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proponents of participatory management seem to have paid off. A typical modern manager, at least on paper, broadly supports participation and dismisses traditional, autocratic concepts of leadership and control as unacceptable, or perhaps no longer legitimate. However, while the turnout was apparently
well merchandised and widely bought, there seems to be a lot of confusion about what was sold and what was bought. Managers do not seem to have adopted a single, logically consistent concept of participation. In fact, there is reason to believe that managers have adopted two different theories or
models of participation - one for themselves and one for their subordinates. These statements reflect both my analysis of the evolution of participatory management theory and my interpretation of managers' attitudes towards these concepts. My views are partly based on a number of recent surveys of the
beliefs and opinions of managers. The latest of these studies I conducted was launched with a group of 215 middle- and upper-level managers in West Coast companies and continued with a sample of more than 300 administrators from public agencies.1 This study was designed to clarify other aspects
of managers' attitudes revealed by earlier research led by Dale Yoder of Stanford2 and Profs. Mason Haire, Edwin Ghiselli, and Lyman Porter of the University of California, Berkeley.3 This series of studies involved collecting questionnaire data on managers' opinions about people and their attitudes to
different leadership policies and practices. A total of several thousand managers took part, both here and abroad. This article is not intended to summarize all the insights on managers' leadership attitudes available from these studies. Rather, my main objective is to create a theoretical framework that can
explain some of the main dimensions of managers' opinions and some of the implications of their beliefs and opinions, based on research that would only illustrate my views. Participatory theory Although the suggestion that managers have taken a bipartisan approach to participation may be troubling, it
shouldn't be too surprising. Management theorists have often failed to deal with participation in a thorough and consistent manner. Indeed, it can be concluded from the examination of their somewhat ambivalent treatment of this concept that they sell two significantly different models of participatory
management. One of the models of scholars that we determine relationships is very similar to the concept of participation, which managers seem to accept to be used by their own subordinates. The second and not yet fully developed theory, which I have identified as a human resources model,
prescribes the kind of participatory policy that managers would clearly want their superiors to follow. I will develop and explore these two models, compare them with the beliefs of managers, and consider some of the consequences of the dual commitment of managers to them. Both human relationships
and human resource models have three basic components: 1. A set of assumptions about people's values and abilities. 2. Certain regulations in terms of the quantity and type of participatory policies and procedures that managers should follow, in accordance with their assumptions about people. 3. Set of
expectations with regard to the effects of participation on subordinate morality and performance. This third component provides an explanation of the model of how and why participation works – that is, the purpose of participation and how it achieves that purpose. In the form of an outline, models can be
summarized as outlined in Appendix I. Two models of participatory leadership note: It can be quite argued that what I call the human relationships model is actually a product of popularization and misunderstanding of the work of pioneers in this field. Moreover, it is true that some of the early research and
writings of human related substances contain terms that seem to fall within what I call the human resources model. However, it is my opinion that while the first writers did not advocate the human relationships model as mentioned here, their inability to emphasize some of the human resource concepts left
their work open for misinterpretations that occurred. Model of human relationships This approach is not new. As early as the 1920s, business speakers began to question the classic autocratic philosophy of management. The employee was no longer depicted as merely an attachment to a machine that
sought only economic rewards from his work. Managers were instructed to consider him as an entire person rather than a mere bundle of skills and abilities.4 They were invited to create a sense of satisfaction among their subordinates by showing interest in the personal success and well-being of
employees. As Bendix notes, the inability to treat workers as human beings has come to be seen as a cause of low morale, poor craftsmanship, unresponsive and confusion. 5 A key element of the approach to human relations is its fundamental objective, which is to make members of the organisation
feel useful and an important part of the overall effort. This process is seen as a means of achieving the ultimate goal of building a cooperative and compliant workforce. Participation in this model is a lubricant oils will resimply resilience to formal authority. By discussing issues with his subordinates and
acknowledging their individual needs and desires, the manager hopes to create a cohesive work team that is willing and eager to get involved with organizational problems. Another guide to the way participation is perceived in this approach is in Dubin's conception of salary privilege. 6 The manager buys
cooperation by leaving his subordinates in the information department and allows them to discuss and give their views on the various issues of the department. He pays the price for not exercising his subordinate privilege to participate in certain decisions and exercise some self-directed. In return, he
hopes to gain their cooperation in implementing these and other decisions to achieve the departmental goals. Implicit in this model is the idea that it could actually be easier and more effective if a manager could only make departmental decisions without bothering to involve his subordinates. However, as
proponents of this model point out, each decision has two parts – (1) the decision and (2) the activities needed to implement it. In many cases, this model suggests that a manager could do better to waste time discussing the issue with their subordinates and perhaps even accept suggestions that they
believe may be less effective in making a decision. In short, a human-based approach does not bring about the fact that participation can be useful in itself. The possibility that subordinates will in fact bring to light points that the manager may have overlooked, if mentioned at all, is only mentioned by the
way. This is considered a potential side benefit, which is not usually expected but may occur occasionally. Instead, the manager is encouraged to adopt a participatory management policy as a method of least cost, how to get cooperation and make their decisions. In many ways, the human relationship
model represents only a slight departure from traditional autocratic management models. The way in which results are achieved is different and employees are viewed in a more humanistic way, but the basic roles of the manager and his subordinates remain essentially the same. The ultimate goal in both
traditional and human relationships is to respect managerial authority. Human resources model This approach represents a dramatic departure from traditional management concepts. Although not yet fully developed, it is based on the writings of McGregor, Likert, Haire and others as a new and significant
contribution to management thinking.7 The extent of his departure from previous models is illustrated primarily in his basic assumptions regarding the values and abilities of people who focus attention on organisation as reservoirs of unused resources. These resources include not only physical skills and
energy, but also creative abilities and the ability of responsible, self-management, self-management behavior. Given these assumptions about people, a manager's job cannot be seen solely as leadership and co-operation. Instead, its primary task becomes to create an environment in which you can use
the overall resources of its department. The second point, in which the human resources model differs dramatically from previous models, is its view of the purpose and objective of participation. In this model, the manager does not share information, discuss departmental decisions, or support self-
management and self-control only to improve subordinate satisfaction and morale. Rather, the purpose of these procedures is to improve decision-making and the overall efficiency of the organization's performance. The human resources model suggests that many decisions can in fact be made more
effectively by those directly involved and affected by those decisions. Similarly, this model means that control is often most effectively exercised by those directly involved in the incomplete process and not by someone or a group that has been removed from the actual operating point. Moreover, the
human resources model does not indicate that a manager would allow participation only in routine decisions. Instead, it means that the more important the decision, the greater its duty to encourage the thoughts and suggestions of its subordinates. In the same vein, this model does not suggest that a
manager would allow his subordinates to perform self-management and self-control only when they perform relatively unimportant tasks. In fact, this suggests that the area over which subordinates exercise self-management and control should be constantly expanded in line with their growing experience
and capabilities. The key point at which this model differs dramatically from other models is the explanation of the causal link between satisfaction and performance. In the approach between people, the improvement of subordinate satisfaction is perceived as an intervening variable, which is the main
cause of performance improvement. The schemamatically causal link can be illustrated as in Appendix II. Model of human relations In the human resources model, the causal link between satisfaction and performance is perceived quite differently. Increased child satisfaction is not shown as the primary
cause of performance improvement; improvements directly from creative contributions that subordinates allocate to the decision-making, management and control of the department. Satisfation of subordinates is perceived instead as a by-product of the process-result of their have made a significant
contribution to Success. In the form of a diagram, the human resources model can be illustrated as in Appendix III. Human Resources Model The human resources model does not deny the relationship between participation and morality. It suggests that the satisfaction of subordinates may increase as



they play an increasingly meaningful role in decision-making and control. Moreover, the model recognises that improving morale can not only pave the way for widespread participation, but also create an atmosphere that promotes creative problem solving. However, it rejects this model as an unfounded
concept that improving morale is a necessary or sufficient cause for better decision-making and control. These improvements come directly from the full use of your organization's resources. Managers' own opinions What approach do managers really follow to participatory management? Previously, it
was suggested that the opinions of managers reflect both models. When they talk about the type and amount of participation suitable for their subordinates, they express concepts that seem similar to those in the model of human relationships. On the other hand, when they consider their own relationships
with their superiors, their views seem to stem from a human resources model. A brief overview of the relevant findings suggests some basis for this interpretation. Subordinate participation – When we look at managers' views on the use of participatory policies and practices with subordinates reporting to
them, two points seem clear: Managers generally accept and encourage the use of participatory concepts. However, they often question the ability of their subordinates to self-control and self-control and their ability to contribute creatively to decision-making in departments. In Stanford studies, most
managers indicated their approval of statements that emphasize the need for subordinate participation in decision-making to be desirable.8 In berkeley studies, most managers in each of the 11 countries, including the United States, stated their agreement to such concepts as information sharing with
subordinates and increasing subordinate influence and self-control.9 Similarly, in their recent studies , managers overwhelmingly supported participatory leadership policies. On the other hand, while managers seem to have great faith in participatory politics, they do not indicate such a strong belief in the
abilities of their subordinates. For example, in its international study, Berkeley found that managers tended to have a fundamental lack of trust in others and typically did not believe that leadership and initiative ability was widely shared among subordinates.10 In their previous study, managers in each
group rated their subordinates and rank-and-line employees far below each other, management traits such as accountability, judgment and initiative. But if managers don't expect creative and meaningful contributions from their subordinates, why advocate participatory management? The sensible answer
seems to be to advocate participatory concepts as a means to improve subordinate morality and satisfaction. This interpretation is gaining support from my recent studies. Here, managers were asked to give their consent or disapproval of statements predicting improved morale and satisfaction, and
statements predicting improved performance as a result of different participatory management policies. In relation to each of these policies, managers said they consistently agreed more with predictions of improved morale than with predictions of improved performance. The fact that managers have
serious doubts about the values and capabilities of those reporting to them seems to precludes their adoption of a human resources model for use with their subordinates. On the other hand, the fact that they support participation and seem to be quite sure of its positive impact on morality suggests a close
relationship between their views and those expressed in the human relationship model. Moreover, the types of participatory policies that managers advocate the most seem to support this interpretation. In my research, managers suggest the strongest agreement with policies that advocate sharing
information and discussing goals with subordinates. However, they tend to be somewhat less in love with a policy that suggests an increase in subordinate self-direction and self-control. This model of participation seems to be much closer to the way human relations are approached than to the pattern
promoted in the human resources model. Participating for myself –When I examined managers' opinions about their relationships with their own superiors, a much different pattern of responses turned out: (1) Managers in my studies tend to see little, if any, difference between their own abilities and their
superiors. In fact, they tend to rate equal, if not higher than, their superiors on such qualities as creativity, ingenuity, flexibility, and willingness to change. (2) When managers are asked to state at what levels in their organisations they feel that each of the participatory policies would be most appropriate,
they always feel most daring that their own superiors should apply the full range of participatory policies. More importantly, they also tend to be most confident that these participatory policies will result in improved organizational performance at their own level. So when managers discuss the type of
participatory policy that their superiors should follow with managers at their own level, they seem to subscribe to the human resources model. They as reservoirs of creative resources. Moreover, the fact that they are often seen as more flexible and willing to change than their superiors suggests that they
feel that their resources are often wasted. Accordingly, they expect that the improvement in organisational performance will result from greater freedom of self-management and self-control on their part. Reasons for opinions If the evidence of the current survey represents managers' attitudes towards
participatory leadership, one serious question immediately comes to mind. How can managers desire one type of authority and control relationship with their superiors while defending another type with their subordinates? The general answer, of course, is that this pattern of attitudes is only human nature.
We tend not only to think more about ourselves than the rest of us, but also want more than we are willing to give. However, there are other logical and more concrete explanations for managers' unwillingness to adopt a human resources model for use with their subordinates. Firstly, the model of human
relations is already much longer and exceptionally good sales work has been done on its behalf. The causal relationship between participation, satisfaction and performance, despite the lack of empirical confirmation, has become common wisdom. On the other hand, the human resources model was not
so fully or systematically developed and was not the subject of such heavy sales. Managers may feel some concepts expressed in the human resources model and intuitively understand some of their implications for their relationships with their superiors, but little pressure has been put on them to
translate their attitudes into a systematic model for use with their subordinates. The second explanation for managers' inability to adopt a human resources model for use with their subordinates is that they are simply reluctant to buy a theory that challenges concepts to which they are deeply and
emotionally attached. There is no doubt that the human resources model attacks a number of traditional management concepts. Two of the substance concepts that are directly challenged deal with: 1) the origin and applicability of management privileges, and (2) the source and limits of control. The
human resources model does not recognize any definable, immutable sets of management privileges. He does not accept the classical division between those who think and lead and those who obey and stand out. Instead, it argues that a solution to any given problem can arise from different sources and
that it considers the management (or any other group) to be sufficient for all decisions to be misleading and wasteful in themselves. This approach does not directly call into question the legal right of management to command. However, it proposes that the higher law of the situation, which thoughtful
managers usually observe, and submit to expertise wherever it is located. In this model, the basic commitment of the manager is not the management team, but the achievement of departmental and organizational goals. The criterion of success is therefore not the extent to which orders are executed, but
the results achieved. Admitting that they may not have all the answers is as difficult for the manager as it is for all of us. He was taught to hide his shortcomings, not to promote them. Holding information, maintaining close control and reserving the right to make all decisions are ways in which a manager
can ensure its importance. Furthermore, many organizations have strengthened this type of behavior either (a) by not emphasizing the manager's obligation to develop and use their human resources, or (b) by rewarding him when he does make that effort. In the area of control, the human resources
model challenges the traditional concept that control is a scarce resource. In traditional theory, it is assumed that there is a practically fixed amount of control. This fixed amount can be split in different ways, but the check given to one group must eventually be removed from another group. Given this
concept, the manager is reluctant to allow his subordinates any real degree of self-control - what he gives up on them will lose itself. In fact, it is often this fundamental fear of losing control that limits the level of participation that managers are willing to allow. The human resources model does not accept
this theory of flat-rate control. Instead, he argues that the manager increases his overall control over the achievement of departmental goals by promoting self-control on the part of his subordinates. Control is therefore an additive and widening phenomenon. When subordinates are engaged in the
achievement of objectives and the exercise of self-management and self-control, their joint efforts far outweigh the results of the performance of any control by the manager. Moreover, the fact that subordinates want to exercise greater self-control does not mean that they reject the legitimate interest of the
manager in achieving the goal. Rather, there is evidence that they are actually seeking partnerships that allow them to play a greater role, while allowing for a corresponding increase in management control activities.11 The fact that managers are reluctant to adopt a model that forces them to rethink and
perhaps restructure their perception of their own roles and functions is not surprising. No wonder, too, that some writers in this field have been hesitant to advocate a model that challenges such deeply ingrained concepts. A human-based approach is easy to buy because it does not call into question the
basic status. It's appropriately easy to sell because it promises a lot and actually requires little. The human resources model, on the other hand, promises a lot, but it also requires a lot from the manager. It requires him to make a judge using all the resources at his disposal— his own and his subordinates.
It does not suggest that it would make his job easier; it just acknowledges his duty to do a much better job. Logical consequences The nature of the evidence to date does not justify any firm or extensive conclusions. However, it suggests sufficient support for the interpretations that have been made here
to make it useful, and perhaps necessary, to draw some logical consequences from the fact that managers seem to have adopted two seemingly contradictory positions on participatory management. The first consequence, and the simplest conclusion, is that, given the current attitudes of managers, the
human resources model has little chance of obtaining real acceptance as a guide for managers' relationships with their subordinates. Managers at all levels consider themselves capable of greater self-management and self-control, but they clearly do not attribute such abilities to their subordinates. As
long as managers throughout the organizational hierarchy remain aware that the kind of participation they want and believe they are able to handle is also the kind of subordinates they want and feel they deserve, it seems that little hope for a human resources approach is actually put into practice. The
second and somewhat more complex consequence of managers' current views is that actual participation in modern organizations will rarely be found. Participation in the model of human relations is seen not as a should, but as a necessity. The manager has no basic obligation to seek out and develop
talent or to support and enable participation; it's something he probably should do, but not something he feels really responsible for. Looking at participating in this way, the manager often junks it when problems arise or pressure accumulates from above–just at a time when one might expect to bring the
greatest profits. The third consequence, which is closely related to the latter, is that the benefits that access to human resources predicts from participatory management do not increase as long as managers stick to their views on human relationships. From the human relationship model, a manager can
draw a decision-making rule that says he should only allow as much participation, self-control, and self-control as is needed to gain cooperation and reduce resilience to formal authority. For example, in the area of job expansion, a manager who follows the human relationship model would be tempted to
expand the jobs of his subordinates only enough to improve morale and with little real interest in fully exploiting their capabilities. This limited approach borders on pseudoparticipation and can be interpreted by subordinates as just another manipulative technique. The human resources model, on the other
hand, does not make a manager such a limited decision-making rule. In fact, it confirms its obligation to develop and promote an ever-expanding degree of responsible participation, self-management and self-control. The only legitimate factors in this approach are the basic performance requirements and
the need for coordination. Therefore, a leader under the human resources model would continually extend the responsibilities of subordinates and self-management to the limits of their capabilities and/or to the point where further expansion would create a wasteful overlap of responsibilities of members of
its department. But even these limits are far from absolute. The human resources model suggests that, thanks to enhanced subordinate capabilities and enhanced information, voluntary cooperation can erase much of the need for specific job boundaries. The fourth and final consequence can be inferred
from managers' confused and opposed attitudes towards participatory management. Managers' attitudes, as previously suggested, partly reflect the ambivalent and inconsistent treatment that pundits attach to participatory leadership concepts, and are unlikely to change until theorists solidify their own
thinking. Some final comments At the moment, it must be clear that I feel that management experts should focus their attention on developing and promoting the application of access to human resources. While I cannot base my preference for the human resources model on solid empirical evidence at
this stage, there is one strong argument for its potential usefulness. It is the fact that managers up and down the organizational hierarchy believe that their superiors should follow this model. Critics of the human resources approach argue that 1) its costs outweigh its benefits, because the human
resources model in its final form prescribes committee management at all levels, leading to wasted efforts and inability to act in crisis situations; and (2) this approach is not suitable for organisations or organisational groups whose members have neither the desire nor the ability to face their challenge. In
response to the first charge, this approach means the need for a further flow of information to subordinates at all levels, and I accept that the collection and dissemination of information increases costs. However, information collected and used at lower levels may be less costly than information collected
for use in the upper levels, which is subsequently ignored or misused. Furthermore, and more importantly, the application of the human resources model does not require unnecessary – sharing common tasks of the department by type of committee. This model would suggest that subordinates are
generally willing to agree with the decisions of their superiors on more or less routine matters, especially when they are well informed and without feeling the attention points of their bosses. Moreover, this approach means that many issues are to be transferred directly to one or more subordinates, who in
most cases will coordinate their own activities. At the same time, this model emphasizes that the full and widespread discussion of the whole department will be used where it can do the most good - about complex and important issues that require full talent and full interest of the group. One could argue
that crises should occur less frequently in these circumstances, and consensus should be reached more quickly when they occur. There is no quick and easy answer to the second accusation that the human resources model is more adaptable and easier to apply to some groups than others. Note,
however, that it is the human relationship approach and not the human resources model that promises a quick and easy application. These cannot be put into full practice overnight in any situation, especially where subordinates have been conditioned by years of traditional or pseudo-participatory
leadership techniques. It includes a step-by-step process in which the manager extends the responsibility of subordinates and participation in accordance with their development skills and concerns. High expectations and full support are needed to achieve successful application, together with an open
recognition of the inevitability of occasional shortcomings. Finally, there is a well-known ring on critics' accusations that many members of the organization are either willing or able to contribute creatively or take any real measure of accountability. In fact, this charge brings us back to the heart of the
conflict in managers' attitudes to participate-their own view that subordinates are only suitable for human relationships type participation, while they themselves are well suited for the full range of participation suggested in the human resources model. 1. See Raymond E. Miles, Opposite Elements in
Managerial Ideologies, Industrial Relations, October 1964, p. 77–91. Follow-up research with public administrators is still being carried out and reports have not yet been published. 2. See Dale Yoder, Managerial Theories, as seen by managers, staff, July-August 1962, p. 25-30; Future Management
Policy, Personnel Management, September-October 1962, p. 11-14 ff.; Dale Yoder et al, Management Theory, Journal of the Academy of Management, September 1963, p. 204–211. 3. See Mason Haire, Edwin Ghiselli, and Lyman W. Cultural patterns as manager, industrial relations, February 1963, p.
95–117, for the Berkeley Studies Report. 4. See Reinhard Bendix, Work and Authority in Industry (New York, John Wiley and Sons, 1956), p. 287–340. 5. Ibid., p. 294. 6. Robert Dubin, World of Labor (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey, Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1958), p. 243–244. It should be noted that Dubin
treats the concept of the privilege of remuneration within a framework that goes beyond the approach of human relations and in some respects is close to the human resources model. 7. See in particular Douglas McGregor, Human Side enterprise (New York, McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1960);
Rensis Likert, New Patterns of Management (New York, McGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 1961); and Mason Haire, The Concept of Power and the Concept of Man in Approaches to Business Behavior in Social Sciences, edited by George Strother (Homewood, Illinois, The Dorsey Press, Inc., 1962), p.
163–183. 8. Yoder et al, Management Theory of Management, op. cit. 9. Haire, Ghiselli and Porter, op. 10. Haire, Ghiselli and Porter, op. 11. See Clagget C. Smith and Arnold Tannenbaum, Organizational Control Structure: Comparative Analysis, Human Relations, November 1963. p. 299-316 299-316
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