced. Second the nature of the product is important. The
product itself is very complicated involving the assembly of literally
thousands of oompdnents. These parts must be produced on a massive
scale and assembled in three major sites. Fourthly there is the high
level of reseérch and development that takes place in Rolls. If the
benefits gf being part of a 1argeAgroup are to be reaped then it is
esééhtialffhat th;re is co-ordination between the various research
deparfments. Finally there are the commercial considerations. Rolls
must compete with the world, and especially the<Amerioan mérket,
successfully. If it is to do this it has to project a strong
uﬁified group image with substantial Eackup resources. Therefore
to outsiders Rolls has to appear as a single closely knit organisation
with highly integrated production metﬁods. This image conflicts
strongly with the plant level bérgaiﬁing and the friction between
the plants noted above. Rolls therefore leads something of a 'double
life."

It was noted earlier there are only three major centres of
assembly. Most of the other plants are only manufacturing units,
and it is these which have been most influenced by the centralisation
of control in recent yeérs. In the past there was only a very
limited integration, but in recent years there has been an increasing
movement of components between plants. This means that unlike
previously management links now exist below senior management level
betw;én the plants. Middle managers in one plant may report to their
senior managers in another plant because of the product they happen
to be manufacturing. As will be shown in the fdilowing case inter-

plant management links in Rolls resemble those of Ford tar more than

they do either GEC or Tubes.
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This degree of integration of production requires a central
contrpl mechanism. Rolls hac recently introduced a computer based
financial and production control system. This effectively gives the
Group complete information and control over the differcat plantc.

This change in technology has had Industrial Relations
implications. For example in order to introduce this system estab-
lished customs and practices may have to Tte changed. This can crecate
opposition from the shop floor from both management and shop stewards.
In some instances the Derby designed control systems have been
difficult to implement. This is particularly true at Leavesden.

Here the slightly different type of product meant that many of the
control systems from outside were almost unworkable. This led %o
the overall impression held here about Derby maragement which
expressed politely meant they were interfering in something they

knew nothing about.

The high.degree of central control over finance and productlion
contrasts strongly with the image of plant autonomy projected rfor
Industrial Relations purposes. Hence Industrial Relations 1is being
treated in an anocmalous manner. Personnel and Industrial Relations
control systems are designed to compensate for this and to provide
a system of co-ordinated plant bargaining.

Compared with Tubes, these control systems are far more delibverate
and direct. Both cases however occupy a middle way structural posivion:

some elements of control are cerntralised while others are nov.

The reason for this elaborate system of co-ordinated bargaining is
that this maintains central control, yet allows plant bargaining

to continue. Maintaining this level of bargaining has two benefiis.
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First it coincides with the wishes of the majority of shop stewards
(mostly those who have nothing to gain out of group level bargaining).
Second this avoids the costly prooess'of 'levelling up' which would be
required to eliminate all inter—plant differentials. An internal
working party estimated that this would cost £30 m. for manual and
staff, and £18 m for the manuais alone. Thus the policy of centrally
co—ordinaﬁgd plant bargaining was.adopted. The report stated that
fIt:ﬁouldﬂﬁé”wrong to assume that the availaple ccurses of action is
either full scale company (Group) bargaining or completely unfettered
site bargaining'. Iqstead an intermediate position of the type
described above is suggested. This involves leaving the sites to
'negotiate and bargain separately! but to 'ensure that clear central
guidelines for objectives are set‘whmh plan for increasingly more
consistent treaﬁment ofAemployegs across the sites'. The advantages
of this are seen to include: flexibility in the plants; the ability

to take local conditions into account; shop steward and management
involvement in plants; and the possibility of future change.

However there are such a large number of bargaining units, and the

feeling of inequality of treatment for some plants.
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3 Conclusions

In order to draw some conclusions from this case it is necessary

to briefly summarise the main points.

The original analysis of management structure showed that there
was a central organiéation, with three main centres of prcduction.
Over time the plants within Rolls were being progressively drawn
togé£herés control became more centralised. This was largely for
-financial and production reasons, however Industrial Relations has
been largely omitted from these changes. There was something o% a
feeling that plant bargaining was an obstacle .to full centralised
control. Plant bargaining was maintained for two reasons: the cost
i?volved in the inevitable procesé of.'levelling up' and shop steward
a%tachment to piant bargaining.' The result was the centralised control
over finance and production existed alongside formal plant bvargaining.

In the Derby example 'location bargaining' took place involving
a number of plants in the local area. This, aﬁd the diversity found
within each plant, encouraged many variations to exist in practice
within a common formal agreement. Many of these variations were
connected with the separation between Engineering and Production in
Rolls. Industrial Relations management accepted that ccmplete
consistency was impossible and tried Simply to eliminate the grosser
abuses.

The Derby case also provided examples of management adding or
removing plants which were covered by a common agreement to suit
their own purposes. For instance Mountsorrel was included to
prevert ccmparisons with Coventry, and RR & A ﬁas excluded to
prevent comparisons with a different industry.

This tactic of allowing variations below plant level had the

effect of concentrating ecctivity and attention at departmental ana
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shop floor level. Many of the union representatives were preoccupied
with shop floor based issues and had little chance to look to other
plants. If they did this was often to improve their bargaining
position in the plant. Despite inter-plant disparitiec many
employees identified simply with their own department or factory.
Attitudes similar to this were also noted at Leavesden. In facf
changes of ownership and product'difference probably made the employees
here even more inward looking. Perhaps the most significant feature
of Leavesden was the way it revealed the reason for the weakness of
union inter-plant co-operation. Leavesden had among the highest
wage rates ip Rolls, and the stewards were determined to maintain
this position. They would engage in inter-plant activity only to

the extent that it did not weaken‘their plant bezrgaining position.

Despite these obstacles to inter-plant activity Rolls
management were continually concerned about 'read across'. In this
way Rolls is very similar to Tubes. Management are forced to use
a wide range of control systems in order to regulate inter-plant
coercive comparisons. These comparisons are encouraged and made
possible by a number of factors. First there are for mostiy
historical reasons large differences in pay and conditions between
plants. Second the move to MDW has made comparisons'between the
plants all the more easy. Thirdly there has been a 'pulling together!'
of plants which were previously =zutonomous: comparisors have therefore
been encouraged. Finally the unions, especially white collar unions,
are well organised with good channels of communication.

The control systems used by management to restrict this activity
are highly visible to the plant stewards. For example Croup

restrictions on bargaining are openly acknowledged by plant management.
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It is possible therefore that these restrictiorns may encourage such
inter-plant activity still further, for they provide examples of the
very influence which first instigated the union activity. There may
be something of a ;snowball effect!' here: the bargaining structure may
encourage comparisons, but measures taken to reduce these may further
encourage such activity.

One further point above thesé control systems concerned their
SOu;;é; SiﬂCe théy emanated from Derby many of the plants resented
them. This severely limits their effectiveness. The plants saw these
control systems as being drawn up with Derby problkms and experience
in mind. Often this meant that they Were not easily applied in the
piants. In fact for the shop stewardsvoutside Derby there was something
of a common enemy of group managemént interference. This often united
the plants away from Derby, but seriouély weakened the combine as a

whole.

Comparisons between Tubes and Rolls can be briefly made. First
in both cases Industrial Relations is something of an exception to
the overall process of control. In both plant bargaining existed |

'alongside more centralised control systems. While plant bargaining
was maintained, the group exercised control over other issues such as
finance. Second both cases experiznced inter-plant activity which
necessitated Industrial Relations and Personnel control systems.

These are attempts to regulate 'read across' without utndermining plant
management authority. However this has not always worked and
'read across'! has actually been enccuraged by these control systems.

Finally plant management authority is not suppdrted by a consistent

philosophy dr ideology. There is‘some doﬁbt or ambiguity over the

role that plant management should play. This contrasted markedly
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with the strong managerial philosqphy in GEC.

These similarities between Tubes and Rolls, and their contrast
with GEC, will be pursued in much greater detail following the

final case study.



CHAPTER SEVEN : FORD

This final case study looks at Ford, an organisation with formal
group level bargaining and a centralised structure of wanagemer?.

Two plapts were studied (Dagenham and Leamington) although most of

the discussions refer to them together. As previously this chapter
looks firstly at bargaining in préctice and then goes on to examine
the ways in which management attempts to oontrél this.

The group level bargaining in Ford not only broadens the analysis
stiil further, but also allows comparisons to be made with Tubes.
Although bargaining in Ford contrasts with that in Tubes a number of
parallels can be drawn with regard to management's control of Indusiriail
Relations. Briefly some of the méin peints are as follows.

Fi£st this case confirms the view formed in Chapter Four that
an analysis based solely upon bargaining structure proves inadequcte
for understanding Industrial Relations. However it does demonsirate
the role that bargaining structure can play. Since in this instance
the bargaining structure appears to give a high degree of control
over union activity, although this is by no means complete. Second
management use a variety of control systems to supplement the
bargaining structure, yet this is to control in-plant rather than
inter—plant union activity. The latter is effectively regulated
because of thé parity of terms and conditions through fhe group, and
the formal recognition of the Combine Committee. Finally evidenée
from TFord appears to conflict with the observations in GEC. Here a
very high degree of attention is given to Industrial Relaticns, with
a strong bargaining structure, and this results in a highly effective
process of control over union activity. However in GEC exactly the

-

opposite view is taken towards Industrial Relations, yet the control

189
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over inter-plant activity was equally high. It is necessary to
compare all four cases systematically in order to explain this paradox.
L

'This is carried out in the following chapter.

Collective Bargaining in Practioe

In this section the bargalnlng structure in Ford is briefly
recalled, followed by an in depth analys1s of bargaining in practice.
Primarily this involves a discussion of the ways in which group level

agreements are interpreted and administered in the plant.

Bargaining within Ford is highly formalised and takes place
primarily at group level. Common group wide terms and conditions are
settled ammually. For manual employees the formal negotiating body
is the National Joint'Negotiating Committee (NJNC). This meets

'regularly throughout the year. The union side is made up of national
union officers, and convenors from each of the plants. Management
representatives are drawn from group level. Agreements are highly
detailed and are written up on a bookiet issued to every employee.
This runs to over one hundred and fifty pages and is known as the
'Blue Book'.

Non-manual negotiations are far less formalised. Employees below
grade 9 have recognised trade unions who.meet annually with management
to negotiate terms and conditions. Grade 9 and above are taken as
'management' and bargaining is largely on an individual basis. Some
members of this group may belong to a union, but they are not
recognised. Ford defend this by insisting ihat sinoe their terms

and conditions are far superior to any other company there is no need

for union representation.
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Within the plants there are formal Joint Works Committees
established to implement the agreements and deal with routine problems.

These are common to all plants with formal minvtes and records.

When this highly formalised structure has been described the
question then to be asked is: what is there left to do in the plants?
. At first glance it would appéar there is very little that remains to
be déalt ﬁifh in fhe plants. However with a deeper analysis a
different picture is drawn. Examples are drawn from the two Ford
cases which highlight some of the types of bargaining which take
place in the plant. |
| This bargaining must be located within the context of Ford
management's changing attitude towérds Industrial Relations. It is
possible to detect a gradual reqognition oy management that some form
of plant bargaining is virtually inevitable. Initial attitudes were
slowly changed as manageme%t began to formally recognise the role
of the shop steward. This does not mean that all the original American
derived principles and structures have been discarded, for plant
bargaining takes place under strict group management control and

scrutiny.

Three areas of plant bargaining are discussed: thoce areas
which have developed because of gaps in the formal agreements;
bargaining over managerial principles and prevogative; and bargaining

over routine day-to-day matters.

. -
rd

In this first section two issues are discussed: the operation
of the discipline procedure, and shop steward activities and
facilities. Both of these examples show thal managementis hands are

not completely tied in the plants. In fact it is shown that they
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can bargain away some of central managements authority (real or

imagined) to achieve concessions that they might not otherwise achieve.

The 'Blue Book' does not contain a disciplinary procedure; this
is because management have been ﬁnable to come to an agreement with
the unions. There are_group policy'manuais which plant management must
adhere to as well as the legal minima. Despite these plant management
have considerable rcom to manoeuvre. Group ﬁanuals in practice only
define the limits within which management operate. In some ways
this is inevitable because no centrally drawn up policy could possibly
cover every eventuality in all the plants.

It was suggested that IndustriallRelations’management tecame
involved in every'disoipline case, perhaps evén before the line
manager. Bargaining takes place between management and shop stewards
depending upon each case. 1Industrial Relations management are seen
as the best qualified to deal with such issues for a number of reasons.
First they know what the management guidelines and policies are cn
specific issues. They know what issues they have scope for flexibility,
as well as those on which they know they must conform to the letier of
the policy. Second they have a better idea of the position throughout
the plant. Unlike line manégers they know what would constitute an
anomaly, and what would nct. Perhaps more importantly they know what
they can keep as a secret arrangement and what they camnot. On
discipline issues management have some freedom to act, but this is
restricted by group policy.

The whole question of shop steward activities and facilities is
dealt with very briefly in the formail agreementéi With reference 192
steward activity the 'Blue Dook'! states 'a shop steward shall notl

act as such ouitside the territory for which he is appointecd tut shall
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be able to leave his department in pursuance of union duties with
the written permission of his supefintendent, or foreman or other
supervisor in the form agreed between the parties concerned, such
permission not to be unreasonably withheld.' Such restrictions on
movement are rarely observed in practice; stewards tended to move
easily between departments. However the important point is that these
relaxations of the agreement could be Withheld at any time. The
letter of tne agreement could be followed tq ﬁake life difficult for
the stewards. Such restrictions are only used as a threat, and would
in any case be very difficult to implement in practice.

These relaxations of the agreement are particularly important for
the convencrs. In the 'Blue Book! they-are referred to only as the
'Joint Secretary of the JWC'. In practice the convenor was employed
full time on union business and could move about the place at will.

In fact the convenor would become involved in almost all Industrial
Relations matters iq_the same way that Industrial Relations management
would. The few number of references made to the convenor may represent
Ford's unwillingness to formally recognise the role he does activally
play in the plant. There is however 6ne reference to the convenor

in an agreement of 1962. It states that 'Senior Company Executives
shall hold .... meetings with Plant Convenors and their deputies.!
Convenors also sit on a body known as the 'Dagenham Panel.' This was
set up by the 1962 Agreement and consists of local union officers and
the plant convenors. The standing of this body has varied over time.
In the main the company refuses to formally recognise the 'Panel.!
However although negotiations do not take plaoe a number of matters
are discussed. These tend to be issues which would affect the whole
plant, e.g. the shut down of a department. The management view is that

the "Panel! has grown into scmething of a 'monster' over which no c¢ne
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has any real control. - However it does appear to have a few benefits
Tor management. They can choose t§ recognise it when they wish, and
the union officials are likely to have a constraining influence on the
convenors. If the unions are forced to sit down together they may
have to compromise their views in order to reach a common viewpoint.
Shop steward facilities are dealt withiin a Very vague manner
in the 'Blue Book'. It states that 'Reasonable facilities shall be
afforded sﬁdp stewards to carry out their facilities within the
framework of this agreement.' On top of this are legal obligations
and group policy. In practice management has a goéd deal of freedom
on this isgue. Management may use these facilities as a bargaining
pon. For instance an Industrial Relafions manager may agree 1o
provide certain facilities in return for union concessions. This
gives plant management something %o bafgain with, and helps them to
‘build up a relationship with the.stewards. However management must
be careful not to give away anything that could be trarnsferred tc
other plants. Any concessions that are made must be highly.specific
to one plant. Other facilities such as canteens, or changes in
working conditions can also be used in bafgaining. Again on these
‘issues management must ensure that any changes made cannot be

compared with other plants.

The second important area of plant bargaining concerns the
day-to-day exercise of managerial prerogative. In particular this
refers to issues such as 'work content' and 'manning'.

In most cases the 'Blue Book' refers to these issues only in
passing, e.g. the 'Principles underlying the Préductivity Enabling
Clause'. Important phrases here refer to.'operating flexibility' and

‘efficient utilisation'. The effect of these statements on workplace

Industrial Relations is far greater than appears from the agreement.



195

These principles conceal a whole management philosophy Jdesigned to
ensure complete control over manning levels, work standards, and
movement of 1abour.’ It is on these issues that most bargaining and
conflict takes plaée at plant level. Under any system of MDW conflict
on thege issues is likely, but when the tough management philosophy
of Ford is added, this becomes even more provable.

In practioe day-to-day Industrial Relations is dominated by
bargéiningw6Vér iésues such as flexibility and manning. Evidence
for this comes from Ford figures supplied to the Bullock Commission

referring to industrial disputes.

Manhours lost Vehicles lost

Pay - 4.8% ' 9.9%
Work content ' 68 4% 61.71%
Discipline 10.4% 12.7%

These figures may be suspect because they refer only to 1975
and beéause the distinctions between noﬁ—pay issues may be dubious.
However they do back up the findings of an earlier study (Turner,
Clack and Roberts, 1967:262). This found that Ford had a below
average number of strikes on wage stfucture, work loads and wage
claims, bult an above average number on 'management issues',
individual dismissal, and hours and conditions.1 They suggest that
because of the simple wage structure many of the strikes were over
work loads.

The authors put this pattern of strikes dovn largely to managerial
philosophy: 'The importaticn into'a British Industrial kelations

environment of elements of a managerial policy and attitudes which

1 See also Beynon (1973)
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even in the USA could not always be maintained in the race of union
resistance led to a substantial contribution to the car firms totél
strike incidence'. They particularly noted thzt 'its insistence that
work loads and efforts were not ncgotiable particularly invited

conflict' (1967:346)

The f%pal area of plant bargaining covers issues such as

gr;éing;%éhiftwofk and overtime.

Although the grading structure itself cannot be changed there are
ways of getting around it. For example it may be possible to combine
two jobs of the same grade so that the overall grade is raised. Also
employees can switch between jobs of different grades.

Rates for overtime working cannot be altered, but there are a
number of 'fiddles'. For example a group of workers may be put on
a ‘speclally negotiated rate for continuous seven day working even
though they may only work a weekend. Other examples can be quoted
but the point to be made is that management in the plant have some
freedom to bargain, although this is carefully defiq?d by group.
Occasionally some of these deals would take the form of covert
arrangements with a small group of employees. Thisvmay be kept
secret just long enough to achieve a.target and may then become
common knowledge.

Some indications of management policy on such custom and
practice 1ssues can be got.from tne JWC minutcs. Occasionally
there was a union request for management to state its position on
a particular issue. These meetings were not always a useful guide

o
because of the circulation of the minutes. Some discussions were

therefore 'off the record.’



191

The explanation for vhis pattern of bargaining in the plants lies
in management's gradual acceptancn of shop steward activityv in the
plant. Initial management attitudes derived from American philosophy
have slowly been changed in the face of British conditions. These
changes can be traced over time.\

Although established\since 1911 in this country Ford did not
build its first major plant (the Dagenham Engine Plant) until 1931.

A number of employees belonged to the AEU'inlfhe 1930s but Ford
refused to recogniée them. Up until 1944 tne TUC's policy was to
'leave Ford alone'.1 But in 1944 there was a strike in a manufaciurer
which supplied Ford with bodies (Briggs). As aireSponse to this
Briggs management agreed to recognise‘all stewards (Toolroom stewards
had been recognised since 1941). Despite being on the same site Ford
managed to stop the strike spreading to its own factories. But in
return for this it agreed tc set up a negotiating body with the TUC.
From the very beginning Fford refused to negotiate in the plant with
the stewards, and instead preferred to deal with the national officials
of the ten unions outside the .plant. This initial attitude appears
to have been based very much on American experience. In fhe early
days Ford in this country was trying to apply the same structures

and principles used by its American parent. Many of these in turn
were derived from the deepseated beliefs of the founder of the organ-
isation. But these structures and principles conflicted stroengly
with the firmly established customs and‘practice of the British
Engineering Industry. Although Ford was able to maintain tight
control over its own employees it was when it took over the other
plants with different histories and traditions that changes were
virtually inevitéble.

A good example of this is the takeover of the Briggs plant by

Ford referred to above. This took place in 1953 following a strike

1 Cmnd 131 HMSO 1957
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in the plant the previous year which had interrupted the supply of
bodies. In Briggs shop stewards in the plant had been recognised since
1944 and an active workplace organisation had developed partly as
a result of a tolerant management attitude. The two plants‘had, and
still have, very different cultures. One management view of this wes
that the culture of Briggé wWwas 'ideological' while in Ford it was
'pragmatic!. |

It was inevitable that changes wculd take place as a result
of this takeover. ‘Two areas were important: the payment system and the
shop stewards organisation. After long and drawn out negotiatio.s the
Briggs pay structure was eventually inoorporated into the Ford sbiructure.
However the issue of steward organ;sation took longer. 1In the years
following the takeover therc was continual conflict. over shop steward
rights in the plant. Management was unwilling to compromise its
principles and the stewards did not want to lose their hard won gains.
A series of majbr disputes leading to Courts of Inquiry was the result.

However gradually management attitude began to change, but this
did not prevent occasional explosions of conflict. In 1962 after =
dispute management refused to take back a number of those whom it
regarded as militants. The resulting Court of Inquiry eventually
backed this decision. Howeﬁer this could not remove the basic source
of conflict.

This tradition of conflict is exaggerated in Ford by the number
of present employees who may have worked'upder the more tolerant
Briggs management. Ford figures suggest that the number of people
employed with more than 25 years service is:

Hourly paid - | 10.8% -

Salaried | - 17.3%

Overall 12.25%
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Therefore the tradition of shop steward autonomy ic likely to
be strong even now. |

The change in management attitude can.be seen by reference to
changes in the composition of the NJNC and the Disputes Procedure.

As noted above Ford would initially negotiate only with National
Officers. However in 1969 shop floor pressure threatened to break
up the NJNC and convenors were allowed on to the union side. These
wefé“refégfed to és 'tadditional representatives' in the 'Blue Book!
and were pro rata with union membership. Before this the convenors
would be in very close contact with the national officers. Since
this time the structure of the NJNC has been altered further. At
pfesent one convenor from each of the ﬁlants sits on the NJNC along
with the National Officers. It is the former who are insirumental in
drawing up the claims although the lafter will actually conduct the
negotiations. This change ooula increase management control over
the plants and is discussed in a later section iqhgreater detail.

Second there have been prooedural Qhanges, most importantly the
shortening of the disputes procedure. Previously the final stage
seven of the procedure was at NJNC level with the first five stages
in the plant, and stage six outside the plant. There were a number
of problems with this procedure. A considerable time lag was involved
in making a reference to the NJNC, and there was a feelihg of unreality
when the issue was eventually discussed. In order to try and avoid
this it was agreed that the procedure should end at Stage Five. Only
disputes over 'NJNC issues' (i.e. terms and conditions) would
automatically gc to National level. The aim was to settle the majority
of i§sues in the plant. In fact this change is reflected in a
company policy statement dealing ﬁith shob floor problems. It is
suggesfed that 'from the management side great importance is attached

to the local handling of labour problems initially by the fbreman
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and the management team iri the plant.' This is not quite accurate
since.greater emphasis is placed on Industrial Relations management
rather than line management than is acknowledged here.

Overall it appears that Ford management have been forced to move
away from its initial philosophy because of the need to expand and
the consequent demands for shop steward and convenor recognition.
However the analysis suggests that only thosg principles and policy
which conflict strongly with British traditions have been changed.
Management have only changed where they have been forced to: British
customs and practice have been incorporated into the Ford style of
managing Industrial Relations. Hence there are certain characteristics
of Industrial Relations in Ford which gemain unique.

The NJNC has been protected at almost any cost. Its constitution
was changed when its existence was threatened. A policy of
standardisation has been consistently followed. Since the Briggs
takeover all new Ford plants have been incorporated into the existing
payment structure. This is essential if group wide bargaining is to
be maintained and contrasts markedly with the situation in Tubes.

Here there was no attempt to achieve parity as plants were taken over.
However it must be recalled that Tubes growth has been largely via
acquisition, and at the time control was far less centralised than

it now is. This compares with the largely internal growth of Ford,
expanding on 10 'green field sites'.

The wages structure and MDW payment system are rigidly
defended. . Plant management are aware that whatever they change they
must not alter either of these. Although this eliminates conflict
over payment by result bargaining switches to other issues such as
job content. The inability of maqggement to discugs pay in the

plant does not mean that thcir hands are completely tied. Management
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bargaip over steward activities and facilities in order to build up

2 bargaining relationship with the stewards.

Management have steadfastly insisted that certain issues are
not negotiable e.g; mamming levels and work standards. They have
largely resisted steward attempts to take control of these issues
using two techniques. TFirst they have a pool of reserve labour which
is highly mobile and/can te used tb cover for any shortages of labour.
Secdﬁd thefé:is thé practice of taking pecple 'off pay' if they are
unwilling to work normally. This combination gives an effective form

of control especially when they are in the hands of Industrial

Relations managers in the plant.

The final part of the investigétion into bargaining in practice
concentrates on union activity. This points to the existence of
management control above group level. It will be shown that this
leads to the international comparison of terms and conditions and
domestic industrial action which affects continental plants. However
before this is examiq?d the potential for ihter—plant comparlisons in
this country is examined.

It was noted above that despite the group level bargaining
negotiations do téke place in the plant. These are not merely the
implementation of agreements but also issues which are not fully dealt
with at Group level. Because of this differences are almost
inevitably going to emerge between the plents. These aifferences
in custom and practice are essential if management in the plant are
to have a limited amount of freedom to negotiate with the stewards.
However these are differences in detail not in pfiﬁéiple. Virtually
all the plant‘bargaining issues are‘ones wﬁioh are highly specific

t0 a particular plant. This makes it very difficult to make comparisons
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for example on work practices between plants. In generzl the shop
stewards are not concerned to make‘oomparisons on these issues, and
are content to make what gains they can in their own department.
Even where a numbef of Ford plants are on the same site there will
be many arrangements made over routine issues that are not known outside
a single department. Occasionally these informal dealings come to
light - tg'the great embarrassment of the managers involved.
»hfhe b;iy in£érnal comparisons that were made tended to be demands

for parity in areas such as environmental conditions and various
© facilities such as canteens. However in general these comparisons
are difficult to make because of the lack of a common measure.

The situation described above deménstrates not only the strength
of the bargaining structure but also managerial attachment to a set
of principles. Plant bargaining takeé pla;e within strictly defined
limits so that management have é clear idea of what they can and
cannot do. Occasionally this pattern may be broken. Management
in the plant may make a concession which is comparable to other plants.
One example quoted was the allowance to security guards of premium
payments for meal breaks. This became quickly known throughout the
plants because of the excellent union communications. Consequently
management at group were faced with demands for parity, which they
refer to as 'best balling'. Eventually this concession became group
policy to prevent leap frogging. In cases such as this the cost of
the initial concession is multiplied many times, and the managers
concerned were dealt with severely by top management. It was
suggested by group management that instances such as this could be
a result of younger managers in the plants trying to make a name
for themselves and taking risks.- Comparisons in Ford tend to be very

di{ferent from those in Tubes. Within this country they were
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restricted to minor details of agreements, however international
comparisons were made on wages and terms and conditions.

In particular comparisons were made with Ford's German plants.
The rationale behind this was that Ford's production system was
integrated on a Europeap basis. lThe 1977 wage claim stated 'Ford
UK is in fact bpecoming juét'one component in a multi-national
production process and management‘deoisions are no longer taken on
the basis of economic and social conditio?s in one country.' The
document suggests fhat the varying.costs ir each country are seen
as an important determinant of where to expand. Hence fin an
important sense international comparisons between labour costs and
worker earnings are now just as relevaht to wage bargaining as
‘differences between plants in the same country'. Parity between
UK plants has led to demands for international parity. The unions
are attempting to organise across international boundaries to
match management control systems.

This type of comparison has only emerged recently. In the
late 1960s and early 1970s claims for parity were made with cther
firms in the industry. A major strike in 1971 was over a demand
for parity with Midlands firms. Since then the argument has shifted.
Not only have differences withiglthe industry been eroded, but the
European igﬁegration of production has become more obvious.

In some ways this type of comparison is similar to the combine
activity in Tubes. In hoth cases the uﬂions feel that decisions
affecting their future are being taken at a level aboﬁe that at
which negotiations take place. In Tubes it is Division which is
suspected of interference, while in Ford it is the European
organisation. The same principle of managemenit exercising a central-

ised control above the level of bargaining is involved. In Tubes
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the combine is seeking to influence these decisions, while.in Ford
varity between countries is sought; This latter activity may be a
consequence of the fact that Ford unions realise that investment
decisions may be taken above even the European level, and they have
no hope of influencing these.

Group management's response to these parity claims is to vigorously
defenid the existingrbargaining structure. This is because of the large
différentiéls (50—70%) between Uk and Cerman plants, and their insisterce
on_group level bargaining. Evidence of the defence used by management
is convained in a Group management response to a union demand for
information on European pay and benefits, conditions of service,
manpower performance and financial prospects. Thi; stated that 'We
have not included in the attached material any information in respect
of Ford companies outside Britain becaﬁse such information has no
significance for the determinati&n of conditions of employment in
Britain'. This then goes on to say that 'conditions of employment
in any particular country are determined by the social and economic
circumstances of that country alone, and not by what pertains in
other countries.!

Although the unions may not be totally serious in their claims
for parity with Germany, their awareness of Ford's European links is
important. Despite this awareness Ford is very successful in
preventing these comparisons from being effectively pursued. I£
many ways they are more successful than Tubes are in preventing inter-
plant comparisons, especially for white collar unions. Thils success
appears to be a consequence of the simplicity and strength of the
national negotiating structure. There is little ambiguity or
confusion about the most important'level of bargaining i Ford.

This is a Lighly visible and formal structure which is easy to defend

because of the strong and consistent base. It is easy to defend a
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system of n?tional bargaining when the only alternative is a claim
for internafional parity. The differences on economic, social and
political grounds mean that this type of parity claim is easily
attacked. In Ford comparisons madc on terms and conditions are there-
fore well controlled. This situation can be compared with the vague
and confused control process.in Tubes which seems io encourage union
cdercive comparisons.

g”Thelfhird afea of union activity to be considered concerns union
industrial action and management's attempts to counteract this. Mass
production is used in most Ford plants, and therefore a stoppage by
a smell group of employees often quickly brings the plant to a halt.
ﬁecause plants are inﬁegrated a disputé in one plant will soon affect
others leading to lay offs. Prodﬁction is integrated not only on a
UK basis but also across Europe becauée of the common model policy.
However the use of common components means that shortages caused by
an unofficial dispute. in a plant can be made good by increasing imports.
In fact the JWC minutes record that this action is often used as a
counter to unofficial strikes. Although the production process gives
considerable power to the shop floor, this is negated to some extent
by the European integration of production.

The situation is slightly different in official strikes because
imports from Europe are usually prevented by union blacking. Although
stocks would last around six weeks lay offs would be inevitable after
this. Eventually European plants may be starved of UX produced
components forcing the company to pay expensive lay-off pay to these
workers. In order to prevent this the company is introducing double
sourcing of critical components, and stookpiling supplie§ of
essential ?arts. |

Group level bargaining does have one benefii in the UK. In



206

an organisation as closely integrated as Ford action in one plant

could soon affeci others, possible causing lay-offs. But in all
official strikes all plants will be involved, thug eliminating the

need for lay-off pay.

One final point must be made about the consequences of the

.group level bargaining. As previously noted convenors from all the
plants sit on the unign negotiating ieams. In effect Ford have formally
recogﬁised ¥£e cdﬁ%iﬁe committee for bargaining purposes. This has

led to a separation between the convenors and the shop floor in some
plants. The national negotiators seem very isolated from the ordinary
employees. There is occasionally a feeling that the convenors may be
seiling the members short because of thg various national pressures

they may be subject to. Consequentiy a number of rank and file
organisations have grown up, opposed, a% least in part, to the official
union line. This may lead to unofficial action taking place in the
plants which may result in the hand of the official negotiators being
forced. Obviously this may weaken national urion strength because

of the fragmentation of support. With this in mind there 1is evidence

to suggest that management in the plant may act in a way which encourages
unofficial action. This may then undermine the strength of the union

negotiators at a crucial stage in the bargaining process.

The discussion above has described and analysed bargaining in
practice in Ford. It has shown thal certain issues are settled at
plant level, and hence for these group level bargaining over estimates
the degree of centralisation which exists. In principle this is
similar to the situation in Tubes where shop flobf/bargaining exists
within formal plant agreements. Seéopdly ﬁnion activity points to a

greater degree of centralised control than the management structure

indicates. In this case the structure underestimates the degree of
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centralisation. Again the parallel in Tubes is the interference in
plant bargaining by Divisional Management.
Below the control systemé used to restrict this bargaining are

outlined using examples detailed above.

Management Control of Industrial Relations

In order to provide a background to thc discussion of the
management control of Industrial Relations in Ford the management
structure 1s first examined. Following this the various control

systems used by management are then analysed in detail.

Management structure in Ford is basically at three levels. At
'gréup level there is the Central Industrial Relations staff under the
Director of Labour Relations. This is a functional department and is
concerned with the following: control over operational Industrial
Relations departments; setting down of policies and procedures;
national negotiations; forward planning; research; wage administration
and grading; manpower planning and recruitment. A formidable list
indicating a wide range of céntral resources devoted to Industrial
Relations.

Below this central organisation are four divisions based on
product. Their role is primarily to con%rol and co-ordinate
production on a'Europeaqubasis. They have very few Industrial
Relations responsiblities, but are kept closely informed of all

developments by the group and thé plants. Compared with Tubes the

~h

Divisional level is much less important. Responsibility for

Industrial Relations in Ford is shared between the Group and the

plant.
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Bach of the twenty threc plants has an Industrial Relations
manager with his own department. He is responsible ecqually to the
Planf Manager and to Group Industrial Relations. The Plant Industrial
Relations manager is responsible for all Industrial Relations activities,
as well as applying all agreements and central policies. As noted
above the Industrial Relations managers in the plant are highly
involved in routine matters, either directly themselves, or indirectly
through their Industrial Relations off%cers.. This indicates a greater
degree of decgntralisation of control of Industrial Relations than
is -immediately apparent from management structure. While other

non-IR control systems suggest greater centralisation of control.

(a) TIndustrial Relations Control Systems

One of the principal means of controlling piant bargaining in
Ford involves Industrial Relations management playing a large part
in day-to-day matters. In both the Dagenham and Leamington plants .
Industrial Relations management beéame involved in almost every
routine issue that could possible affect them. In comparison with
the Tubes plants the Industrial Relations departments in the plants
occupied a far more central position and involved more people. This
is not only because of the greater number of employees, but also
because of the wider range of responsibilities of thc Department.

In practice the Industrial Relations officers took over many
of the responsibilities of junior line managers. This included not
only the procedural aspects of discipline and grievances but
bargaining over the minutiae of day-to-day evenis. This left the
foreman and supervisors free to engure that production targets were

met and quality standards achieved. The Industrial Relations officers



209

were in close and continual contact with line management and were
bomba?ded with a whole range of questions and problems. It was these
officers who came to secret understandings (not to say fiddles) with
the stewards. The Industrial Relations manager may not always be
aware of the details of ‘these arrangements, but would trust his
officers not to create any anomalies. This was unlikely since the
officers knew what plant practice wés, and what they could keep covert
for as long as was necessary. The Industrial Relations manager would
immediately become involved in any issue that could escalate into a
major dispute. In these cases he would work closely with the plant
manager or his assistant depending upon the size of the plant.

?his ma jor role played by Industriél Relations management in the
plant was necessary to establish control over plant bargaining. It
is essential that inter-plant incons%stencies in Industrial Relations
practices do not emerge. These managers have been centrally trained
to know group agreements and policies. But it is esseutial also
that plant management's hands are not completely tied. PFor it is at
this levellthat much of shop steward activity takes place. In order
to match and counteract this management in the plantis must have
something to bargain with. Also this bargaining must take place
without setting precedents. Ford have recognised that plant
bargaining is inevitable, but attempt to regulate this via Industrial
Rélations managers answerable to the Group. Compared with Tubes
this system appears to extend Group control into the.plant without
completely eliminating plant management autonomy. In Tubes this
has not been possible with the result either that inconsistency exists
or flexibility is severely limited. d

One tactic used in plant bargaining in Ford can usefully be

mentioned. Management may initially approach a problem by saying
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they had no authority to settle it in the plant. This may ¢r may not
be the case depending on the issue; Despite this management may begin
to discuss the issue. Eventually they come to an agreement in exchange
for a concession from the 'mion side. It may appear to the stewards
that management attach a great deal of importance to the issue and

are willing to take a risk to gain a solution. In some cases manage-—
ment may be bargaining away oentral.oontrol which does not actually
exié%:: This can be termed an 'illusion.of parent aufocracy'. The
group cannot hope to control everything in the plants, but the
illusion may be created that they can in order to give plant management
something to bargain with. For example. management may treat a
discipline case leniently in order to oftain concessions on manning

arrangements.

Although the manual oombine.is extremely well organised managemernt
exercise a high degree of control over its activities. When threatened
by the breakup of the combine in 1969 management allowed a number of
convenors to join the union negotiating side. This has subsequently
been extended to include all the plant convenors. In effect therefore

'management formally recognise the manual combine. Management may
have felt that the combine was so powerful thot it could not be
ignored. By recognising it they have formalised and made more
predictable its activitiles.

There have been two consequenzes for the convenors which have
extended management control. First the convenors are now encouraged
to take a 'naticnal'! rather than plant based viewpocint. This,
according to management, may result in a more respcnsible attitude
from the convenors. Second the cohvenors'have effectively been

isolatéd from the shop stewards and the shop floor which may

moderate their views.
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(b) Personnel Control Syctems

In addition to the Industrial Relations controls outlined above
group management operates a number of Personnel control systems. On
the whole these appear to be far‘stronger than those in Tubes, but
are again based on individual managers. In particular there are very
close links between plant and group Industrial Relations management.
These control systems are used in conjunction with those controls
outlined above. Rather like Tubes; the centre realises that it cannot
control every detail in the plants through policy or meking agrecments
and hence uses indirect influence over individualvmanagers to
achieve their goal.

The centre is responsible for control over the.recruitment,
selection aﬁd training of management. Since Ford is far more of
an integrated organisatipnkthan Tubes these control systems are much
more immediate. This is also helped by the fact that there are far
fewer plants in Ford than in Tubes even.when the European plants are
taken into account. This integration is made all the more strong by
the production links between plants. As will be shown the 'non-IR!
control systems are such that any halt to production in any plant wiil
soon be evident to group manégement. This means that the plaﬁt
Industrial Relations manager is far more under the scrutiny of graup
than in any other case.

These controls are varticularly stréng over promotion, and espec-
jally for graduates. Great attention is paid to their career develop-
ment with lengthy induction courses and training programmes. Ford

is often regarded as one of the best management schools in the

country. It is not unusual for graduates tc¢ begin with a supervisors

or foremans Jjob.
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Movement of management in Ford takes place on a much wider scale
than in Tubes. It is not uncommon for managers to move between the
European plants in order to broaden their experience. There is also
movement between UK plants. However a false picture should not be
paintcd. The average Ford manager is not some superbeing who spends
most of his life jetting around Europe. Ford, just like any other
group, hag_its fair share of managers who spend all their workiﬁg life
in gﬁe piéﬁf. It is simply that certain managers receive a great
deal of attention.

Ford's training programmes for managers go to great lengths to
instil the desired principles of the.managerial philosophy. This is
pért of the attempt to regulate bargaining in the plant indirectly.
In general there is a more 'hard héaded', many would say crude and
brutal approach, to the control of labour in the plaqts, very
different from the more benign philosophy found in Tubes for example.
The whole pace and temperament of workihg life seems that much moré
competitive in Ford. Middle managers, in particular seem to be under
considerable pressure because of the control systems outlined above.

One manager described this as 'forever looking over your shoulder.!

(c) ©Non-IR Control Systems

Non-IR control systems in Ford are highly centralised and are
concerned largely with production and investment. Many of these
control systems are either at or above the level of bargaining.

e

The manufacture of components and the final product is integrated
on a European scale. Parts and finished goods are transported

regularly between here and the continent. Fcr example the company's

latest model is produced in three countries with components from &
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dozen different plants. This has a number of benefits. First Ford
can take advantage of the economiés of scale and hence lower unit
 cost considerably. Second the really vital commonents can be dual
soufoed. A stoppage in ons plant need not halt all European
production. Finally stocks of components and finished goods can be
kept so that-a shortfall of either in any country can be made good.
It has been noted (CIS:1977:59) that stocks of British produced
comggnenté are planned to last for'forty rather than the normal
twenty days.

This high degree of product integration is backed up by a whole
battery of information channels. Fof‘certain plants, e.g. Dagenham
aﬁd Halewood production returns are made on an hourly basis. Group
menagement are in close contact with production in all the plants via
.this process. It is somewhat unnerviﬁg for the visitor to Group
Management to hear that 'the liﬁe has stopped at Dagenham' or that
the previous nights production schedule at Halewood was miss:zd by
twenty cars. This +type of statement brings home the extent of
control that central management have over the plants.

These production figures are backed up by a whole series of
Industrial Relations statistics collected monthly. These cover
discipline, absenteeism, disputes, labour tuinover and details on
shop stewards. Also the minutes of JWC meetings are widely circulatzd.
When all of these control systems are put together the strong
central control over individual managers and plants can be recognised.
Almost any action which causes production losses or a dispute is
likely to come immediately to the attention of group management. 1t
is almost as if all the plants were working under one rcof comnected
by long lines of communication. it is tﬁis tight central control

which contributes to the highly restricted nature of bargaining in

the plant.
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It is a chqracteristio of the indusiry that the scale of
investment is likely to be beyond'the resources of any single
‘national group. For example it may cost £500 millions to build a
new car which will involve building new production facilities as
well as design and manufgcture coéts. When funds are required on this
scale 1t is inevitabie thaf the American parent company will become
involvéd. In the past the parent has negotiated with Governments
in order to get the best deal possible. This‘may involve the plant
being partly goverﬂment financed e;g. Bridgend Engine plant. Along
with this'availability of investment capital goes the threat of not
providing funds if certain targets are not met by the plants.
Industrial Relations criteria may influence some of these decisions.
For example labour intensive production e.g. assembly, may be located
in areas of countries which have a good strike record. Capital
~intensive manufacture‘e.g. component pfoduction may be located in
areas with a poor strike record. Ford concentrates assembly abroad and
ma jor component production in the U.K. Its control over immigrant
labour in Germany results in a comparatively good strike record.
The final decision for any major investiment project is firmly
in the hands of the American pafent.1 It may sound extraordinary
but it seems that many of thé ma jor investment decisions in the
world's third largest organisation are taken by a handful of people.
This situation is of course one of deliberate policy and stems from
the original beliefs of the founder of the ofganisation. He wished
to keep as much as possible under his own control, no matter how
large the organisation. These beliefs have been hanied down and become

accepted as unchangeable facts of life. d

1 The CIS (1977:7) suggests that any investment involving more than
#25 millions has to go to the parent. See also Seidler (1976)
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There is of course something of a parallel in Tubes. Divisional
managgment accumulate and ration investment funds in the same way
that the American parent does in this case. However in the Tubes
case these control systems are not backed up by a highly integrated
producticn system. The same principle is in evidence: non-IR control
systems are exercised above the level of bargaining and result in a
fér greater degree of centralisation than is ;mmediately apparent.

Unlike Tubes the unions in Ford do not challenge the investment
decisions made by the parent. As noted previously this may be because
they feel that these are completely out of their control. Ford is
able to exercise control above the bargaining level with little fear
of repurcussions. The inter—country comparisons that result are
easily repelled because of the aobvious problem of comparing across
national boundaries. Therefore as has been noted (CIS: 1977:1) 'the
workforce remains fragmented organisationally by geography and
- nationality. Ford, on the other hand, benefit from centralised
control of management strategy.' The trade unions comparisons are
not aimed gt achieving international bargaining but merely seek to
improve their own bargaining position. In this way they are

merely strengthening and justifying the existing level of bargaining.
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Conclusions

The ma jor points of this case are briefly recalled to provide an
introduction to the concluding comments.

Formal bargaining in Ford is very differert to that in other
cases. But despite, or perhaps because of, thc group level bargaining
infprmal negotiations take place in the plant. An historical analysis
showed that this represented a gradual ohangé of attitude by manage-
ment towards shop steward activity. Gradually it was realised that
some form of workplace bargaining was inevitable and a movement away
from the Americandevised structure and strategy was required. However
compared with Tubes plant bargaining emerged within tight constraints.
In the main steward activity is controlled and predictable. This is
made possible by a series of Industrial Relations and Personnel
control systems.

Bargaining of this nature in the plant demonstrates that in some
ways the formal bargaining level overestimates the degree of
centralisation that exists. In some ways this parallels the situation
in Tubes. Here the formal level of bargaining diverted attention
away from the informal negotiations which took place at shop floor
level. Individual management style was important for both cases in
this informal bargaining. There was a notable contrast: Ford
management took a much tougher line on issues such as ménning and

!

discipline. The consistency of this approach is a result of the

more intensive training programmes devised by Ford.

Secondly the formal management siructure underestimated the extent
of central control over production and investment. The former was

organised on a Buropean basis, while the latter was often controlled
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by the American parent. Again thg parallel with Tubes shows central

control above the bargaining level, in this case at Divisional level.

The result was that unions were forced to make international comparisons
which were difficﬁlt to support in the face of vigorous'management opposition
These comparisons were largely ineffective. They were necessary

because of the oohtrol exercised by the bargaining structure in this

case. Group level bargaining ensured parity of terms and conditions

bet;éen piénts. Any differences that did emerge were usually highly

specific to one particular plant.

In general therefore management éontrol over union activity in
Ford is more effective than in Tubes. This is not only a consequence
of the strength of the bargaining structure. In addition a number of
other factors appear to be important.

The majority of the control systems within Ford are located at
group level. Those exercised over finance and production are not wvery
'visible' to stewards and convenors. Together the formal control
systems produce a strong national image which is easy to identify with.
These control systems are mutually supporting and leave little doubt
as to the effective level of decision making. In comparison the
control systems in Tubes are seen to emerge from a variety of levels
creating doubt and confusion as to the effective level cf control.

Second Ford seems to enjoy the benefits of centralisation and
decentralisation even though it has no£ deliberately adopted a
compromise position in the way that Tubes has. Highly centralised
control over investment exists alongside formal group level bargaining
and informal plant negotiations. There is a déi;berate specialisation

of decision making. Those decisions which are best made at particular

levels are in general made at those levels., The result is that
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management have a cémbination.of formal and informal control‘systems
which it can use to solve a particular problem. This is a greater
degree of flexibility than has been achieved by Tubes.

Finally Ford have a clearly identifiable management philosophy.
This serves not only to support the imége of group control but also
provides a means of explaining away particular actions-and structures.

For example the philosophy stresses the high degree of plant integration

in Support of the group level bargaining.

One péradox has emerged during the examination of these four
cases. Both Ford and GEC have achieved a high level of control over
union activity, yet their approaches towards Industrial Relations
could not be more different. There seems to be no 6onsistent link
between maﬁagemént contfol over Industrial Relations and the

resources and attitude given to it. This contradiction is analysed

and explained in the remaining chapters.



PART TIT : ANALYSIS

INTRODUCTION

The material outlined in the four previous chapters provides a
resource of data from which to draw. The chapters which follow
systematically analyse this material. However before this is under-

taken the argument of the thesis can be usefully recalled.

The primary aim of this thesis is to compare case studies of
organisations having different structures of collective bargaining.
These are compared in order to examine the folléwing relationships:
between bargaining structurc and union behaviour; between management
structure -and bargaining structure; between situatioral determinants

and bargaining structure.

Having introduced the study and explained the research method
previous literature was reviewed by applying some of the data
available. This revealed that relying on bargaining level alone was
an inadequafe criterion for Classifying bargaining structure.
Secondly there was evidence.to suggest that bargaining structure
as a whole did not display all the methods of control used by
management in Industrial Relations.

With these findings and others in ﬁind four detailed case
studies were carried out. Material was presented firstly to show
the form bargaining took in practice and secondly to examine the
control systems used by management to regulate this.

These detailed findings are now systematically analysed in

two ways. A framework for analysing the maunagement control process
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1s developed in Chapter'Eight, and a comparison of 'Styles of
. . : 1
Managing Industrial Relations' is undertaken in Chapter Nine. The

final chapter considers some of the implications of the study.

Framework of Control Systems

wéhabﬁé;xﬁight develops a framework of control systems. This
systematically analyses the components of the control process used by
management .

This framework is based upon the stages in the control process.
Three stages will be analysed moving from the general to the
specific and they comprise Policy; Aqhievement and Application.

At each of the stages in the control process the various control
systems wused by management will be outlined. Additionally the

influences upon management control at each stage will be discussed.

This framework outlines the variety of control systems which may
potentially be used by any organisation. It is unlikely that any
single case would use all of these systems. Each company will use
a selection of the control systems outlined to suit its own needs.
This is purely an analytical device used to study the impact of
management as Industrial Relations in a systematic manner. Certain
combinations of controls, with their associated influences may

be used.

1 Clegg (1979:160-1)used this phrase to describe the variations in
management's role in Industrial Relations in large and small
companies. In this instance it is used to include not only the
management control systems, but also the attitude towards Industrial
Relations built up in the company over time.
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Comparative Styles of Managing Industrial Relations

The impact of management control on union behaviour is examined
on a comparative basis in Chapter Nine., As will be recalled from the
first Chapter only one form of union behaviour is discussed: the

inter-plant activity within a single group.

Four 'ideal types' of styles of managing‘lndustrial Relations
are evolved based~on the case studies. These are used to explain
a paradox which emerged from the case studies. Two cases having
different bargaining structures enjoyed a highly effeétive degree
of control over union activity. Two other cases with similar

bargaining structures had only a 1ow degree of contirol.



CHAPTER EIGHT : STYLES OF MANAGING INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS -

Introduction

This chapter develops a framework for analysing the impact of
management upon Industrial Relations. It provides a comprehensive
means for investigating all the controls and structures of management
which can influence union behaviour.

Additionally this chapter eiamines some of the influences which

affect management in their efforts to control Industrial Relations.

This framework is based upon the available data drawn from the
case studies, and examples are fréquently quoted. However the
analysis is expressed in sufficiently general terms to have wider
applicability. Case study material is now quoted as evidenge to
support the generalisations and concepts developed here. Although
based upon empirical research this framework could be seen as a
tentative model for studying the impact of management on Indusirial
Relations in general. However the concepts and hypotheses developed
here will require further refinement, possible only by more

empirical research.

The framework developed here provides a means of examining in
detail the component parts which together make up a particular style
of managing Industrial Relations. In practice each style will use
a selection of the controls and structures cxamined below. The
framework does not represent any one single stiie, ‘but is in
effect an amalgam of a whole variety of styles. The fcllowing
chapter looks at some possible combinations of .the controls outlined

here.
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The framework is bascd upon the stages in the control process.
Management's role is examined as.it proceeds from the mostv general
policy decisions tc the most specific day-to-day decisions.

These stages are not necessarily tied to any particular level
of management. One of the key pbints of the analysis is that
management have the abilify‘to use these stages in the control
process at a variety of levels.

Analysis based on management structure alone is rejected
because this wouldgproduce an unduiy inflerible and static framework.
Also as Anthony notes(1977:13—4) 'It is easy to draw up categorizations
of levels in managemeht or personnel management, and it is easy %o
imply that these levels are distinct and separate and that they
represent horizontalAdivisions of responsibility which ought o be
initiateds This is of course nonsense.'

The framework used here is far more flexible. For example the
application of policy mey be carried out at board level. Alternatively

policy may emanate from day-to-day decisions made on the shop floor.

At cach stage a variety of control systems may be used by

management. These are classified as follows:

'Non-IR' control systems financial, production and investment
'"Personnel' control systems recruitment, selection, training,
promofion and movement of managers
'Industrial Relations' control policy formation, co-ordination of
systenms - bargaining and information
'Collective Bargaining' control bargaining structure; preparation

systems ‘ and backup for negotiation

1 Similar approaches have been taken by Goodman et al (1975);
Purcell and Earl (1977); Baker and France (1954); Anthony (1977:14-6)
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Industrial}Relations is likely to be affected by two sets of
influences. |

First those generated internally by non-IR decisions which
themselves are influenced by situational determinants.

Second those external to the‘organisation which affect Indusirial
Relations directly, e.g. éhanges in the law and trends towards the
formalisation of bargaining structures.

These are examined at each stage.
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A  POLICY

This is taken as the stage of control which is most removed from
the day-to-day. Two aspects are studied.

First the impact of 'non-IR' decisions (e.g. production and
financial decisions) on Industrial Relations. This includes a
consideration of the factors which will influence these decisions.

Second the notion of a policy for Industrial Relations. The

possible characteristics and influences on such a policy are also

included.

1 Corporate Policy

Before the impact of non-IR decisions on Indusirial Relaticns
are studied three points must be made about the notion of a
corporate policy.

First, Legge (1978:40—1) expresses doubis as to whether ai.
organisations may actually possess a corporate policy. It is likely
that larger organisations may have policies, but very unlikely that
smaller ones will. Where a policy does exist it may not actually
guide decisions, but may be used simply to rationaliée actionc once
taken. Legge suggests that even in large organisations ad hcc
decisions based on 'hunches' are widespread.

Second, policy decisions'may not necessarily be taken by the
Board. Evidence1 suggests that on some occasions the Board may only

h¥£ make rather than actually make decisions. The Board may act as a
~

formal 'rubber stamp' for decisions that are taken elsevhere, perhaps

by management committees.

1 See Bramnnen et al (1976) and British Institute of Managemen* (1972)
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Finally it is possible that policy may emerge from *he shop
floor. Decisions may be taken on.a day-to-day basis, some of which
may constitute precedents or anomalies. In order to avoid 'custom
and practice drift' management may be forced to form a generalised
policy on the basis ofﬁthese separate decisions. Policy may emanate
from this level in order to try and achieve consistency and predic-

tability in an unstable situation.

Non-IR decisions such as those on production and investment sre
likely to have a big influence upon Industrial Relations. For example
a‘change in the production process may involve altering manning
arrangements or learning of new skills. The need to kit financial
targets may require making people redﬁndant.

Hyman (1975:9) has noted thé importance of such decisions. 'Therc
is an area of social relations which exert a profound influence over
all others: the decisions taken by employers and managers in opening
or closing a workplace, determinirg the type of level of production,
introducing particular forms of technology and work organisations,
allocating a specific distribution of profits.' As noted previously
such decisions are éften taken as given in Industrial Relations
analysis. However in this study they are seen as internal influences
affecting the management control of Industrial Relations. The need
to stress influences such as finarcial criteria has been stressed oy
Anthony (1977:178). Such influences are of particular significance

at this stage in the control process.

Before the impact of these decisions on Industrial Relations

ard some of their influences can be studied these decisions must be

examined.
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These non-IR decisiciis will be affected by the structure of
management, and in particular the divisions that exist within

management .

Horizontal and vertical divisions within management will produce
a numbéf of groups of mgnagers.. Each of these may have their own
aims and author?ty and méy‘compete with one another if resources
are scarce. Fox (197ﬁ:67) characterised management as a 'plurality
of interest groups'. While Goldner (1576:76) suggests it is useful
to recognise a nuﬁber of differen£ "managements' within what is
formally an homogeneous group. Each group will have its own se.
of targets and rules to adhere to. This has been noted by Batstone
(1977:155) 'Consequently each has targets and constraints which
derive not merely from his own department, but also from others.!

" Batstone goes on later (1977:156) to point out that production
considerations often have priority over others. The conflict
between line and persornel managers has been described by Clegg
(1977:100). He suggests that to many line managers 'their colleagues

~in personnel posts may appear, at least sometimes, as the people
who sell them down the river, with ever more compromises with the

unions and shop stewards, thus putting further obstacles in the way

of line managers achieving the results they should.!

Decisions made on production and financial matters may often set
the constrainte or limits within which industrial Relations takes
place. Many of the decisions made in Industrial Relations will be
depeﬁdent upon or derived from other decisions taken by other groups
of managers. Industrial Relations decisions are often taken within
constraints which are internally generated. Non-IR decisions interpret
and translate the impact of situational deverminants for the
organisation as a whole. They often govern the way Industrial

Rela‘tions will be influenced by changes in these factors.
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Legge has noted (1978:44—45) that many important decisions are
taken in isolation from one another. The result may be that often

personnel managers are presented with a fait accompli , and have to

devise ways of amending their policies to fit in with non-IR decisions

taken elsewhere.

.Legge suggésts later (1978:59—66) that these examples are
symptomatic of the low level priority generally given to Personnel
and Industrigl Relsations. This she feels is a consequenoé of two
factors. First it is difficult to measure thekcontribution of these
departments. Second even if they can be measured they may not be
seen to be contributing to increased profitability.

Anthony (1977:34) has also noted that it is common for Industrial
Relations to receive only scant attention at the policy making stage.
Evidence from Marsh (1971:16) shows that only rarely is there a
personnel specialist on the board. He found that in 58% of multi-
establishment companies in his sample there was no director
responsible for Personnel. Also some 45% of companies lacked a
divisional or group manager for Personnel. This evidence suggests
a generally low level of funds, facilities and expertise granted
to Industrial Relations.

This picture has probably changed slightly in the intervening
nine years. However the general trend is probably still that seen by
Slichter, Healey and Livernash (1960:952) in that it is very rach a
case of Industrial Relations management fighting to survive in the
face of hostility from non-~-IR management. At best the Industrial
Relations department may be seen as only one of a range of
specialist activities for exercising control over the workforce. At

worst it may be little morc than an obstacle for line management to

overcome.
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Anthony (1977:28-30) notes that Industrial Relations may be used
alongside a whole range of other.techniques such as 'human relations'
and participation. While Fox (1974:45) notes that collective
bargaining is only one of a series’of strategies used by management
in an attempt to solve What he aefines as the 'managerial problem’'.
That is the nced to gain‘compliance and commitment from the workforce.

In practice managément may have no particular attachment to
Industrial Relations techniques when attempting to control the work-

force. They will be used when they appear to be relevant or effective.

Three of the cases studied may be exoeptiohs to the general
picture presented above. Ford, Rolls and Tubes each devcted
considerable rescurces to Industrial Relationms. Ford, in particular
paid a great deal of attention to the subject. Rolls and Tubes both
devoted slightly more attention to Industrial Relations than is the
norm in Engineering. This is only to be expected. All three had
some degree of integration of production, especially Ford and Rolls,
and each was faced by well organiéed uriions.

GEC is of course the exception. Industrial Relations was
generally accorded a very low priority. Most of the decisions 1in
this area were a consequencé of non-IR, largely financial, criteria.
GEC had a low level of product integration.

However as noted previously the resources devoted to Industrial
Relations were not consistently related.to the degree of control
exercised by management over union behaviour. The contradiction is

pursued in greater depth in the following chapter.

e

2 Influences on Non-IR Decisions

If non—IR decisions affect Industrial Relations then the
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influences on these decisions must be analysec. Three factors can be
recognised, two of which are closely related.

In the multi—planf context the degree of integration of production
is a big influence on management. This may be closely connected with
a centralisation of finanpial resources. In cases such as Ford and
Rolls production is highly integrated. A stoppage of production in
any one plant will eventually have repurcussions in others. In Ford
this integfation 1s on a European scale. .This high level of
integration requires that a group wide perspective is taken on all
Industrial Relations decisions.

Within Tubes this perspective can be restricted to the Divicion.
Integration of production is only usually fouﬁd within division.
However financial resources are also located at this level. Hence
a Divisiomnal Industrial-Relations policy results.

GEC is again the exception. Although financial control is
highly centralised, there is a low level of integration of production,.
In this case it seems that it is the diversity of products which
separates each plant. This together with day-to-day operating

autonomy allows plant based Industrial Relations policies.

Two other factors, the growth of an organisation and its meragerial
philosophy are closely linked.

Apart from its effect on managerial philosophy discussed below,
growth pattern has another consequence. This concerns the limpact
of a merger. Tﬁo of the cases, Rolls and GEC, were the result of
mergers of around ten years ago.‘ However the effect in each case

~

has differed. In Rolls the merger has served to bring plants

together which wzre previously separate. This has brought demands

for parity on certain issues. While in GEC the merger has merely
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increased the product diversification and has led to competition
between the plants in a time of gationalisation.

Ford's growth has been quite different, it has grown largely as
a result of internal expansion. This has led to an ircreased feeling
of being part of a single group. Tubes was in the past far more
fragmented than it is presently. Previously autonomous groups are

now being brought under divisional control resulting in inter—plant

union activity.

" Management philosophy is of course closely tied in with the
problem of growth. Traditions and customs present within the
organisation can be demonstrated by the pattern of growth. Thus one
may support the other.

In Ford there is a clear managerial philosophy and this added
to the pattern of growth concentrates union attention at group level.
Similarly in GEC the management philosophy stresses piant autonomy,
as has the pattern of growth. While in Tubes and Rolls the lack
of a clear philoscophy has only added to the confusion emanating from

the pattern of growth.

Industrial Relations Policy

The CIR {1973:5,16) emphasised the need for a policy in Industrial
Relations. They suggested that a written policy should form an
integral part of the organisation strategy. Accordingly this wculd
allow management to take a long run view of Indﬁétrial Relations and
would allow changes to be made more easily than if based solely on
custom and practice. This view seems to be an adaptetion of previous

work by Ansoff (1965); Cyert and March (1963) and Chandler (1962).
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These approaches have a number of problems. First Legge
(1978:40) has noted that there may not be a corporate strategy which
Industrial Relations policy can become a part. Secord as Anthony
(1977:20) notes, it may bl sheer f0lly in some cases to make
management's negotiating pelicy known. Finally as Wood and Thurley
(1977:1-2) have noted this approach suggests that Industrial Relations
is a discrete area of aciivity which can be incorporated into overall
poiiéy. :

In general Anthoeny notes(1977:20) that there is 1ittleAevidence
to sﬁggest that Industrial Relatiors policies exist in the form put'
forward by the CIR. Although he suggests that the threat of being
iﬁvestigated by bodies such as the CIR might be a good reason for
'running one up'.

Accordingly Anthony puts forward a more realistic view of the
form policy might take. And this is one which is supported by the
case material. Although a policy may not be explicitly formulated
and written up 'it is certain that management in Industrial
Relations has normally accrued a set of intentions, which in part.
influence its behaviour.' Therefore 'if this is what we mean by
| policy in Industrial Relations, then most managers have one even if
they do not know it.!

Very often this may result in a 'fire fighting' approach.
Problems will be dealt with as and when they arise. This ad hoc
policy may be self perpetuating. Legge (1978:55-56) wotes the
consequences of ad hoc decision-making. DNeglect of Industrial
Relations matters from day-to-day lecads to crisis management. The
exclusion of Industrial Relations management ffom these day-to-day
events means that they are likely‘to be léss than effectivs when

actually dealing with problems. The result will be that less
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resources are devoted to Industrial Relations, and propiem solving
ability declines still further. Anthony (1977:22) suggests that this
approach may be a consequence of top management's reluctance to
recognigse that there are some areas in which they may have only
limited resources. Winkler (1975:206) notes that 'Directors

literally do not want to know about Industrial Relations.!'

.%This éd'hoc abproach has been widely criticised (e.g. Flanders 1904)
and is discussed further in Chapter Ten. A number of influences on
policy can be recognised. These influences are largely external to
the organisation. They include the growth of labour legislation and

changes in bargaining structure.

Government legislation since 1963'has become increasingly important
in Industrial Relations. The séatutes of 1974 and 1975 have extended
the degree of government interventiorn significantly. Management have
reacted to this in a number of ways. They may nhave bolstercd up
their own Personnel Departments to ensure correct action was taken
over issues such as discipline and redundancy. Alternatively small
| firmé may have relied upon the services of their local emplcyers!
association.

Hawkins (1978:159) notes the procedural bias of the new legislation.
This places an additional administrative burden upon management
leading to an expansion cf Personncl departments. However the

influence of such enlarged departments may remain low.

Commentihg in 1975 Brown and Sisson noted (1975:49) tkat 'The

last five years have seen the most radical reform of bargaining
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structures in Britain since the Whitely reforms that followed the
first world war'. They are refefring to the decline in tu=
significance of the national or multi-employer agreement and the
rise of the single employer agreement. Evidence to support this
assertion is available from a number of sources.

This trend was kegun by-the productivity agreements of the early
sixties and encouraged by the publication of the Donovan Repor*t. If
management are to carry out such reforms somé kind of policy for
Industrial Relatidns is required.. Changes such as a»movement from
payment by results to measured day work requires considerable time
and attention. And as Brown and Terry note (1979:129) having
devised their new structures management will not want them to e
undermined by changes in thz national agreement. Hence they may want
to maintain the initially high level of attention given to Irdusirial

Relations. This discussion is refturned to in Chapter Ten.

Policy on the Shop Floor

The policy making stage is not the exclusive preserve of the
higher levels of management} Policies can be derived from the
shop floor in an ad hoc fashion. Purcell and Earl (1977:45—6) note
that it may be.diffioult to distinguish between when policy making
ends and application begins.

For example during routine decision making a line manager may
make a decision which ig against established policy. If this is
sufficiently serious it could be taken as a precedent by the shop

stewards. They will use the original decision in arguments in

1  For example Daniel (1976); Warwick Survey (1979); Brown and
Terry (1979); Wilders and Parker (1972)
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similar cases. In effecv they will attempt to use this as the

basis to extend custom and practice in their favour. Manzgement

may feel that this situation could get out of their control and lead
to leap frogging claims. In order to prevent this plant management
may re-—establish policy on the Easis of the original decision in

an attempt to prevent furfhér 'custom and practice drift'.

Winkler (1974:202) notes that this is the way shop floor
decisions come to the notice of higher managément, and hence
reporting systems are ways of conéealing rather than communicating
decisions made. 'What is effectively happening is covert decen-—

tralisation of decision making.'
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B ACHIEVEMENT

This is defined as the stage at which the ra’her vague (or non-
existent) policieé and strategies are translated into specific
structures and actions. Included in this section are various control
systems: Collective Bargaining; Industrial Relations; and Personnel.
Three initial points are made.

\?First;“this is the only stage at which Industrial Relations is
likely to be seen as a discrete activity. At the pclicy and
application stages it is often very difficult to extract Industrial
Relations from the whole range of other activities. As Legge
(1978:39) has noted the expertise of specialist staff and their
reporting relationships may be a good indicator of attention given
to Industrial Relations. |

Second, 1t is at this stage that general trends towards formalis-
ation and single employer bargaining seem to have had their biggest
impact.

Pinally it appears that certain of these control systems
particularly Industrial Relations contrcls, are used to support the
bargaining struoture.1 For example in Rolls and Tubes bargaining
structure does not appear to give opmplete control over union
inter-plant activity. Hence a series of Industrial Relations contrcls
are used to make good these deficiencies., In both Ford and GEC
control over this aspect of union behaviour as a result of bargaining
structure is greater, and therefore they have less need to use
other control systems. However in Ford Industrial Relations control

systems are used to regulate union activity in the prant.

1  See the CIR (1974:28-9)
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Collective Bargaining Control Systems

The Collective Bargaining control‘systems include not only the
bargaining structure but also the preparation and back up for negot-
.iation. This section will look at the varying emphasis placed upon
bargaining structure and some of the factors which influence this.

1t will be recalled that bargaining structure has been suggested
as the foremost influence on union behaviour (Clegg: 1976:4). Both
McCarthy (1971) and Clegg (1976;1979) have suggested various dimensions
of bargaining structure for understanding the impact on union

behaviour.1

There are variations between the cases in the emphasis placed on
bargaining structure. Ford has compréhensive, detailed and written
agreements covering the majorit& of substantive and procedural issues.
GEC, on the other hand, has relatively few formal agreements relying
mostly on informal shop floor negotiations. While Rolls and Tubes
negotiate at plant level their agrecements are less comprehehsive and

detailed than those of Ford.

If one aspect of union behaviour is analysed, inter-plant activity,
an important contradiction emerges.' Those cases with fhe most
extreme forms of bargaining structure, Ford and GEC, seem to display
similarly high degrees of control over inter-plant activity. Those
cases with similar bargaining structures, Rolls and Tubes, have
similar but low degrees of control over this activity. Correspondingly
Rolls and Tubes appear to make use of Industrial Relations controls
in order to try and limit this inter-plant activity. Ford and GEC

have iess need of such controls to limit this form of union behaviour.

1 See Chapter Three
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This apparently contradictory evidence relating to the impact of

bargaining structure will be considered further in the following

chapter.

2 Influences on Bargaining Struoture

Two sets of influences are briefly considered below. Those

emanating from wifhin the organisétion, and those from outside.
1 . .

Research has stressed the impact that management structure may
have upon bargaining structure. Evidence from the cases suggests
this is an important influence, but also other control systems
should be rconsidered.

The major influence of management structure on bargaining
structure is a result of the divisions that exist within management.
As shown above these divisions mean that separate specialist groups
of management are created. Hence Industrial Relations management
may emerge as a specilalised department concerned only with negotiation
and solving problems. In many cases Industrial Relations may be
given a fairly low priority; Therefore relatively little attention

will be given to bargaining structure and negotiations in these

circumstances.

A second influence concerns the impact of non-IR control systems
used by management. Changes in production and financial control
systems, for instance, may have repurcussions for bargaining

structure.

1  eg. Boraston, Clegg and Rimmer - (1975); Clegg (1976); Brown (1973)
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A good example is a case with plant bargaining. As a result of
various pressures managemeni may decide to centralise control over
finance at either group or divisional level. This may mean that non-
IR control systems are now located at a different level from the
bargaining structure. It is possible that this may lead shop stewards
in the plant to question the authority of plant management on all
matters. In turn this may lead to the kind of inter-plant activity
seen in Rolls and Tubes designed to match the level of management
decision making on non-IR matters.

. Changes in non-IR control systems may undermine the bargaining
structure. Doubt and confusion arz created in the minds of plant
employees. The inter-plant activity that results may reguire
management to use Industrial Relaﬁions controls of the kind studied
below. This situation can be contrasted with that in Ford. Here the
non-IR control systems are aligned with the bargaining structure.
Hence one set of control systems supports and reinforces the other.

External influences can now be analysed.

The post war growth of workplace bargaining led many managers TO
feel that they had lost a degree of control over Industrial Relations.
Two changes in bargaining structure have resulted from this. First
an increasing formalisation of bargaining structure. Second a movement
away from multi-employer towards single employer agreements.

These changes have a number of implications for multi-plant
groups.1 In most cases the plant has now been formally recognised
as the most important bargaining level. The movement away from wulti-

employer agreements has highlighted tiie differences between plants.

Also as Brown and Sisson (1975:45) have noted changes in payment

systems have made comparisons easier. The result of these two

1  This discussion is continued in much greater detail in Chapter Ten
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changes has meant that iuter<plant comparisons ars encouraged. In
cases where this has teken place (Rolls and Tubes) management have
. attempted to control the resulting inter—plant activity by means of

the Industrial Relations controls of the type discussed below.

Industrial Relations Controls

Industrial Relations controls are used by management to supple—
ment the .bargaining structure. Three sets of contrcls are analysed:
co-ordination of plant bargaining; provision of serviées; and

communication of information between plants.

The extent of these controls appears to be related to the level
of inter-—plant union activity. In Ford1and GEC the limited inter-
plant activity requires few controls of this kind to be used. While
in Tubes and Rolls these controls are well developed to deal with the
inter-plant union activity. This activity usually takes two forms.
First the formation of combines designed to co-ordinate action and
information. Second the making of coercive comparisons between
plants within the same group.

It .will be noted below that the’use of these controls may
actually encourage the very behaviour they are trying to limit. This
point has been noted by Fox (1971:38). .Management may fall back on
their coercive péwer if their legitimate exercise of authority is
ineffective. This in turn may require a further use of power. For
unions the use of such Industrial Relations controls may provide

further evidence of the kind of management interference which

stimulated their initial activity. (CIR 1974:49).

1 In FPord Industrial Relations controls are used to limit plant
based union behavicur. The impact of these ccntrols is dealt witn
tes 21s manmmlinntion otace af the control process.
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(a) Co-—ordination of Plant Bargaining

Perhaps the most important types of Industrial Relations control
involve managements attempts to co-ordinate bargaining in the plants.
This may be undertaken by group or divisional management and can
take a variety of forms. These will range from the subtle and
covert to the crude and overt. Management outside th> plant may
intervene in disputes, or lay down guidelines or provide advice to
plant managewent. Two examples can be quoted, both aimed at limiting
either the scope for inter-plant activity or its impact. However
this may be a highly unstable situation (CIR 1974:44).

Rolls uses a system of co—ordinated plant bargaining. During
negotiations in the plant group management are notified of all
developments. The final agreement has to be submitted to group for
assessment. On certain subjects, e.g. annual pay increase, group
management may specify the overall increase while allowing the
details to be settled in the plant. (CIR 1974:16). The result of
this policy over time has been a patterning of pay and terms aid
conditicns issues across the group. Although there are eleven
separate bargaining units there are not eleven different sets of pay
and terms and conditions. TFor pay there are two units, which are
highly paid, and the other nine having a lower, but roughly equal
level of pay On other issues there are different groupings of
plants. The overall aim is to limit the potential for 'read across!
or inter-plant compariscns of terms and ccnditions. It iz hoped

to eliminate differences between plants which have attempted corparisons

~

in the past.

Tubes uses a slightly different set of controls aimed largely at
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confaining inter-plant comparisons made by white colla., unions.

These comparisons are either stréight forward 'leap frogging claims'
or made under the Schedule 11 provisions of the Employment Protection
Act. |

Comparisons have been made primarily on non-salary conditions
e.g. holidays and fringe benefits. This is because such items are
easily compared between plants, while salaries for white collar
workers are not transferable.

In an effort to limit the potential for such comparisons
management in Tubes used a series of highly selective guidelines. -
On those issues which were highly traﬁsferable between plants, and
hence prone to comparison, divisional management used a series of
guidelines which were rigidly enforced. This eventually resulted
in a standardisation of such items aéross the Division. However
Tubes refused to negotiate sucﬁ issues at Divisional level, perhaps
because they felt this may damage their image of plant autonomy, and

'encourage the manual unions to seek parity across the Division.

On other issues, such as salaries, which were far more difficult
to compare individual plants had much greater freedom. This added
to the image of autonomy of each plant. But the result of this
was noted. Management in the plants could draw up a costly and
phoney productivity deal, but could not alter the car mileage

allowance.

(b) Provision of Services

All the cases studied had a central source of services o

planté within the organisation. This was usually either at group

1 The impact of white collar unions on bargaining structure has been
noted by Ramsay (1971:44). Brown and Terry (1979:131) have stressed
tlo Zmmond AF momamamiol wniavigation and movement of management
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or divisional level. The aim being to provide a range of services
that.would not otherwise have been available to plant management.
These services include legal advice, and general Industrial

Relations information. Many of these services repliccte those which
are increasingly provided by employers' associations. They are often
a result of increased government intervention in Industrial Relations.

Two examples can be quoted: changes in the law and incomes policy.
Plant management may require legal advice on matters such as
discipline, the closed shop, and dismissal. Over time they will
build up some experience in dealing with these issues, but
occasionally a new problem will emergé and advice will have fto be
sought. Plant management may aléb wish to be aware of any group
policy that may exist on such issues.

In one case white collar unions were making great use of the
Schedule 11 provisions of the Employment Protection Act. Plant
management worked closely with Divisional management when preparing
their submission to the Central Arbitration Commitiee. Similarly
divisional management may help in the preparation of managemerics
side in Tribunal cases.

The existence of incomes policy has also encouraged the provision
of services. For example Brown and Terry (1979:131) note that group
management needs to have an overall picture of pay bargaining within
théir organisation. This may requiré improved information flows of
the kind noted below.

A further service provided to plant management is advice on
Industrial Relations issues. (Thomson and Hunter 1975:38). Plart
management may keep in close contact with group or division during
a dispute for example. However at times this may be something more
than pure advice. In some circumstances plant managemeni may have

: 1 ,
little choice but to accept this advice.  However group management

1 Espe01ally 1f a managﬂr s promotion prospects are tied to his
- > -ext section.




244

may insist this is advice, even if it cannot be ignored. To an
extent management are playing with words to protect the 'sacred cow
of décentralisation.' Brooke and Remmeré (1978:78) found a similar
pattern in the multi-national context. They quote one question as

'What does this English word advice mean?!

(c) Communication of Information

- In most organisations there will be two overlapping communication
systems: the formal and the informal.

The formal system may be based upon an elaborate monitoring and
reporting system. As will be seen at the application stage a whole
range of reports and statistics may have to be supplied by the plants
to the centre.

In addition there will be a series of visits to and from the
centre, meetings, conferences, and telephone contacts. These will
take place almost continucusly, and often will be mixed up with
general business information about the organisation. At certain times
e.g. during a dispute, these contacts may become critical. This is
especlally so if a dispute in one plant may have repurcussions in
other plants because of an integrated system of production.

Information will also be supplied on bargaining and the resulis
of collective agreements. This may be supplied to the centre, and
then circulated to all other plants. In Ford this flow of information
was comprehensive and detailed. Group management would know almost
immediately when production was halted in any of the plants throughout

the country.

Many other contacts exist between managers in the different plants.
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These are largely informal, but can nevertheless be significant.

This may be referred to as the 'grapevine' or 'Bush Telegraph!
These contacts may be between people who havé previously worked
together, or who have common interests. Dalton (1959) has laid
particular emphasis on this clique formation. Such contacts may
purely be used as an ad hoc basis but may be the only way in which
plant managers can find out 'what is really .going on'. These
contacts may also be a highly useful source of advice and information.
However Baker and France (1954:90) note that the informaliity of

these controls makes them all the more difficult to penetrate.

Later Baker and France (.1954: 151-4) note thét various other
forms of intervention may be used. A member of head office staff
may participaté in plant negotiations, or head office may draw up
the basic agreement, the details of which are éettled in the plant.
No evidence for these kinds of Indnstrial Relations controls was
found in these cases, however they may well exist in other organis-

ations, e.g. Lucas.

Many of these Industrial Relations controls are aimed at
controlling inter-plant union activity. However the use of these
controls may have something of a 'snowball! effect.' Their use may
encourage the very activity they are aimed at controlling. For this
reason management may employ Personnel control systems which are

more long term. (CIR 1973:39~40).

Personnel Gonirol Systems

The Industrial Relations controls described and analyséd above



246

are mainly concerned with controlling one form of union behaviour;
activity between plants within the same group. These controls are
often ad hoc and tend to fluctuabe in response to changes in this
activity.

Control systems deScribed iﬁ this section are somewhat different.
They are usually more permanent and long run. They are designed to
influence the behaviour of individual managers, and hence to in-—
directly affect Industrial Relations.

Two sets of control systems are descfibed. First, those concerned
with control over recruitment, selection, training, promotion and
movement of managers. Second, control systemsACOncerned with
establishing a functional link between Industrial Relations management
at the centre, and in the plant. ‘These latter control systems are

concerned’ mostly with reporting procedures.

ﬁa) Controls over Management

The impact of these controls has been noted elsehwere. Goldrer
(1970:133) has noted that 'Despite our references to Industrial
Relations as a corporate enfity, no organisation as such was set up'
instead the power of group Industrial Relations was largely 'defined
by corporate Industrial Relations poﬁer over career lines of the
Company Industrial Relations Personnel - the power to appoint, the
power to remove, the power to transfer and the power to promote.'

Central management control over the recrultment, selection,
training and movement of management allows them to potentially
regulate the ability and expertise of managemert in particular
roles. (CiR 1974:17). The priority given to Industrial Iielations

may be reflected in the calibre of managers recruited for such
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posts. If Industrial Relations is accorded a low priority then it
may be difficult tc recruit peopie with sufficient ability for the
task. This may only add to the low priority of Industrial Relations.
Certain groups of managers may be subject to these controls.
Gradvates and senior managers may be moved about on a national or
international scale. Movement may be crucial to an individuals career
progression. Goldner (1976:133-5) notes that often i*% may not be a
question so much of whether the manager moves or not, but at what

speed he does-so. He quotes one manager as likening this movement

to a 'gigantic chess game.'

This is not to say that all ménagers are moved about at the
whim of central management. In most cases they will have some choice.
‘However this may be an unreal choice if their promotion depends upon
their willingness to move.Directors tended to form a small specialised
unit in the organisations. They were often moved around when their
skills suited a particular vacancy.

Central management may also be responsible for iraining or
management development programmes. They may attempt to achieve a
consistent company philosophy amongst their senior managers. This
is not to say that managers are easily brainwashed. Often they will
re ject the more obvious persudsive measures used by such development

schemes.

All of the cases had control systems of this type. In Ford
managers were moved between European plants. While in Tubes and
Rolls this was nationally based. 1In Rolls this movement toock on a
particular pattern. Managers tended to move between the plants and

the centre, but rarely betwzen the plants.
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(b) Functional Control

Functional control systems are aimed at increasing group or
divisional influence in the plant. (Goldner 1970:132-3); Baker
and France (1954:202). They may take a number of forms.

For example an Industrial Relations manager m2y be responsible
not only to a senior line manager in the plant, but also to his
functional head at the group or divisional level.

The strength of such functional links may be an accurate
indicator of the actual degree of central control. Baker and
France (1954:60—1) stress this point.. They note that 'The plant
Industrial Relations staff representing ceees an extension of
headquarters staff into the plant is also a factor in certralisation.
As a member of the staff the plant eiecﬁtive, the local Industrial
Relations manager also represeﬁts the view of headquarters. In the
latter respect he is facilitating decentralisation. Which part of
his job is gilven greater emphasis is one measure of the balance
between-centralisation and decentralisation.!

This certainly seems to be so in the cases studied. As will be
shown in Ford plant Industrial Relations managers played a blig part
in day-to-day control and were also in close contact with group
management. In Rolls and Tubes day-ito-day involvement was less,
while Industrial Relations managers still had close links with group and
divisional management respectively. GEC Industrial Relations managers
were virtually solely responsible to plant managers and had reiatively
little contact with group management. (CIR 1974:18,31-34).

Thus the strength of the functional links between the centre and
plant Industrial Relations managément apbears to refleci the overall

foouslof control within the organisation.
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There appears to be o connection between the strength of these
functional links and central manégement's control over promotion.

If group or divisional management has a significant influence
over a manager's promotion prospects then it is likely that he will
conform to their functiqnal contfols. For as Fox (1971:85) has
suggested 'progress up the ladder depends on the grace and favour
of his superiors, which means that his orientation to their goals
must appear clear and unequivocal.'

Plant manageméht may in fact évaluate which of the two sets of
people he reports to will have the bigger influence on his promotion.
This may lead tc the situation described by Winkler (1974:202)
'subordinate managers have a strong incentive not to communicate
upwards information. They are under pressure to hide problems in
the hope that .they can reach covert accommodations with workers
before the director finds out. Normal management reporting systems
are in the Industrial Relations context, systems of concealment.!
The CIR (1974:16) has summed up the connection between functional

and promotional controls. They note that:

'In many multi-plant concerns the avoidance of prgoedents
was achieved by the confrol of veto from what appearéd to
be .advisory Industrial Relations departments at the group,
but which in reality exercise a firm control through
associaved functions such as manageﬁent development
policies. 1In a number of cases it was explicitly acknow-
ledged that disputes at plant level which arose out of
plant management's failure to accept group advice was an

important factor in determining their career advancement.'



250

C _ APPLICATION

Application is the final stage in the prbcess of management
control over Industrial Relations. It is important to define now
this term is being used in this ccntext. Most commonly this phrase
would be taken to include the negotiation, administration and
implementation of agreements. In addition to this it is taken to
include the exercise of other control systems not directly concerned
with Industrial Relations, e.g. production and financial decisions.

Two questions need to be asked when looking at the application
stage of control. The first deals not so much with what is being
applied but with who is responsible for the application. This
involves a discussion of the rela%ionship between 1ine and Industrial
Relations management in the plant. The second examines the division
of responsibility for actually making, as opposed to taking decisions

between plant management and management outside the plant.

Line and Industrial Relations Management

Attempts to differentiate between management functions within
the organisation have usually been based upon the cbncept of line
and staff (see Dalton 1959). However this classification is not
without its problems. In many cases there may be a number of other
divisions which may override thcse betiween line and staff, e.g.
divisions between different departments.

However it is possible to speak of a distinction between line

and Industrial Relations management (Brown 1973:164-66).1 Legge

(1978:50-59) has commented upon this type of division. She notes

1 See also Slichter Healey and Livernash (1960:898) for a discussion
of the significance of these differences.
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that the line manager may have a stereotypical view of the personnel
specialist, often feeling that these specialists are completely 'out

of touch' with the realities of line management.

Considerable differences were displayed by the cases with regard
to the balance between line and Industrial Relations management

—

responsibility.

ben Fdid’lnduétfial Relations management plays a significant
role in the application of control on a day-to—day basis. These
specialist managers had taken over many of the responsibilities of
junior line management. However thése managers were also in close
contact with group management. This pattern of control seems to be a
consequence of Ford's bargaining structure. Despite having group
level agreements some bargaining tookAplace at plant level. In an
effort to control and confine fhis group management have extended the
role of Industrial Relations management in the plant. So it is very
much the case of group management representatives negotiating with
shop stewards in the plant. The attempt here is to avoid the
setting of precedents and anomalies which could be 'read across!
between plants. Management's hands in the plant are not completely
tied. But they must work within the confines laid down by group
management.

Plant management in this case may deliberately eXaggerate the
influence of group management on all issues. This then gave them
the opportunity to bargain away and undermine this authority which
they had artificially created in order to obtain concessions from
the unions. This was referred to as the 'illusion of parent
autocracy'. Industrial Relations manageﬁent in Ford are faced with

the ciassio case of having two bosses. They are responsible to both
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their functional supcrior and the plant manager. The aims of these

two may at times conflict, cansing the Industrial Relations manager

some concern over which to give priority to.

In all the other cases there was a plant bargaining structure of
some kind. The result seemed to be that there was a much greater
incidence of the 'ambiguity' of the role of Industrial Relations
management of the kind noted by Legge (1978:21-26). For example
there was oftea disagreement over what the role of specialist manage-
ment ought to be. There was conflict over the influence Industrial
Relations management should have on day-to-day matters.

In Rolls specialist management provided advice to line management
on day-to-day issues, but did not take decisions in the way they might
do in Ford. In Tubes Industrial Relations management tended to be
treated as 'problem solvers' who would be-brought in when a crisis
developed. This was similar to their role in GEC, except that less
priority was given generally.

There are broadly two roles that specialist Industrial Relations
management can play in the application of control. Both are
indicative of the ambiguity surrounding this role.

First the specialist manager may be involved in routine day-to-—
day matters. But if a major dispute arises they may be relieved of
control. As Flanders (1964:254) notes

"Then men who have hardly given any thought to labour

relations are suddenly forced to take important decisions.

Then when the problems to be settled are most ‘complex and

call for careful, penetrating and informed judgement, as

like as not they are handled by amateurs who trust their

hunch as ‘'practical men of affairs.’



253

The second_possibility is the 'vicious circle! of the kind
described by Legge (1978:55—7). Specialist managers may be excluded
from day-to-day matters and will only be called in as problem solvers.
Their exclusion from routine matters will render them less effective
in dealing with the tasks they afe set. This will lower the priority
given to Industrial Relations even further.

One reason for this type of role is given by Legge (1978:59-66).
It is suggested that Personnel's contribution is difficult to measure.
This is certainly fhe case if the ﬁature of information communicated
is considered. Industrial Relations information may be impossiblie
to quantify. Goldner (1970:130) compéres this with the 'harder®
data available for production and sales. Where statistics are used
in Industrial Relations Baker and France note (1954:84-6) that theéé
may only give a vague guide as to whether specific policies are
- being applied. No indicaticn can be given of the qualitative aspects
of Industrial Relations. Often statements can only be expressed in
terms of 'progress is being made'. The CIR note (1974:16—9) that

even where such information chamnels exist they may not be used.

Plant and Central Responsibility

It is essential to make the distinction between the making and
taking of decisions in the application sfage. These are most easily
confused when estimating the degree of decentralisation in any
organisation. Although decisions may be taken at one level, e.g. the
plant, they may actually be made at another level, e.g. the group.

On some issues plant managers may take the aecisions while
directors at group level may actually make tnem.

With *his in mind one must stress the level at which effective
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decisions are actually taken, rather than where‘they may appear to ve
made. In this way directors at group level may be engaged in applying
control.

Baker and France (1954:58—9) have stressed this point. They
suggest it is essential to distinguish between the

'dpplication of policies permitting some variation in

decision on the one hand, and the transmittal of

decisions or other supervisors—employee éontacts not

involving‘deoision making on the other.!

Thus management may refer to decentralisation as 'the methods and
personal relationships rather than the actual delegation of discretion
in decision making.' Management may define decentralisation in terms
of who is responsible for transmitting the decisions, rather than as
who is responsible for making the decisions in the first place.

A good example is provided by a dispute in a group with a highly
integrated system of production. During the period of research a
strike took place in one of the Rolls plants. The level of integration
was such that other plants in the group would soon be affected oy this
stoppage. Because of these group wide implications Industrial
Relations management at group level became involved. At one point
group management were actually making decisions regarding the dispute,
although they were actually being taken by plant management. This was
in an attempt to maintain the image of plant autonomy. Group
management went to great lengths to preserve this autcrncomy using
highly covert and subtle forms of intervention. At times non-IR
management at group level pressurised the specialist managers to
intervene directly. In the main these.pressures were resisted because
of the desire of Industrial Relations management to protect the

illusion of plant autonomy.

There are occasions when such outside intervention can be useful.
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Intervention from group level in plant matters can rejuvenate negot-
iatiops which have become bogged down. However this intervention is
something which must be expertly timed. It is a "trump card' which
must not be wasted. Winkler notes (1974:205) that directors may
deliberately cultivate this image cf 'separateness' and 'anti—concern'
so that their intervention may have an increased impact.

It is therefore essential as Brooke and Remmers (1978:22)
have noted to distinguish between independence and discretion.
Managers may be in positions of independence, while having very limited
powérs of decision making. A plant manager may be independent from
group control for routine day-to-day matters, but this independence
may be limited to these matters alone. If a dispute arises which

influences other plants in the group, he may suddenly lose his

independence.

The applicatioh stage of control may therefore be a good indicator
of the actual degree of éentralisation that exists within the
organisation in practice.

Particﬁlar importance should be attached to the functional links
that exist between plant and central management. The level to which
plant Industrial Relations management reports may be indicative of
the actual locus of control within the group. Therefore if Industrial
Relations management has a high priority withinvthe organisation and
has strong links with the group or division this is likely to
result in important decisions in Industrial Relations being made

centraily.



256

Conclusion

This chapter has provided a framework for analysing the role of

management in Industrial Relations. In particular it has recognised

three stages in the control process. At each of these stages various

control systems have been discussed. This has provided the

opportunity té put bargaining structure in the context of the control
process. ‘TWowgéurces of influence on management have been identified.
First, those internal to the organisation such as size and technology.

Second those external to the firm such as product market and the law.

The final question to be answered concerns the impact of the
management control process on union behaviour. In particular the

paradox noted at the beginning of this part needs to be explained.



CHAPTER NINE : EFFECTIVENESS OF STYLES OF MANAGING INDUSTRTAL SELATICUS

Introduction

Chapter Eight outlined a framework for analysing the style of
managing Industrial Relations employed in any organisation. It describea
systematically the possible control systems that could be used.

At this stage the impact of these styles of managing Industrial
Relations on union behaviour is examined. This will haﬁe at its core
the_relationship between bargaining structure and union behaviour.

As noted previously one aspect of union behaviour unique to multi-
plant organisations is studiedﬁ the comparisons and contacts made
between plants‘within the same group.

In fact thg focus here is slightly more precise. This chapter
concentrates upon the effectiveness of management control over ihis
activity. Managemént control is said to be effective if this unicn
activity is regulated and mace predictable. Thus the actual existence
of inter-plant activity is not taken as the criterion for judging
effectiveness of control. It is the control which management have over
this activity that is important. Therefore there may be a high level
of activity which is well controlled by management. Altérnatively
a low level of activity may not be under management qontrol.

Comparisons are made between different styles of management in
ocrder to extract the crucial factors influencing the effectiveness of
management control. This will enable the paradoxical impact of
bargaining structure on union behaviour to be explgined. Ford and
GEC although having completely different bargaining structures

enjoyed a high level of control over union behaviour. Rolls and

Tubes, having similar bargaining structures had only a low level

" of control.

257
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In order to explain this paradox the concept of 'ideal types!
of styles of managing Industrial Relations is used. These ideal types
are based upon, but do not completely represent the cases. They are
abstractions from reality designed to make comparisons casier. This
concept has a number of benefits.

First it exaggerates the predominate traits of the control
process with a case, but is not dependent on a case. Second the
types are not mutually exclusive and are used in combination. Finally
the concept widens the applicability of the study but using the cases
as the basis. Generalisations and hypotheses can be generated using
ideal types in a way not possible if the analysis was solely restricted
to case studies.

Thus it is the style of managing Industrial Relations in each
case which is abstracted and idealised, not the actual case material

itself.

Below the notion of ideal types is explained further, and then

applied to the task of comparing effectiveness.

'

Weber was the first to develop the notion of an ideal type. Its
use here has two attractions.

First, as a type it was designed to include a number of similar
but complex pnenomena. It enabled one to distinguish, analytically
at least, between types which previously had been seen as largely
homogeneous.

Second, the type was not seen as ideal in that it represented
something desirable. But rather as Burger (1976:154) has noted
'jdeal means that the conceptual content is abstracted from

empirical reality in an idealizing or exaggerating fashion.'
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Thus an ideal type esaggerates and highlights the salient
characteristic of each case. This allows the differences, rather

than the similarities between the cases to be compared more easily.

These foui types anglysed bélow represent only some of the
possible styles of managing Industrial Relations.1 They are those
which have emerged from the cases studied. With different data a
whole variety of other styles are possibie. No claims are made for
these styles o beqcomprehensiVe iﬁ any way. They merely represent

the styles which appeared to be important in the cases studied.

1 It may be considered unusual to develop four tideal types' from

four cases, but it must be remembered that these cases were deliberately
chosen to represent some of the major variations of large multi-plant
organisations in the engineering industry. The use of 'ideal types'

is more of a method of znalysis than an attempt to represent all taz

ma jor variations.
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A IDEAL TYPES OF STYLES OF MANAGING INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS

The four_ideal types outlined below exaggerate and simplify the
predominant form of control in eaéh case. They have tnree important
components.

First, the types of control systems used and the levels at which
they are located.

'Second, the significance attached to and the use made of formal
bargaining structure.

| Finally the extent of inter-plant union activity and the degree

of control which management appearc to exercise over this.
The four ideal types studied a.re:1
Parent Autocracy
Group Co-ordination

Divisional Co-ordination

Plant Autonomy.

Parent'Autocracy

Management control is located primarily at Group level and covers
finance, production, investment, Personnel and Industrial Relations
control systems.

Within this type financial and production control systems
operated in the plants are administered from grogﬁ level. This sﬁyle

requires a homcgeneity of product, but allows a highly integrated

. system of production.

1 These ideal types are based respectively upon the t'ollowing cases:
Ford; Rolls; Tubes and GEC.
?  Mhere are of course exceptlons to this generalisaton which on

e et e e e mi e e e oy A drvATIVNA O oer TOT
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Personnel control. systems are also located at group level.

These include control over recruifment, selection, training, promotion
and movement of managers. In theory, at least, group management has a
high degree of control over other managers. By use of these control
systems group management can attempt to influence the characteristics,
attitudes and expertise of management througiout the group. Also it
is able to match up the demands of particular posts with the abilities
of ihdividﬁal managers.

Major terms and conditions for manual workers are settled at
group level for manual and staff workers. Agreements are written up,
signed and detailed. There is complete parity of terms and conditions
aCToSS ali UK plants. This bargaining structure is likely to be
associated with the development of 'green field' sites with standardised
terms and conditions imposed from the 5utset. |

Although formal bargaining.takes place at group level some
negotiations may take place in the plants. This would cover issues
which are either omitted from the group agreement or are inadequately
dealt with.

However group management will attempt to exercise control over

“this. It is likely that the Industrial Relations managers in the
plants will assume responsibility for much of this bargaining. lose
links will be maintained between group management and the managers
in the plants. Bargaining in the plants will take place within the
confines of the group agreements and under the scruiiny of group
management .

Inter—plant union activity is based upon a manual combine
comprising of convenors from all the plants. It 'is well organised
and formally recognised by managemént. The combine constitutes the

ma jor bart of the union side in negotiations. This main activity
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between the plants 1s well developed but largely under management
control. |

Thus bargaining structure in this style occuplies an extreme
position along the continuum of bargaining levels. Also it is
largely consistent or oongruent ﬁith the other control systems
employed by management. Finally it is seen as a ma jor means of

controlling union inter-plant activity and is largely effective.

Group Co-~ordination

In this style finance, production, investment, Personnel and
most Industrial Relations control Systems are located at group level.
Products will tend to be homogeneous, with a few variations of one
type. Plants will usually be integrated, most producing components
which are assembled in a few major sites.

Personnel control systems are also located at group level. These
too are aimed at improving the integration of the group as a whole.
Centralised control over recruitment, selection, training, promotion
and movement of management will be aimed at promoting a feeling of

belonging to a single organisation.

Collective Bargaining takes place at plant level, usually on a
formal basis with detailed written agreeﬁents. A number of separate
sites may be included within one plant agreement. It is likely that
there will be major disparities between the plants on terms and
conditions. One reason for this may be that such groups are the

product of mergers. Plants that were previously part of another

group are now part of the same group.
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Bargaining structure in this style does not occupy an extreme
position and is not consistent with many of the other control systems
-operafed by management.

In an effort to co-ordinate plant bargaining Industrial Relations
management may intervene from group level in a number of ways. Group
management may set limits for pay increases and try to shape bargaining
across the group as a whole, or may intervene directly in disputes.

Some of this co-ordination may be in resﬁonse to the high level
of uncontrolled union inter-plant activity. Inter-plant disparities
are likely to encourage comparisons or 'read—across' between plants.
In order to remove some of the more obvious differentials management at
group level may equalise certain rates of pay or conditions. Such
intervention may encourage union activity between plants still further.
The overall result is that management have a genérally low level of
control over inter-—plant union activity. Union activity of this kind
may be restricted by differences of attitude and aims which exist

between plants which prevent the co-ordination of action.

Divisional Co-—-crdination

In this type a number of important management control systems are
located at Divisional level, for example financial, investment, Personnel
and some Industrial Relations control systems.

A number of divisions may exist within the group, each based upon
a series of products. There may be some integration of production
within the Divisions, but not between them. Division management may
supply funds for new investment projeccts, and set overall financial
targets. This gives a strong but normally loose method of control.

Plants which in the past have been run independently may now be coming
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ihcreasingly under the control of_Division, especially if they have
poor financial results.

Divisional control over the plants is strengthened by a series
of Personnel contrbl systems. These cover recruitment, selection,
training, promotion and movement of managers. These controls are
used partioularly for graduates and senior managers.

hﬁbollééfiﬁe Bérgaining is conducted at plant level for most issues.
Negotiations are formalised with written agreements. As in the
previous style it is likely thatvmany disparities of pay and terms
and conditions may exist between plaﬁts. This may be because plants
wére subject to few controls in the past and allowed to bargain
independently. As these plants aré brought together the differentials
are highlighted.

Again therefore bargaining structure is not aligned or consistent
with the other control systems used bty management. Also the structure
does not occupy an extreme position on the continuum of levels.

Divisional management may intervene to try and counter the
inter-plant union activity or simply to provide advice and guidelines

‘for bargaining. Guidelines may be strengthened for issues prone to

'read across'. Usually however such controls are ad hoc.

Within this style union activity will be present but poorly
organised. Manual combines may challenge investment decisions at
divisional level rather than seeking pay parity. While white collar
activity may concentrate upon inter-—plant comparison, particularly
as non-salary items. Again inter—plant union cbigrdination is
limited by the sheer weight of plaﬁt basea matters and divides

between the plants. Hence the unions may be cware that for some issues

plant autonomy is illusory, yet they are unable to challenge this at
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the moment. But this is & highly volatile situation which may

easily change.

Plant Autonomy

The majority of iésues in this style of managing Industrial
Relations are controlled from plant level,'e.g. production and cost
control systems. Gfoups with this étyle tend to have highly diverse
product ranges with very little integration or contact between plants.

Financial and investment control systems are located at group
level. These allow separate plants a great deal of day-to-day
autonomy. In return for this the plants are expected to meet pre-
determined ‘financial ratios and targets which are set by the group.
Plants are free to succeed, but not free to fail. Any plant
performance regarded as unsatisfactory results in rapid investigation
from group level. The Managing Director of each plant may be virtually .
compietely responsible for the running of his plant, or for a series
of closely related plants.

Styles of control such as this may be a consequence of the
formation of the group. For.example if the group is a result of
mergers.with a wide range of products centralised control on all issues
is not feasible. But certain crucial subjects, mostly financial,
can be controlled from the centre. Such‘control systems may have been
used to rationalise production after a merger. The extremes of plant
autonomy and parent autocracy exist within one style. Indeed such
a combination may be vital to managing a highiy varied and complex
group. 1t appears that the greater the degree of decentralisation,
the greater is the need for some form of overall control. This is

referred tc as the 'paradox of cdecentralisation.’
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There are very few Personnel control Systems seen in previous
styles. Group management prnvides information, advice and training

facilities. But in general the focus is on the plant.

Bargaining in this style will take place at or below plant level.
The low attention given to Industrial Relations may mean that few issues
are formally negotiated at plant level. Many issues may be the subject
of informal negotiations and custom and practice at shop floor or
department level.

"~ Bargaining structure is therefore at the extreme of the continuum
in terms of level and form. Also bargaining structure is largely
consistent with the majority of the other plant based control systems
used by management.

In styles such as these union activity between the plants is
likely to be very limited. Despite the fact that significant disparities
may exist between the plants neither manual or white collar unions
engage in inter-plant activity. Management has little need for the
Industrial Relations controls seen in other styles. Management has

effective control over inter—plant union activity.
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B COMPARISON OF STYLES OF MANAGING INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS

Comparisons can now be made between the styles on the basis of
their effectiveness of control. This is defined as the degree of
control afforded by each .style over inter-plant union activity. This
may be irrespective of the extent of such union activity, and is

concerned with whether it is controlled by management.

It is immediately evident that effective control is not'linked
to the control systems employed by management in any simple way. At
first sight there appears to be no consistent relationship betweca the
attention and resourées devoted to Industrial Relations and the
effectiveness of control over intef—plant activity. Opposite styles
of managemént seém to result in similar degrees of effectiveness.

This paradox is explained below. However first the argument must

be retraced.

The initial point to be stressed is the range of control systems
that exist within any one style of management.1 When attempting to
control Industrial Relaticns.management do not rely solely on
bargaining structure. In addition various other control systems are
used. Some styles place great emphasis upon highly visible stiructures,
while others seem to achieve similar resglts by means of more covert

and subtle techniques.

As a consequence of this it is evident that management do not

occupy one extreme structural position or another. To suggest that

management have ‘o choose between extremes cf bargaining structure

1  Reference should be made to Table 6 for a summary of the controls
used in each style.
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(as is typified by plant autonomy and parent autocracy) is to pose
an unhelpful dichtomy. Comtinations of structures and controls are

used which are not easily assigned to one position or another.

Thirdly management do not simply adopt a compromise between these
two extremes. Management do not attempt to mersly achieve the
advantages of the extremes by adopting a 'mid way' position. In
practice the tactics used are more sophisticated. Two examples can

be quoted.

When bargaining in the plant management are faced by a number of
constraints emanating from the various levels of management. It is
possible that they may stress différent constraints depending upon
the issue in question. Management may alter their reference group
in-bargaining to suit their argument. On some issues, e.g. pay,
management may stress the independence of their plant. If shop
stewards in the plant make inter—plant pay comparisons management may
insist upon their own autonomy. They will emphasise that pay
settlements must be based upon the plant's ability to pay. On other
occasions management may use a quite different reference group. For
certain subjects eg. fringe benefits or holidays, management may
emphasise the constraints that are placed upon them by group or
divisional management. They may suggest that although they may want
to concede their 'hands are tied'. In these examples management may

emphasise different constraints or reference groups depending upon

the subject.

There are other occasions when the same issue can potentially
“at least be dealt with in a number of different ways. For example a

dispute can, in theory at least, be dealt with by shop floor, plant,
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division, or group management. Often the level used wiil depend upon
the 'seriousness' of the dispute. Minor disputes will be dealt with
in the plant, while major disputes affecting the whole group will

be dealt with at a much higher level. Management therefore have a
number of control systems which they can use to solve any one problem.
In this case management occupy a number of different positions at

the same time and for thc same issue.

Not only can different issues be referred to various reference
groups by management, but also the same issue can be dealt with in a
number of different ways. These two.examples constitute an important
résourge for management which is not available to unions to the same
extent.

One would think that this flexibility would be a crucial factor
in determining management's con£r01 over inter-plant activity. That
is the more positions management could adopt the greatesr its chances
of solving one problem. However this does not seem to be the case.

The degree of flexibility appears to be linked to the style of
management adcpted. For example flexibility should increase as the
" resources devoted to Industrial Relations are expanded. With
increased attention management would have a greater range of services
on which it could rely. |

But it has been seen that the style of management and degree
of effective control are not consistently linked. A higher degree
of attention given to Industrial Relations does not result necessarily
in increased cortrol. Flexibility does not appear to be the intervening
variable between the style of management and effectivz control.
Flexibility may be important in cértain éircumstances, but does not

appear to be crucial in extending management control over inter-

plant uniorn activity.
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In order to explain the paradox of management control it is
necessary to consider the legitimacy of management authority in

each style.

Legitimacy

The concept of legitimacy is a useful oné for understanding
the effectiveness of different styles of managing Industrial
Relations.

Brown (1972:48) notes it is essential to ask the question
legitimacy for whom. In this case it is the legitimacy of management
control from the employees perspecfive which is being examined.

For Fox (1971:34) management control is legitimate 1if 1t takes
the form of a non-coercive authority which is acceptable to both
sides. If this legitimacy does not exist then management will be
seen as exercising coercive power against the interests of the unions.
But as Fox (1971:47) notes it is rare for there to be complete
acceptance or rejection of management's position. In most cases
there will be a conflicting legitimacy which may detract from
management's authority. For.example unions may accept the overall
authority of management while challenging certain specific aspects
of the exercise of this authority, eg. collective bargaining. As
will be shown below it is not the reality of management control which
is important so much as the image of it that is perceived by the
workforce. Also it will be evident that the ability to challenge

managerial legitimacy may be limited by material’and ideological

factors.

Fox (1971:39—42) has analysed the bases of managerial legitimacy
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which management seek to support their authority. The concept of

ideology is central to this discussion.

He notes (1971:39) that 'we are concerned with the ideas and
values by which mahagement validats its procedural norms. In this
quest for legitimacy, ideologies are pressed into service in the hope
of promoting agreement on these values.' Later he suggests (1971:124)
that 'ideology is a resource in the struggle for power since it shapes
therway iﬁHWhichlﬁen perceive, think, feel and act. Management seeks
to propogate an ideology which justifies its behaviour, legitimizes
its rule, evokes loyalty and commitment on the part of lower as well
as higher participants, and serves as a support for thcse norms and
vélues which are congruent for its goals.!' However Fox does point out
that ideology should not be seen ih a deterministic fashion since
(1971:125) 'On neither the management nor the collectivity side does
ideology take the form of a consistent and related body of ideas and
values. Rather does it consist of a ragbag of assorted notions
fashioned to suit varying exigencies, sometimes quite incompatible

with each other.!

It must be noted that the above simplifies the situation somewhat.
Two points will be briefly mentioned now and developed further below
once the bases of legitimacy have beer outlined.

First the 'reality' of management control or ideology may not
always be the crucial factor. This may take cne form, while employees
may perceive the situation in a completely different way. Hence it
is essential to take account of the image of management control and
ideology as much as the reality. It is this sﬁﬁgective aspect of
legitimacy which is the crucial féctor iﬁ determining managerial
authority. The projection of an ideclogy by management can be studied.

But also it is essential to investigate how this image is received and
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interpreted by employees. On SOme.occasions the image will correspond
with reality, while on other occasions it may not.

Second the challenges to managerial legitimacy must be studied.
In particular the conflicting ideology of the trade unions must be
investigated. This Conflict takeé place often in bargaining. FEach
side is trying to convince the other of the validity of its position.
In particular the obstacles to this union challenge, both material
and ideological must be studied.

Fox (1971:38) ﬂas noted some consequences of such challenges.
He notes that management may react with increasingly sophisticated
“techniques in order to protect its ideology, or it may fesort to
coercive power. 'Finding its authority failing, management falls back
on the coercive sanctions of power,'only to find that this further
undermines its own legitimacy, which in turn prompts the intensified

- use.of pnwer.!

The concept of legitimacy can be applied to the multi-plant
context. Two aspects must be considered. First the ability of
management to justify and legitimate its authority. Second the ability
of employees and unions to challenge this legitimacy by inter—plant
activity. |

In this context only ore aspect of managerial legitimacy is dealt
with: that concerning different levels of management. It is suggested
that there are a rumber of sources or bases which will influence the
extent to which tlhe authority of various levels of ﬁanagement are seen
as legitimate.

A group with plant bargaining can be taken as“an exarple. Although
agreements are made at plant le&el the legitimacy of plant management's

authority may be low. The siewards may feel that plant managerm2nt do

not have complete control, and hence may seeck to challenge their
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authority. They may do this by aﬁtempting to conduct bargaining at the
level at which effective decisions are made.

Therefore for a number of reasons, which are examined in detail
below stewards may doubt the legitimacy of the level orf managemcnt
with whom they bargain. They may feel that plant management are only a
front or obstacle protecting those who actually make the effective
decisiors. Shop stewards may challenge this authority by making inter-
plant comparisons at the level at which they feel important decisions
are made. Or they may seek to bargain directly with those whom they feel
are responsible for important decisions. For whatever reason shop
stewards will engage in inter-—plant activity where they doubt the
legitimacy of the level of management with whom they bargain.

In putting forward this challénge the stewards are providing
support for a more general statement made by Clegg (1976:10). 'Collective
bargaining has its regulatory effect by restricting and controlling
managerial decisions. Consequently it has its best chance of being
effective when it operates at the points where managerial decisions

are taken.!

Such inter-plant activity is not solely a consequence of doubt
about plant management's legitimacy. Inter-plant comparisons may
simply e pursued because they add strength to a union argument in
bargaining. As such they are only one form of a whole series of
comparisons made by unions.

Brown and Sisson (1975) and Hyman (1975) have both noted the
significance of pay comparisons in wage bargaining. Eyman (1975:74)
notes that 'they form the bread and butter of tréde union arguments
over wages'. Brown and Sisson note (1975:23) that the pursuit of fair
- comparisons may produce a 'mechanism of wage determination beyond

the scope of conventional labour market forces!'. These authors
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concentrate upon intra-plant and intra-occupational comparisons and

conclude (1975:44) that the use of comparison 'has been an influence

upon wage determination of outstanding importance.!

Thus it can bve established that the notion of comparison is at
the heart of many conceptions of fairness in pay. In the multi-plant
context such comparisons may be used in support of arguments seeking
to reduce inter—plant differentials. It may be thought 'fair' that
plants in the same group should enjoy the same pay and terms and

conditions.

Inter-plant activity may not only be a consequence of doubts
about managerial legitimacy but is also a function of fairuess.
However indirectly notions of fairness‘may be attached to the concept
of legitimacy. For example if the authority and independernce of plant
management is accepted this may inhibit inter-plant comparisons even
though large differentials may be present. Notions of fairness may bve

plant based, rather than group or divisional wvased.

The sources or bases of managerial legitimacy can be analysed in

the following way.

Three bases of managerial legitimacy in multi-plant organisations

can be recognised.

The congruency or consistency of controls and structures
employed by management may be a crucial influence upon the legitimacy
of management}

Fof example legitimacy may be strenthened if non-IR, Personnel

and Industrial Relations control systems are aligned with one another.
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Should these nqt be in harmony then it is possible that shop stewards

in the plant ma& become curious, if not confused, as to what is the
~effective level of control within the organisation.

The existence or lack of consistency can become complicated ky
two points. First, there may be.an incongruency which managemern® mey
be aware of, but which is‘not perceived by shop stewards in the plant.
Second, stewards may be aware of this disharmony, but they may be
unwilling or unable to do anything.about fhisl However the initial
point remains valid, if the controls are aligned the potential for

inter-plant union activity is that much less.1

The ability to refer to external determinants of action is another
important resource for management in its search for legitimacy.

Managérial actions and structures can be justified and validated
by making references to external forces. Legitimacy may be further
increased if management can create the impression that they have 'no
control' over some of these factors. Management may suggest that
they have 'no choice' but to take a particular course of action. For
it is not their choice, but forces over which they have no influence
which are dictating to them.

This may of course be the case on some occasicus. Management
may be forced to take one course of action simply tco survive or
maintain a minimum level of profitability. But there are also other
occasions when management may stress those influences which support and
add weight to particular actions or decisions. In iiis way management
are able in some ways to 'interprét' the influence o their environment
to suit their own purposes. A similar point has bes: made by Child

(1973:93) in his criticisms of 'contingency theory'.

1 See CIR (1974:59); Thomson & Hunter (1975:21)



276

This ability may be well suited to Industrial Relatioﬁs decisions.
For it has been.shown that many of‘these are derived from other decisions
made inside the firm. Many of the constraints within which Industrial
Relations operates emanate from inside the organisation. Hence it is
possible to alter the amount of emphasis placed on each constraint
depending upon the situvation.

Overall it appears that}groups with the most extreme structures

and controls seem best able to explain these away in terms of external

constraints.

Finally the existence of a strong.or unified managerial philosophy
seems to strengthen managerial legitimacy in two ways.

First it will provide a continual and comprehensive rationalisation
for management's position. Ideally, af least, it will provide an all
embracing and consistent explanafion for a whole series of management
actions and structures. It will therefore provide a fecal point for
the organisation, and give the employees something with which they can
identify..

Second the philosophy may represent a whole series of traditions
‘and beliefs that have been built up over a long period. The philosophy
may sum up the culture of the organisation, ard will often be regenerated
by the process of socialisation. Brown (1972:54) refers to this as
'customary legitimacy'. Such a philosophy supported in this way may

be highly resistant to change since it develops its own inertia-

Managerial legitimacy is not the only factor influencing inter-—
plant union activity. It is essential to consider the factors which
may inhibit such activity. Hyman (1975:82) has divided these into

'ideological'! and 'material! factors.1

1 This discussion is convinued in the following Chapter.
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A common factor inhiviting inter-plant activity is the traditioral
attachment of employees to their own plant. Such 1oyalty may be
particularly strcong in small plants run in the past on paternalist
lines. The result may be that employees may ignore management
interference from outside the plént, and care little that large
differentials exist betweeh plants in the same Division or Group.

A good example of this existed in the Tubes plants. Both plants
had been run in an autocratic paternalist'manﬁer and enjoyed considerable
operating autonomy; Many employees still based their attitudes upon
the earliér period, although those conditions no longer prevailed.

The inward loocking and parochial attitudes developed in the past .
severely inhibited inter-plant activity. The CIR (1974:23) have noted
that management in the plant may try to emphasise such attitudes. They
| note plant 'management 'have built up the authority of senior stewards
as part of a deliberate policy of retaining control of Indusirial
Relaticns matters generally within the organisation.’

The traditional attachment to the plant may be challenged by
overt demonstration of divisional interference. Management in the
plant go to great lengths to play fhese down. The result may be
confusion within the workforce as to the effective level of control.

Second are the more pragmatic or material obstacles to inter—
plant aetivity. The result of these is that shop steward power outside
the plant is extremely limited.

The majority of issues and problems confronting shop stewards are
at plant level in most cases. This is of course a consequence of the
bargaining structure. Shopvstewards are dependent upon the workforce
for their support and must appear, at least, to Bé serving their
interests. This requires that they concentrate upon plant based issues.
Often the sheer weight of plant based matters means that ~tewards have

. . . . ) L -
little time or inclination to engage in inter--plant activity. Often
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such an activity will be undertaken with the hope of improving the
bargaining position within tiae piant. Fox has made a similar point
(1971;127) 'In situations where men are conscious of incongruency but
are prevented from organising themselves collectively ...... they
seek to justify and rationalise self-seeking benaviour with an
appropriate individualistic ideology.'

Therefore when faced with the need to satisfy their members
shop stewards rationalise their behaviour even in the face of marked
inter-plant digparities. |

" Even if there is demand to set up a combine there are many
obstacles to be faced.

The CIR (1974:35) notes a number of prerequisites for setting
up effective combines. These include a willingness to co-operate,

provision for time off and access to information.

Beynon and Wainwright (1979:169) have noted that conflicts or
divisions can exist between plants. This was well demonstrated in
Rolls. A number of factors contributed to the disharmony betwecn
the plants. These were personal conflicts, and a feeling that some
plants adopted an elitist attitude. But perhaps most important was the
pay disparities that existed. Those plants at the tbp cf the earnings
league would do nothing which would put thds position in jecrpardy.

hey would support the combine on certain issues, but would not

press for group bargaining leading to an elimination cf their herd
won differential. Management were nct unaware of this feeling and may
at times exaggerate such attitudes. In doing so they are pursuing

e
a policy of 'divide and rule'.

Brown and Sisson (1975:45) have noted the importance of inform-

ation flows. The availability of such information is the crucial raw
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material upon which comparisons are based. As the authors note
'Information, whether true or false, is essential for there to be a
basis for effective comparisons'. The availability of such data may
alter 1f there is é changes in bargaining structufe or payment system.
For as Brown and Sisson note 'The major cause of the growth on intra-
‘plant comparispns on Fleet Street was the quite fortuitous fact that
'comprehensive' agreemenis made pay levels clearly identifiable which
had ﬁithéf£8“been obscured by the complexity of the pay system'. This
was certainly the case in Rolls where a change to measured day work
some years ago improved union ability to make meaningful comparisons.
Inter-plant differentials could no lbnger be written off as a
éonsequence of complex syséems of pay bargaining. It is possible
that white collar unions may have.a better access to inférmation.
(Brown and Terry 1978:131). The result may be that certain unions
eg. ASTMS may attempt to match the style of mahaging Industrial
Relations. For example they may attempt to bargain at group or
divisional level whilé management insists on bargaining in the plant.
It appears that these unions have acknowledged the changes that
have taken place in bargaining structure. They realise that it is
not the extremes of shop floor or industry which are important, but

plant or company level. Changes such as these are discussed by

Ramsay (1971:44).

Managerial opposition to combine activities may result in no
time being allowed to shop stewards to engage in inter-plant
activity. Certainly there is no legislative provision for such

i
time off.
Official trade union opposition (CIR 1974:35) may starve

combines of funds. One possible reason for union hostility is that

they see such organisation as a threat vo the established institutions.
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Management are likely to be aware of these inhibitions and

obstacles and will use them to their own advantage.

At the very least management will do nothing to weaken those
factors limiting inter-plant activity. For example they will avoid
+ overt displays of extra-plant managerial infiuence as far as possible.

It is possible that a total refusal to recognise a combine may
actually encourage such activity. The shop stewards may be suspicious
of the unifqrm attitude taken by plant manageﬁent. Also they may feel
that their activities are important ehough to be ignored.

" Occasionally a different tactic may be used. If faced by a
combine that is almost inevitably strong management may choose to
formally recognise the body. The combine may come under the influence
at least of management and its effectiveness may be weakened. This
has been noted by Hyman (1975:193) 'once industrial conflict is openly
articulated, it stimulates institutions of regulation which limit
its disruptive manifestations'. As shop stewards attexzpt to organise
their activities they may find that they are forced to limit their
efforts.

This seems to have been the case in Ford. Beynon and Wainwright
(1979: 169) have noted that Ford management recognised the combine
simply because it was too powerful to ignore. Management then
incorporated the combine into the negotiating structure in an attempt

to control its activitieés.

The styles of managing Industrial Relations can now be compared
using the bases of legitimacy and the factprs inhibiting inter-plant
activity as a guide. -

The styles will be compared in pairs. The two styles with the

highest degrees of control1 will be examined first. Second the

styles with lOW'degrees<xf'control2 will be investigated.

Plant Autocracy and Plant Autonomy
Croun Co-cylinsticon 2nd Divisional Co~ordination

T2) b
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2 High Degree of Effective Control

The two styles with a high degree of control also enjoy a high
level of legitimacy. This appears to be for the following reasons.

First the controls and structures employed by both of these
styles are in harmony within each organization. The majority of non-IR
control systems are aligned with Personnel, Industrial Relations and
Coliéctive'bargaining control systems. The result is that each
control system reinforces and supports the other.

In Parent Autocracy the majority of formal control structures are
at group level. While in Plant Autonomy they are primarily located
at the plant. The control of systems are internally congruent and
consistent. There is little to provide confusion concerning the

~effective level of control. Both caseé present a clear and unambig-
uous image which is difficult to.challenge.

The result is that in Plant Autonomy shop stewards in the plant
give little thought to using inter-plant comparisons. While in
Parent Autocracy the combine is formally recognised at group level

and at least partly under the influence of management.

Second, both of these styles assume extrcme and totally opposite
management and bargaining structures. This seems to have two benefits.
These styles enjoy the benefits of this extreme formal structure.
In one style this gives parity of terms and corditions, while in the
other demands for parity are virtually eliminated.
A second benefit is that external structures appear to te more
easily justified by reference to external determinants. It appears
that management can only have adopfed thesé extreme positions
because of powerful forces which are not easily resisted. The structures

have a degree of inevitability about them. Managers are able to point
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to highly visible and strong determinants in order to legitimate
their actions. |

in Parent Autocracy reference is made to the high level of
integration of production leading to group level bargaining. While
in Plant Autonomy the independence of plants is justified in terms
of the highly diversified product range.

Management will argue that 'we have no option but to act in
this way for these reasons ....! °As has been noted previously
management are-not completely powerless in this situation. At certain
times for example when setting up the organisation, or after a merger,
management may have control over some of these influences. Factors
such as the influence of {technology undoubtedly have a big impact
in the short run. The characteristics of the technology employed
can place severe constraintis on the ability of management to make
decisions. However in the long run management dces have some choice

in the type of technology it employs.

Finally both of these styles have clearly identified, but
completely contrasting philosophies of management. t is the strength
and consistency of these philosophies rather than their details which
are important for the legitimacy of management.

This philosophy may have been built up over time, or emanate
from one central figure such as the Managing Director. The result is
that a continuous source of legitimacy is provided. Zadler (1666:16)
has noted the significance of an identifiable style for individual
managers, but the same lesson can be applied here. " He notes that
tleaders who are seen as having distinet and identifiable styles of
leadership are more effective in promoting confidence and satisfaction,
whatever style they adopt, than ‘hose who do nov have a distinctive

style'. A clear and identifiable style is essential for effective
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control, while the actual content of this style may be czcondary.

In both of the styles analysed above two characteristics are
present. First management authority is seen as legitimate because
of the strong bases presert. Second inter-plant activity is either
high and controlled by management or virtually non-existent.

“This higﬁmieveifof legitimacy and consequent control over inter—
plant activity has one further benefit. Both cases are able to
indulge in occasional actions which completely contradict their
established positions. Their legitimacy is so strong that it cen
survive these exceptions.

For example in Parent Autocracy there is bargaining in the plant
despite formal negotiations taking plaée at group level. This
bargaining does not detract from‘the importance of group ﬁegotiations,
and in fact may allow it to be maintained. Similarly in Plant Autonomy
there are occasional examples of a high degree of central control.

Yet these events do not threaten the overall 1egitimacy of the autonomy
of each plant.

Instances such as these quoted tend, in these styles, to be treated
as 'exceptions which prove the rule'. The result is that there is a
high degree of potential flexibility in these styles which is not
manifest, but latent. In order to achieve this flexibility maragement
must first establish the legitimacy of various levels of management in
the eyes of the workforce.

These two styles do not simply adopt a compromise between two
extremes. In fact by assuming one of these extreme positions they
are able to establish the legitimacy of maﬁagerial author.tv. Having
established this legitimacy both siyles can occasionally adopt a number

of conflicting positions which are uniikely to be challenged. It is
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possible therefore that vy adopting extreme positions these styles

may possess a greater degree of flexibility than those styies which

- deliberately seek a compromise position.

Low Degree of Effective Control

The two remaining styles can be compared in a similar fashion.

First both Gréup Co—ordinatioﬁ and Divisional Co-ordination
exhibit a. considerable lack of harmony of control systems within
their organisations. Their controls and structures are not aligned.

For example in .Divisional Co-—ordination there are financial,
Personnel and Industrial Relations control systems at Divisional
level, while production and collective bargaining control systems
are largely plant based. Similarly in Group Co-ordination
Production, financial, Personnel and Industrial Relations controls
are at Group level, while Collective Bargéining is plant based.

The result in both styles is a high degree of confusion and
ambiguity about the effective ievel of control. Shop stewards in
the plant may suspect that if many controls emanate from group level,
Collective Bargaining may aléo be controlled from there, no matter
what the formal structure.might be. The shop stewards may doubt
the legitimacy of management because of a lack of a clear cut or
sharp image of the autherity of various ievels of management. Shop
stewards are virtually encouraged to question the authority of plant
management in bargaining because of the doubt and confusion that exists.
Although management may continually stress the autonomy of each plant,
many of their actions not directly concerned with Industrial Relations

may undermine this.

Union inter-plant activity aimed at challenging management's
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position takes place but is limitad. The main constraint appears
to be'the divides that exist between the plants. Often these may be

a consequence of the plant bargaining structure. Those plants with

high earnings may want to maintain their differentials.

Second, neither of these styles occupies an extreme structural
position. Both seem to have deliberately aimed for a compromise
position, a middle way approach along the structural continuum. Two
consequences are apparent.

These styles do not benefit from the advantages of having a
structurally extreme position. Rather than achieving the advantages
of the positions they combine, they seem to encounter the difficulties
and drawbacks of both. For example they have neither total comtrol
over inter-plant activity, nor have they eliminated the existence
of such activity.

These compromise positions seem to be more difficult to justify
in terms of external determinants. It appears that either there are
no strong pressures, or that these pressures have cancelled theaselves
out. The result being the middle way position that the two stylec occupy.

VManagement do not seem able to introduce the element of inevitabiliity

that surrounds the structures and actions in the two preceeding styles.

Finally neither of the styles has a dominant and easily identified
management phnilosophy. There is no consistent means <f justifying
management actions and decisions. This only adds to the confusion
and doubt in these styles, rather than helping to eliminate ther as

e
~

previously.

Shop stewards in the plant may doubt every action that managemernt
take, and will be suspicious of the interference of maragement from

outside the plant. Confusion is therefore the established nora.
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At present the ability of the unions to pursue the.r doubts is
limited. However these limits aré not the result of management control,
as in the previous styles, but a result of the unions own divisions.
Inter-plant activity could potentially be at a high level, because
of management's unwillingness or inability to control this activity.
Managerial control of inter-plant activity is not the result of their
own actions so much as the inability of the unions to organise
effébtively; ‘However this is a delicate balance. If an issue arises
which unites rather than divides the plants management policy will be

undone. Such an issue would allow the contacts already existing *o

be more fully developed.

The comparisons made above are briefly summarised by Table 7.
This outlines the characteristics of the bases cf legitimacy in each
style.

Put simply it is evident that a two way classificetion exists.
Those sfyles having a high degree of legitimacy can be differentiated
from those which do not. In these =xamples union ability to engage
in inter-plant activity is also iimited by a number of obstacles.

It is possible that in other cases these obstacles will not exist.
Also this activity may not be controlled by management. This would
result in a.high degree of uncontrolled inter-—plant activity. Some--
thing which does not yet exist in the two cases quoted with low

effective control.

This examination explains one paradox only to reveal another. It
appears that the styles with a greater degree of legitimacy are those
which adopt controls which are Conéistentl& extreme and backed by an
identifiable managerial philosophy. Once established, this legitimacy

then allows management an unlikely degree of flexibility. This
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flexibility is likely to be greatgr than that existing in styles
which deliberately seek or compromise position. In these styles the
lack of legitimacy leads to a continual questicning - of actions
and hence severely limited flexibility.

The paradox is now clear: in order to achieve flexibility
management must first adopt an extreme and inflexitle position. Orly
in this way can the legitimacy needed to exercise flexibility be

genéfated;%V”

Conclusion

The apparent paradox revealed earlier can now be explained.
Effective control by maragement of infer—plant union activity is not
solely dependent upon the characterictics of the style of management
e.g. the resources devoted to Industrial Relations. Rather control is
dependent upon the legitimacy accorded to management by the workforce
and the obstacles to inter—plant activity.

For example the control achieved in Parent Autocracy was not
| simply a consequence of the resources devoted to Industrial Relations.
More important was the legitimacy of management from the workforce's
perspective, and the obstacles to union inter-plant activity outside
management control. Similarly in Plant Autonomy despite devoting
very limited resources tc Industrial Relations effective control was
achieved by managerial legitimacy and obstacles to inter-plant
activity.

It is necessary therefore to examine in def;il tlie bases of

legitimacy and the nature cf obstacles to inter-plant activity before

the effectiveness of a particular style can te explained.



288

TABLE 6 : MANAGERIAL CONTROL SYSTEMS

Parent Group Divisional Plant
Autocracy Co- Co- Autonomy
dbrdination ordination

Formal level of

Collective Bargaining G P p , P

Collective Bargaining

in practice G . P P P
+P +G +D

CONTROL SYSTEMS

Production

High Integration ve V/' V/ v/
Low Integration
Financial
Budgets v V/ q/ :;
Ratios '
Cost ‘ : V/ V/ \/
Investment G G D G
Personnel
Recruitment G G D
Training G G D
Promotion G G D
.Movement G G D
Industrial Relations
Co-ordination
negoiviations G G D
Communicating
information G G D
Guidelines G G D
Day-to-day influence G P P P
Collective Bargaining
Preparation for
negotiations G P D
Mcnitoring of
negotiations G P D

G -~ Group
D - Division
P

—~ Plant



CONTROL SYSTEMS
ALIGNED

EXTREME STRUCTURAL
POSITION

STRONG MANAGEMENT
'PHILOSOPHY

LEVEL OF
TU ACTIVITY HIGH

HIGH CONTROL OVER
TU ACTIVITY
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v

Group Divisional
Co—ordination Co-ordination

X X
X X
x x
v v
X X

-~ Plant
Autonomy

v/

TV
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CHAPTER TEN : IMPLICATIONS

Introduction

The aim of this chapter is to puf this study in its context by
cons%@ering some of the implications of the research. This involves
recalling some of the ihtroductory comments made in the first chapter
and re-evaluating them in the light of the findings.

Although this étudy has examinéd some of the main types of large
multi~-plant engineering organisations it has had a relatively narrow
focus for two reasons. First, it is necessary to pinpoint a specific
subject to provide an argument with some direction and consistency.
Second, reséurces of time were veryllimited and prevented really
extensive fieldwork.

For these reasons this thesis has looked et specific examples of
management's attempts to control Industrial Relations. From these
cases a number of tentative concepts and hypotheses have been
generated. | ‘ -

It is now possible however to draw:out some of the wider
implications of this study. This is carried out in two ways. First
by considering the present day consequence of the findings for
management, unions and the reform of Industrial Relations. Second,
putting the study in its theoretical context by discussing some of
the possible future areas of research emdnating from this thesis.
Broadening the study in this way will throw light on possiktle develop-
ments in Industrial Relatiomns. For example evidence within the study

can make a contribution to the debate developing over the growth of

single employer bargaining.

1  gee Brown & Terry (1978)

290
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By way of introduction the principal findings of the research

relevant to this discussion are recalled.

Chapter Three argued that the level of bargaining cannot be looked
at in isolation from the other diﬁensions of bargaining structure.
This study has however ponéentrated upon the bargaining level, with
relatively little attention given to these other dimensions. Future
research could take another of these dimenSioﬁé, eg bargaining unit or
scope and subject 1t to the same kind of scrutiny. It may be useful
to examine the relationship between bargaining scope and shop steward
activity in the plant. Alternatively the connection bétween

bargaining unit and various situational determinants could be considered.

The next stage of the thesis argued that it is unnecessarily narrow
to concentrate on the relationship between bargaining structure and
union behaviour. Bargaining structure,.it was sugsested, should be
placed within the context of the control process operatcd by management.
This_revealed not only support for the growth of single employer
bargaining but alsoc pointed to the greater involvement of management
in Industrial Relations. PFurther studies could consider whether such
developments were taking plaée in other kinds of multi-plant

organisations.

Finally Chapter Nine argued that a ﬁumber of ideal types of styles
of managing Industrial Relations could be recognised. These had
varying degrees of control over ihter—plant union activity depending
in part upon the legitimacy of managerial authorify. Future research

could attempt to develop additional ideal types or modify those put

forward.
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1 Management

The evidence from the case studies reinforces the previously noted
trend towards single employer bargaining, at least on pay.1 This is
bargaining which is either explicitly independent or independent in
practice of the National Agreement. However relatively little is
known‘about the changes which are taking place within single employer
bargaining.

Brown and Térry (1978:131) suggest that there are a number of
‘forces 'which may be serving to push firms towards a more centralised
or group level of bargaining'. This suggestion tends to conflict
slightly with the existing evidence. Daniel (1976:28) notes that it
is the plant that is the most impoftant level of formal bargaining.
Evidence and analysis from this thesis can play a useful role in
reconciiing these two pieces of evidence. One approach is to look

at the potentially conflicting pressures faced by management.

On the basis of the evidence presented here and other research
management in multi-—plant organisations may be faced by a series of
possibly conflicting pressures. McCarthy and Ellis (1973:4) refer
to this as: the challenge frém without and the challenge from within.
Briefly'the first of these encourages decisions to be made centrally,

while the latter suggests plant autonomy.

There are both 'non—IR' and Industrial pressures for greater

central control.

Under the former heading two predominant pressures can be noted.

First the increasing cost of capital demands some form of central

1  On igssues aside from pay, eg premia payments and length of working
week the National Agreement is still important. Witness the recent

dispute in the Engineering Industry.
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control over finance and the allocation of investment funds. The
pooling of resources allows them to be distributed with a gfoup wide
perspective in mind. Second economies of scale encourage specialisation
of production of pérticular components in each plant. These plants

are then integrated and centrally co-ordinated.

A number of Industrial Relations influences may lead to greater
centralisation, some have been mentioned by Brown and Terry {1978:131).
Firéf the economies associated with grbup wide pension schemes and
the need for consistency of treatment often result in this issue being
settled at group level. Second managerial unionism tends to result in
group level bargaining because of the group level co-ordination of
thése employees which pfeviously existed. Third the cost of inter-
plant comparison or '1eapnfrogging"may cause management to dispense
with plant bargaining. This is particﬁlarly the case where they feel
that combine committee activity is weak. PFinally there is the need
for central monitoring of plant Industrial Relations because of
government iiicomes policy. Brown and Terry sece such pressurcs as
only 'straws in the wind', however this research sheds more light on

these trends.

A series of pressures suggest that there should be a greater
decentralisation of management conirol.

Plant level bargaining has become very well established in the
Engineering Industry, partly because of the prcvisions of the
National Agreement. Overvtime management and shop stewards have

become accustomed to exercising a gocod deal of autonomy in their own

. e
rd

plant.

Plant management prefer plant bargaining because it gives them
the freédom to run their plants in the way they see fit, and enables

the speedy resolution of disvutes. They may strongly resist any
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attempt by group management to regtrict this freedom in any Way.

Shop steward power is very closely tied to the plant. It is
there that members' interests lie, and alsoc where they have achieved
a high level of inﬁolvement in plart bargaining. Any attempt to
reduce steward bargaining activity in the plant, eg by moving to
group level bargaining, would be very strongly resisted. This is
of course unless some substitute activity, such as involvement in day-—

to-day decision making was possible.

.It appears therefore that management are faced with a series of
potentially conflicting pressures. Oh‘the one hand there are reasons
fdr centralising control, while on the other there are serious obstacles
to reducing the existing degree of plant autonomy.

It should be stressed that much of the above ig based upon the
case study analysis. The CIR (1974:55-8) provides a more detailed
checklist of the advantages and disadvantages accruing to the various
positions. Any attempt to investigate the validity of these hypotheses
would require further research. This might usefully be carried out in
companies having a fewer number of plants, or where differing technology
‘and pattern of growth may provide quite different pressures. This

would include non-engineering manufacturing concerns.

If the bargaining level is taken on the sole criterion for the
nature of management control then there appears to be iittle support
for the Brown and Terry hypothesis. Apart from Ford which has always
bargained centrally, the remaining cases bargained at plant level.

In Tubes and Rolls there was formal plant bargaiﬂzng, while in GEC
this was informal. |

Hoﬁever it has been argued that the level of bargaining cannot

be isolated from the other dimensions of bargaining structure. When
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these are considered there is éome_support for the Brown and Terry
suggestions.

In all four cases pensions were settled at group level mainly
because of the financial benefits. In some cases, eg Rolls,
certain units of employees bargained at group level, for instance
nurses, while most othker empioyees had plant agreements. In other
cases, eg Tubes, certain issues for instance staff holiday entitlement
was settled at divigional level.

Therefore it is misleading to characterise bargaining structure
simply by referring to the level of bargaining. For this level can
vary depending on the issue or unit of employees in question. This
is particularly —ell shown in Ford. Despite having formal group level
bargairing, informal negotiations fook place in the plant over issues
such as maﬁning and time speeds. In all cases when the bargaining
structure as a whole is examined it is found that there are a number

of levels of bargaining.

A second point stressed in the preceding analysis is that
bargaining structure must be placed within the context of other control
éystems within the organisation.

As noted previously all four cases had central control over
finance ‘and investment. Both Ford and Rolls had a highly integrated
system of production.

Industrial Relations and Personnel control systems of some
kind were exercised from group or divisional level in all the cases.

In three of the cases control systems such as these were used
~alongside the existing structure of plant level gérgaining. It
appears that manesgement have recognised that for various reasons

explored in greater depth below, some form of plant bargaining is

inevitable. Yet this does not prevent the centralisation of 'non-IR'
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control systems and the use of group or divisional Personnel and

IR Control systems. Management afe therefore responding to the
pressﬁres of greater central control, yet they are not necessarily
changing the level of bargaining. Central control and nlant bargaining
can exist side by side.

The case studies provide a number of reasons why this situation
may emerge. Plant bargaining may continue to exist for the following
reasons. IFirst the case of Rolls. Consideration was given to changing
from plant to group level bargaining. However the main obstacle here
was the cost of the inevitable process of levelling up which would
take place if pay in all plants was equalised. An internal company
document estimated this at some £18m. Additionally shop stewards in
the plants at the top of the earnings league would fight hard to
maintain their position..

A second example is provided by Tubes. The group had put
forward an image éf plant autonomy in their corporate advertising.

Any move away from plant level bargaining would be in conflict with
this image. Hence plant bargaining was maintained for public rciations
- reasons.

Finally there is the case of GEC. Here the diversity of products
and the genuine plant autonomy would make it very difficult to
introduce group level bargaining. The differences in-plant history
and management style which had been allowed to develop effectively

prevent integration.

The attachment to plant bargaining for the reasons given above
has not prevented Rolls and Tubes from exercising either group

or divisional control over Industrial Relations.

Despite having different bargaining structures the four cases are



297

moving towards common ground. This is hardly surprising beafing in
mind the fact that these four groups are in the same industry and are
influenced by similar pressures. In effect fhis results in some form
of central control with or without plant level bargaining. Also there
will be some kind of bargaining at plant level, whether formally or
informally. In responding to the challenges from within and without
organisations previously having very different structures are now
becoming more alike. This has already been noted by one observer.
'The contrast between the structures of Industrial Relations in BL
and.Ford so marked ten years ago, is now much less sharp' (Clegg
1979:103).

One possible extension of the research would be to make comparisocns
with non—manufacturihg concerns for evidence of similar trends. There
are of course mahy diffefent kinds of multi-plant organisations. Almost
any large organisation is likely to have a number of plants, whether
they are depots, departments, offices or shops. Some of the concerts
developed here could be applied to some of these organisations, eg.
the Civil Service or Hotels and Catering. A comparison between Ford
and practices in local authorities or Nationalised industries would

be of very great interest.

Two of the cases, Rolls and Tubes, seem to have aeliberately
adopted this compromise or middle way position. This has been termed
torganisational federalism' (Handy 1979:207). Under this system each
'federal state'! is independent for most matters and is encouraged to
preserve its autonomy. However on certain matters ﬁhere consisteincy
is desirablevthe centre makes the decision which the 'states' have
to abide by. Under this system the centre 1is dominated by planning

.and co—ordinating the states. The essential point 1is that 'those



who execute policy must rnot be exactly the same as those who
legislate policy'. Planning and ﬁolicy making should take place
centrally, while the plants are wholly responsible for carrying out
these plans.

However as has been shown this strategy of organisational
federalism is not without its dangers. The overt incongruency of
control systems which is inherent in this structure may generate
inter-plant union activity. This is particularly the case where
this lack of harmoﬁy of control syétems causes doubt to be thrown
- on managerial legitimacy, e.g. as in Tubes and Rolls. Managemeni
in these two cases hold a very delicate balance between group control
and plant autonomy. This was highly unstable because of the ad hoc
nature of the controls used. The main reason why management was able
to maintain this position was because of union inability to organise
- effectively between plants. However if an issue arises which unites
rather than di&ides the nlants this balance could'easily be upset.

Thus the initial attractiveness of the compromise position
may later be reduced if managerial legitimacy is challenged as a
result. Deliberately seeking this compromise seems to lead to
union inter-plant activity. However similar results to the formal
compromise position can be obtained if informal controls are used.
These will not challenge an established managerial legitimacy.

To conclude it is evident that management in mqlti—plant
organisations are faced by conflicting pfessures. Management s
response to these pressures can be seen once the focus of analysis
is expanded away from the level of bargaining alone. It has been
shown that there is greazter centralisation of control alongside
plant level bargaining. This finding provides support for the work

of voth Brown and Terry and Daniel.
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Although two of the cases have been shown to be 1e:s‘successful
at following this compromise than.they_might have been, all four cases
display a relatively sophisticated attitude towards Industrial
Relations. This is probably because of the long history of dealing
with trade unions.1 An interesting comparison could be drawn
between these cases, and other cases having a far less sophisticated
Industrial Relations policy. This might require research in much
smaiier ofganisations, or those having a different history of union
representation. It would be interesting to see if the same principles
existed in these other examples. On the other hand it appears2
that North American companies pay much.greater attention to Industrial
Relations. Useful comparison could be drawn on the sophistication
of Industrial Relations policy. However the very differert social
légal and political backgrounds would aemand an inter—countiry

comparison in addition.

Trade Unions

Perhaps the greatest problem to be confronted by trade unions
concerns how they are going to react to the emergence of single
employer bargaining and the development of centralised management

control. The consequences for unions can be examined in three stages.

As previously noted all four cases provide good examples ol
q - : 3.
singie employer bargaining. Other available evidence™ indicates

that this is part of a more general trend. The most immediate

1 This may also be because of the largely negative role plgyed by
the National Agreememnt , a fact which 1s apparent only after inter-
country comparison see Clegg (1976); Siscon =and Jackson (1978)

o See Slichter Healy and Livernash (1960); Chamberlain (1967)

3 See Daniel (1976); Warwick survey (1979)
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implication for unions is the chapged level of bargaining. Trade
unions must acknowledge that the extremes of multi-employer and
shop floor bargaining are no longer of ma jor importance. The most
important level of pay baigaining, in the manufacturing sector at
least, is either at plant or group level. A realisation of the
significance of these changes will require alterations in the internal
organisation of unions, and their attitudes towards combines.

i‘Present internal organisation of the majority of unions was
formed at a time of strong national agreements. This gave a great
deal of formal power to national officials. In most cases the unions
have reacted slowly to the emergence of shop stewards.in the workplace.
Oﬁly in the last twenty years or so have they been adequately
recognised. The urions have therefore reacted to informal plant
bargaining as a supplement to national agreements, however in the
main they have yet to react adequately to the development of single
employer bargaining.

There are one or two exceptions to the above generalisations.

A number of white collar unions, eg ASTMS and TASS seem better
equipped to deal with single employer bargaining than their manual
vcounterparts. For example some unions have divisional officers who
negotiate solely with the plants of one group in a geographical area.
Information flows also seem to be much better in these unions. The
resulf eften is that white collar and unionised management bargaining
takes place at group rather than plant level. This is‘a consequence
of two factors. First the different attitude taken by the officials
of these unions towar’s group level bargaining. Unlike the manual
uniors inter-plant contacts and group bargaining is actively encouraged
by the union. Second there is tﬁe legac& of how managers were treated

in the past. If they were seen as a Aivisioral or group resource
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then this is likely to provide a ready made bargaining mnit after
unionisation.1 Once these managefs have realised that it is the
group or division which exercises effective coumirol they will not be
satisfied with bargaining at any other level. The unionisation of
white collar ard managerial employees may force groups to change their
bargaining structure. (Ramsay 1971:44). It is for this reason that
evidence indicates that white collar bargaining tends to take place at
group level, while é;hual bargaining is usually at plant level.
Because of these differences between manual and white collar
behaviour a comparison between the two would be of great interest.
For example research could be conducted into the reasons why group
bargaining in white collar unions is officially encouraged, while it
is openly discouraged in manual unions. Support for inter-plant

contacts in manual unions, such as iv is, comes largely from the

*grass roots' and convenors.

If the manual unions are to react to single employer bargaining
then profound changes in unbon government will be required. Greater
attention will have to be paid to individual employers rather than %o

' federations of employers. In the long run this may invclve the
dismantling of the present geographical basis of internal organisations.
Branches may have to become based on the workplace organisation in
all cases rather than just some. Full time officers may have to
devote their time to a relatively small number of groups and negotiate
with them over a long period. Such changes at the moment seem Very
unlikely.

If manual unions were to recognise the significance of single
employer bargaining there would still be a number of protlems to be

faced. In particular the choice between plant and group level

1 This is very much tle case in Rolls and Tubes
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bargaining may be crucial. While plant level bargaining maximises
shop steward power it may allow disparities between plants <o be
‘maintained. Group bargaining may spread gains throughout plants, but
may result in a loss of steward autonomy.

" Information regarding the prﬁs and cons of such a choice is very
limited at the moment.1 Fﬁrther research into cases where single
employer bargaining is the norm e.g. Nationalised Industries, Civil
Service and local authorities, would provide ﬁuéh useful comparative
material. | |

Second, it has been shown that not only have there been changes
in the level of bargaining, but management control has.beoome
increasingly centralised. The way in which trade unions are going
to react to this.must also be considered.

Perhaps the meost obvious Course of action would be to 'play
managemcnt at 1ts own game'. That is to bargain at plant level, but
to maintain a degree of central control or co—ordination. This would
allow steward autonomy to be maintained, while disparities between
plants could gradually be eliminated. Such a strategy would involve
a far greater degree of inter-plant co-ordination than exists at the
moment, or seems likely in the future. A number of problems confront
the stréngthening of combineé.

Shop steward influence rarely extends far beyond the plant.
Inter—plant activity may be very difficult to justify for employees
who see their interests as essentially piant baced. Often there are
many divisions between plants in the same groups. These may be based
upon earnings, Or upon personality clashes between convenors.

Further research iuto the setting up and opération of ‘combines
would be useful in this context. Future studies could look at the

actual nature cf the contacts that exist between plants, c.g. to

1 Only the CIR (1974:55-8) provides any useful information
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what extent they are dependent wn a few individuals such as
Convenors.1 |

Another»interesting area is the official trade union hostility
to combine activity. The reasons for this and impact of it could
usefully be studied. In'most caées the rationale‘for this attitude
is that such committees pése a challenge to the authority of national
officers. However it is possible to draw a parallel between present
.opposition to Combine Committees and previou§ opposition to Joint
Shop Steward Commiftees. | |

Although initially opposed by the unions the latter gradual.y
-came to be accepted. It is possible that a similar change of attitude
may take place with combinc committees. One danger must be noted
here. If combines are offioially‘recognised there is the risk
of the members becoming separate from the shop floor. The result
may be the development of rank and file factions as seen in the
Ford case.

A final area of interest concerns the ability of uvnions to
chalienge the authority of management. I% has been established
that this ability is particularly restricted in Ford and GEC where
the cqntrol systems are internally congruent. However in Rolls and
Tubes there are obstacles tovbe overcome. Employee attitudes within
these cases tended to be a confused mixture of parochialism and
suspicions about central management involvement. Even in the cases
-where gfoup or divisional interference ié overt it is very difficult
for unions to organise effectively between plants. »In particular
employees in one plant may be reluctant to take strike action in
support of their colleagues in another plant. The shop stewards or

convenors may be in favour of such action but the other employees

1  Following work of Lerner and Bescoby (1963); Beynon and
Wainwright (1979); Friedman (1975) -



304

may not. The limitation on union activity is in the end dependent
upon where employees see their inferests as lying, once this heas
been éstablished on the plant this may be very difficult to alter.
An investigation into the reasons behind employee attitudes towards
inter-plant activity would be of great interest. A series of case
studies using interviews may reveal some of the reasons for the
parochial and inward looking attituades. This would shed some light

on the ideclogical as well as material obstacles to challenging

managerial authority.

Reform of Industrial Relations

The Donovan Report's approach to reforming Industrial Relations
was based upon changes in bargaining structure and management
structure. In particular changes in bargaining level cnd form were
nrged. Formal agreements should be negotiated at either plant or
company level. Additionally management structure should be altcred
by strengthening the role of the Personnel Department and giving

greater attention to Industrial Relations generally.

However, evidence from this and other research suggests that
changes in management and bargaining siructure alone may be inadequate.
The reasons for this inadequacy and some suggestions for possiblsz
reform are considered below. Plant and group industrial relations
will be examined in turn to assess the possible reforms.

An article by Terry1 has suggested that it may not be possible

to simply 'formalise the informal' as Donovan had suggested. 1t 1s

1 Terry (1977)
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likely that either new informal praotices will grow up tollowing a
formal plant agreement, or the informal practices will never
disappear.

This was shoﬁn in a aumber of plants studied. In one of the
Tubes plants formal bargaining took place at plant level, but covered
a number of 'business areas'. Although covered by the same agreement
there was a great deal of &ariation in the customs and practices
whiéh devéioped in each plant. The Perscnnel department played a
relatively minor role and allowed departamental stewards and management
a great deal of autonomy. Formal plant bargaining had a very limited
impact on day-to-day Indusﬁrial Relations.

In another Tubes plant formalising plant bargaining had a
different consequence. Many routihe Industrial Relations matters were
taken out of the hands of the departments, and raised to the level of
the plant. Theyachieved the desired leVel of consistency yet meant

that senior management had to become involved in many mundane issues.

Thus formalising plant bargaining may fail to eliminate custom

and practice or will unnecessarily limit jumior management autonomy.

Expanding the Personnel Department within the plant may take a

number of forms.

In Ford the Persénnel Department had taken over many of the
responsibilities of foremen and supervisors. aAlthough this achieved
a high degree of consistency, the authority of junior management was
seriously weakened. In Tubes the size of the Personnel Department
had been cxpanded and its formal authority incré;éed. However this
appears to have been becausc of a ﬁeed to.oope with the enlarged

administrative burden resulting from changes in labour law. Personnel



306

still occupied an isolated and specialised role having little control
over day-to-day Industrial Retations. In Rolls a combination of these
two schemes was used. Personnel Officers were attached to line managers
in their departments. It was their duty to 2dvise and help on routine
matters. Yet at the same time these Personnel Officers were responsible
to the central Persomnnel Department.

Again it is evident that making structural changes gives no
guarantee thal what takes place in practice will alter. It is like
re-drawing the lines on an organisation chart and hoping people's
beha&iour will change. In many instances people will act differently
only if for some reason they feel they have to. Simply changing
structures may not provide sufficient reason.

Perhaps the cenfral problem to be studied here concerns the
relationship betwéen line and Personnel management. The seemingly
intractable problem here is that no matter what formal structurzl
changes are made very little changes in practice. Line management
continue to seek the autonomy they feel is needed to sclve their
problems and reach their targets, even though this may result in
inconsistency in Industrial Relations practice. While Personnel seek
a more long run and consistent view across the whole of the plant.

One possible solutior to this problem may lie simply in the
physical location of the Personnel Department. As long as Personnel
is geographically isolated from line management, such a clash of
interests is likely. But if junior members of Personnel could work
alongside line managers co-—cperation may.be improved. This change
would not remove the difference of interest, but may give a betier

chance of solving problems.

Two lines of research would follow from these points.
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Research could concentrate on the role of maﬁagement in the plant.
Several aspects could be studied hére. First the formal and informal
relatiénships that exist between the various specialist management
departments. Attention could be focussed on the relaticnship between
line and personnel management and the responsibilities that each group
should have. Secqnd future research could examine the links that plant
management have with divisional or group management. The‘strengths of
th= external links as compared to the internal links could be studied.
The relative wcight of these two would givevan indication of level
from 'which effective control within the organisation emanates. For
example emphasis on the external links suggests more centralised
control (Brown 1973:159-63).

A second area of potential study looks generally at the attitudes
taken by management towards Industrial Relations. Why is it that in
many instances Industrial Relations is given a very low priority anA
is derived from 'non-IR' decisions. Some of the reasons for attitudes

of this kind could be studied (Legge 1978) as well as an assessment

of the impact of these non-IR control systems on Industrial Relallcns.

Formalising plant bargaining can lead to several problems when
looking at group Industrial Relations as a whole. This is particularly
a problem when combined with other contemporary developments in multi-
plant organisations.

Evidence available from the cases studied éuggests that muici-
plant organisations are faced by a series of pressures which result not
only in an increase in size, but also with grealer centralisation of
control. This evidence is of course by.no means conclusive and
needs to be supplemented by more information either from studies such

as this, or by multi-variate analysis of the type undertaken by Deaton

and Beaumont (1979).
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Given the available information it has been shown that these
changes have encouraged union intef—plant activity. Formalising plant
bargaining while centralising management control not only makes inter—
plant comparisons easier but actually encourages them. ¥or as Sisson
and Jackson (1978:30) have noted: temployers in the UK can no longer
camoflage the results of negotiations with shop stewards under the
guise of wage drift: in those case:s where a single employer agreement
has in effect replaced the multi-emplcyer agréement the rate of pay
is plain for all to see.!

In an attempt to regulate the resulting inter-plant union activity
management employ a series of ad hoc control systems. As has been
shown above these include provision of central services; co-ordination
of bargaining; and involvement in plant disputes. Again these ccntrol
systems apply only to the cases studied. Different organisations may
reveal detail differences, yet displaying the same principle. A
series of short case studies or questionnaires could be used to
investigate and classify these controls further.

These controls were necessary because of the union challenges
to managerial authority. Simply changing management and bargaining
structures will not automatically improve managerial 1égitimacy.

This will change only when the bases of legitimacy are understood.
Twe areas of research may be followed here. First one which uses the
same criterion of effectiveness of contro; (inter—plant activity) and
looks in greater detail at the process of rationalising managem=1t
action eg by reference by external determinants. Second by changing

the criterion for effectiveness eg to control over intra-plant

e

-

union activity.

One possible reform for group Industrial Relations has bcen put

forward by the JIR (1977)} This involves adopting framework agreements
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of the kind seen in Europe. This involves deliberately linking the
various levels of bargaining by stipulating which issues suould be
bargained over at particular levels. This would certainly present

an interesting avenue of inquiry. However to he carried out properly
it would require a series of Eurépean comparis:ns.

On the basis of evidence available at present two sets of
problems exist here. Pirst it appears that present multi- employer
agreements are not strong enough tq form the gasis for such frame-
work agreements. This would require management to strengthen‘
group level bargaining to provide the basis. This is unlikely
‘because it may encourage inter—plant union aotivity. For as has
been shown bargaining formally at a number of different levels may
create an incongruency of control éystems. This in turn may lead
shop stewards to question the legitimacy of plant management
‘authorivy. In turn this may result in shop stewards attempting to
bargain over certain issues at the level they, rather than management
desire.

Second framework agreements would require a far greater degree
of management attention to Industrial Relations than seems likely
at the moment. Legge (1978) has noted that for a variety of reasons
Personnel issues are likely to have a very low priority. In practice
this means that Industrial Relations implications are not considered

when either general policy or specific decisions are being mde.

Again it is evident that changes in management and bargaining
structure by themselves are likely to prove inadequate for reforming
Industrial Relations. 11 management are to take a more responsible

approach towards Industrial Kelations this will not be achieved by

structural changes alone. What is required is a change in the
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management attitude towards Industrial Relations. This will involve

a recognition of the significance of union perceptions of the legitimacy
of managerial authority. As Terry (1977:78) notes the changes most
readily accepted by employees were those they had a part in making.
Reform in Industrial Relations must be perceived as legitimate by
both sides and hence take blace by consent.

McCarthy and Ellis (1973:4) suggest that 'management by agrcement?
may be the basis for such changes. This would involve negotiations
over every issue that was'of concern to employees, although the authors
are at pains to point out that this would involve no loss of managcment
authority. Such a change would provide further evidence for the much
quoted paradox of Allan Flanders. For he stated that 'management can
only regain control by sharing it'. Such a development would appear
to be unlikely at present, perhaps only because of what Hawkins (1971:202)

.calls the 'ideological conservatism' on the part of management.

This study has of necessity been based upon a liumited amount of
information and has employed a narrow focus. However this has not
prevented the development of a number of tentative concepts and
hypotheses, as well as prescnting a good deal of empirical data. If
this study has done nothing more than stimulate the much needed future

research in this area, then at least one purpose will have been served.
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