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Preface 

The organization of work is under critique in many industrialized countries. 
Bureaucracy, specialization, repetitive technology, and hierarchical control 
structures are criticized by politicians, trade unionists, and social scientists. 
They argue for improved quality of work, for work democratization, and 
for the humanization of work. This book evaluates Norwegian field ex­
periments in the area of job redesign which started already in 1964. Norway 
has therefore a lead in experience compared to most other countries, particu­
larly to the United States, where debates and subsequent experiments re­
volving around the quality of working life and the democratization of work 
started only in the early seventies. The Norwegian social scientists who left 
their academic bastions and started action research drew heavily upon the 
'open socio-technical system' thinking as developed by the Tavistock Insti­
tute of Human Relations in London. This descriptive evaluation study ana­
lyzes the job redesign experiments from an industrial democracy perspective 
and places the experiments in their national political and labor relations 
contexts. Special emphasis is given to the actual and potential role trade 
unions can play in shopfloor job design projects. The industrial relations 
system of the United States is generally used as reference point in this study. 

The theory guiding the experiments regards work democratization through 
job redesign as a first step in a bottom-up process of organizational demo­
cratization. This book and similar analyses of experiments in Sweden, Den­
mark, The Netherlands, and the United States clearly suggest that shopfloor 
democratization is hardly possible in a hierarchically controlled organiza­
tion if top management does not create adequate room to maneuver at the 
base of the organization. The logic of organizational hierarchy runs counter 
against the logic of a bottom-up democratization strategy. Our current under­
standing leads to the conclusion that higher organizational levels will have 
to re-define their power in order to make democratization at the shopfloor 
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possible. Local unions have an important role to play in establishing the 
conditions which are necessary for job redesign to contribute to industrial 
democracy. A 'package approach' towards industrial democracy is presented 
with as main thesis the mutual supportive roles of representative and partici­
pative democratization methods in democratization processes. The Nor­
wegian industrial relations system is analyzed according to this line of 
thought. 

For me, this book represents the summation and integration of five years 
of thinking and research. Naturally many people helped with my research 
and influenced my thinking during this time. I am in particular indebted to 
the friendly staff of the Work Rest:arch Institutes in Oslo and to Jack 
Barbash of the University of Wisconsin. Barbash's thinking and stimulation 
have not only greatly influenced this study, but in fact he and Mike Aiken, 
also of the University of Wisconsin, made it possible for this study to emerge 
in its current descriptive form. 

Joep F. Bolweg 
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Glossary 

AFI 

DNA 

EEC 

HAF 

ILO 

LO 

NAF 

OECD 

SV 

TCO 

Arbeidsforsknings Instituttene (Work Research Institutes, Oslo). 

Det Norske Arbeiderparti (Norwegian Labor party, the social demo­
cratic party with close ties to the labor unions). 

European Economic Community. 

Hen'lya Arbeider Forening (local trade union at Norsk Hydro's 
Hen!lya complex). 

International Labor Organization (Geneva). 

Landsorganisasjonen (Norwegian Federation of Trade Unions). 

Norsk Arbeidsgiver Forening (Norwegian Employer's Federation). 

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (Paris). 

Socialistisk Valgforbund (Left Wing Socialist Front). 

Tjanstemmanens Centralorganisation (Central Organization of 
Salaried Employees, Sweden). 

NOTE: The bibliography consists of two parts. The first part contains sources 
in English, the second section includes all non-English, predominantly Norwegian, 
references. The latter references are indicated in the text by an asterisk, e.g. Gulow­
sen, 1971*, and are translated by the author unless otherwise noted. 



1. Introduction to Norway and its 
industrial relations system 1 

OVERVIEW 
Economic and social history - the late industrialization process - LO - NAF - the Basic 
Agreement - the peaceful industrial relations climate - current issues - cooperation a 
major characteristic. 

Norway is a country with democratic traditions which can be traced back 
to the middle ages. The peasants in Scandinavia were never subject to a 
feudal system which so clearly left its marks on later developments in other 
European countries. The small amount of soil that can be cultivated did 
not provide a basis for the development of a rich and strong Norwegian 
landowning elite (Bull, 1956). As early as 1750 farmers in Sweden gathered 
for meetings resembling a modern parliament. Farmer representatives were 
consulted by kings on major decisions, like the implementation of new taxa­
tion systems. Of course the number of persons who participated in such 
meetings was highly restricted, but the existence of these democratic, instead 
of feudal, roots were a fertile soil for the Norwegian labor movement to 
build on. Kokkvold (1968*) sees the historical task of the labor movement 
in Norway as a continuation of this democratic trend under the changing 
conditions created by the arrival of industrialization at the end of the previous 
century. 

Norway's industrial development started relatively late. In the 1850's some 
small textile factories and machine shops existed which did not expand be­
cause their market was restricted to a limited home market. The topography 
of the country and the scattered population made transportation too ex­
pensive. In addition the lack of iron ore and coal explains why heavy in­
dustry did not develop in Norway's industrialization process. This shortage 
was the basic reason that no large industrial enterprises working on the basis 
of labor-saving methods of production were created at the end of the nine­
teenth century. A marked change in the industrial structure of Norway only 

1. The study resulting in this book was made under a fellowship from the U.S. Social 
Science Research Council with supplementary support of the David Dubinsky Foundation. 
However, the conclusions, opinions and other statements in this dissertation are those of 
the author and are not necessarily those of the funding institutions. 
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occurred during the last years of the first decade of this century. It was the 
development of cheap hydro-electric power for industrial use which enabled 
the economy to 'take-off' and establish modem type of industry and attrac~ 
foreign capital for industrial use. In the period between 1900 and 1915 the 
number of industrial workers increased from 84,658 to 136,941 (Lafferty, 
1971,38). Until this time no industrial infra-structure existed because of the 
reliance on primary industry like fishing and forestry. In 1910 the primary 
industries plus shipping still contributed 31.6% to the gross national product. 
The next three tables give some impression of Norway's industrial develop­
ment in this century. 

Table 1. Labor force sectors as percentage of total labor force.· 

Primary sector Industrial sector Service sector 

1870 56 16 28 

1890 49 22 29 

1900 41 26 33 

1910 39 25 36 

1920 37 26 37 

1930 36 26 38 

(Lafferty, 1971,43). 

Table 2. Percentage of employment by major branches.· 

1930 1938 1950 

Primary industries 42.6 38.8 30.3 

Manufacturing and mining 17.1 18.8 24.-

Building and construction 4.8 5.9 7.5 

Merchant navy 3.1 3.1 3.2 

Services, governmental and private 31.7 32.7 34.1 

(Thorsrud, 1972,6). 

• Lafferty and Thorsrud do not define their categories in exactly the same manner. 
(Thorsrud, 1972,6). 

1970 

14.8 

25.8 

13.0 

3.9 

42.5 
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Table 3. Percentage of contribution to gross national product. 

1910 1930 1939 1950 1970 

Agriculture, forestry, fishing 24.7 17.7 12.4 15.4 6.3 
Manufacturing, mining 22.9 24.3 26.6 30.9 25.5 
Commerce 14.9 13.- 14.9 13.1 16.9 
Merchant navy - transport 6.9 10.8 13.5 12.4 10.6 
Governmental and private 
service 13.9 14.1 13.6 13.7 23.4 

The relatively late but stable industrial growth in Norway did not lead to 
class conflicts and the distressed economic conditions for industrial workers 
as in most other industrialized contries. The transition from the primary 
sector to the industrial sector was rather gradual and this gradualism pre­
vented mass unemployment of unskilled labor and its concentration in urban 
industrial slums. From the late 1800's a strong relationship existed between 
the trade unions and the Norwegian Labor Party (DNA).2 This close co­
operation between the trade union and the political labor bodies is a charac­
teristic feature of the Norwegian industrial relations system. The formalliai­
son between the Federation of Trade Unions (LO) and DNA is a committee 
of cooperation discussing all important trade union and political questions. 
DNA with a social democratic platform stayed in government continuously 
from 1935 to 1963, except during the five years of German occupation in the 
second World War. This close link with the political party in power and the 
early recognition of trade unions by the employers provided the basis for a 
stable political and industrial relations system. 

The Norwegian population was 3,972,944 at the beginning of 1974. This 
small population and the low popUlation density, 12 people per km2, are 
fundamental background characteristics of Norway. Half of this population 
is concentrated in the south eastern area around the capital of Oslo. The 
Norwegian capital is the biggest city with 600,000 inhabitants. The labor 
force in December 1973 was 1,680,000 (Statistisk Sentralbyra) and Kassalow 
(1974) estimates that about 65% ofthis labor force belongs to a trade union. 

The Norwegian Federation of Trade Unions (LO) was founded in 1899. 
The typographical union, like in many other countries, is the oldest Nor­
wegian union and was founded in 1872. Today the number of national unions 

2. For a useful history of the Norwegian trade union movement see Bull (1956). 
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affiliated to LO is 40. Total LO membership in the middle of 1974 was just 
a little under 620,000. Membership figures for the five largest LO member 
unions are: 

Iron and metal workers 98,552 
Municipal employees 96,493 
Building industry workers 47,189 
Commercial and office employees 42,949 
Chemical industry workers 37,348 

(Fri Fagbewegeise, 1974*, 14, 15). 

These five unions account for over 50% of the total LO membership. Com­
panies are organized following industrial principles with as result that 
within the individual enterprise one, or sometimes two unions represent all 
the workers. In the case of two unions present, each union caters to a clearly 
identified constituency, for example white collar versus blue collar workers. 
LO is indisputably the most powerful authority in the Norwegian union 
structure. This powerful position is the result of a very high degree of cen­
tralization in the trade union movement which is evidenced e.g. by the fact 
that LO has the right to approve strikes. Strikes which have not been approv­
ed do not receive financial support from the federation. 

A strong national organization is particularly urgent for the many small 
Norwegian unions which are unable to run effective secretariats themselves. 
Membership in the national federation provides them with effective ad­
ministration in a wide range of areas. The 1973 LO Congress adopted a 
recommendation regarding reorganization of the trade union structure with 
a view to reducing - by 1985 - the present number of affiliated unions from 
40 to 7. These unions would cover the manufacturing industries; building, 
construction, agriculture and forestry; sea and land transport; commerce 
and tourism; public employees; civil servants; and culture and education. 

For the individual worker the local union branch naturally is the most 
visible part of this highly centralized national trade union structure. The 
activities and influence of union locals differ from company to company. In 
the larger undertakings, e.g. in the metal and chemical industries, the local 
union activities are well developed and the shop steward committees play 
dominant roles in plant level industrial relations and collective bargaining. 
The local and district agreements in Norway serve the function of applying 
the formulas agreed upon at the national and industry levels to the local 
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situation. Local agreements go into great detail regarding wages, wage classi­
fication systems, working hours, overtime and numerous other allowances. 
The agreements do not however put limitations on management prerogative 
in the deployment of labor. Management decisions regarding work assign­
ment seem to be much more free from constraint than in the U.s. Local 
shop stewards (tillitsman, literally meaning 'trust man') seem to have con­
siderable influence despite the fact that not many specific rights are provided 
for in the contracts. At the plant level like the national level, the influence 
of the shop steward is considerably enhanced by informal cooperative pro­
cesses. The unions in Norway are well represented on the shop floor in the 
larger undertakings and their power exceeds considerably the rights which 
are contractually given to them. Management in Norway seems generally in 
favor of strong local unions and the shop stewards are seen as the representa­
tives of all employees. 

The Norwegian employers are organized in a strong national federation 
NAF (Norwegian Employers' Federation). In 1972 53 employers' branch 
organizations were members of NAF. These branch organizations are or­
ganized roughly along the same lines as the national unions within LO. A 
small number of big companies like Norsk Hydro, the big chemical concern 
which is vastly expanding in the oil field, are directly affiliated to the NAF. 
The branch organizations have about 8500 companies as member which 
together employed 367,000 persons in 1972 (NAF, kalender, 1973*). NAF 
only represents the employers' interests in labor related areas. The employ­
ers' broader economic and financial interests are represented by another 
strong national organization the Norwegian Industry Federation (NIF). 

The Basic Agreement (Hovedavtale), sometimes called the Norwegian 
constitution of industrial relations, regulates the basic arrangements between 
the employer organizations represented by NAF and the trade unions united 
in LO. The Basic Agreement in addition to its regulations reflects an attitude 
of tolerance on both parties. The first agreement of 1935 was an important 
step in a development towards a degree of accommodation between LO and 
NAF, which is so characteristic for the Scandinavian industrial relations 
systems. This first agreement paved the way for a permanent and institutional 
relationship between the two national federations. The agreement contains 
provisions of a substantive as well as a procedural character. After the 1966 
major revisions the agreement consists now of three parts. The first part 
covers provisions concerning the right to organize and the duty to bargain 
collectively. It includes a peace obligation during the life of the collective 
agreements and it regulates the election and position of the shop stewards 



6 JOB DESIGN AND INDUSTRIAL DEMOCRACY 

vis a vis management. Furthermore, there are provisions governing the posi­
tion of new members ofthe NAF and LO, voting procedures on draft collec­
tive agreements, questions of employment, the check-off, sympathetic strikes 
etc. Paragraph 9 of the 1974 agreement contains the most central stipulation 
regarding 'cooperation'3 between members of the two organizations at the 
local level : 

'To the individual person it is of the greatest importance that the feeling of unity between 
him and the undertaking is strong and alive, and this is also a prerequisite to effective 
production. In order to obtain such a feeling of unity it is important to have practical ways 
of discussing common problems and of mutual information in matters of interest to the 
management and to those working there. Through this cooperation, the employees, through 
their experience and insight, should take part in increasing efficiency, reducing production 
cost, improving the competitive capacity of the firm and create a more satisfying place to 
work and a work organization which is both efficient and meets the human need/or develop­
ment." 
(Hovedavtale, 1974*, 15). 

The second part of the Basic Agreement, added in 1966 and called the 'Co­
operation Agreement', provides guidelines which operationalize the inten­
tions of the above excerpts from Paragraph 9. The role, functions, and mem­
bership ofthe work council within each company is regulated in detail. Also 
the functions of a national Cooperation Council which consists of 3 repre­
sentatives each from LO and NAF are specified in this section. The Coopera­
tion Council is an informative and consultative body for the cooperation­
institutions, mainly work councils, at the level of the undertaking. The Co­
operation Council: 

'shall assist in making the individual work councils function in the best possible way. It 
shall encourage educational measures which will promote cooperation and also put at the 
disposal of the cooperation agencies of the individual undertakings experiences of others 
and research results which may be of practical importance to them. Representatives of 
research and science may be assigned to the Council by the parties'. 
(Hovedavtale, 1974*,46). 

This Cooperation Council is jointly financed by the LO and NAF. 
The third and last section of the Basic Agreement contains joint provisions 

on procedures for solving disputes on the interpretation and duration of the 

3. Cooperation is a key word in Norwegian industrial relations. Cooperation between 
management and union definitely does not imply company unionism. It suggests that both 
parties maintain their complete organizational independence but work together to solve 
problems of mutual interest. 
4. Emphasis added. Author's translation. 
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agreement. The agreement extends for four years. Traditionally LO termi­
nates the agreement by a written notice six months ahead of the expiration 
date to set the stage for renegotiation. The Basic Agreement between LO and 
NAP forms the first part of all wage agreements between either the central 
organizations themselves or between their member organizations. The first 
section of the agreement is only valid for organized workers while the regula­
tions in the second part regarding cooperation within the individual enter­
prises holds for both organized and unorganized workers. In practice how­
ever this distinction does not seem to lead to any differences in treatment 
between organized and unorganized workers. The high percentage of workers 
organized (80% within the average manufacturing company) is clearly re­
sponsible for this. 

In the 1973 Basic Agreement negotiations LO demanded union shop ar­
rangements for firms where 50% or more of the employees were union mem­
bers. After strong NAP opposition this demand was watered down to a fee 
to be paid by non-union members. This too was rejected by the employers, 
but they agreed not to oppose the principle of introducing a trade union fee 
by legislation (LO News Bulletin, December, 1973, 81). Passing of such 
legislation is highly unlikely however, given the current power balance in 
parliament between the 'left' and 'right' parties. The agreed upon 1974 Basic 
Agreement provides for the strengthening of the position of workers' safety 
representatives, who will be entitled to stop production if a situation occurs 
endangering life and health of workers at the shop floor. The Basic Agree­
ment also includes new provisions supporting the principles of job redesign 
as experimented with in the Cooperation Project. Other provisions strength­
ened the security of shop stewards and workers' representatives on the dif­
ferent representative organs. 5 

Both NAP and LO are very active in the organization of educational pro­
grams for their members. To provide a broader financial basis for these 
efforts NAP and LO agreed in 1970 to establish the Information and Devel­
opment fund. The objective of the fund is to 'implement and support mea­
sures for the promotion of information and training in Norwegian working 
life'. The financing of the fund again reflects the 'cooperative' spirit. Every 
employee, whether organized or not, has Kr. 0.50 per week deducted from 
his wages: in addition the employer pays Kr. 1.00 per week for every em­
ployee in his undertaking. This arrangement secures that every week Kr. 1.50 
($ 0.30) per employee is invested in education. Similar arrangements have 
also been made for the public sector so the yearly amount reserved for educa-

5. The next chapter discusses these changes in more detail. 
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Table 4. Strike statistics 1958-1974. 

Year Number of strikes and Workers involved Man-days lost 
lockouts* 

1958 16 (5) 12,541 57,798 
1959 18 (9) 2,113 47,616 
1960 12 (9) 656 2,417 
1961 19 (6) 22,910 423,082 
1962 8 (-) 1,069 81,121 
1963 8 (-) 10,588 226,394 
1964 3 (-) 230 1,310 
1965 7 (2) 591 8,927 
1966 7 (4) 1,392 5,207 
1967 7 (3) 436 4,720 
1968 6 (1) 486 13,514 
1969 4 (3) 824 21,636 
1970 15 (10) 3,133 47,204 
1971 10 (8) 2,519 9,105 
1972 9 (2) 1,105 12,315 
1973 11 (0) 2,380 11,400 
1974 6 (1) 15,000** 310,000** 

(Source: NAP). 

* In brackets the number of strikes that were 'illegal' given collective agreement stipula-
tions. 

** This figure for 1974 is provisional. 

tion in this manner exceeded Kr. 30,000,000 ($ 6,000,000) in 1972. The dis­
tribution of the money is supervised by a committee of six members, three 
from LO and three from NAF. A small part of the fund goes to mutual 
educational undertakings like some programs to promote cooperation within 
the individual establishments. The remaining money is divided equally be­
tween LO and NAF. Joint courses are currently being provided in the follow­
ing areas: labor-management cooperation at the enterprise level, preparatory 
courses for members of the corporate assembly and the supervisory board, 
and courses in job design which focus at the practical aspects of some of the 
findings of the Cooperation Project. In this course companies send a 'vertical 
slice' (Emery and Emery, 1974) for participation. A typical company delega­
tion to this week long seminar generally consists of one or two workers, the 
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local shop steward, a supervisor, the personnel manager or production engi­
neer, and a representative oftop management. 

The Norwegian industrial relations system6 has been one of the most peace­
ful in Europe since the second World War (Fisher, 1973). The number of 
strikes and man-days lost have been rather low as is indicated in table 4. 
Many possible reasons, in addition to the lack of a feudal tradition and the 
social and cultural homogeneity of the Norwegian population, can be listed 
for Norway's peaceful industrial climate. Six broad categories are particu­
larly important: 

1. size of the country 
2. industry characteristics 
3. nature of the economy 
4. legislative framework 
5. existence of a legal alternative to bargaining 
6. social democratic reform ideology 

The small size of Norway and its economy lead to the situation where almost 
any strike of some size is looked upon by the general public and the govern­
ment as a threat to the nation's economic stability. In larger countries a 
strike must be of a considerably larger size and longer duration before it is 
perceived by the government as a threat to the nation's welfare. A small size 
economy is directly affected by a strike of any size. This leads to a psy­
chological climate which facilitates quick intervention by government, in 
particular through mediators, in cases where the parties do not reach agree­
ment themselves. 

The relative small size of the majority of Norwegian companies and the 
lack of heavy industries like steel, mining, car manufacturing etc. very likely 
contribute to peaceful industrial relations. Small size companies, of all Nor­
wegian companies only 90 firms in industry employ over 500 workers, tra­
ditionally have more peaceful labor management relations, partly because 

6. Following Dunlop (1958, 383) an industrial relations system 'is comprised of three 
groups of actors - workers and their organization, managers and their organizations, and 
governmental agencies concerned with the work place and work community. These groups 
interact within a specified environment comprised of three interrelated contexts. The tech­
nology, the market or budgetary constraints and the power relations in the larger com­
munity and the derived status of the actors. An industrial relations system creates an 
ideology or a commonly shared body of ideas and beliefs regarding the interaction and 
roles of the actors which helps bind the system together.' 



10 JOB DESIGN AND INDUSTRIAL DEMOCRACY 

Table 5. Distribution of companies in industry and mining by number of employees (1972). 

Number of employees 

< 5 
5-9 

10-19 
20-49 
50-99 

100-199 
> 200 

(Statistisk Sentralbyra). 

Table 6. Unemployment statistics. 

Number of companies 

5489 
3135 
2169 
1803 
773 
401 
293 

Year Average number unemployed 

1960 17,097 
1961 13,048 
1962 15,184 
1963 17,725 
1964 15,540 
1965 13,358 
1966 11,933 
1967 11,419 
1968 16,462 
1969 15,605 
1970 12,458 
1971 12,193 
1972 14,812 
1973 12,811 

(Statistisk Sentralbyra). 

Percent of labor force 

1.2 
0.9 
1.1 
1.3 
1.1 
0.9 
0.8 
0.8 
1.1 
1.1 
0.8 
0.8 
1.0 
0.8 

of simpler communication structures and a higher degree of direct manage­
ment-worker interaction. 

The stable Norwegian economy with almost continuous full employment 
in the last 30 years clearly provides a fertile soil for peaceful industrial rela­
tions. Table 6 presents the employment picture over the last thirteen years. 
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Unemployment levels for 1974 and 1975 are estimated well below those 
of the previous years. In August 1974 only 0.6% of the total labor force was 
unemployed. In contrast to the 8750 persons registered as unemployed the 
number of vacancies reported to the public labor exchange offices was 10,350, 
which was 18% higher than at the same time last year (LO News Bulletin, 
September 1974). This stringent labor market is caused by a low growth of 
the labor force. The expected rapid economic expansion due to the huge oil 
deposits located in the Norwegian sections of the North Sea will contribute 
to continuing labor shortages. The Norwegian government has been able so 
far to keep the number of foreign workers at less than 1.3% of the labor 
force. In 1973 there were 21,200 foreign workers; only 8000 of them were 
from other Scandinavian countries. LO's official position is against increas­
ing the number of foreign workers from non-Scandinavian countries7 and 
supports instead a number of measures to improve the living conditions for 
those foreign workers who have already established themselves in Norway. 
Related to the huge oil finds in the North Sea there is a growing activity in 
construction of drilling and production platforms primarily engaging ship­
yards and construction firms. Large investments have been made in the 
development of a petro-chemical industry which is scheduled to start pro­
duction in 1977-1978. The Norwegian government, strongly supported by 
DNA and LO, plans to keep the rate of future oil exploration and exploita­
tion down to a pace which the economy can absorb without serious dis­
ruptive effects on the present employment and income structures. No in­
crease in immigration is assumed. To what extent a higher labor force parti­
cipation of women can offset the increased demand for labor in this super 
right labor market, is an unanswerable question at this moment. Develop­
ments in the fall of 1974 however seem to indicate a need for a larger influx 
of foreign labor to Norway (Aftenposten, September 18, 1974*). 

Social legislation in a large number of non-wage areas (unemployment 
benefits, social security, vacations etc.) considerably reduces the number of 
issues to be covered in the collective bargaining agreements. In addition to 
the well developed body of social legislation the Labor Dispute Act which 
originated in 1915, revised in 1927, and supplemented by many revisions 
over time, has proved to be a surprisingly impartial law without any long­
term favoritism. This in sharp contrast to Anglo-Saxon legislation, the U.S. 
labor legislation is an example, which is developed by the passing of legisla­
tion either 'to suppress the rights of one side or to support the claim of one 

7. Nordic labor market agreements assure a free movement of labor between Sweden, 
Norway, Iceland, Finland, and Denmark. 
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or the other party' (Dorfman, 1966, 101).8 All labor legislation in Norway 
is drafted in committees which include representatives of the workers' and 
employers' side. If bargaining breaks down the Labor Dispute Act provides 
first for mediation. In case the latter is unsuccessful the law stipulates either 
voluntary arbitration or the passing of a special act by parliament for solving 
the interest dispute by compulsory arbitration. The Labor Dispute Act also 
governs the operation of the Labor Court. Only rights disputes, in contrast 
to disputes concerning interests, can be brought before this Labor Court 
whose decisions are binding. The Court consists of seven judges ; three neutral 
ordinarily qualified judges, two appointed by LO and two by NAF. The case 
load of the Labor Court is minimal. 

When 'labor' has a majority in Parliament the potential threat of going 
the alternative route could make management's position in the bargaining 
process a little more flexible. NAF clearly prefers collective bargaining over 
the use of legislation (Selvig, 1972*). More control over the bargaining 
process is probably one of the main reasons for this attitude. The existence 
of the alternative route makes it not always necessary for the unions to get 
the 'extreme' out of the bargaining process. The passage of the 1972 co­
determination legislation is a clear case in point. In contrast to negotiations 
for the Basic Agreement and regular collective bargaining, there is no agree­
ment necessary with the employers if the labor movement decides to gain 
new rights through the legislative process. The close relationship with DNA 
made it possible to solve on the political level numerous important social 
problems for which it otherwise would be difficult to find solutions without 
having resort to sweeping labor conflicts. The political route is also an im­
portant 'face saving' device for both LO and NAF. Legislation basically 
defends LO against its own left and NAF does not have to cope with the 
criticisms of its conservative members. In contrast to bargaining agreements 
the two federations do not have any direct political responsibilities for legis­
lation. 

Finally the social democratic reform ideology opens up the possibility for 
cooperation between management and labor. Naturally this 'cooperation 
spirit' is both a cause and effect of the other mentioned categories. A foreign 
observer can only be impressed by this spirit which is not only reflected in 

8. The Labor-Management and Disclosure Act of 1959 (Landrum-Griffin) signalled a new 
era in U.S. labor legislation. The U.S. public policy orientation shifted 'from a pressure 
group response toward the assertion of a more autonomous interest, neutral as between 
the claims of business and unions' (Barbash, 1970, 1134). This new orientation is often 
described as positive public policy. 
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the Basic Agreement, but more importantly manifest itself in the many daily 
contacts between members ofNAF and LO. These contacts take place in the 
cooperation committees, in many parliamentary committees, and in num­
erous advisory boards to important social institutions like schools, hospitals 
etc. In addition to these formal arrangements many problems are solved 
during informal 'get togethers' between the representatives of the two or­
ganizations. That this integration sometimes leads to a lack of clarity for 
'rank and filers' and foreign observers alike is not surprising. 

As Table 4 (p. 8) indicates strike activity in 1974 was considerably higher 
than in any of the foregoing years. The number of strikes did not increase 
but the duration and number of workers involved resulted in a considerable 
increase in the total number of man-days lost. Three conflicts were respons­
ible for almost 80% ofthe number of man-days lost in 1974. Long strikes by 
electricians and workers in the meat processing industry and a short conflict 
at Norsk Hydro involving more than 5000 workers were responsible for the 
major part of the number of man-days lost. A number of developments can 
be listed which have contributed to this unusually high number of man-days 
lost in 1974. The high inflation rate combined with 'low' real wage increases 
in the past few years led to a strong motivation to improve real wages. The 
return to industrywide bargaining without a national framework agreement 
provided the stronger unions with additional powers at the bargaining table. 
The positive economic outlook for Norway in the next decade, mainly caused 
by the huge oil deposits located in the North Sea and the strong expansion of 
a number of oil related industries contributed to the unions' demands for an 
increased share of the new wealth. The return to industry bargaining weaken­
ed LO's ability, which it had so successfully used in the post-war years, to 
'control' its member unions. This controlling or disciplining function of LO 
under a system of a national framework agreement is another factor ex­
plaining the peaceful industrial relations record in Norway. 

Finally harder bargaining and more industrial action can be expected be­
cause of SV's (Left Wing Socialist Front) presence at some shop floors, in 
particular in the metal industry. The presence of these groups outside the 
'labor movement' forces some national unions, and also the LO to take a 
harder stand in negotiations, this in addition to the 'unrest' created in the 
traditional system by these new groups themselves. 

The social democratic labor movements in the Scandinavian countries 
seem to have lost some of their traditional grip on society. In Norway the 
position of DNA and LO in favor of joining the EEe was of crucial im­
portance for the further desintegration of their social democratic electoral 
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base. Norway had earlier applied for EEC membership in 1962 and 1967 
when in 1970 the Norwegian Parliament (Storting) endorsed a proposal by 
a coalition government to join the EEC by an overwhelming majority of 132 
to 17 votes. It became soon evident that this vote did not adequately repre­
sent the balance of opinion in the country. The farmers feared increased 
competition in a weak agricultural sector while the strong fishing interests 
feared that Norway might lose its dominant position in an industry where 
the Norwegian resources are the richest in Europe. The proposed signing of 
the Treaty of Rome was seen by many as a loss of Norwegian sovereignty. 
Despite this public sentiment all LO and DNA leaders were staunch sup­
porters of joining the EEC. Inside these two organizations resistance devel­
oped which joined forces with the New Left. This group agitated against a 
surrender to 'monopoly capitalism' and campaigned under slogans like 
'Norway is not for sale'. The general resentment was directed against Nor­
way becoming a heavily industrialized country with the concomittant prob­
lems of pollution and the power of big enterprises. On September 23-24, 
1972 a referendum was held on the issue. About 80% of the electorate record­
ed its vote, which revealed a majority of 53.5% against entering an enlarged 
EEC. Oslo and the three surrounding counties supported joining, however 
all other counties rejected the proposal, in some rural areas with majorities 
of over 70%. This result represented a strong defeat for the Norwegian social 

Table 7. Results of the 1973 parliamentary elections. 

Party Votes Per- DifI. Seats DifI. 
centage -73/-69 -73/-69 

Labour (DNA) 759,848 35.3 -11.2 62 -12 
Conservatives 375,782 17.5 2.1 29 0 
Centre Party 237,073 11.0 0.5 21 1 
Christian P.P. 261,869 12.2 2.8 20 6 
Liberals 76,155 3.5 5.9 2 -11 
New Liberals 73,855 3.4 3.4 1 
ALP (Anti Tax Payers) 107,747 5.0 5.0 4 4 
Left Wing Socialist 
Front (SV) 241,816 11.2 6.7 16 16 
Red Election Alliance 9,360 0.4 0.4 0 0 
Others 10,004 0.5 0.4 0 0 

(LO News Bulletin, September/October, 1973). 
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democratic block and in the meantime united Norway's political left wing 
in opposition to DNA. For the 1973 Parliamentary elections the left wing 
parties, including the Communists, the Socialist People's Party, and the so­
called Information Group against EEC that had withdrawn from DNA, 
united themselves in the Left Wing Socialist Front (SV) and surprisingly 
pulled over 11% of the popular vote. 
Until this election DNA had received in the post second World War elections 
an average of 45% of the total popular vote. The 35.3% represented a post 
war low for the DNA. A recent Gallup poll (Spring 1974) indicates a further 
decline of DNA support which was then estimated around 30%. These elec­
toral indicators reflect the problematic position of DNA and the labor move­
ment as a whole in the early 1970's. The social democratic platforms do not 
seem to be adapted to the new set of complex problems in a modem in­
dustrial society. Several observers (e.g. Aftenposten, September 9, 1974*) 
underwrite a drastic need for political renewal within Scandinavian labor 
movements. The attainment of some degree of affluence for the average 
Norwegian and the declining proportion of the labor force in the manu­
facturing sector has somewhat eroded the traditional basis for the Nor­
wegian labor movement. The success of the Anti Tax Payers in the 1973 
election represents an increasingly wide-spread concern with the current tax 
burdens. Rising income levels have lead to a situation where skilled workers 
are also being confronted with the progressive taxation system. The new 
parties on both the right and left side of the political spectrum seem to indi­
cate an erosion of the traditional class solidarity which determined to a large 
extent the success of the Norwegian labor movement. This class solidarity is 
apparently being replaced by a loyalty to a number of narrower interest 
groups. 

One of the organizational issues confronting DNA and LO is the con­
tinuation of the collective membership arrangements. Under this arrange­
ment workers of certain union locals are automatically a member of DNA 
unless they sign an affidavit that they do not want to be a DNA member. 
Only 15% of the total LO membership (620,000) is a member of DNA through 
this arrangement. However in the important Oslo area collective member­
ship accounts for about 80% of the DNA membership. The unions have 
therefore full control over the party committees in the Oslo area (Arbeider­
bladet, December 10, 1973*). Pressures exist both within the trade union 
movement and the Labor Party to end this particular arrangement. This 
collective affiliation of union locals with DNA is strongly resisted by the 
more individualistic oriented white collar groups. The issue of collective 
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membership belongs to the broader question whether or not an union should 
be a political organization. The increasing number of white collar employees 
within LO provides a strong force in favor of breaking up some of the tradi­
tional ties between LO and DNA, and support changing the union federa­
tion into a non-political organization. Similar arguments are heard within 
DNA where some believe that the general appeal of the party is reduced 
through its strong connections with the trade unions. If LO and DNA choose 
to increase their services for the growing group of the higher paid and mostly 
white collar workers the emerging Left Wing Socialist Front (SV) will almost 
certainly gain support in some of the traditional strongholds of the labor 
movement like the metal unions. If on the other hand the choice is made to 
maintain the links with these traditional bases, a cleavage with the white 
collar groups would result. The situation in Norway is more complicated 
than in Sweden where a strong non-political union (TeO) caters to the white 
collar employees. In short the discussions within LO and DNA are mounting 
around two issues: 

A. Is the labor movement going to cater specifically to the white collar 
groups? 

B. If 'A' is answered positive what organizational changes have to take place 
in LO and DNA to cater to this new group? 

Underlying this whole discussion is the question of how real is the cleavage 
between the white and blue collar groups in modern Norway? It cannot be 
expected that the Norwegian labor movement will make clear choices in the 
near future. The practical policies will continue to focus at some unidentified 
middle group, thereby increasing the political viability of SV. The labor 
movement's leadership currently seems to perceive the danger of potential 
losses to the 'right' (e.g. Anti Tax Payers) greater than possible losses to the 
'left' (SV). The increase in size of the white collar unions within LO will 
probably contribute to the start of a depoliticizing process within this or­
ganization. How DNA will react to the above trends is impossible to predict 
at this moment. Strong internal divisions are apparent as the party is search­
ing for a successor to its chairman for a decade, Bratelli (prime minister till 
1976). The strong degree of integration between DNA and LO is high­
lighted again by the fact that the president ofLO, Aspengren, was one of the 
three members of the DNA's searching committee for a new party leader. 

This changing environment also contributed to the important LO decision 
in 1973 to have, for the first time since 1961, separately negotiated industry 
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agreements, instead of the centrally coordinated negotiations. The latter used 
to set all wage rates of any national importance. This decision meant the end 
of a Norwegian solidaristic wage policy. The stronger unions had pressed 
for a return to individual agreements. Naturally the weaker unions, among 
them the clothing workers, resisted the end of the solidaristic policy. The 
unions in the low wage industries were the prime beneficiaries of this policy. 
Not surprisingly NAF reacted in a reserved manner to the return to in­
dustry bargaining without a national framework. It could possibly be argued 
that the beneficiaries of a solidaristic policy are the lower paid workers on 
one hand and the employers in the high wage sector on the other. This 
despite the fact that wage drift has been an important feature of the previous 
'low wage profile' settlements. 

In the early 1950's Galenson (1952, 339) characterized the Norwegian 
labor movement as a mere administrative organ of the state. Indeed in the 
immediate post-war period the three actors in the Norwegian industrial rela­
tions system, government, trade unions, and employers, cooperated to a 
significant extent in the rebuilding of the war damaged economy. This degree 
of cooperation and integration should not be exaggerated however. Galen­
son's qualification is more than outdated today. The social democratic phi­
losophy still determines the major goals of the Norwegian labor movement. 
This social democratic philosophy with gradualism as its key aspect certainly 
facilitated trade unions and employers, particularly at the central levels, to 
work out a 'modus vivendi' which consists of cooperation in areas where 
there is perceived common interest and confrontation on those issues where 
the interests are clearly opposed, like in wage bargaining. The unusual wave 
of strikes in 1974 underlines the antagonistic-militant attitude with regard 
to economic issues. The Norwegian trade union federation has been able to 
combine an integrative-institutional with an antagonistic-militant attitude in 
its approach to labor-management relations at the national level. This com­
bination of attitudes requires a fairly equal balance of power between the two 
national federations representing employers and workers respectively. LO's 
strong relationship with DNA is a critical factor in this power balance which 
facilitates cooperation on issues of an integrative nature. 'Wage bargaining' 
in Norway is relatively less complicated than in the U.S. as many issues are 
provided for by legislation (unemployment and sickness benefits, pensions, 
vacations and holidays etc.). Taking these issues out of the bargaining process 
possibly introduces more space for cooperative issues in labor-management 
relations. LO leaders apparently have been successful in wearing the inte­
grative-institutional and antagonistic-militant 'hats' at the appropriate time. 
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The effectiveness of this approach is being challenged by the Left in both the 
trade unions and political parties. These critics disagree with the effectiveness 
of the established LO and DNA leadership in furthering the workers' in­
terests. 

Cooperation requires a balance of power. To what extent this power bal­
ance exists at the local level is difficult to assess. The power of the local unions 
in Norway is easily underestimated because of the lack of 'rights' at the plant 
level. Especially in the larger plants the local shop stewards have built a 
strong informal position which provides for enough of a power base to en­
gage in successful cooperation. Also the very thigt labor market contributes 
considerably to the power of the union local. In the numerous smaller com­
panies a wide diversity of labor-management relations exists. Here we find 
authoritarian ruled factories, examples of benevolent paternalism, and situa­
tions where unions are strongly represented at the shop floor. Ifno adequate 
power balance exists cooperation at the local level can easily result in the 
union losing its institutional independence. 

Compared to other national industrial relations systems Norway is char­
acterized by a high degree of cooperation and integration, especially at the 
central level, between employers, trade unions and government. This co­
operation should not be exaggerated however. Different attitudes are preva­
lent on iisues where there is no perceived commonality of interests. 



2. The start of the cooperation project and 
other postwar developments 
in industrial democracy in Norway 

OVERVIEW 
Production council and its predecessor - the industrial democracy debate aro und 1960-
the start of the Cooperation Project - Emery and Thorsrud's evaluation of board re­
presentation - the Aspengren committee - the 1966 Basic Agreement - the corporate 
assembly - conclusions. 

As a precursor to the developments after the Second World War the Nor­
wegian Parliament passed a law in 1920 which established work councils in 
industrial companies. In these work councils management and labor were 
supposed to cooperate on productivity problems in the best interests of the 
factory and its employees. The work council idea was received with little 
enthusiasm by the employers and with great suspicion by the trade unions, 
which found collective bargaining a more effective manner of furthering the 
interests of their members. Despite the fact that more than 100 such councils 
were established and that the law remained on the books until 1963 these 
work councils never achieved any real importance in Norwegian industrial 
relations (Larsen and Hansen, 1972). 

The Second World War and its aftermath created conditions which were 
favorable for the development of a cooperative spirit between management 
and labor. The joint exile of top employer representatives and union leaders 
during the war, the cooperation in the resistance movement, and the enorm­
ous task of rebuilding the Norwegian economy after 1945 were strong forces 
bringing the two parties closer together. Despite this cooperative spirit NAF 
and LO reacted rather skeptically to the proposals by the Gerhardsen labor 
government in 1945 to establish joint production councils based upon the 
British and U.S. examples during the war. Only the threat by the Gerhardsen 
government to pass legislation to create such councils brought LO and NAF 
together and a Production Council agreement was signed in 1945. Initially all 
companies with more than 25 employees were required to have a production 
council. This limit was extended upwards in later years, first to 50 employees 
and later to 100. The goal of the production council was 'to work towards the 
most efficient production and reduce unnecessary waste of materials, man­
power, and machines' (Landsradet, 1954*,3). 

The attitudes of both LO and NAF towards the production council can 
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best be described as 'Janus face'. NAF on one hand supported the produc­
tion council idea, but on the other hand resisted implementation because LO 
and DNA in their respective congresses in 1946 stressed the council as a tool 
to raise the consciousness of the workers. LO also showed two faces. Outside 
the official government and LO-NAF meetings it often gaven the impression 
of an increasing hostile attitude toward the employers. This radical stance 
was caused by a then rather strong and vocal Communist minority within 
the labor unions. At the local level employers boycotted the councils because 
they feared that most issues to be discussed in the councils would go well 
beyond practical production policies (Stenersen, 1972*). In the early 1950's 
the more radical utterances of LO and DNA started to disappear. 

Approximately 800 production committees were established. Using some 
rather crude averages the following evaluation can be given: These 800 
committees were about 1/3 of the potential number, of these 800 about 1/3 
worked very well, 1/3 had very sporadic meeting schedules, while the re­
maining 1/3 were totally inactive (Ryste, 1973*(b), and Larsen and Hansen, 
1972). Studies evaluating the operation ofthe production councils cite apathy 
among employees and employers as the basic reasons for the disappointing 
performance of most councils. Publications by the National Committee for 
Production Councils indicate that this LO-NAF committee perceived the 
functions of the production council as a kind of 'idea-box' to further a com­
pany's productivity (e.g. Landsradet, 1954*). Local union representatives 
were not a member of the production council. This lack of union representa­
tion clearly explains why local union support for these councils was limited. 
In 1948 the National Committee stated explicitly that production councils 
should not be perceived as a step towards increased workers' control (Ryste, 
1973*(b». Ryste (1973*(b» and Stenersen (1972) conclude that with a few 
exceptions production councils were mostly inactive. Where active, they were 
generally ineffective in improving labor - management relations at the plant 
level. 

In the late fifties and early sixties a wide debate about industrial democracy 
developed in Norway.1 This debate ultimately resulted in: The start of the 
Cooperation Project in 1962; changes in the 1966 Basic Agreement LO-NAF 
introducing a work council with broader goals than the production council 
but still with rather limited powers; and the passing of legislation in 1972 
providing for representation on the board of directors for the workers and 

1. Chapter I of Emery and Thorsrud (1969) gives a good illustration of this debate in 
Norway through numerous quotes from politicians, employers, and trade unionists. 
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creating a corporate assembly in industrial companies with more than 200 
employees. 

Under pressure from DNA and LO the labor government appointed in 
1956 the so-called 'Frihagen Committee'. The mandate of this committee 
was to evaluate whether or not the Company Law should be amended in 
order to provide for worker representation on the board of directors. NAF 
mounted a strong campaign against worker representation on the board with 
as result that the Committee did not produce any proposals at all. Instead 
NAF made some concessions in the Basic Agreement negotiations which 
resulted in a new arrangement that meetings of the local shop steward com­
mittee and the board of directors are held once a year or as often as one of 
the parties expresses a wish for it. NAP's position was, and still is, that in­
dustrial democracy can only be attained through cooperation between labor 
and management and not through the enforcement of externally imposed 
legislation. 

Around 1960 a complex political and economic situation developed in 
Norway. In the labor movement the radical wing was overruled completely 
on the issue of nationalization of private industry. Alienation had become a 
topical issue in industrial democracy discussions, but there was no consensus 
about which policies to follow in order to increase industrial democracy. In 
national politics DNA's position was weakening so that the continuous reign 
of the Labor Government ended in 1963. The trade unions realized that this 
political situation minimized the chances of legislating industrial democracy. 
NAF was becoming aware that despite its concessions in the Basic Agree­
ment negotiations the labor movement continued to discuss other avenues 
towards industrial democracy. Economically Norway started to feel the in­
fluence of the EEC. Market conditions for firms within metal manufacturing, 
textile industries, and pulp and paper looked particularly unfavorable (Thors­
rud, 1970). Increasing concern at the national level was voiced regarding the 
status of Norwegian industry. The lack of natural resources and the increased 
international competition necessitated basic changes in industry. 

These were the environmental conditions when Thorsrud introduced his 
ideas about job redesign and industrial democracy. Decentralization and the 
creation of more autonomous jobs would not only reduce alienation and 
start a democratizing process, but also release the human resources of the 
better educated work force and increase productivity. Thorsrud's interven­
tion2 was timely and the strength of his proposals was that all parties in-

2. Thorsrud's dynamic and somewhat charismatic personality clearly contributed to the 
acceptance of his proposals by LO and NAP. In addition the fact that he had the 'Right' 
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volved in the national industrial democracy debate could identify with at 
least some of the elements in them. Industrial leaders in general evaluated 
positively the references to the release of human resources and the possible 
favorable impact of job redesign on productivity. NAF supported the ideas 
rather strongly because shop floor democracy was perceived as a preferable 
alternative to board representation or at least could delay the labor move­
ment's efforts to introduce such representation. The LO leadership possibly 
was least enthusiastic, but the fact that there was no consensus in the labor 
movement on how to achieve industrial democracy and the specific references 
to alienation and shop floor democracy, led to a weak endorsement of Thors­
rud's ideas by LO. The Technical University of Trondheim provided a forum 
where union leaders and representatives of industry were exposed to Thors­
rud's thinking. These developments led in 1962 to the establishment of a LO/ 
NAF joint committee. Its first major task was to draft a research program on 
industrial democracy which would be executed by the Trondheim Institute 
for Industrial Social Research lead by Thorsrud. Later the research was 
transferred to the API (Work Research Institutes) in Oslo where Thorsrud 
became research director. Initially this research program, named the Co­
operation Project, was jointlyfinanced by LO and NAF. In later years gov­
ernment contributed half of the total cost and in 1967 the state became fully 
responsible for the financing of the project. Local experiments are of course 
the responsibility of the individual company but government pays the salaries 
of the researchers at the API, thereby eliminating the traditional loyalty con­
flicts of management consultants. Thorsrud (1970) gives great weight to the 
relatively simple centralized influence-structure in Norway which not only 
facilitated the spreading of his ideas but made also possible the later social 
experimentation at the plant level and the innovative role the researchers 
could play through these unusual social and financial arrangements. 

Under pressure from the union representatives the LO/NAF joint com­
mittee decided that first an investigation should be launched to deal with 
formal representation arrangements in management. This phase of the re­
search project was labeled Phase A. Phase B should deal with the conditions 
for personal participation at the immediate shop floor level. This latter phase 
would only start after completion of Phase A. In Phase A of the project, 

credentials for LO, being a member of DNA and an activist in the resistance movement 
in WW II, facilitated the unions' federation's formal endorsement. It is maintained by 
some that the union leadership at that time did not thoroughly understand Thorsrud's 
proposals in all their ramifications but that they went along with them because of his 
credibility. 
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which is reported in Emery and Thorsrud (1969)3 representation of workers 
on the boards of companies was evaluated. A number of state-owned Nor­
wegian companies where workers did have board representation since 1948 
was studied and the findings were supplemented by research reported in the 
literature about worker representation on the board of directors in other 
countries, in particular Germany. The conclusions of Phase A were very 
pessimistic and clearly in line with Thorsrud's notions with respect of the 
importance of the immediate job content in any democratizing process.4 

Thorsrud and Emery, the latter a member of the Tavistock Institute, chose 
as their main evaluation criterion: the impact of board representation on the 
shop floor workers. It was not surprising that this impact was found to be 
negligible. Emery and Thorsrud (1969) also documented the difficulties and 
role conflicts which confront the worker representatives on the board. 

The emphasis on the conditions for personal participation at the shop floor 
level was deliberately choosen. Thorsrud and his collaborators believed that 
individual activation and learning at the job were necessary conditions for a 
well functioning system of board representation. It was a tactical decision to 
start the democratization process at the bottom of the organization instead 
of at the top. This emphasis however led to a relative neglect of functions 
of formal representation systems other than the activation of shop floor 
workers. Emery and Thorsrud (1969) briefly mentioned union and social 
class representation of the worker interest, the latter through the Labor 
Party, but in their subsequent research no attempts for a broader evaluation 
ofthese representative systems and their relationship to shop floor participa­
tion were undertaken. 

The findings of Phase AS set the stage for the industrial experimentation 
at the shop floor level which undoubtedly was the main research task of the 
Cooperation Project. Emery and Thorsruds' (1969, I) view that 'social science 
is as yet (not) particularly well equipped to deal with problems of board re­
presentation' reflects however a not very well documented judgement in 
favor of job redesign. 

In 1964 Phase B was started. The joint LOjNAF committee agreed to start 
experiments in job rediesgn in a number of selected companies. The partici­
pation of the workers involved in these experiments was voluntary. Another 

3. This book was originally published in Norwegian in 1964. 
4. This does not imply any critique on the integrity of the researchers involved. It only 
serves to underline the fact that so often in social science the choice of a certain conceptual 
model builds in an 'a priori' bias with respect to the range of ultimate conclusions. 
5. In an inteview Thorsrud emphasized that the conclusions of this study must be seen in 
the Norwegian political context of 1963. 



24 JOB DESIGN AND INDUSTRIAL DEMOCRACY 

primary principle was that both management and the workers could terminate 
an experiment if either of them wanted to do so. 

At the same time that the Cooperation Project Phase A was started, dis­
cussions within the labor movement about industrial democracy continued. 
The national union of iron and metal workers clearly took the lead in the 
discussions within the trade unions. In 1961 LO and DNA established a 
joint committee, the 'Aspengren committee', which presented in 1962 an 
elaborate discussion document on industrial democracy to all local party 
organizations and branch unions. Table 8 presents the preference as stated 
by the local party and union branch organizations. 

The expressed preference for the extension of the Basic Agreement was 
based upon the opinion of the local organizations that this would strengthen 
the position of the shop steward and the local union organization. The re­
sponse to the first alternative was influenced by the fact that many thought 
the proposal, as phrased in the discussion document, in conflict with the 
Norwegian Constitution. After having received this feedback on the discus­
sion document from the local organizations the Aspengren committee sub­
mitted in 1963 its preliminary report, stating that further action for indus­
trial democracy should take place along three parallel lines : 

'I. Training in order to enable the employees to make better use of their right of participa­
tion. 

2. The extension of the existing arrangement for consultation in accordance with the Basic 
Agreement between LO and NAP. 

3. Changing the organizational structure offirms through legislation. In the opinion of the 
Committee the most important element would be to create a new body - the corporate 
assembly - to be a forum where employees could meet the capital owners for discussions 
and decisions.' 

(Aspengren, 1973, 3). 

These conclusions are interesting because they reflect the essential charac­
teristics of the policies of the Norwegian labor movement and the relative 
unimportant role the Cooperation Project has played in the industrial demo­
cracy debate within this movement. First, the Aspengren committee favored 
both the extension of the Basic Agreement and legislation as means to achieve 
industrial democracy. It looked for cooperation with NAF through the Basic 
Agreement, but also realized that in order to challenge the managerial pre­
rogative and the existing social order, more than labor-management co­
operation was required. These questions 'must be solved by legislation' (Hal­
verson, 1971,2). Second, the labor movement did not consider nationaliza­
tion any longer as an effective avenue toward industrial democracy. Nationa-
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Table 8. Preferred avenues to industrial democracy by local organizations. 6 

Preferences 

Alternative as provided in DNA Union 
discussion document chapters (55) locals (147) 

1. Legislation to create a corporate 
assembly 9 49 

2. Extension of the basic agreement 23 51 
3. Extension ofthe power of the 

production council 7 15 
4. Combinations of the above or no 

preference 16 32 

lization and public interest representation on the board was advocated in a 
large number of pamphlets and a couple of books by Anker Ording (1965) 
which were rather influential in trade union circles. Neither of these sugges­
tions were included in the committee's conclusions. Nationalization was con­
sidered ineffective and also not feasible politically; public interest representa­
tion was excluded because it was judged in conflict with certain stipulations 
in the Norwegian Constitution. Third, the Aspengren committee's conclu­
sions and the debates that followed did not pay any attention to the out­
comes of Phase A and the shop floor democracy ideas underlying Phase B 
of the Cooperation Project LOjNAF. The Cooperation Project, with the 
possible exception of the Phase A report on board representation in the early 
sixties, has never reached any degree of prominence within the Norwegian 
labor movement. NAF has been using the findings of Phase A as an argu­
ment against board representation (see e.g. NAF, 1965*). NAF also inte­
grated rather successfully the job design ideas in a number of job design 
seminars. Throughout the sixties and early seventies the labor movement 
spent most of its energies in the struggle for a corporate assembly and board 
representation. 

In 1965 the joint LO-DNA committee (the Aspengren Committee) sub­
mitted its final report which, in addition to the above mentioned three parallel 
lines of action, included an outline of suggested amendments to the Company 
Act which would increase workers' participation. The committee proposed 
the establishment of a corporate assembly in all undertakings irrespective of 

6. This table is compiled from information presented in a 1963 report by the LO-DNA 
joint committee entitled Uttalelser [raLO og DNA grunnorganisasjoner. 
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their being under public or private management and irrespective of their 
judicial character. The Aspengren committee explained its final recommenda­
tions as follows: 

'The organization of undertakings today is based on the principle that capital alone shall 
influence the governing bodies of the company. It is the opinion of the committee that this 
form of company organization is obsolete and it does not conform with our modem con­
ception of democracy and the importance of labour. The committee will propose that for 
the organization of undertakings the joint-stock company in the first place - be changed 
through legislation, in order that the employees also inside the company will obtain a 
forum where they will participate together with the capital owners in the discussions and 
decisions on matters concerning the company. 

The committee does not believe that such a reform alone will create industrial demo­
cracy. It is even necessary to warn against expecting too much at short term of such a 
reform of the organization of companies. Nevertheless, it is the opinion of the committee 
that such a reform will be an important part among others of the development of demo­
cracy in our industry. 

The committee will propose that a democratic corporate assembly shall replace the 
present committee of shareholders' representatives in joint-stock companies. 

The corporate assembly should be something different from, and more than a passive 
control body. Its importance should be underlined by the fact that the corporate assembly 
alone should elect the Board of Directors and it should be the body to which the Board 
should be answerable.' 

(Aspengren, 1973,4). 

The essence of the corporate assembly idea was to change the shareholders' 
representation, which in Norway was organized in the form of an optional 
committee of shareholders' representatives, from being a controlling insti­
tution for the shareholders to a forum for cooperation, where the employees 
in the business enterprises are on an equal footing with the shareholders. In 
the spring of 1965 the Aspengren committee's recommendations were en­
dorsed in the discussions of the LO and DNA Congresses. 

In 1966 the Basic Agreement LO/NAF was revised and a new section on 
cooperation was added. The main aspects of this new cooperation section 
were the replacement of the production council by a work council and the 
establishment at the national level of a Cooperation Council LO/NAF with 
as major goal 'to provide information and advice for cooperation organiza­
tions (work councils) in the factories and to ensure that the work councils 
function satisfactorily' (LO, 1971, 24). The introduction of a Cooperation 
section in the Basic Agreement reflects a change in emphasis at the national 
level from the postwar prominence of productivity to cooperation as a goal 
in itself. Work councils must be established in undertakings employing more 
than 100 employees. In undertakings with 100-400 employees management 
may appoint up to 5 representatives. The employees also have 5 representa-
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tives. The chairman of the shop steward committee is an ex-officio member 
of the council. The chairman of the council must be elected by the members. 
The main difference between the work council and the preceding productivity 
council is the broadening of its advisory and informative functions in areas 
not directly related to productivity (annual reports, expansion plans etc.) 
and the integration of the local union into the work of the council. It is ex­
plicitly agreed upon that the work council shall not deal with questions of 
wages and working hours or disputes on the interpretation of collective or 
work agreements. In large companies department councils can be established 
in addition to the central work council. This is extremely important in order 
to provide more workers an opportunity to participate in matters related to 
their direct work setting. Section 32 of the Basic Agreement defines the activ­
ities of the work and department council as follows: 

'The works council is an advisory and informative body. The main task shall be through 
cooperation to work for the most efficient production possible and for the well-being of 
everybody working in the undertaking. 

With this object in mind, the council, among other things, deals with: 
a. Informative and confidential reports from the management on the financial status of 

the undertaking and its standing within its branch of industry, as well as other matters 
of importance for production and sales possibilities. In this connection, written financial 
statements are given to the same extent as they are normally given to the stockholders 
through the financial account at the annual general meeting. If the members of the 
council request it, they shall be entitled to return to the account at a later meeting of the 
council. 

b. Questions in connection with the activities of the undertaking, major changes in produc­
tion plans and methods, questions of quality, the development of products and plans 
for expansions and restrictions or reorganization which are of major importance to the 
employees and their working conditions ... The council shall work for sound and 
correct rationalization. Through informative work it shall promote understanding for 
the social and industrial importance of this. 

c. Suggestions and measures for improving employee safety and health, also suggestions 
for improving the protective and health promoting measures within the framework of 
the Workers' Protection Act ... 

d. Social measures (welfare). 
e. Questions regarding vocational training for the employees including information to new 

employees. ' 

(LO-NAP, 1974*,42-43). 

According to the Basic Agreement a work council must meet at least once 
every month. Research directed by the Cooperation Council in 1968 invol­
ving 381 companies showed that on the question 'How often does the work 
council meet?' 161 companies did not give an answer, while from the re­
maining 220: 51% had six meetings or less a year, 49% had seven meetings 
or more a year. A general consensus exists that the work councils operate a 
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little more effectively than the production councils but Ryste (1973* (b), 6) 
warns: 'Of course much can be said about the employers' will to give infor­
mation and discuss issues openly in the work council, but there is also the 
question whether the employees themselves have been active enough in using 
the opportunities created by the Basic Agreement'. 

The national Cooperation Council established by the 1966 Basic Agree­
ment has six members, three appointed by LO and three by the NAF. The 
Council has its own full time secretariat which consists of three persons. The 
activities of the councils cover the providing of information, training, and 
coordinating research in order to stimulate cooperation at the plant level. 
In 1968 the Cooperation Council became also responsible for the spreading 
of the results of the Cooperation Project LO jNAF. 7 

At the end of the sixties and early seventies the public debate about in­
dustrial democracy again became very prominent in the media and in political 
parties. Industrial democracy had become such an important political issue 
that the platforms of all Norwegian political parties included proposals to 
end the contrasts between the rights of citizens in the political democracy and 
the position of employees in the industrial undertakings. In many of these 
discussions the proposals by the Aspengren Committee (see p. 24) to create 
a new democratic body within undertakings (the corporate assembly) play­
ed a central role. DNA and LO launched a national campagin in 1971 under 
the motto 'Democracy in Everyday Life'. In the spring of the same year the 
findings ofthe Eckhoff committee were made public. The Eckhoff committee 
was a tripartite body of seven members which was appointed in early 1968 
by a non-socialist Norwegian government to study and report on the issue 
of industrial democracy. The Supreme Court Justice Eckhoff was chairman 
ofthis committee which included trade union representatives Aspengren and 
Hansen. The three neutral members on the committee together with the em­
ployers' representatives did not recommend any radical changes in the Com­
pany Act in order to give workers the right of codetermination. The union 
representatives dissented and proposed, following the Aspengren committee 
recommendations, the introduction of legislation providing for the election 
of a democratic corporate assembly and workers' representation on the un­
dertakings' board of directors. In the fall of 1971 the labor minority govern­
ment took up the views expressed by the dissenting trade union members of 

7. To avoid confusion with regard to the numerous cooperation institutions: the Coopera­
tion Project was started in 1962 as result of a separate agreement between LO/NAF. The 
Cooperation Council was established by the 1966 Basic Agreement and is basically a service 
organization to local work councils. 
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the Eckhoff committee and turned them into a legislative proposal. It was 
however not clear at that time where the necessary votes would come from 
to achieve passage of the bill. To the considerable surprise of many N orwe­
gian observers, the Center Party not only agreed to support the bill, but 
proposed amendments to expand its scope. These amendments provided for 
employee representation on the board as well as on the corporate assembly. 
The LO had rejected the idea of minority representation on the board as the 
entire solution, but did not object to such representation as an addition to 
the creation of corporate assemblies. The amended bill was passed and the 
revised Company Act became effective January I, 1973. 

The main aspects of the amendments to the Norwegian Company Act 
will be briefly outlined below. The new provisions give employees in com­
panies with between 50 and 200 employees a right of electing at least two 
representatives to the board of directors. In companies with more than 200 
employees a corporate assembly shall be established. This corporate assem­
bly shall have at least 12 members of which 2/3 will be elected by the general 
meeting of shareholders and 1/3 by and among the employees of the com­
pany. The corporate assembly is an executive organ with decision making 
authority in matters concerning investments which are substantial compared 
with the company's resources. It is also the firm's final authority on decisions 
involving rationalization or alteration of the operations as will entail a major 
change or reallocation of the labor force. On all other matters the corporate 
assembly can make recommendations to the board of directors. The corpo­
rate assembly shall also elect the board of directors and if 1/3 of the members 
of the assembly so wish, this election shall be on a proportional basis. This 
means in practice that the employees have secured through these amend­
ments 1/3 representation on the board of directors. Neither the general 
meeting of stockholders nor the board of directors has the right to overrule 
the special type of decisions which are taken according to the new provisions 
by the corporate assembly. 

These new regulations apply only to approximately 250 joint stock com­
panies within mining and manufacturing industries which together employ 
more than 150,000 persons. Modified forms of this legislation will over time 
be introduced to cover both public and private enterprises in all areas of 
economic activity. As of Fall 1974, no evaluation can yet be made about the 
operation ofthe corporate assembly. A majority ofthe 250 companies (circa 
70%) have introduced an assembly in their organizational structure. Neither 
LO nor NAF officials see the new law as likely to change the Norwegian in­
dustrial relations scene. Capital owners still have a majority voice in both 
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the corporate assembly and on the board of directors. Despite its antagon­
istic attitude towards the legislation NAF is currently rather active in stimu­
lating its members to take a constructive attitude towards the corporate as­
sembly (Skard, 1973*). NAF fears that an inactive management attitude 
towards the corporate assembly might hasten the introduction of new legisla­
tion in this area. Both LO and NAF have launched ambitious education and 
training programs in order to prepare their members for their new functions 
in the corporate assembly. 

This overview of postwar developments in industrial democracy in Nor­
way hopefully reflects the great value Norwegians attach to the democratic 
ideas. In most policy statements by NAF, LO, the government, and the 
political parties, 'workers' participation, industrial democracy and similar 
concepts are used to cover something taken for granted as a value in itself, 
and not so much as a specific plan or instrument to achieve other objectives 
and values' (Thorsrud, 1972, 21). The attempts of the Norwegian labor move­
ment to democratize industry are however definitely characterized by a lack 
of overall strategy and no declaration is available from either LO or DNA of 
what they ultimately hope to achieve. The corporate assembly legislation 
was the product of a labor movement which engages more in opportunistic 
tactics than in building a well-developed strategy to achieve full industrial 
democracy. The labor movement has been unwilling to specify the form of 
society and the type of production organization it stands for. DNA needs 
political slogans for its electoral campaigns which can be supported by LO. 
Industrial democracy has fulillled this slogan function fairly well, without 
giving it a somewhat precise content. The leaders of the Norwegian labor 
movement still deplore the 'inherent' contradictions of the capitalist system 
at the ideological level, but their policies reflect a pragmatism which ap­
proaches the dominant outlook of U.S. unions. The labor movement thereby 
possibly becomes an important bulwark for the preservation of, a more 
humane, private enterprise system. The Norwegian labor movement has be­
come a countervailing power to private ownership interests. The political 
debates and developments in the area of industrial democracy indicate that 
the labor movement does not want to supersede this countervailing position 
by defining a clear alternative for the current organizational structures in a 
highly industrialized country. LO President Aspengren reflected recently the 
Norwegian labor movement's difficulties in specifying long-term goals: 'We 
are willing in principle to take up the debate again about what is socialism? 
This dispute is an old bone of contention within labor movements of all 
countries, one which certainly has not strengthened these labor movements.' 
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(Fri Fagbewegelse, 1975*, 3). This unresolved debate makes the develop­
ment of a long-term strategy to further industrial democracy extremely diffi­
cult. Future proposals in this area can therefore not be expected to go beyond 
isolated tactics to increase the workers' influence without seriously challeng­
ing the current methods and organization of industrial production. 

In the past two decades the Norwegian labor movement, given the political 
constraints, has been rather successful in implementing its separate proposals 
to increase democracy in industry. In the last ten years ambitious training 
and education courses for workers have been set up, the Basic Agreement 
LO/NAF was revised to create a work council on which the shop stewards 
are represented, and the 1972 amendments to the Company Act operationa­
lized the proposals for a corporate assembly. To evaluate the impact of these 
changes is extremely difficult. Wide differences exist in the operation of local 
work councils and corporate assemblies. However, all changes together have 
opened up a wider range of options for workers and their unions to partici­
pate and possibly influence important organizational decisions, if they have 
the desire and abilities to do so. 

Thorsrud's intervention in the political debate and the subsequent start of 
the Cooperation Project in a sense depoliticized the industrial democracy 
notion by stressing the integrative nature of his concrete job redesign propo­
sals. The Cooperation Project nicely conformed to the social democratic 
reform ideology of the Norwegian labor movement. It was based upon the 
following general premises: the parliamentary model by itself is unable to 
bring industrial democracy into the firm; there are clear issues of coopera­
tion between labor and management, but conflict will certainly not wither 
away in the near future; solutions therefore must be sought within a mixed 
but basically privately owned economy (Lange, 1969*). Despite this fit with 
the social democratic reform ideology the Cooperation Project never reached 
a prominent status within the trade union movement. The start of the Co­
operation Project was a clear reaction against a national political situation, 
but the political debate continued and LO and DNA accepted the corporate 
assembly proposals as a major political goal. NAF which generally had a 
more favorable posture towards the Cooperation Project was forced through 
these political developments to spend much of its resources to counter the 
labor movement's proposals. In addition both organizations were naturally 
taken up by their usual day-to-day business. LO and even more so the na­
tional unions remained ambivalent towards the job design ideas and under 
pressure from LO the Cooperation Council added in 1972 the following 
statement to a brochure describing some of the ideas behind the Coopera-
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tion Project: 'For LO and NAF it is not a question whether the experiments 
with autonomous groups should be continued, but how fast can we justifiable 
proceed' (Samarbeidsradet, 1972*, 19). In 1972 LO still tried to control the 
diffusion process, most likely because of the difficulties to fit it in with their 
normal policies. Recent elaborate statements by LO President Aspengren on 
industrial democracy (Aspengren, 1973 and 1974) do not even refer to the 
Cooperation Project ideas as an element in the LO efforts to further in­
dustrial democracy. When asked, LO leaders seem to be very positive in 
their attitudes toward job redesign, however they have been unable to make 
the issue a lively one within their own organizations. 

The Norwegian experiences indicate again that good intentions and agree­
ments at a national level are by themselves not sufficient conditions to start 
job design experiments at the local plant level. Diffusion of the ideas did 
take place in Norwegian industry in the early 1970's despite LO attempts in 
the Cooperation Council to control the diffusion. Political factors play the 
dominant role at the national level, but economic considerations determine 
whether or not an individual company will start with job redesign. The Co­
operation Project has been useful in giving national coverage to Thorsrud's 
ideas and the first four experimental companies demonstrated to manage­
ment and local unions that cooperation in this area can have advantages for 
both parties. Whether or not to start a job redesign process remains however 
a local management decision mainly based upon economic criteria, this in 
spite of the national agreement LO/NAF on the Cooperation Project. 

Finally it should be mentioned that the issues raised by Thorsrud in the 
early sixties preceeded the discussions on alienation, shop floor democracy, 
humanization of work, and the quality of working life in most other coun­
tries by almost a decade.8 The next chapter will focus in detail at the specific 
contributions of Thorsrud and his collaborators at the API to this field. 

8. In the U.S. for instance this debate started in 1972 with the Senate Hearings on Worker 
Alienation, the International Conference on the Quality of Working Life at Arden House, 
New York, and the controversial HEW report Work in America (HEW, 1973) as its main 
instigators. 



3. The job design ideas behind the 
cooperation project 

OVERVIEW 
The major AFI design notions - the indebtedness to the Tavistock Institute - other job 
design approaches - evaluation of the AFI approach from a theoretical point of view -
strength and weaknesses of AFI approach - values in job design and conclusions. 

The job design ideas upon which the Cooperation Projects are based have 
an eclectic nature. Neither a general theory of organizations nor a well 
defined theory of job design can be identified in the work of the researchers 
at the API. What can be distilled however are a number of principles which 
the 15 or so researchers of the AFI apply in their work with organizations 
and the people within them.1 Therefore in order to evaluate and criticize 
these principles, I first have to present and summarize them in some kind of 
framework. In reading this chapter, it should be remembered that what is 
being evaluated are not the AFI principles of job design, but a personal 
interpretation of the core principles distilled from writings, publications, 
presentations, and interviews with several researchers at the AFI. In my 
analysis heavy weight is given to the work of Einar Thorsrud, the initiator 
of the projects. Of course Thorsrud's thinking has developed since the early 
sixties and what is presented below is hopefully representative of the current 
'state of the art', including many of the ideas upon which the early experi­
ments were based. This chapter restricts itself to an analysis of the theoretical 
aspects of the job design approach developed at the Tavistock Institute and 
put into practice by the API researchers. Results of the application will be 
treated in later chapters. 

The approach to job design of the AFI is founded on the well known as­
sumption (see e.g. H.E.W., 1973) that many of to days jobs are unnecessarily 
fragmented, specialized, and hierarchically controlled. Fragmentation, speci­
alization, and hierarchical control lead to a lack of freedom and autonomy 
for the individual worker, who is not able to develop his full human, but also 
productive, potential under these conditions. Jobs ofthis type are considered 

1. There is no agreement among these researchers about 'the best way' of approaching job 
design, however there exists certainly some consensus about the principles as presented 
below. 
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incongruous with the demands of the modern well educated labor force and 
incompatible with environmental pressures for flexible organizational struc­
tures. 

The goal of job redesign in the context of the Norwegian Cooperation 
Projects is formulated as: 'that of improving the conditions for personal 
participation in the work situation with the aim of releasing human re­
sources' (Thorsrud, 1970, 67). It was expected that this could be attained 
by eliminating or reducing some of the Tayloristic design elements in indus­
trial jobs. Based upon an extensive review of the psychological literature and 
earlier work of the Tavistock Institute (Rice, 1958; Trist et ai., 1963) Emery 
and Thorsrud developed a number of psychological job requirements which 
are used in the evaluation of individual jobs. A job is 'better' when more of 
these requirements are met. The following requirements were developed: 

'I. the need for the content of a job to be reasonably demanding or challenging in terms 
other than sheer endurance, and to provide a minimum of variety (not necessarily 
novelty); 

2. the need for being able to learn on the job and to go on learning; 
3. the need for some minimal area of decision-making that the individual can call his own; 
4. the need for some minimal degree of social support and recognition in the work place; 
5. the need for the individual to be able to relate what he does and what he produces to his 

social life ; and 
6. the need to feel that the job leads to some sort of desirable future.' 

(see e.g. Emery and Thorsrud, 1969, 105). 

These requirements are used as criteria for evaluation of individual jobs. 
They 'represent a minimal set of criteria according to which we could design 
and evaluate jobs in concrete technological settings' (Thorsrud, 1973, 8). 
The requirements play an important role in the process of job redesign be­
cause they are used both as indicators of where the jobs under analysis are 
deficient, and as a set of evaluation criteria measuring the success of the re­
design. It is assumed that by meeting these requirements to a larger extent 
the individual worker will be better motivated and take initiative where 
necessary. Meeting the six requirements will therefore also improve the total 
organizational functioning. 

The 'open socio-technical system' approach is the analytical tool used in 
studying existing job designs in order to locate those areas where changes 
can be introduced which will meet the job requirements to a greater extent. 
Both the 'socio-technical' and the 'open system' notions can be traced to 
earlier work done at the Tavistock Institute. 

Several studies carried out by members of this institute showed clearly 
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that the introduction of technical change without due regard to the social 
implications resulted in a failure to realize the expected improvements in 
organizational performance (Trist and Bamforth, 1951). In the study by 
Trist and Bamforth and also in the work by Rice (1958) the interdependence 
between the technical organization of work and the social patterns of the 
work force was clearly shown. In both studies the introduction of new tech­
nology was unsuccessful because there was no 'fit' between the technical and 
social subsystems. Also in both cases groups were introduced which had the 
responsibility for a number of tasks. The classical paradigm of industrial 
job design 'one man - one job' was broken up by the assignment of a number 
of tasks to a group of workers. In the case of the coal mine (Trist and Bam­
forth) this was exactly the organizational structure that existed before the 
introduction of the new technology. In these studies the simultaneous analysis 
of both the technical and social aspects of tasks led to the introduction of 
work groups. Work groups 'fitted' the particular technology and contributed 
to improved performance of the organizational unit. The basic principle 
which emerged from these studies was that a one-sided optimization of the 
technical system will result in less than optimum performance because of the 
neglect of the social system. Joint optimization of the two systems will lead 
to more optimum performance. 

The 'open system'2 aspect of the approach reflects the conceptualization 
by Emery and Trist (1965) of the enterprise and the work group as units 
which are in constant interaction with a larger environment. The role of 
management (at the enterprise level) and supervisor (at the level ofthe work 
group) is primarily concerned with relating their unit to its environment 
through the regulation of exchanges at the unit's boundary. This external 
regulation is the primary task of the supervisor so that the members of the 
work group become more fully responsible for the internal regulation. In 
more practical terms a supervisor should spend most of his time working 
with the larger organization, instead of engaging in close supervision of how 
tasks are executed. 

The 'open system' notion directs the researcher to study both the inter­
dependencies between the work group and the larger organization, and also 
the interdependencies between the members of the work group itself. The 
matrix of variances (Engelstad, 1970* and 1972) is a useful tool for the 
analysis of key interdependencies and to find out where these variances can 

2. The system concept is rather ill-defined in the work of the API researchers. The concept 
is used as an 'educational device' (Thorsrud in interview) to underline the numerous inter­
dependencies within organizations and between organizations and their environment. 
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be controlled within the organization. Major elements of an 'open socio­
technical system' analysis of a department have been the: 

- 'variations in inputs and outputs of departments; 
- estimates of relative importance of different variations; 
- establishing the primary tasks of departments; 
- description of work roles, status, recruitment, and training; 
- analysis of communication networks; 
- analysis of attitudes to work; 
- analysis of the system of remuneration, wages, bonuses etc.' 

(Thorsrud, 1973, 12). 

The autonomous work group concept clearly has a central place in the Co­
operation Project. Of course there is always a certain amount of dependence 
between the autonomous work group and the larger organization. Practi­
cally, the autonomous group can only be autonomous with respect to its own 
direct job setting. Thorsrud and Emery (1970*, 222-224) underline that in 
order to be able to talk about autonomy it is vital that limiting conditions 
are given in the form of product specifications and other 'agreements' as 
regards supplies to and from the group, and that the resources the group 
manages are fixed. Based upon earlier work by Gulowsen (Gulowsen, 1971 *) 
four main criteria of group autonomy are distinguished. The group can 
decide: 

1. which working methods will be used; 
2. who shall belong to the group (the personnel selection); 
3. who shall take charge of directive duties if they come into prominence 

(leadership) ; 
4. who shall perform which duties (internal task allocation). 

In addition Thorsrud and Emery (1970*) specify three general conditions 
which have to be fulfilled if the autonomous group is going to exist: 

1. the group must adequately comply with the above listed four criteria of 
autonomy. 

2. the group must be able to meet the demands of the larger organization for 
in and outgoing supplies. The group must also be able to take care of the 
duties normally carried out by a supervisor. 

3. group actions must operate in such a way that they stipulate sufficient 
agreement, solidarity, and stability within the group. 
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Gulowsen (1971 *, 1972) studied a number of existing autonomous groups 
and concluded that autonomy is a one dimensional property of work groups. 
Gulowsen's ten criteria for autonomy formed a Guttman scale implying that 
certain basic criteria for autonomy have to be fulfilled first, in order to reach 
higher degrees of autonomy. Group decisions regarding individual produc­
tion methods, internal leadership, recruitment, and internal distribution of 
tasks were found to be prerequisites for higher degrees of autonomy in the 
decision making areas of group production methods, starting time, additional 
work loads, external leadership, and quantitative and qualitative goals (Gu­
lowsen, 1972,387). In the last couple of years the autonomous group notion 
does not seem to play such a dominent role as in the first decade of research. 
Limited success in application under different technologies is the major cause. 
Over time the term autonomous work group was realistically expanded into 
partly autonomous work group and later altered into partly self-governing 
work group. 

The key concepts in the API approach towards job design can now be 
summarized as follows: A simultaneous analysis of both the technological 
and social systems, the emphasis on interdependencies between the different 
work tasks and between the work group and the larger organization, the 
stress on a work group with a number of tasks as the essential building block 
of an organization. In particular the concentration at the relationship be­
tween a work group and its tasks instead of focusing at the one-man-one-jo b 
relationship distinguishes this approach from earlier job design theories. This 
focus on the group brings more organizational variables under control which 
can be changed in the process of redesigning jobs. The outerlimit of job re­
design is clearly extended by focussing at the group level intead of the in­
dividuallevel. Herbst (1974b) labels this increased room for maneuvering 
'free space'. 

In their application of the Tavistock notions Thorsrud, Emery, and col­
leagues at the AFI expanded the original notions in three important direc­
tions: First, the traditional role of the management consultant was altered 
into the role of a collaborative researcher. This change in role was facilitated 
through the independent financial position of the researchers. Initially the 
projects were financed by L.a. and N.A.F., but after two years the state 
guaranteed the income for the researchers of the AFI. It is questionable if 
traditional consultants would have been able to obtain the confidence of 
management, unions, and workers involved. Second, the redesign process 
was opened up to all the parties involved. In particular participation of the 
workers whose jobs are the target of redesign and their local union represen-



38 JOB DESIGN AND INDUSTRIAL DEMOCRACY 

tatives, is one of the pre-conditions for an experiment. In some instances the 
researchers withdrew their support if they felt there was no adequate partici­
pation of the workers and local union, and the experiment had come under 
full control of management. Third, the evaluation criteria for the measure­
ment of success of job redesign were expanded. The success of redesign is 
measured, among others, in terms of the psychological job requirements (see 
p. 34) and not in the first place by traditional productivity measures.s 

What are some of the practical changes in job design resulting from the 
application of the above described theoretical approach? The practice of 
socio-technical analysis is probably more flexible than outlined earlier. In 
any event an attempt is made to locate those elements in the work design 
which are relatively easy to modify in order to increase the level of autonomy 
in the individual jobs. In the first step of this change process alterations will 
be made close to the individual job. In later stages the work group, depart­
ment, and larger organization become the focus of analysis in that these 
levels put many constraints on the organization of the individual job. In 
order to further change job content, these levels, because of the many inter­
dependencies, have to be included in the change process. In addition to, and 
sometimes part of, the attempts to introduce work groups with some degree 
of autonomy, the following concrete reorganizations have been implemented 
in an attempt to make work better in terms of the psychological job require­
ments: 

A. Technical decisions being delegated 
1. planning of processing methods; 
2. ordering of materials; 
3. work scheduling and task allocation; 
4. inspection and quality control; 
5. setting up of machines; 
6. machine maintenance; 
7. cleaning of work area. 

B. Decisions regarding personnel and work conditions being delegated 
1. hiring of new employees; 
2. disciplining of group members; 
3. planning of shift composition; 
4. start of work hours; 

3. This does not imply that the other parties involved in the experiments use the same 
criteria as the researchers. I will return to this in the next chapter. 
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5. authorizing time-off and decisions regarding vacations; 
6. selecting of supervisor or teamleader; 
7. eliminating 'busy work' through more autonomy. 

In particular the delegation of technical tasks and the increase of tasks which 
can be executed by each worker requires that group members become multi­
skilled. Multi-skilling is a very central element in many of the experiments. 
Multi-skilled workers improve flexibility within the work group which allows 
workers to make more decisions, but also is a form of upgrading and en­
hances promotion chances. Better skilled and higher qualified labor does not 
require very close supervision. In order to increase the number of decisions 
the workers can make it is necessary sometimes to eliminate the position of 
the supervisor or chargehand or change his role in a manner which requires 
him to focus most of his attention to the relationships between the work 
group and the larger organization insteed of closely supervising subordinates. 
Multi-skilling obviously facilitates job rotation, and the delegation of some 
decision making power to lower organizational levels clearly has much in 
common with changes suggested in the job enrichment literature. 

As described in the previous chapter Thorsrud connected these notions of 
job design to shop floor democracy and thereby to the national industrial 
democracy debate in the early 1960's. Industrial democracy according to his 
views should be introduced at the shop floor level and generate a broader 
process of organizational change which would make organizations more 
democratic. Job redesign utilizing the above mentioned principles was seen 
as a first step in a continuous process of social change. Increased freedom and 
autonomy at the shop floor were seen as a pre-condition for the start of 
further democratizing processes inside organizations. Job design was put in 
the context of organizational and even societal change processes. This in 
sharp contrast with other leading approaches towards job design which will 
be described next. 

In a somewhat dated (1955) but still useful survey study Davis, Canter 
and Hoffman (1972) attempted to find out which job design criteria were 
most often used in industry. The content of individual tasks was generally 
specified: 

1. 'So as to achieve specialization of skills. 
2. So as to minimize skill requirements. 
3. So as to minimize learning time or operator training time. 
4. So as to equalize and permit assignment of a full work load. 
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5. In a manner which provides operator satisfaction (No specific criteria for job satis­
faction were found in use). 

6. As dictated by considerations of layout of equipment or facilities'. 

(Davis, Canter and Hoffman, 1972,71-72). 

Tasks generally were combined into specific jobs using the following guide­
lines: 

1. "Assign each employee a specific operation as a full-time job. 

2. Assign each employee a specific group of elements of an operation as a full-time job. 

3. Assign each employee one particular element of an operation as a full-time job'. 

(Davis, Canter and Hoffman, 1972,72). 

Limiting the content of the individual's job was one of the guiding principles 
for most companies. The emphasis on the minimization of skill requirements, 
education, learning time, and the stress on a narrowly defined task clearly 
indicates that the work of Frederick Taylor and his scientific management 
approach were in 1955, and very likely still are today, the dominating job 
design principles in industry. Taylor (1923) focused at the 'one-man-one-job' 
relationship and recommended specialization, including a clear separation 
between thinking and doing, and reduction of the level of analysis to mere 
physical movements. Like the pattern of machine work, human motion was 
broken into elements, and movements of arms and legs were ordered into 
'one best way' of usage. The 'scientific' logic was that the work of each man 
could be measured by itself, an impersonal 'standard time' could be estab­
lished and pay could be computed without bargaining on the basis of the 
amount of work done and the time taken to do it. Work at the shop floor 
was reduced to doing. The planning, organizing, leading, and controlling 
functions were separated from the work process and placed inside the man­
agement hierarchy. 

A strong reaction against scientific management came from a rather hete­
rogeneous group of academics, consultants, and managers whose combined 
efforts are commonly referred to as the 'human relations movement'. Build­
ing upon some of the findings of the research at the well known Hawthorne 
Western Electric factory (Roethlisberger and Dickson, 1939) this group re­
jected Taylor's 'logic of efficiency' and substituted it by a 'logic of human 
sentiment', which would as well considerably increase productivity. The social 
and communal needs of the worker were the central focus here. Managers 
were advised to create a community feeling in their factories, show personal 
interest in their workers, and harness informal group processes to achieve 
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higher productivity. Despite the fact the 'human relations movement' main­
tained itself into the early sixties it has had only very limited impact on the 
design of individual industrial jobs. Human relations should be credited how­
ever for bringing the human equation back into organizational thinking. 

The following school in this historical order is often labeled 'participative 
management'. McGregor (1960) and Likert (1961) were the main proponents 
of this school which focused almost exclusively at the supervisor-subordinate 
relationship. An employee-centered supervisory style in which supervisor's 
focused their attention on the human aspects of their subordinates' problems 
and on building effective work groups, was found to be superior over the 
traditional job centered leadership style. A participative leadership style in­
volves sharing more information with subordinates, eliciting their ideas, en­
couraging interchange among them, employing general rather than close 
supervision. The essential task of management was, through this employee 
centeredness, to arrange things so people at work could achieve their own 
goals by accomplishing those of the organization. Likert and in particular 
McGregor went not much beyond leadership and the result was that the 
technological factors and the time and motion studies remained dominant 
in designing the individual's job. 

The work of Herzberg (Herzberg, Mausner, and Snyderman, 1959) can 
be credited with focusing for the first time at the individual worker and his 
immediate job. Building upon Maslow's hierarchy of needs, in particular 
upon the self-actualization notion, Herzberg reported that the content of 
the individual job determines to a large extent worker motivation. This line 
of psychological thought and the work of Argyris (e.g. 1959) gradually 
developed into a body of job enrichment, job enlargement literature.4 This 
literature proposes changes in structure of the job in order to increase the 
level of responsibility for the individual worker. Variety, challenge, whole­
ness of task, and feedback are reintroduced into the tasks in order to im­
prove organizational performance and job satisfaction. At about the same 
time the Tavistock Institute and Louis Davis in the U.S.A. were developing 
their 'open socio-technical system' approach which so strongly influenced 
the researchers at the AFI in Norway. 

What has been the major contributions to the field of job design by the 
Norwegian researchers and their predecessors at the Tavistock Institute? 

Theoretically the technical and social systems are perceived as equally 

4. See for a good summary Hackman and Lawler (1971). 
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changeable in nature. Technology5 is not merely treated as a given in the 
design of a job. Both technical and social changes can be necessary in order 
to attain a better 'fit' between the social and technical systems. The awareness 
that technology can be changed is a conceptual breakthrough in the field of 
job design. Taylorism adapted the worker to technology, human relations 
and participative management comfortably neglected technology, and job 
enrichment lead to changes in job content within a given technology. The 
socio-technical approach has the potential to achieve structural changes 
which go well beyond changes in leadership style and traditional delegation 
of authority. The socio-technical approach can also be perceived as an 
attempt to integrate social psychological theories of organizations and struc­
tural sociological theories. The former (e.g. Likert, McGregor and Argyris) 
focuses primarily at the individual and group levels of the organization there­
by neglecting macro organizational variables like size, technology,6 control 
system, and the impact of the environment. The socio-technical approach is 
successful in integrating some aspects of both theories. Its thrust is at the 
group level, but it does not study the group in a vacuum. The importance of 
the autonomous work group can be regarded as building upon the Haw­
thorne studies which so clearly identified the importance of the informal 
group and its impact on social norms. The Tavistock approach tries to 
harness some of these group processes by reducing organizational prescip­
tion and giving the group autonomy in some areas of direct production and 
personnel. The change process focuses at the technology, the task structure, 

5. Technology generally means here the machinery, the physical hardware with its stand­
ardizing and controlling impact on the behavior of the individual workers. This usage of 
the term technology is more restricted than its general use in the sociological literature. 
Following Blauner (1964, 6) technology signifies 'primarily the machine system, the level 
and type of mechanization, but it includes also the technical know-how and mechanical 
skills involved in production'. Using these criteria Blauner distinguishes between craft, 
machine, assembly-line, and continuous process technologies. Clark's (1972, 36) definition 
of technology includes only 'the raw materials to be transformed, the equipment, and the 
buildings within which the production processes take place'. Perrow's (1967) definition of 
technology has the most general applicability. Perrow (1967, 195) means with technology 
'the actions that an individual performs upon an object, with or without the aid of tools or 
mechanical devices, in order to make some change in that object'. Perrow discerns two 
aspects of technology which vary independently: the number of exceptions that must be 
handled, and the degree to which search is an analyzable or unanalyzable procedure. 

Because of the applied nature of the Norwegian job design projects technology is used 
here in its least abstract meaning: the machines and physical equipment on the shop floor. 
For more theoretical purposes Perrow's definition is to be recommended. His definition 
makes technology an operational concept also far those organizations where machines do 
not dominate the work organization (e.g. hospitals and civil service agencies). 
6. Technology used here in a more Perrowian sense (see note 5). 
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the work group, and the potentials of the individual worker. The emphasis 
on the work group and the treatment of technology as changeable has con­
siderably increased the room for maneuvering in the job design process. In 
addition the incorporation of the link between the work group and the 
larger organization opens up new possibilities to improve the 'fit' between 
the social and technical systems. 

The addition of the psychological job requirements to the established 
technical and economic criteria introduced a new, long neglected, dimension 
to the criteria used in the evaluation of job design. 

The open-endedness of the socio-technical system approach increases the 
general applicability of this approach in a wide number of different work 
settings. The AFI approach differs substantially from other job design the­
ories in that it does not prescribe one particular structure as a solution to all 
problems in this area. The 'open socio-technical system' approach is an im­
portant tool of analysis. Instead of providing clear cut solutions, it gives in­
sights into the organizational interdependencies and in many aspects is more 
a process of designing jobs than a method which provides ready made solu­
tions. In socio-technical changes 'the starting off point is initially only partly 
known and what is aimed at can not from the start be completely specified, 
imitation of a ready made solution may not only be inappropriate but may 
also inhibit the diffusion process' (Herbst, 1974b, 13). This flexibility clearly 
adds to the general applicability of the approach. 

Thorsrud et al. opened up the job design process to the workers imme­
diately involved and also gave the local trade union some control over it. 
This is a major contribution in the implementation of the Tavistock notions. 
The context of the Cooperation Projects made this participation of course a 
necessity from an institutional point of view. In many instances an official 
vote among employees was taken whether or not to start a project within a 
company or department. In all cases local action groups, including shop steward 
and worker representatives, were responsible for the development of the change 
process. The institutional framework forredesign includes a national agreement 
between L.O. and N.A.F., and separate agreements on the local level stating 
that the workers themselves shall have the opportunity to participate in the 
planning and evaluation of new systems. The introduction of participation 
and some degree of control over the design process in an area where technical 
expertise has played suchadominant role, is an easily underestimated con­
tributionofthe Cooperation Projects. Herbst (1970, Ch. II, 8) describes the 
role of engineering under this new approach as being 'no longer concerned 
with complete detailed specification but with minimal critical specification'. 
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After this evaluation of the contribution by Thorsrud and his Norwegian 
collaborators I will now turn to the theoretical weaknesses inherent in this 
approach to job design. 

The 'open system' notion emphasizes system performance. The idea of 
'best fit' between technology and social organization is based on the assump­
tion that optimal system performance and the 'right' technical organization 
coincide with those job conditions under which the social and psychological 
needs of the worker are satisfied. System performance is the critical variable. 
Under some circumstances improving the social and psychological aspects 
of a job, particularly when they are badly neglected, could lead to better 
performance. Under different circumstances however, we might expect better 
system performance through the creation of job conditions which are less 
favorable from a social and psychological point of view. Within a certain 
technology changes can be introduced which will improve system perform­
ance, while at the same time contributing to a deterioration in the social and 
psychological conditions of work. Simple changes like speed-ups and de­
manning programs fit into this category. An optimum 'fit' between social 
and technical organization might well exist under all circumstances with 
respect to system performance. No guarantees exist however that this 'fit' 
necessarily leads to better social and psychological conditions. The implicit 
recognition that jobs designed to optimize system performance also meet 
best the psychological and social needs of the worker obviously is a fallacy 
against which one must carefully guard himself. Here too, the simple formula 
that what is good for the organization is good for the people does not hold 
under all conditions. 

The recommended changes in job design rest upon unproven assumptions 
regarding human needs at work and a certain type of work attachment. No 
attempt has been made to validate the psychological job requirements and 
to prove the existence of the need for self-actualization among a substantial 
segment of the work force. Validation is complicated by the fact that 'some 
needs cannot always be judged from their conscious expression' (Thorsrud, 
1973, 7). Silverman (1970, 123) formulates the weakest element in the ap­
proach as the 'failure of its proponents to discuss adequately the sources of 
the orientations of members of organizations'. Research in the U.K. (Gold­
thorpe et aI., 1969) and the U.S. (reported in Fein, 1973a) shows clearly that 
the type of work attachment found among the Durham miners in the early 
Tavistock studies is not prevalent among all groups of industrial workers. 
The strong emphasis on social and psychological needs leads to the theoretical 
neglect of economic and security needs. This one sided focus at needs also 
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leaves phenomena other than needs (e.g. demands) outside the theoretical 
framework. The theory would gain substantially in value by assigning a more 
relative position to the social and psychological needs, which would make 
the existence of economic and security needs more explicit. 

The absence of the wage system and the role of the trade union in the 
theoretical framework results directly from the above described emphasis 
on the social and psychological needs. Most wage systems are directly con­
nected with the job design and work loads. The union role is particularly 
important in the crafts and in U.S. industrial relations in general, where the 
existence of vested worker interests in work rules is laid down in detailed 
union-management contracts. 

The 'open socio-technical system' theory is built on a large number of 
value premises which never can be verified. Autonomy in work, inter­
dependence, and self-involvement are taken for granted as social goods and 
positive human values in their own right. 

The positive aspects of group work are well documented in the Tavistock 
publications, however problems of group conformity and the danger of 
social isolates are completely neglected. A strong loyalty towards group 
norms is assumed. Small group research (Shaw, 1971) has made an important 
contribution to our understanding of group conformity. The problematic po­
sition of isolated group members is also reported from experiments with 
autonomous work groups (Den Hertog and Kerkhoff, 1973). No specific 
directions are provided about how to cope with these negative consequences 
of the introduction of autonomous grousp. 

No boundaries are identified outside which the introduction of groups is 
technically impossible. The research of Burbidge (1974) seems to indicate 
that work group experiments are limited to certain technologies. Out of 329 
applications surveyed by Burbidge 312 were applications under assembly (98) 
and component processing technologies (214). Certain boundaries for the 
application of work groups need therefore to be specified. 

The start of a continuous change process which is often referred to in the 
works of the AFI can easily be halted through a number of barriers. In­
adequate attention is given to the conditions which might support such a 
larger change process. A crucial barrier neglected in the AFI approach are 
the power differences between the various interest groups within an organi­
zation. The integrative nature of the system approach leads to a logical 
neglect of this power factor within organizations. 

As is clear from the presented evaluation of the 'open socio-technical 
system' approach; it is an approach, and certainly not an adequate theory 
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of job design. To underline and clarify some of the theoretical weaknesses of 
the approach it was briefly regarded as a theory, but it can much better be 
described as a set of prescriptions or guidelines with respect to the nature of 
the design process and the redesigned job itself. The application of the ap­
proach requires distinct technological and worker characteristics. Both tech­
nology and worker attachment to work must be suitable to the work group 
process. Practice indicates that technology is not so manipulable as assumed 
in the Tavistock approach. Also the approach is not fully neutral in its value 
perspective. The system no~ion with system performance as its main depen­
dent variable has a bias in the direction of the management efficiency in­
terests. 

If we look at the practice of job redesign within the context of the Nor­
wegian Cooperation Projects however, it must be recognized that this prac­
tice compensates for many of the theoretical shortcomings. The introduction 
of worker participation into the design and change process indicates an 
acceptance of the fact that in most instances the 'fit' between technology and 
social organization is not that optimal from the workers' point of view. The 
injection of worker and union influence is necessary to safeguard not only 
the social and psychological, but also the economic needs of the work force 
subject to a redesign of their jobs. In practice the wage system becomes a 
central element in the redesign process. Under technologies other than pro­
cess and assembly, changes are introduced which differ from the autonomous 
group notion. The contribution of the Norwegian researchers to the field of 
job design does not in the first place lie with their theoretical notions but in 
their practical approach of supplementing and implementing many of the 
Tavistock ideas. Application of the Tavistock ideas themselves in no way 
guarantees any increase in influence of the workers. Unilaterally introduced 
changes in job design can hardly be expected to contribute to democracy at 
the shop floor of an undertaking. The link with democratization processes 
can only be established by providing for worker control over the redesign 
process. The success of the experiments within a context of industrial de­
mocracy depends on the extent the workers are adequately represented and 
actually control the design process. The opening up of this process to workers 
is a major contribution of Thorsrud to the earlier notions of the Tavistock 
Institute. The openendedness of the approach, earlier listed as an advantage, 
provides some difficulties for worker participation. The ambiguity and un­
certainty inherent in the approach combined with its difficult terminology 
makes translation into more common concepts a first prerequisite. 

Finally the criticisms against the lack of objectivity and value freeness in 
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the approach is only applicable if one accepts the possible existence of a value 
free and objective job design approach. I happen to reject the notion of a 
value free approach and underwrite Cherns' argument that psychologists and 
social scientists working in this area 'have misled themselves that their ap­
proach was value free and objective, and so they have done less to advance 
the cause of human values in work than they might have done had they ac­
cepted the inevitability of a value laden approach" (Cherns, 1973, 27). The 
descriptive research that is conducted tends to support the status quo in 
current job design and does not point to alternative designs based on dif­
ferent value perspectives. The humanistic researchers have indicated that all 
social research is normative because 'the social universe is not a given in the 
same sense as a physical universe' (Argyris, 1973, 160). The former is a con­
struction by man, which can be reconstructed if deemed necessary. Research 
based on humanistic assumptions can provide us with alternatives which can 
only be properly evaluated if segments of our work force have actually ex­
perienced these alternatives. Of course 'it requires the eye of faith' (Fox, 
1971, 13) to strive for self-actualization in work for large segments of our 
work force. Limited experimentation so far has showed however that im­
provements in job content and working conditions can actually be achieved 
at 'costs' acceptable to management. I accept the humanistic value premises 
underlying the work of Thorsrud and his collaborators, who advocate more 
interesting and stimulating jobs under better working conditions. Putting 
adequate controls in the hands of the workers involved should safeguard 
against a possible domination of these partly academic and intellectual values. 
Democracy at the shop floor through job redesign can only become effective 
if it emerges in a democratic form, which seems to be a tautology but most 
democratic reforms and systems of participation have been imposed by 
managerial, intellectual, or political elites. The attempt to reconcile both 
worker and management interests into one approach must be evaluated 
positively, this despite the fact that there will be continuing disagreement 
about the nature of the 'true' worker interest and the 'best' way to achieve 
this interest. 



4. Evaluation of the cooperation project 

OVERVIEW 
The development of the research design - data base - evaluation criteria - the four 
demonstration companies - Norsk Medisinal Depot - reasons for limited diffusion in 
Norway - intra company spreading - the role of the trade union - organizational change 
and the environment - national impact of the Cooperation Project - conclusions. 

The evaluation of the Norwegian field projects in job redesign is preceeded 
by a research chronicle, a subsequent discussion ofthe data material and the 
manner in which it was gathered. 

The original research design for the evaluation of the Norwegian Coopera­
tion Project was a concurrent type of design. Standardized research instru­
ments mainly taken from the organizational psychology literature were se­
lected in order to assess differences between experimental and non-experi­
mental plants. The key independent variable was the extent of worker auto­
nomy in the immediate job setting; individual job satisfaction and produc­
tivity were the major dependent variables. An additional dependent variable 
was the workers perceived amount of control over their own destiny. It was 
hypothesized that workers in the experimental plants would score higher on 
this measure than workers in plants where no experimentation had taken 
place. Before my departure to Norway from the United States the question­
naires were translated into Norwegian and the nature of my task in Norway 
was pretty well specified. This planned research emphasized mainly indi­
vidual variables and only minor attention was given to process elements 
and the institutional and industrial relations contexts of the Norwegian job 
design experiments. 

Upon my arrival at the Work Research Institutes in Oslo I quickly dis­
covered that my planned type of research was not very well received by the 
Institutes' senior researchers who preferred a much more action oriented 
process type of social science research. Two general objections were ex­
pressed against my proposed research design: 

1. Data gathered through standardized survey research instruments do not 
have much meaning and validity without detailed knowledge of the com-
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panies and the interaction processes inside the companies in which these 
instruments are used. 

2. Survey type of research is highly inadequate for capturing organizational 
process information. 

In addition there was a desire from the side of the AFI-researchers not to 
burden the experimental companies with a questionnaire study which was of 
little value to the management of the companies and to the workers partici­
pating in the experiments. Alternative inroads into these companies were not 
readily available, in particular because the Cooperation Council had recently 
sent a simple questionnaire to those companies which are active in the area 
of job redesign. 

These criticisms and reactions to my proposed research design forced me 
to examine much that I had previously taken for granted or ignored. The 
limitations of the traditional social science research paradigm from a per­
spective of social change became very clear to me. My exposure to practical 
company problems in the area of job design underlined that in dealing with 
these problems one cannot tease out separate psychological, sociological, 
economic or technological bits, because practical problems always involve 
working with a totally integrated organizational unit. Redesigning individual 
jobs and larger organizations requires a multi-disciplinary approach in which 
linkages are established between the behavioral and the physical sciences 
(Herbst, 1974(a». 

These conditions made it necessary to completely rethink my research 
design and my role as a social scientist. The traditional aim of social science 
is the development of a theory. After the construction and the testing of the 
theory, the data and the persons from whom the data are obtained are looked 
at as dispensible after use. Also the use and the beneficiaries of social science 
research are often defined outside the realm of interest and responsibility of 
the social scientist. Herbst (1974(c)) advocates a cooperative relation be­
tween researcher and organization with as ultimate goal the building of a 
research capacity into the organization itself. The product of this type of 
social science research is not a new theory but a process. The establishment of 
a research capacity within an organization is a point of departure for the 
exploration of further possibilities of organizational development. The need 
for new theories will constantly arise as a result of the ongoing change pro­
cesses in the organization. 

For this type of action research the survey study is of very limited use. 
Survey studies if longitudinal can identify changes in attitudes, organiza-
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tional structures and other selected criteria. Covariance between variables 
and prediction of outcomes can be established under certain conditions. 
However the scientific ability to predict is not a sufficient condition for im­
plementing organizational change programs. Prediction should be accom­
panied by an understanding of the change processes themselves. The tradi­
tional social science research methods, using standardized research instru­
ments, are inadequate in capturing these important social processes. In addi­
tion the construct validity of so many social science instruments leave much 
to be desired. If the measurements of social phenomena are inadequate, even 
the most sophisticated and advanced procedures of data analysis will not 
yield explanations (Phillips, 1973). 

In my research I have attempted to complement the dominant social 
science paradigm by presenting an in-depth case study of the Norwegian 
experiments in job design. The weaknesses of this type of study are evident, 
however I hope to contribute to the understanding of the many factors which 
impinge on organizational change processes. By doing so I hopefully also will 
stimulate the readers' interest in change processes which lead to more demo­
cratic forms of organization. 

During my 18 months stay in Norway, data on which the evaluation pre­
sented here is based were collected from the following sources: 

1. More than 50 interviews were conducted with people who in some or 
another manner were involved with the projects. These interviews include 
visits to six companies where experiments were underway. In addition, I 
was in continuous contact with several researchers at the AFI. 

2. Participation in a number of job design seminars organized by NAF in 
collaboration with LO. These seminars are specially designed for com­
panies which are preparing change programs in this area. Both manage­
ment and union representatives of 12 companies attended these seminars. 

3. Evaluation reports which are available in Norwegian. Three specific eva­
luation studies do exist: Thorsrud and Emery's (1970*) report on the four 
demonstration companies, a report prepared by the Cooperation Council 
LO-NAF (Samarbeidsradet, 1973*), and an evaluation study authored 
by a number of researchers from the AFI (Gulowsen et al. 1973*). 

4. A large number of published and unpublished reports from field experi­
ments written by AFI researchers. Some of the more known reports are 
Thorsrud and Emery (1970*), Engelstad (1970*), Gulowsen (1971*,1972, 
1974*), and Karlsen (1972). 
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In addition to these reports other sources which provided valuable informa­
tion were a considerable number of papers presented by researchers, LO, 
NAF, and government representatives at a variety of conferences and meet­
ings. Also extensive use was made of documents from LO, NAF, and the Coop­
eration Council. Using these sources the following general picture emerges. 

Information was available from about 36 companies which in varying 
degrees have been participating in some form of job redesign. These 36 
companies actually include about 42 research sites in which some activities 
have taken place. These figures however give a strongly inflated impression 
of the actual data base. The most detailed information is available about the 
initial 4 demonstration companies: Christiania Spigerverk, Hunsfos, Nobe, 
and Norsk Hydro. These four companies started experimentation in the 
1964-1968 period and the general idea was that they should provide clear 
examples which could be followed by other Norwegian companies in the 
later diffusion phase. The remaining 32 companies represent a very hetero­
geneous group. Only 5 of these companies have been able to start a change 
process over which some agreement exists that important changes have taken 
place and that the change process is still continuing. Another 14 companies 
are in a rather preliminary phase in which either preparations for change are 
being made or where initial changes at the shop floor have only recently taken 
place. The remaining 13 companies either had planned a change program 
but never actucally implemented it, or changes at the shop floor did take 
place, but the change process was halted for one or another reason after a 
relatively short period of time. These numbers show that the diffusion of the 
job design ideas within Norwegian industry over a six year period (1968-
1974) has been altogether disappointing. The Cooperation Council evaluates 
the spreading as follows: 'The interest in starting local cooperation projects 
can only be evaluated as absolutely minimal given the publicity the Coopera­
tion Project has gotten' (Samarbeidsradet, 1973*,25). 

At the time of this writing, the Fall of 1974, probably a few more com­
panies were active in this area but no detailed information about their activi­
ties was available. Table 9 represents one possible grouping of the 36 com­
panies. This table is an attempt to bring some order in this heterogeneous 
group of companies using criteria which are generally accepted as relevant 
in Norway. My evaluation of the Cooperation Project restricts itself only to 
companies in the manufacturing and service sectors. Diffusion from the 
original 4 demonstration companies has also taken place to the shipping 
and education sectors, but these deVelopments fall outside the scope of my 
analysis. 
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Before goin into the discussion of possible evaluation criteria two issues 
merit attention: the character of the diffusion strategy and the lack of hard 
data that exists for evaluation purposes. The latter could be a possible result 
of the diffusion strategy. From the very beginning Thorsrud presented his 
ideas as non-ideological and serving both management and worker interests. 
Productivity was explicitly downplayed as an important factor in the job 
design experiments. This strategy was selected in order to gain acceptance 
for the job design ideas in both management and labor circles. However, 
this neutral position with respect to management and worker interests also 
creates ambiguity. In Sweden the employers' association has chosen an al­
ternative strategy and 'sells' the new job design notions as advanced methods 
to improve productivity and organization flexibility (see e.g. Lindestad and 
Norstedt, 1973).1 NAF in Norway has been much more careful in its attitude. 
It fears that too strong an emphasis by the employers on the productivity 
aspects of job design might result in an antagonistic union attitude. Even 
despite the slow diffusion in Norway, Skard (NAF) stated that NAF 'reluc­
tantly will take the risk that a cooperation project is perceived within com­
panies as essentially a management device which serves management inte­
rests' (Skard, 1973*, 9-10). It could be that hard data does not serve this 
'neutral' diffusion strategy. It is somewhat surprising in my opinion that 
neither LO nor NAF is engaged in any evaluation work. The evaluation 
report prepared by the Cooperation Council (Samarbeidsradet, 1973*) cer­
tainly lacks hard data. In addition, the strong emphasis by the researchers 
on the process aspects of the change projects could explain a lack of interest 
in standard measures like absenteeism, turnover, productivity etc.2 The only 
report that attempts some kind of systematic evaluation is Gulowsen et al. 
(1973*). Unfortunately this otherwise excellent report also lacks operating 
statistics from the experiments. 

One outstanding characteristic of the Cooperation Project is that the par­
ties participating in it all have different motivations for their participation 
and even more important have different perceptions of what the most im­
portant elements of the Project are. The implication for evaluation is a long 
list of possible criteria which can be used in appraising the job design experi­
ments in individual companies. Which are the major parties involved in the 

1. The lower degree of labor-management cooperation in most Swedish experiments makes 
what is spreading there essentially different from Thorsrud's job design approach as pre­
sented in the previous chapter. 
2. This is not to argue that these standard measures are necessarily the best criteria for 
evaluation of the projects. They do provide however supplementary information which is 
generally accepted as important. 
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Cooperation Project, what is their main reason for participation and which 
criteria do they use in evaluating the developments so far? Six major parties 
can be identified here for my purposes: NAF (the national employers' federa­
tion), LO (the national trade union federation), the management of a com­
pany, the local union, the shop floor workers, and the researchers involved. 
The general position of these six groups can be briefly described as follows: 

NAF. In the early sixties NAF supported the Cooperation Project for two 
main reasons: 1. the experiments in job redesign were perceived as a prefer­
able alternative to board representation as a method to increase industrial 
democracy within the firm. NAF hoped that the experiments at least would 
delay the introduction of the latter form to further industrial democracy. 
2. The new forms of work organization as advocated by Emery and Thorsrud 
were expected to make better use of human resources, to contribute to eco­
nomic growth, and to raise the competitiveness of Norwegian industry. The 
passage of the 1972 legislation makes the first motivation clearly irrelevant 
today and the number of experiments has been too small to contribute signif­
icantly to the second objective. In the last five years NAF has changed its 
views on the experiments and today they are more perceived as an important 
tool to improve labor-management cooperation at the shop floor. NAF re­
jects the connection between shop floor changes and necessary adaptions in 
the power structure of the larger organization. Skard formulates NAF's posi­
tion on this issue as follows: 'What is really happening is that the principle of 
the delegation of authority is applied in a new way' (Skard, 1973, 9). The 
issue of productivity is clearly downplayed by NAF. Too strong an emphasis 
on productivity might antagonize the unions, it is feared. 

LO. The LO endorsed the Cooperation Project in the early sixties because 
of its potential to: 1. increase industrial democary within the undertaking; 
2. reduce alienation of the individual worker; and 3. increase productivity 
which is beneficial for all workers. Over the years LO's position towards the 
projects has been ambivalent. More recently however stronger supports is 
given to them. Now they are perceived as efforts to improve the conditions 
under which the individual worker has to work. This includes giving the 
worker more autonomy in his task. From a broader perspective job redesign 
and related shop floor changes can increase the workers' influence within the 
undertaking and they are in a way complementary to the more traditional 
methods to wield influence like collective bargaining, the shop steward, the 
work council, the corporate assembly and the representation on the board 
(Halverson, Hansen, and Aspengren, all in personal interviews, Fall 1974). 

Management. The local employeris very pragmatic in his reasoning whether 
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or not to start a change program at the shop floor level. In most cases he will 
initiate a project as a response to a specific managerial problem e.g. high 
turnover and inability to attract sufficient labor, inadequate flexibility of the 
work force, overall bad management-labor relations, or low productivity. 
Employers generally are not interested in starting an overall change program 
but react to a specific problem situation they are faced with. 

Union Local. Generally the union reacts to a management initiative in this 
area. Out of the 32 companies listed in Table 9 (excluding the 4 demonstra­
tion companies) only 4 experiments were started on union, work-council or 
combined labor-management initiative.Through a job redesign project the 
union in many cases tries to further its more traditional objectives like higher 
wages, changes in the wage system, upgrading and equalizing work condi­
tions at the plant level. 

Workers. Most often workers playa waiting game in the early phases of an 
experiment. Management and the union have to build a necessary trust level 
before workers start actively engaging themselves. Higher wages through skill 
increases and more interesting work seem to be the important aspects for the 
workers. There exists however only fragmentary data about why workers 
participate in the job redesign projects. 

Researchers. The aim of the researchers has been to generate 'a long term 
strategy for social and technological change' (Gustavsen, 1974, 1). The Co­
operation Project was seen as the start of a larger organizational and societal 
change process by improving the conditions for personal participation at the 
shop floor level. At a more immediate level the researchers aimed at increas­
ing the level of autonomy and self regulation and create opportunies for in­
dividuallearning at work (Gulowsen et aI., 1974*). 

It is obvious that the parties participating in the project have quite different 
motivations and perceptions of the project. These differences however do 
not keep the parties from cooperating and the issue of job design is clearly 
perceived as an issue of an integrative nature (see Chapter I). In the words 
of former LO secretary Halverson: 'Even if the parties may have different 
fundamental motivations for participating in such projects both parties have 
deemed it useful to collaborate in the Cooperation Project' (Halverson, 1971, 
3). The main criteria used by the different groups can now be summarized 
and a rather crude indication is given to what extent these criteria have been 
met in the experiments: 
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NAF better labor-management cooperation ? 
higher productivity + 

LO increased workers' influence in direct task + 
increased workers' influence in wider management 

Management reduced turnover/absenteeism + 
attract sufficient labor ? 
increased flexibility + 
higher productivity + 

Union Local higher wages + 
changes in wage system + 
upgrading + 

Workers higher wages + 
upgrading + 
more interesting work + 

Researchers start oflarger change process ? 
major changes in technology 
increased worker autonomy + 
more opportunities for learning +8 

This crude evaluation gives a rather positive general picture. Taking the com­
panies individually reveals however a more heterogeneous picture. In the 
individual cases wide differences exist in the extent to which the above listed 
criteria are met. A preliminary conclusion can be that given certain local 
conditions most criteria can be met and do not seem to be mutually exclusive. 

What has actually happened within the individual companies? Thorsrud 
describes the typical features of a change program as: 

a. Multi-skilling of operators so that they can alternate between different work roles inside 
partly autonomous work groups. This is usually needed because of the prevalent philo­
sophy of one man- one skill. 

b. Development of the measures of variations and of the data analysis methods needed for 
control by the operators. This is often necessary because control has been traditionally 
held at a level which is too removed to undertake quick and detailed control action and 
hence has not needed the requisite information. In one case the estabilishment of a new 
information room was a major part during one phase of an experiment. 

c. Attachment of a local repair man to back up the quick and detailed control actions for 
which the operators are expected to assume responsibility. 

3. This evaluation is based on the data sources listed on pages 50, and 51, of this 
chapter. 
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d. Institutionalizing the meetings, contacts, etc. that enable the operators, as a group, to 
plan and coordinate their activities. 

e. Training the foremen to supervise, coordinate and plan for the activities of groups 
rather than individuals. This usually means an extension of their time-span of responsi­
bility and some skilling in tasks of appraisal diagnosis and planning of production that 
are traditionally located at middle management level. 

f. Design and introduction of new bonus arrangement if the department has or needs 
some special kind of incentive schemes. 

(Thorsrud, 1972,44-45; also in Thorsrud and Emery, 1970*,216-218). 

My analysis which follows will particularly focus at the industrial relations 
aspects of these changes. The technical aspects of job redesign are partly 
treated in the preceding chapter. Much more technical information about 
the change process is available in addition to that presented here.4 Many 
people are working on the technical aspects and it is mainly for this reason 
that these aspects of job design are here only presented in a rather sketchy 
manner. In order to provide a full picture of the nature of the Cooperation 
Project the four demonstration companies will be discussed first. These four 
companies were selected by the researchers in cooperation with representa­
tives from LO and NAF. The type of technology and the potential for dif­
fusion were important criteria in the selection of three of the four com­
panies. Norsk Hydro was not actually selected but its top management 
asked to participate in the project. This was granted mainly because the 
great prestige of Norsk Hydro within Norwegian industry. 

Christiania Spigerverk5 

The first experiment in the Cooperation Project was started in this metal 
manufacturing company in 1964. Christiania Spigerverk is located in Oslo 
and employs some 1200 workers. The wire drawing department was chosen 
as the experimental area among others because the low morale and relative 
high turnover of the employees. Thorsrud (1971, 50-51) aptly describes the 
type of work in the wire drawing department: 

'Thick wire is run at a very high speed through a set of reducing dies, finally emerging in a 
thin coil which is bundled away. The machinery required is designed in such a way that 

4. The references used for the individual companies provide the interested reader with a 
good start. 
5. This section draws heavily upon Thorsrud and Emery (1970*), Thorsrud (1971) and 
Karlsen (1972). 
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the supervision and handling involved is seen as a one-man job. Engineers, although they 
have a choice in the design of the machinery, usually seem to favour the one requiring this 
sort of organization, i.e. one man in charge. But an examination of the workload involved 
shows the following pattern: most of the time the man is literally doing nothing, in fact he 
is probably sitting down reading a cornie or paper behind his bench and out of sight of 
anyone else. Then suddenly the wire breaks, and he is working flat out; it is really a two­
man job to get it back on, but he is the only man available. There is some handling and 
inspection, and a little welding, but basically the pattern of activities fails to meet the 
criteria of optimal workload and variety.' 

To change this pattern of work the researchers proposed to alter the one­
man/one-machine pattern into a work organization whereby a group of 
workers took responsibility for a group of machines. Before introduction of 
the changes a number of guarantees were agreed upon between the local 
union and management. Briefly these guarantees were: 

1. No changes in manning. The seven wire drawing benches chosen for the 
experiment should be manned by the same number of workers as required 
under the traditional work organization. 

2. A guaranteed minimum wage was agreed upon which was approximately 
1% above the average earnings for the preceding four weeks. An incentive 
was established if the experimental group would produce above the aver­
age level of the preceding 4 weeks. 

3. The workers who participated should be volunteers. It was the task of 
the shop steward to recruit these volunteers. 

Despite these guarantees and the strong support of the local union the 
workers in the experimental area were rather indifferent to the project. The 
project was generally perceived more as relating to the national goals set up 
by LO and NAF for the experiments than to a learning and change program 
at the local level (Thorsrud, 1971, 52). Also there was evidence of a lack of 
trust by the workers of their union leadership and management. 'The men 
just could not believe that they were not being sold down the river by their 
union leadership and management - more work for less money' (Thorsrud, 
1971,51). In the early phase it also appeared that the workers who were to 
participate, were not at all volunteers. 'Partly, they had been persuaded by 
trade union leaders, partly they wanted to avoid being removed from the 
machines where they habitually worked and where the experiments would 
take place. It appeared that the local shop steward committee experienced 
serious difficulties in marshalling its members. A critical situation arose 
when one worker refused to participate and at the same time refused to be 
moved from the experimental area' (Thorsrud, 1970,76). 
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When the experiment finally got underway, a group of workers became 
responsible for a group of machines, the researchers ran into another un­
expected problem: how to deal with the extra productivity generated by this 
group method of working. Productivity increased with about 20 percent 
but if the workers in the experimental area were given fair payment for this 
additional production they would then be among the highest paid employees 
of the plant. This was clearly unacceptable for the other employees for whom 
there were no productivity increases to justify increases in wages. The workers 
in the wire mill then proposed to be paid by additional leisure. This however 
was resisted both by management and NAF. During the experimental period 
satisfaction among the workers increased and the greater freedom provided 
by the group system was generally appreciated. After half a year the re­
searchers withdrew from the field side and because management was unable 
to apply the new working methods on a larger scale and could not deal with 
the productivity problems, the work organization in the wire mill was chang­
ed back to the traditional set-up. 

Christiania Spigerverk was for the Norwegian researchers a very impor­
tant first case where they could test some of their design principles and gain 
practical experience in this area. For the purposes of this analysis the Chris­
tiania Spigerverk project identified three very important issues in the area 
of job redesign: 

1. Job redesign and the wage system are highly intertwined. The existing 
wage system, which was unable to deal with the productivity increases, 
was clearly the most important factor that contributed to the stagnation 
of the project. In addition the project showed that wage increases can 
only be tolerated within fairly narrow socially defined limits. Exceeding 
these limits will result in strong reactions from other groups (the issue 
of coercive comparisons). 

2. There did exist initial worker resistance against the proposed changes. 
General lack of trust and concern about changes in the established 'work­
effort bargain'6 make a formal agreement which guarantees no changes 
in manning and maintenance of wages a necessary condition for an ex­
periment to be accepted by the workers. 

6. The work-effort bargain reflects the 'accepted' amount of work to be done for a given 
wage. According to Behrend (1957, 505) 'every employment contract (whatever the method 
of wage payment) consists of two elements: 1. an agreement on the wage rate (either per 
unit of time or per unit of output), i.e. a wage rate bargain; and 2. an agreement on the 
work to be done, i.e. an effort bargain'. This latter bargain is generally implicit and im­
precise, resting on predominantly intuitive norms like a 'fair day's work'. 
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3. The experiment represented a successful application of the group form 
of work organization, however the new organization could not maintain 
itself in a larger structure organized on different principles. A continuous 
change process certainly did not develop. 

Hunsfos7 

The Hunsfos pulp and paper mill, the fifth largest mill in Norway, is located 
in a small community in the very South of Norway. Hunsfos is the major 
employer in this community and employed in 1963 almost 50% of the local 
adult male working population. The factory is highly integrated with the 
community and many workers' parents and grandparents were also em­
ployed by this company. The local community has many 'gemeinschaft' 
characteristics. Work life is closely linked to religious, political and economic 
life of the community. The local trade union fits the same model of a high 
degree of integration with the community. Top management of Hunsfos is 
probably a little paternalistic in its general orientation towards the em­
ployees. The predominant technology in the pulp and paper production is 
process technology. Hunsfos was facing economic problems in the early 
1960's, mainly caused by a general difficult position of the whole Norwegian 
pulp and paper industry. It was this economic position that made manage­
ment decide to start ajob redesign project in 1964. From the very beginning 
the local union had a positive attitude towards the project probably because 
it realized that something had to be done in order to save many jobs at 
Hunsfos. 

Management, the union, and the researchers together selected the chemical 
pulp department as the first experimental area. This area was mainly selected 
because of the process technology and its expected strategic position for dif­
fusion of possible results to the company as a whole. A very detailed socio­
technical analysis of this department was made by Engelstad. Among others 
the following problems were identified: 

1. An inadequate wage system. The total wage of an operator consisted of 
hourly pay, shift allowances, regular overtime, additional hours and pro­
duction bonus. This complexity may it almost impossible for the indi­
vidual worker to see any direct relationship between his efforts and wages. 

7. This section is mainly based upon Engelstad (1970*, 1972) and Thorsrud and Emery 
(1970*). 
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The production bonus was based upon quantity of output over which the 
worker had only minimum control. In contrast the quality of the product, 
which was very important to management could be controlled by the 
workers but was not incorporated in the bonus. 

2. The difficult position of the foreman. A shift foreman was introduced 
after a recent change-over to a new production method. The foreman's 
main task was to deal with the problems resulting from this change-over. 
The foreman, who was selected from the ranks of the operators, developed 
the 'practice of being constantly on the move as a troubleshooter within 
the department; he would then do most of the unpredictable tasks that 
the operators were reluctant to carry out without special compensations 
perceiving such tasks as falling outside their own strictly defined jobs' 
(Engelstad, 1972, 342). This behavior had the effect that the job content 
of the operators became more and more reduced. Engelstad (1972, 342) 
summarizes this problem as 'By filling in for their subordinates, the man­
agers and foremen were subtly redefining their own jobs in a way that 
reinforced the tendencies of the men on the shop floor not to show more 
initiative than was demanded by the traditional design'. 

3. The problem with segregated jobs. The training of operators for only one 
specialized task under process technology makes it very difficult to cope 
with variances in the production process. Highly specialized tasks are 
positive from a training and supervisory point of view, but it is by now 
well documented that workers tend to react to such specialization by 
interpreting their job specification as the maximum they owe rather than 
the minimum. Disruptions under process production can better be handled 
by multi-skilled operators who have some kind of understanding of the 
total process. This multi-skilling opens up the possibility of upgrading 
for the workers and a work organization that provides more flexibility. 

After the detailed analysis the following specific measures were introduced 
in order to create a work group with responsibility for the total production 
process: 

'1. Training the operators to make them as far as possible qualified for all taks within the 
department. 

2. Allocation of a special repairman to the operator group to cope with smaller break­
downs requiring immediate attention. 

3. Setting up an information center on the shop floor where measurements and other in­
formation were quickly available so that everyone would be aware of the current situa­
tion in the department. 
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4. Arranging suitable conditions for department employees to meet in smaller or larger 
groups when necessary. 

5. Installation of telephones in each department section. 
6. Electing a group representative on each shift to facilitate communication'. 

(Engelstad, 1972,346). 

In addition a new marginal group bonus was introduced based on output 
quality. The whole process from the start of the experiment in 1964 to the 
actual introduction of the first changes in January 1966 took more than 15 
months. The union was very supportive of the ideas despite the fact that in 
the Norwegian pulp and paper industry the number of operator positions 
and their functions are strictly prescribed in the collective agreement between 
management and the union. The positive role of subsequent active shop 
stewards at Hunsfos cannot be underestimated. This support was clearly 
required, there 10 out of 15 of the senior operators in the experimental de­
partment were over 50 years of age. A first vote whether or not to start an ex­
periment was carried with the smallest possible margin 15 in favor, 14 against. 
It was the support of the local shop steward and local plant management that 
led to workers agreeing in the proposed changes. Engelstad (1970*, 144) 
reports that the local union shop stewards gave the following reasons for 
this narrow margin in favor of an experiment: 

1. The historical mistrust of management was only very recently reinforced 
by new measures to reduce cost in the chemical pulp department. A trans­

fer of some workers to other departments had been a part of these mea­
sures. 

2. In the beginning the project was perceived as being dominated by man­
agement and was expected to lead only to 'reduced manning and increased 
work effort'. The researchers were also perceived as management oriented. 

3. A lack of confidence in the abilities of the shop stewards to effectively 
protect the worker interests in this area. 

4. The workers with a little higher status in the department and with con­
siderable autonomy in their work did not feel any need for change in the 
work organization. 

The experiment itself considerably changed the mood of the workers and a 
vote after one year whether or not to continue the change process was carried 
in favor of the project with only a few workers against. In addition to the 
change in attitudes among the workers the new work organization also led 
to increased quality of the pulp production and a higher production level. 
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After 1967 experiments were started in other production areas. Top manage­
ment's commitment to the changes (Jarlsby, 1973*) was critical in diffusing 
the ideas to other departments. Hunsfos is about the only company in Nor­
way where the job design ideas have very slowly spread throughout the com­
pany. In other departments the same initial worker resistance had to be dealt 
with but in later phases it was obvious that the workers did not want to 
return to the old work organization. Elden and Engelstad give the following 
brief chronology of the project at Hunsfos: 

'1. Socio-technical analysis on company level and selection of the experimental site (1964). 

2. First experiment in the chemical pulp department (1965-1967). 

3. Clarification of company and union policy with respect to the chemical pulp department 
resulting in a joint agreement on project continuation (1967). 

4. Second experiment in paper machines No.3 and No.4 (1968-1969). 
5. Clarification of company and union policy with respect to the experiments in the paper 

machines resulting in joint agreement to extend project activities to all production de­
partments (1969). 

6. Information activities in all departments and development and introduction of a new 
combined worker-training program and payment system (1970-1972).' 

(Elden and Engelstad, 1973, 5). 

This chronology reflects the slow but continuous change process at Hunsfos. 
No definite stagnation occurred and changes slowly diffused through the 
Hunsfos pulp and paper mill. Almost eight years of slowly progressing work 
in job redesign at Hunsfos does not seem to contribute to a more active 
interest among workers in the other forms to increase industrial democracy 
within their company. In elections for the corporate assembly only 32% of 
the Hunsfos workers participated. This figure compares very unfavorable to 
the workers' turnout for this election in comparable firms also organized by 
the National Union of Paper Industry Workers. For seven comparable firms 
the turnout figures were respectively 78%, 74%, 70%, 65%, 60%, and 52% 
(Fri FagbewegeIse, 1973*, 10, 1). The low turnout at Hunsfos does not seen 
to support the assumption that increased autonomy at work will contribute 
to greater personal involvement in other democratic processes.8 In 1974 the 
local union complained that the change processes were not developing fast 
enough and that further progress only could be made by changing the middle 
management roles. The union demanded to know exactly what top manage-

8. The local union however was considerably strengthened as a result of the experiments. 
Hunsfos became almost 100% organized and the new union strength was reflected in a 
more active union posture on a wide range of issues. 
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ment's ideas were concerning further extension of influence of the workers. 
The Hunsfos case identified the following main issues: 

I. Initial worker resistance can be overcome by strong union support. The 
Hunsfos case provides clear support for what can be called the 'experience 
hypothesis'. This hypothesis can be formulated as follows: Despite initial 
resistance to change, workers do not want to go back to the old form of 
work organization after they have worked under the new system for a 
period of time. 

2. The role of the foreman can become very problematic if many new re­
sponsibilities are given to the work group. Transfer to a new position or 
changes in the foreman role can be possible solutions. 

3. Existingjob regulations can be overcome under conditions of good labor­
management relations. 

4. Top management and union support is necessary for further organiza­
tional spreading. 

5. Over a period of about 8 years job design ideas slowly spread to other 
departments. Within individual departments however a stagnation point 
was reached when further changes required alteration of the lower and 
middle management roles. 

In 1965 Nobl2J management turned to the researchers and suggested an ex­
periment in its Hommelvik department where a new production line for 
electrical heaters was set up. At the time of the experiment Nobl2J was a fast 
growing company with stable and progressive labor-management relations. 
The Hommelvik plant had a work force of about 100 persons. In 1965 the 
production of a new panel heater was started and about 30 men and women 
were initially employed in this new section. There were no foremen in the 
plant. Two 'contact persons', who did not receive extra pay, took care ofthe 
necessary communication between workers and management. The technology 
consisted of two different production lines which were split up in simple, 
specialized, and repetitive jobs designed through the use of traditional work 
studies and Method Time Measurements (MTM). 

The basic changes injob design were rather straight forward. The produc-

9. Based upon Qvale in Karlsen (1972), Gulowsen et al. (1973*), Thorsrud and Emery 
(1970*). 
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tion lines ultimately were split up in five different sections each covering one 
of the main stages of production. Five work groups involving 110 workers 
were organized with responsibility for the production of specified parts of 
the heaters. Job rotation within each group and to some extent between 
groups was started by workers themselves. Brief planning sessions were held 
each morning for the three work groups for coordination and planning 
purposes. Flexibility of the work groups was increased because the operators 
were able to perform more than one job. Productivity was satisfactory and 
turnover and absenteeism compared favorably with other Nob", plants. In a 
later phase of the experiment the incentive part of the wage system was re­
duced from 40% to 5%. In short, the Nob", experiment seemed to be rather 
successful from ajob design point of view. 

In 1971 Nob", closed down the electric heater department at Hommelvik 
and started up production in a new factory in a neighboring community. 
Managers from the company's headquarters were mainly responsible for the 
work organization in this new factory which provided the workers with less 
autonomy than in their previous jobs in the old factory. Local management 
and the union reacted strongly but to no avail. The conditions in the new 
plant deteriorated with as result that the researchers withdrew from the 
company. There were some indications that management was trying to use 
the label of the Cooperation Project to manipulate workers and introduce 
higher production standards and speed-ups. The local union was apparently 
not strong enough to fight these changes effectively. 

The Nob", case provides us with another successful application of the 
autonomous work group idea. The main lesson that in addition must be 
drawn from this case is that job design experiments can be used by manage­
ment to change work without any consideration for the workers involved. 
This manipulation is only possible when the local union is weak. The shift 
from one plant to another had considerably weakened the union organiza­
tion in the Nob", case. 

Norsk Hydro10 

Norsk Hydro is one of Norway's biggest companies. Its main activities are 
in the chemical sector although very recently Norsk Hydro has become one 

10. Based upon Gulowsen (1974), a number of interviews with Ryste and one interview 
with the Norwegian minister of Social Affairs, Halverson, who in 1966 were respectively 
secretary and president of the union local at the Norsk Hydro Her0ya complex. 
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of the major companies engaged in the exploration and exploitation of the 
North Sea oil and gas. Total employment is around 8000. The company's 
big production complex is located at Heraya where about 5000 workers are 
employed, many of them commuters from neighboring communities. The 
production workers are organized by the Hereya union (HAF) which be­
longs to the National Union of Chemical Workers. The degree of organiza­
tion is high (over 90%) and HAF has an extensive bargaining agreement with 
the Hydro management which goes into very much detail with respect to 
wages and wage related issues but is in comparison with U.S. contracts rather 
deficient in the area of job regulation. HAF is seen by some as one of the 
stronger union locals in Norway. 

The start of a Cooperation Project at Norsk Hydro was very interesting 
because of the quite opposite motivations of management and the local 
union. Several Norsk Hydro factories were in 1966/1967 in a difficult eco­
nomic position. Competition had increased, profits had fallen and there was 
a fear for security of employment among the workers. Technical and eco­
nomic changes were deemed necessary to make the factories viable again. 
Certain factories were clearly 'overmanned'. In addition to the unfavorable 
economic conditions labor-management relations were also rather bad. 
Among the workers there was a growing fear of losing their jobs in addition 
to general dissatisfaction with wages which had been lagging behind the 
wage developments of the companies inside Hydro's 'orbit of coercive com­
parisons'. 

In 1967 a new president was appointed at Norsk Hydro whose main task 
was to restore the company's profit making abilities. The new president was 
convinced that improving productivity would be substantially aided by better 
management-labor relations. On the side of the union there were strong 
demands for job security and higher wages. In the negotiations that followed 
it was agreed upon to work toward a new productivity agreement and to 
start an experiment in job redesign. Although it was agreed that the job 
design experiment and the productivity agreement should be considered in­
dependent of each other, it was obvious that from the union point of view 
the productivity agreement was seen as a precondition for the job design 
experiment. 

The productivity agreement provided for an employment guarantee for 
the work force, a wage increase of 1 krone per hour, and reduction in man­
ning levels by 10 to 20% through natural attrition. The department selected 
for job redesign was a new fertilizer production unit which was characterized 
by process technology, a higher than average turnover for Norsk Hydro 
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plants, and a number of uncompromising shop stewards. The productivity 
of the plant was considered low. In this context Gulowsen (1974*) makes 
the observation that under most forms of process technology the workers 
have to work harder under low productivity conditions. High productivity 
means few interruptions in the production process and therefore only con­
trolling functions for the workers. The jobs of the workers at this plant were 
highly specialized and even in the case of minor difficulties the supervisor 
had to be consulted. The wage system was very rigid and provided no in­
centive for a more flexible deployment of the 10 workers during each shift. 

A steering group was established to oversee the change process. This 
group consisted of: a foreman of the production unit, a representative of 
HAF, an ex-foreman of another plant, a representative of the local personnel 
department, a representative of the central Norsk Hydro office, and a re­
chearcher from the AFI. An agreement was made to 'shelter' the experi­
mental area from the other plants with respect to working conditions and 
payment system. This type of agreement makes deviations and changes from 
the traditional work organization and collective agreement stipulations pos­
sible in the experimental area. It also included a stipulation that the new 
arrangements in the experimental area should not automatically apply to 
other areas without the consent of Norsk Hydro management and HAF. 

It surprised the researchers that in the first discussions of the work group 
job changes and changes in organizational structure were not the central 
topics. The problems of the wage system stood very central and dominated 
the discussions. The main issues discussed were bonuses, training, recruit­
ment, and the wage system. Through all of those issues job design went like 
a red wire. Gulowsen (1974*, 34) in his evaluation states: 'the wage question 
had to be solved before other changes could be introduced'. The above 
described productivity agreement was the first step to solve this question. 

Under process technology a flexible work group can only be formed if the 
workers have the necessary skills. The Norsk Hydro experiment was a break­
through in that it linked training and education directly to pay in the col­
lective agreement. This link established a financial incentive for the workers 
to start participating in the training programs and develop a number of skills 
which would enable them to work in a number of different jobs. The wage 
system was first set up in the experimental plant but in later years was ex­
panded in the collective agreement to include all operating and maintenance 
workers at Her0ya. The current contract also includes a clause that gives 
every worker the 'right to learn' at work. The wage system now provides five 
allowances for different levels of education and training. The necessary 
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courses are provided by Norsk Hydro and one qualifies for an allowance if 
one has finished a particular course (estimated at about 100 hours) and is 
able to perform a number of jobs in addition to the job in which one started 
working. Table 10 presents this system more detailed. One qualifies, for 
example, for step 4 of the learning allowances if one has completed the four 
necessary courses and is able to perform at least 5 jobs in the relevant work­
ing area. In addition a group production bonus was established which is 
based upon operating quality and quantity criteria. The introduction of this 
system in the experimental plants worked surprisingly well. In one fertilizer 
plant before the experiment a worker mastered on the average 2.3 jobs. Two 
years later in the same department this average had risen to 5.4 out of a 
possible 9 jobs (Gulowsen, 1974*, 124). 

As is the case with almost every wage system some tensions arose as the 
result of its implementation. The following three sources were the most 
important: 

1. The evaluation process whether or not a worker has acquired the neces­
sary skills to execute an additional job is difficult. In most cases the head 
of the production unit and the shop steward are responsible for this eva­
luation. This judgment becomes a very problematic issue for most shop 
stewards. It opens up the possibilities offavoritism. There was strong dis­
satisfaction among the workers with this evaluation system. Doubts ex­
isted about the promotion of some fellow workers to the higher categories. 

2. The skilled tradesmen resisted the narrowing of wage differentials by 
process operators who had gained their skills through the company train­
ing program and not through the traditional craft procedures. 

3. For those workers who took advantage of the new system after a couple 
of years a stagnation point was reached beyond which no progression was 
possible. 

In the area of work organization some important changes were also made. 
Job rotation was made possible through multi-skilling which considerably 
increased the flexibility of the work group. This flexibility has clear advan­
tages for management because in many cases a smaller group can operate 
the production process. For the workers this flexibility makes it possible to 
follow training courses during working hours and also increases their free­
dom in e.g. the scheduling of vacations. One way in which tasks were changed 
was the inclusion of maintenance work in the role of the operators. After 
initial resistance from the maintenance workers, who formed a separate 
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group which operated out of a central maintenance office, these changes were 
implemented. The spirit of the experiment was reflected in the fact that the 
maintenance workers gave up their special status within the local trade un­
ion.ll This spirit was also reflected by the rebuilding of an old fertilizer plant 
by a group of workers from the experimental plant. Over time however the 
continued presence of the foreman on the shop floor made further change 
impossible and the project slowly stagnated. This was reinforced by the 
departure of the dynamic leader and the secretary of the local union. 

Table 10. Simplified presentation of Norsk hydro wage system (1973). 

Shift, overtime, holiday etc. allowances 

Production bonus 

Learning allowances: 
1. Basic course + 2jobs 
2. Supplementary basic course + 3 jobs 
3. Electrical instrumentation + 4 jobs 
4. Basic chemistry + 5 jobs 
5. Chemistry course + all jobs in factory 

Qualification allowance process operator 
Allowance for the skilled trades 

Allowance for abnormal discomfort: 

1. Degree 
2. Degree 
3. Degree 
4. Degree 
5. Degree 

Basic wage 

0.25/hour 
0.25/hour 
0.25/hour 
0.25/hour 
0.50/hour 

0.50/hour 
0.75/hour 

1.50/hour 
1.25/ hour 
1.00 / hour 
0.75/hour 
0.50/hour 

4000-6000 Kr. 

0-3000 Kr. 

1000-1500 Kr. 

0-3000 Kr. 

30,000 Kr. 

Union leadership was also at Norsk Hydro of crucial importance in the 
project. It was felt that further changes in the experimental plants were only 
possible if other departments and units would also start parallel change pro­
cesses. The differences in working conditions that can be tolerated within one 
production complex are limited through reference and comparison processes 
operating between the several work groups. No general diffusion process 
within Norsk Hydro took place. The good financial results and the swift 
expansion into the oil field were more important areas for management than 
the area of job redesign. Gulowsen concludes his excellent and detailed eva-

11. In 1974, six years later, the maintenance workers decided to form again a separate 
group within the local union. 
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luation of the Norsk Hydro experiments as follows: 'The results show that it 
is possible to reach isolated, but not comprehensive gains through action 
research at the shop floor. Much indicates that progress will be short lived 
as long as the research is not supported by higher organizational levels which 
will enable changes in the power structure and the distribution of material 
privileges' (Gulowsen, 1974*,222). 

The project at Norsk Hydro highlights for my purposes the following im­
portant issues: 

1. Job design projects can be used by management and union for purposes 
which were essentially external to the goals of the Cooperation Project. 

2. The union in Norsk Hydro succeeded in getting a 'right to learn' clause 
into the contract and was able to integrate the learning opportunities into 
the wage system. The experiment had in addition crucial impact upon the 
expansion of the company's training and educational programs. 

3. Changes in job design again were possible under process technology. No 
continuous change process materialized however. Neither was there any 
evidence of changes in the power structure at both the plant and company 
level. 

In 1969 Emery and Thorsrud wrote a detailed report of the experiments in 
these four demonstration companies (Thorsrud and Emery, 1970*). This 
report was presented to the Cooperation Council which approved it and 
agreed that a diffusion of the new ideas and principles should be stimulated 
by LO and NAF. LO tried to limit the number of companies that would be 
allowed to start experimentation in the first years to eight, but this restric­
tion did not have any practical significance because of the small number of 
companies that was actually interested in starting joint management-union 
job redesign programs. LO, NAF, and the Cooperation Council tried to 
stimulate the spreading of the new principles through a considerable number 
of seminars and the pUblication of relevant literature (see e.g. Samarbeids­
radet, 1972*). As Table 9 (p. 53) showed, in the period 1969-1974 only 32 
companies did actually start some kind of change process; only 5 of these 
experiments lead to substantial results which could be maintained over time. 
Before going into the causes of this slow spreading, one more company will 
be described in some detail. This company is an example where changes of a 
relative simple nature have taken place which are evaluated very positively 
by the employees. 
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Norsk Medisinaldepot12 

Norsk Medisinaldepot is a state monopoly with the exclusive right to import 
and distribute pharmaceutical products in Norway. The Cooperation Pro­
ject started at this company's warehouse in Oslo in 1972 after long prepara­
tions. The union has been involved in the project from the very beginning. It 
signed an agreement to cooperate with changes for the period of one year 
under the conditions that in this first year no changes in the wage system 
should take place. The employees in the warehouse are public employees and 
fall therefore under state wage regulations. The change process at Norsk 
Medisinaldepot has been slow. The project started initially with 20 employ­
ees in one section of the warehouse in 1972. After the first year the union 
and workers evaluated the changes positively and the project continued. In 
1974 the new conditions had expanded to 82 employees in the warehouse. 
The total employment is about 280. The experiment was not started for 
productivity reasons. Productivity however has maintained itself at the same 
levels and the data on turnover and absenteeism indicate small improve­
ments. In the long run a firm like Norsk Medisinaldepot is facing a critical 
problem: it needs highly responsible employees because of the nature of its 
products and in the mean time offers not very attractive warehouse type of 
employment. The experiment can be seen as a long term effort to improve 
the labor market position of the company. 

The typical job of a warehouse employee consists of receiving an order in 
the form of a computer print-out and going through the warehouse stacks 
with a little hand-pushed cart to collect the required items. The average order 
is relatively small. The error rate in order preparation is low. This is important 
because many of the products being handled are drugs and medicines which 
are only available on prescription. 

What kind of concrete changes have taken place? 

1. Effectively, one managerial level was eliminated. The immediate super­
visors of the warehouse employees were given different functions. This 
was facilitated by the fact that the company was building a new warehouse 
and the ex-supervisors were used in the planning of this new expansion. 
Autonomous groups were formed which had full responsibility for the 
planning of the work and the internal task assignments. 

12. Based upon Qvale (1974*), oral presentations by Qvale and Karlsen, and visits to the 
company. 
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2. In addition the work groups did get the full responsibility for the fol­
lowing personnel matters: 
a. hiring of new personnel became a group task. 
b. the time clock was abolished. The workers themselves decide when 

their daily task is finished and some of them are allowed to go home 
early in case of insufficient orders. A lot of 'busy work' seems to be 
eliminated. 

c. the work group can give up to two days paid leave to each member if it 
is decided that the group member has a valid reason. Vacations and 
days"off are also regulated by the work group. 

d. a training and education system is developed in cooperation with the 
personnel department which provides the workers with upgrading 
possibilities. 

These changes at Norsk Medisinaldepot show that it is possible to improve 
the general conditions of work without far reaching changes in the nature 
of the tasks. It is obvious that these type of changes are of a different nature 
than those proposed in the main body of work by Thorsrud and his colla­
borators. The changes in this company are important because they are dev­
eloped with only minimal assistance from outside researchers and the changes 
now accomplished can be a very important first step in further changing the 
immediate work organization. The elimination of one supervisory level gave 
the employees more responsibility and variety in their work. These changes 
plus the important increased control over personnel matters and certain 
working conditions seem to be evaluated very positively by the workers and 
their union. Within each work group an internal coordinator is elected, but 
this function does not carry with it any higher remuneration. Norsk Medi­
sinaldepot is presented here because it showed that many improvements can 
be made in the conditions of work without changing the task structure very 
substantially. This is important for two reasons: the issues of personnel ad­
ministration and working conditions are very important to workers and can 
therefore be used as first steps in a change program, secondly where changes 
in task structure are very difficult to attain labor-management cooperation 
in a change program can at least lead to improvement in the here described 
areas. 

As stated earlier the diffusion process in Norway has been very disap­
pointing. In addition to the companies listed in Table 9 a number of com­
panies have selected individual elements ofthe proposed job design approach 
e.g. job rotation or a change in wage system. These companies are not in-
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eluded here because the changes are minor and the process of introducing 
the changes does not follow the labor-management cooperation model which 
is such an integral part of the Cooperation Project. What is being spread 
differs from the change processes in the four demonstration companies. 
Gustavsen observes in this context: 'What can, however, be said is that what 
has been diffused has tended to differ from what was originally intended. 
Transformations have taken place, and among these transformations it 
seems as if the loss of the intended semi-political - not to say political -
character of the project, is among the important aspects. From being a solu­
tion to a pressing political problem, the program has to a degree turned into 
solutions to problems within such fields as production engineering' (Gus­
tavsen, 1974, 6). What is spreading slowly is not a broad organizational 
change process but a form of work organization that might better fit certain 
organizational conditions. Elements of the job design approach are spread­
ing, not so much the approach itself. And even the spreading of the former 
seems rather restricted so far. The following discussion of the reasons for 
the restricted spreading is based upon information from the 36 companies 
listed in Table 9. First I will focus at the inter-company diffusion process, 
herafter the problems of intra-company spreading will be discussed. 

Inter-company Diffusion. The main reason behind the low spreading in 
Norway in my opnion is that the researchers have overestimated the prob­
lems individual companies were faced with in the area oflabor turnover, low 
motivation and dissatisfied workers. Local management will only start work 
in this area if there is a perceived problem. Certain tolerance limits have to 
be exceeded before management takes action. As indicated earlier over 90% 
of the experiments were initiated by management. The conditions in the late 
sixties and early seventies were not of such a character that provided manage­
ment with sufficient reasons to undertake action. 

This argument seems to be confirmed by the increased interest in the last 
year for job redesign. The expansion of the oil and oil related industries has 
made the labor market much tighter, creating a problem for management in 
a number of companies. Eleven out of twelve companies currently participa­
ting in a NAF job design seminar mentioned the labor market problem13 

(the difficulty of attracting and maintaining an adequate work force) as the 
basic reason why they were present at this seminar. The conditions within 

13. Labor market problems also seem the main reason for the faster spreading in Sweden. 
The new Volvo Kalmar plant was only built because management could not 'afford' a 
traditional automobile plant given the Swedish labor market situation (Gyllenhammer, 
1974). 
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the companies in the years between 1968-1973 were not such that manage­
ment was forced to undertake action in this area. This lack of motivation on 
the management side can explain much of the restricted diffusion at the 
national level. 

The discussions and debates preceding the new corporate assembly legisla­
tion in 1972 form another strong factor which diverted management and 
union interest away from the Cooperation Project. Now the uncertainties 
about the operation of this new law are removed, management might be 
more interested in developing initiatives in this area. 

Finally the job design principles as presented by the Norwegian researchers 
are somewhat unconventional and notions like a 'continuous learning pro­
cess' and 'autonomous work group' are sometimes difficult to understand and 
grasp in practical terms for many people. This lack of understanding creates 
ambiguity which hinders the diffusion process. This 'ambiguity' is particularly 
evident in Norwegian trade union circles. 

Intra-company DiffuSion. If management and unions have decided to start 
work in this area what are the problems they are faced with which constrain 
changing the work organization and in a latter phase interfere with the 
spreading of some of the changes to other departments within the company? 
A number of factors will be listed here, others will be presented in the discus­
sion of the union role which follows. Factors which constrain implementation 
and spreading of new forms of work organization within a company: 

1. Lacking top management and/or union support. This support is not only 
necessary to legitimize the changes in work organization but also to ac­
quire necessary organizational back up. Field reports often cite lack of 
top management support as a cause of stagnation. Agreement to start a 
change process is not sufficient, active management and union involve­
ment and support is necessary in a job redesign process. 

2. Inadequate resources. Time, money, technical and social know-how of 
change processes, and organizational 'room' to maneuver are logical re­
quirements. Lack of technical and social know-how inside the organiza­
tion leads to a situation where the project development becomes complet­
ely dependent on the outside researchers. In the early phases, transfer of 
skills to people active in the change process is necessary in order to assure 
continuation after the researchers withdraw. The workers involved should 
have time and other resources to get active in the process of changing 
their jobs. Creation of 'free space' (Herbst, 1974) to enable maneuvering 
in an experiment is necessary. Some 'free space' is always present in the 
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formal organizational structure but it can be increased by generally re­
ducing the specifications and prescriptions for worker behavior. 

3. Supervisors and lower management often feel threatened by a project. If 
no provisions are made for changes in the role and functions of these 
groups they could stop the change process. This requires that the unit of 
change becomes much larger than the original work group. Stagnation 
will always result if the larger organization does not change. This is in 
accordance with systems theory which states that it is unlikely that changes 
in a part will be sustained over time if the changes are not reciprocated by 
sufficient adjustments in the total system. Job redesign underlines these 
interdependencies within an organization. 

4. Technological barriers. Not only the larger organization but also tech­
nology puts severe constraints on the possibilities for change. Process tech­
nology seems particularly suitable for increasing autonomy and learning. 
Assembly technology also is rather suited to the introduction of e.g. auto­
nomous work groups. Other technologies seem to present more serious 
difficulties. 

5. Bad physical conditions. Gulowsen et al. (1973*) found that experiments 
were more successful in companies with good physical working condi­
tions. These conditions probably reflect both a management attitude and 
certain technological aspects. Bad physical conditions were correlated 
with negative experimental results. 

6. Inadequate worker skills. In their study Gulowsen et al. (1973*) also 
found that experiments were more successful with skilled workers than 
with unskilled workers. The first group is probably more responsive to 
increased autonomy and learning in their jobs. 

7. The promotion of prime movers in a project. In most social change pro­
grams dynamic persons are required to activate a process of change. In 
the case of successful projects these 'key' individuals are very often pro­
moted. Managers move up in the company hierarchy and union represen­
tatives in either the company or union hierarchy. Through this departure 
of key personnel the experimental department loses both leadership and 
skills. The change process as a result often loses its momentum. 

8. Union and worker resistance. These problems will be discussed in the 
following part of this chapter. 

Trade unions in most developed countries are confronted with difficulties in 
establishing policies and activities in the area of job redesign. Even in Norway 
and Sweden where policy statements of the national federations of trade 
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unions clearly endorse job design as a method to increase workers' autonomy 
and improve working conditions at the shop floor level, the same federations 
have great problems in making these issues lively ones within their own or­
ganizations. The U.S. unions seem very hesitant in endorsing job redesign as 
a method to improve job satisfaction of the individual worker (e.g. Brooks, 
1972; Winpisinger, 1973). In Germany and the Netherlands the unions have 
not taken a position yet and in France the unions are divided on the issue. 
Only in Italy have trade unions succeeded to include demands for job en­
largement in their agreements with Fiat and Olivetti. The unions however do 
not participate in the job redesign process and the clauses regarding job en­
largement come very close to upgrading clauses in U.S. contracts. The main 
differences are the method by which this upgrading is achieved and the im­
portant fact that some undesirable jobs are eliminated. In addition to the 
possible danger that management can use job redesign in a unilateral manner 
to increase productivity there are at least five fundamental problems which 
make it difficult for unions to incorporate job redesign in their major opera­
ting policies: 

1. the underlying individual ethic of job redesign is directly opposed to the 
union's collective ethic. 

2. the specifics of job redesign are very difficult to incorporate in a collective 
bargaining agreement. 

3. there are no clear demands from the shop floor for job redesign. 
4. job redesign can upset the existing system of job regulation as developed 

by unions. 
5. the bureaucratic rigidities of the unions' organizational structures. 

Historically labor unions have found their 'raison d'etre' in protecting the 
collective interests of their members. The essence of this collective ethic was 
early acknowledged by the Webbs: 

'In unorganized trades the individual workman, applying for a job, accepts or refuses the 
terms offered by the employer without communication with his fellow-workmen, and with­
out any other consideration than the exigencies of his own position. For the sale of his 
labor he makes, with the employer, a strictly individual bargain. But if a group of workmen 
concert together, and send representatives to conduct the bargaining on behalf of the whole 
body, the position is at once changed. Instead of the employer making a series of separate 
contracts with isolated individuals, he meets with a collective will, and settles, in a single 
agreement, the principles upon which, for the time being, all workmen of a particular group, 
or class, or grade, will engaged'. (Webb and Webb, 1902, 178).14 

14. Emphasis added. 
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The central goal of unionism has been the furthering of the collective worker 
interests through enforcement of the 'common rules'. The logic of unionism 
is to further the interest of the individual worker by improving the conditions 
for the collectivity. The emphasis is clearly on the latter. The individual 
interest is secured through collective effort and collective regulation. For the 
large majority of industrial workers the historical choice in favor for collective 
advancement was a rational one. Organizational conditions and structures of 
the large industrial enterprises offer only very limited chances for individual 
advancement in the form of a career. Collective advancement through unioni­
zation has been the method chosen by large groups of workers in the in­
dustrialized countries. The collective ethic is probably even stronger in those 
countries where the unions have close ties to the social-democratic political 
parties. The ethic underlying job redesign is in its logic exactly opposed to 
the union ethic. Job design programs are highly individualistic and situa­
tional in their orientation, the emphasis is on the individual job, on indi­
vidual satisfaction, in individualleaming, and on individual motivation. The 
underlying logic is that by changing the job of the individual worker the 
collective interest of all workers will be furthered. This reversal of individual 
and collectivity can explain some of the difficulties unions have in relating 
to the job design ideas as described in Chapter 3. 

Unions have not paid primary attention to the problems of the individual 
in his immediate task. The craft-unions did not develop their system of job 
regulation and job control to provide the worker a more interesting job. The 
primary motivation was to protect the collectivity, in this case the craft, 
against competition from 'less skilled' workers. In the U.S. a local union 
represents and bargains on behalf of all workers in a bargaining unit. This 
service to the collectivity is also clear in the U.S. grievance procedure where 
individual grievances are taken up but the union local takes due account of 
the interest of all workers in processing grievances. Woodcock describes the 
impact of the grievance procedure on the collectivity as follows 'every griev­
ance launched into the procedure will have the ripple effect of a smaller or 
larger stone thrown into a pool' (Woodcock, 1974, 204). Job classification, 
work assignment, and seniority disputes are much more than individual com­
plaints. They have direct importance for the relative standing of different 
groups of workers and determine their perception of equity. These examples 
are given to underline the collectivistic nature of union behavior. The indi­
vidual nature of job redesign is hard to fit into the unions' institutional frame­
work which is geared at dealing with collectivities. Job redesign requires an 
individual orientation. 
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Recent developments in Norway seem to support this argument. The 
problems of the internal industrial environment and safety and health issues 
have become very important within the trade unions. LO has appointed a 
special secretary to deal with these issues and the national unions are very 
active. This is sharp contrast to their behavior in the field of job redesign. 
The difference in union behavior can in my opinion partly be explained by 
the collective nature of the health and safety issues. The health and safety 
issues fit the institutional framework of dealing with collectivist problems, 
legislations can be passed and collective bargaining agreements can be adapt­
ed. Job redesign just does not fit the collectivist ethic of unionism and for this 
reason has yet to become routinized into union's institutional machinery. 
The problem of fitting job redesign as a major issue into day-to-day union 
policy is probably more severe at the national level than at the local level. 
The Norwegian experiments have demonstrated that local unions can be­
come very active in this area but innovative and strong local leadership seem 
to be a necessary prerequisite. 

Directly connected with the issue of the collective ethic is the problem of 
incorporating anything more than general job design principles into a col­
lective bargaining agreement. Providing for detailed regulation in this area 
is impossible, and even undesirable. The actual process of redesigning a job 
cannot be handled in a collective bargaining setting. Collective bargaining is 
crucial however in: 1. creating the necessary safeguards and guarantees to 
the workers before the start of ajob design project; and 2. adapting the wage 
levels and wage systems to the new conditions of work. The safeguards and 
guarantees for the workers are usually laid down in a so-called shelter agree­
menU5 

This agreement generally includes clauses which settle the manning levels, 
define the experimental area, regulate the wage development, provide for 
voluntary participation of the workers, and give both management and the 
union the right to stop the experiment whenever they desire to do so. Fol­
lowing the job redesign process the issues of upgrading, sharing the increased 
productivity, and dealing with changes in the work effort bargain are clearly 
issues which have to be referred back to the regular collective bargaining 
process. Negotiations have to be at a very decentralized level in order for a 
union to adequately deal with these issues. The bargaining process can pro­
vide the context for a job design experiment and in a later phase deal with 
the results of the change process. The job design process itself can only be 

15. Appendix 1 contains two examples of such shelter agreements: one of a Norwegian 
company, the other of a U.S. firm which generally follows the Thorsrud approach. 
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handled outside the bargaining procedure by the workers immediately in­
volved in close cooperation with management and union representatives. 

The third general problem facing unions in this area is the lack of strong 
demands for job redesign from the shop floor. As pointed out before, job 
redesign proposals initially receive a very cool reception by the workers in­
volved. The Norwegian experiments show that only experience with the new 
forms of work organization seem to generate positive worker attitudes. It is 
very difficult for people to demand and evaluate conditions of work they 
have never experienced. Fox (1971, 13) also emphasizes the importance of 
experience 'in order to make a rational choice as between the full range of 
intrinsic and extrinsic rewards one must have experienced both sorts in all 
that they have to offer, and this condition is not fulfilled for major propor­
tions of industrial populations'. 

A LO representative summarized the attitudes of the workers in the first 
four demonstration companies as follows: 'Our members were very much 
satisfied. They had got the opportunity to learn more about their own jobs, 
to be trained to do more than one job and to take part in decision-making 
in the department. The wage system was changed from single piece rate to 
basic wages combined with a bonus system ... the best evidence of member 
satisfaction is the fact that nobody wants to go back to the old system' 
(Larsen, 1974, 3 and 5). The empirical support for the 'experience hypo­
thesis' in the Norwegian experiments makes a stimulating union role at the 
local level very important. 

The picture of worker satisfaction after job design changes is complicated, 
as evidenced by the quotes from Fox and Larsen, by the fact that these 
changes are very often combined with the introduction of a fixed wage system 
and with wage increases through upgrading or higher productivity. It is of 
course very difficult to isolate the increased job satisfaction. Experiments at 
Philips in the Netherlands however indicate that positive worker attitudes 
are also the result of changes in job design without any increases in wages. 
The central work council of Philips has demanded expansion of the 'job 
structuring' projects despite the fact that at Philips no wage increases resulted 
from the changes in work organization (Philips, 1973*). The fact remains 
however that only in a very few cases workers demand changes in their 
work organization. Lack of experience with different organizational forms 
contributes to the lack of demands in this area. 

The fourth problem is the relationship between job regulation and job 
redesign. It is certainly no surprise that the Norwegian Graphical Union is 
very much against job redesign as proposed in the Norwegian Cooperation 
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Project. Graphical unions are classical examples of craft unions which 
through their regulation virtually control the shop floor in the printing 
trades. The union promotion system and job definitions regulate the work 
organization. It certainly does not provide for a very flexible system but the 
printers have been able to maintain their craft in face of fast technological 
developments (see also Barbash (1974b) on this issue). The printers have 
refused cooperation in one company. In another Norwegian printing firm a 
Cooperation Project has been started but this project is centered around the 
introduction of a council system which provides for better labor-manage­
ment communications. No changes have been made in the work organiza­
tion itself. Workers have developed vested interests in the system of job 
regulation, in many cases specialization has been halted through this formal 
craft control. It is therefore quite understandable that we can expect resistance 
in the craft unions against job redesign. 

Finally the unions in Norway suffer from the same organizational regidi­
ties as industrial organizations. The highly centralized structures of LO and 
its national unions do not leave ample room for initiative and innovation at 
the lower levels of these organizations. Trade unions are exposed to the same 
societal changes as industrial organizations; the unions' response in terms of 
organizational adaptation has been negligible so far. Also within unions there 
is a need for job redesign as a method to increase organizational flexibility 
by reducing excessive bureaucratic regulations. 

Changing the emphasis to a more practical level, which major problems 
does the local union face in participating in a job design project? Let us 
assume that management and unions have decided to start working in the 
area of job redesign, a shelter agreement has been signed, and changes in 
the work organization have been successfully implemented. In other words 
the experiment has been a success within the experimental area. Workers in 
this area have attained better working conditions, more interesting work and 
little higher wages. The question of how to transfer the conditions of the ex­
perimental area to the rest of the organization becomes crucial. 

In practice it does not seem possible to maintain differential working con­
ditions over any extended period of time. Very soon the workers in the non­
experimental areas demand the same conditions and in many cases it has not 
been possible to extend the new conditions to the other departments. The 
union is faced with worker demands from other departments for equity. 
Trondhjem Mek -Verksted is an example of a company where a rather success­
ful experiment had to be stopped because the union was unable to obtain 
the same conditions for all its members. This comparison process seems to be 
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very important and has played a significant role in many experiments. The 
experimental area can only be sheltered for a certain period of time, about 
one or at the most two years, hereafter equity pressures are building up very 
quickly. The individual changes in job design are impossible to transfer to 
other departments. Different solutions are most likely required in these de­
partments and this change process takes time. 

At Norsk Hydro and some other companies some of these problems were 
avoided by implementing the new wage system and training opportunities of 
the experimental plants into the collective agreement covering all Norsk 
Hydro plants. The individual changes in job design cannot be transferred in 
a similar fashion however. Management and unions have to be aware of this 
problem before starting an experiment. The only practical solution is that 
larger parts of the organization become involved in the change process. Iso­
lated changes in one particular area do not have much chance to survive in 
an organization operating under different principles; in addition workers 
will demand equitable and fair treatment after some period of time. In prac­
tice it seems that the comparison process by which workers evaluate the 
fairness of their position seems to work faster than the process of organiza­
tional change. 

A critical decision has to be made at this point and in several instances the 
possibility of speeding up the diffusion process was rejected. The predomi­
nant response seems to be to stop the change process in the experimental 
area and to refer back to the previous work situation. This raises the ques­
tion of the power relationships in an experiment. The shelter agreement 
usually provides that the experiment is continued only if both parties (man­
agement and union) desire to do so. This gives the union and management 
the power to stop an experiment if it is evaluated negatively from their respec­
tive points of view. The workers and their union do not have the power to 
continue an experiment they consider successful, but which is evaluated 
negatively by management. Management does not always seem to realize 
the consequences of an experiment. Skard of the NAF warns his members 
'that management should realize before they commit themselves to experi­
mentation that this kind of experiment is quite different in its effect from for 
instance trying out a new machine or new technique' (Skard, 1973,7). Work­
ers can become activated through the change process and demand further 
changes which touch upon the lower and middle management levels. In such 
instances the managerial prerogative still prevails and the experiment will 
most likely be stopped. 

The interrelationship between job design and the wage system has already 
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been mentioned before. In all Norwegian experiments the wage system has 
become a central issue in the change process. It seems to support those ob­
servers (e.g. Barbash, 1971, Daniel and McIntosh, 1972) who argue that 'the 
price oflabor is inseparable from the manner in which it is to be utilized. It is 
all part of the effort bargain' (Barbash, 1971, Ch. 5, 1). Changing the condi­
tions of work which sometimes includes the reduction of manning, necessarily 
implies not only changes in wage system but also in the wage rate. The active 
union role in the Norwegian experiments has assured that these issues plus 
the possible increases in productivity will be transferred very quickly to the 
bargaining table. 

The general experience in Norway has been that participation in a job 
design experiment has a favorable impact upon the degree of unionization 
within the companies. At Hunsfos and Norsk Hydro the active union role led 
to an increase in union membership. In both cases almost 100% of the work 
force became organized. 

In the successful demonstration companies (Norsk Hydro, Hunsfos) the 
local union has been very active with a result that the scope of bargaining 
has been considerably extended, in particular in the areas of learning on the 
job, training, and education. The role of the union in the new wave of 14 
experimental companies (see Table 9, p. 53) is on the whole considerably less 
active. In most cases the union takes a wait and see attitude instead of an 
active role. The reasons for this more passive attitude have been partly dis­
cussed above, in addition we can say that management in these 14 companies 
has even a much stronger problem orientation than in the earlier experiments. 
Under these conditions the union falls back in its traditional reactive role and 
will only become involved if the members' interests are perceived to be 
threatened. 

Before presenting the final conclusions ofthis chapter two more theoretical 
aspects of organizational change processes will be discussed: the character of 
organizational change and the relationship between the organization and its 
environment. 

Although the 'continuous learning process' is a key concept in the work 
of the API researchers (e.g. Thorsrud and Emery, 1970*) the Norwegian job 
redesign experiments show with almost no exception the occurrence of a 
stagnation phase in the change process. Other European experiments support 
the generality of such a stagnation phase (Van der Does, 1973). Stagnation 
means in some instances the definite end of the change process, in other ex­
periments the stagnation has a more temporary character. As indicated ear­
lier in this chapter the causes of limited diffusion and stagnation are both of 
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an organizational system and an individual-personal nature. The latter ob­
stacle led the AFI researchers to emphasize education in organizational 
change programs. 

A continuous learning and organizational change process must therefore 
be understood as a stepwise instead of linear process. The general change 
process in the Norwegian experiments is realistically depicted by the change 
model presented in the sociological literature. Hage and Aiken (1970) in 
their model of organizational change put great emphasis on a routinization 
stage in the change process. In this stage the organization attempts to sta­
bilize the effects of the changes. The changes become standardized for the 
larger organization. 

In the experiments with Norsk Hydro and Hunsfos the incorporation of 
some of the changes in the research sites into the collective bargaining agree­
ment can be seen as such organizational routinization. After the routiniza­
tion no immediate new changes were initiated. The new eqUilibrium will 
probably remain until management or the union recognizes, or is forced to 
recognize, the need for new changes. This routinization stage explains fairly 
well the stagnation in many experiments. Failure to routinize the changes 
often means the end of the experimental conditions in the research sites. The 
time period between different phases of change can vary, but the Norwegian 
experiments suggest them to be rather long. In the Hunsfos case the time 
period between the different phases was about two years. 

organizational 
change I learning 

Figure 1. The step-wise model of organizational change. 

time 

The Norwegian experiments also provide some support for the environment­
organization hypothesis, but in a somewhat different form than suggested 
by Emery and Trist (1965). The impact of the environment on the organiza­
tion is postulated following open systems theory which states that an organi-
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zation has to adapt itself to its changing environment in order to survive. The 
increasing turbulence in the environment requires a more flexible organiza­
tional structure which can be provided by the implementation of the job 
design principles as described in Chapter 3. These new forms of work organi­
zation will create the necessary organizational flexibility (O.E.C.D., 1974(b». 

Emery and Trist (1965) define the relevant organizational environment 
predominantly in terms of other organizations (competitors in the product 
market and government in its regulative role). Gulowsen et al. (1973*) con­
clude that the companies which have participated in the experiments so far 
did not face a more turbulent environment than other Norwegian companies 
in terms of their market and government environment. In most instances the 
experimental companies manufactured products with a very long life cycle. 
Gulowsen et al. (1973*,65) summarize this part of their evaluation as fol­
lows: 'Our analysis does not provide us with a basis to answer the question 
whether a cooperation project can represent a strategy for adaptation to a 
turbulent environment at a national level' . 

The recent wave of new experiments in Norway is a clear response to the 
labor markeU6 This particular segment of the organizational environment 
differs from Emery and Trist's (1965) conceptualization of the environment 
in terms of other organizations. Changes in the labor market are reflected in 
new behavior patterns of the individuals making up the relevant labor supply 
for a company. The Norwegian labor market has in the last couple of years 
changed in both quantitative and qualitative aspects. It has become more 
stringent, particularly in certain regional areas, through the growth of the oil 
related industries. Changes in the Norwegian educational system and the 
higher average levels of education of the labor force make it increasingly 
difficult to recruit labor for unattractive positions. The expansion of the job 
redesign projects into the shipping industry was caused by innovations in the 
educational system which made the creation of more attractive jobs in this 
industry mandatory in order to attract the graduates of these new schools. 

In addition to the experiments within the individual companies, the Co­
operation Project has had considerable impact on a number of national 
developments in Norway. The wide publicity which the Cooperation Project 
received in the national press and in large numbers of seminars had the 
following effects at a national level : 

16. The changes in the labor market have led to an increased convergence between the 
Norwegian and Swedish experiments in this area. 
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1. An increased awareness among workers and management about possible 
alternative forms of work organization. 

2. Time and motion studies (MTM) are definitely on their way out in Nor­
way. The experiments also stimulated changes in the area of wage systems. 
Piece rates seem to be generally replaced by a fixed wage system with 
maximal 20% bonus. Larsen (LO secretary) gave this evaluation of the 
impact of the experiments: 'The situation today is that piece rates, time 
study and MTM system are on the way out, and we are glad for this 
development' (Larsen, 1974,4). 

3. A strong emphasis on the relationship between work and education. The 
need for recurrent education and training at the company level are be­
coming important issues in Norway today. 

These changes are also taking place in other West-European countries. In 
Norway however the Cooperation Project seems to have played an important 
catalyzing role. 

Despite the limited diffusion that has taken place in Norway and the few 
companies in which substantial changes have been achieved, the Cooperation 
Project has proved that changes in work organization which increase worker 
autonomy are possible under certain conditions without hampering produc­
tivity and efficiency. Gulowsen et al. (1973*,2) see the main contribution of 
the Cooperation Project as 'Norwegian workers have showed themselves 
fully competent to manage themselves and their daily work both in produc­
tion and service sectors'. This is an important conclusion despite that 'man­
age themselves' must be seen in the context of a larger organizational struc­
ture which both constrains and facilitates the development of an individual's 
autonomy at work. A few cases highlighted that initial worker resistance and 
a number of organizational constraints can be overcome in a change process 
with as one of its outcomes increased skill levels and autonomy for the 
workers. This chapter also attempted to enumerate the factors which impeded 
afast spreading process of the new job design principles in Norway. The embed­
dedness of the work group in a larger company organized on different principles 
seems to be the primary obstacle in an intra-company spreading and change pro­
cess. The Cooperation Project also showed that through job redesign experi­
ments both management and unions can reach some of their traditional objec­
tives. The new forms of work organization do have a positive impact on effici­
ency and productivity while the union can obtain somewhat higher wages 
and upgrading opportunities for their members. In addition to these traditi­
onal objectives worker autonomy in the immediate task can be increased. 
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The Norwegian experiments show that job redesign indeed can be treated 
as an issue of an integrative nature in labor-management relations. The fact 
that most experiments are initiated by management is by some union 
people not seen as a disadvantage. Ryste states: 'In the case of management 
initiative you know that management wants to move. There is a certain 
commitment to do something in this area. This makes the union position 
considerably less ambivalent' (Ryste, interview, 1974). The next chapter will 
evaluate to what extent these type of experiments contribute to industrial 
democracy, which was the original aim of the Norwegian Cooperation Pro­
ject. The new wave of recent experiments clearly has much more limited 
objectives. Thorsrud's job design principles are still very much alive in Nor­
way today. The following paragraph from the 1974 LO-NAF Basic Agree­
ment underlines the willingness of the social partners to continue their sup­
port for projects in this area. 

'It is important that in each company an effort is made to find forms of cooperation which, 
given its own special circumstances, can realize the cooperation goals17 as formulated in 
this agreement. As a start in this direction LO and NAP agree to support further research 
and development with as goal to find forms of work organization and cooperation which 
provide all employees with increasing opportunities to participate in the redesign of his 
work and work place - see e.g. the research carried out under the Cooperation project 
LO-NAP. The local partners should therefore look for areas within their company where 
research can be carried out'. 

(LO-NAP, 1974·, 38). 

17. In the first draft of this new paragraph the main referent was democratic developments 
inside the undertaking. Under pressure from NAP this paragraph was redrafted in co­
operation terminology. 



5. Job redesign one element in the 
"package approach" towards 
industrial democracy 

OVERVIEW 
Approaches towards industrial democracy - underlying model of man - representative 
versus participatory democracy - some history - definition of industrial democracy -
approaches used in Norway - the package approach - limitations - public interest­
conclusions. 

Industrial democracy is one of the more overworked concepts in parts of the 
social science literature and in the writings of political activists. Recently 
industrial democracy has been mentioned in connection with factory occupa­
tions by protesting workers (e.g. The French Lip and Dutch Enka affaires), 
union behavior and collective bargaining (Clegg, 1960; Derber, 1969), the 
discussions about a new Common Market company law in Brussels (Blan­
pain, 1974), codetermination in Germany (Wilpert, 1973), the Yugoslav 
model of workers' self management (Broekmeyer, 1969; Adizes, 1971), 
workers' control (Gorz, 1968; Hunnius et aI., 1973), job design and auto­
nomous work groups (Emery and Thorsrud, 1969; Blumberg, 1968). Under­
lying all these is a common value perspective which accepts that in the modern 
enterprises the interests of workers are not adequately represented in the 
organizational decision making processes. All the approaches listed above 
attempt to create a better representation of the worker interest in the 
organizational decision making process.1 

The organizational model used in the discussions of industrial democracy 
differs considerably from the monolithic organizational model found in the 
classical management and human relations schools. Within organizations 
the existence of a number of groups with different interests, goals, and values 
is taken for granted. The members of an organization possess a variety of 
interests which they seek to advance and protect in their association with it, 

1. For the Webbs (1902) and many others industrial democracy goes far beyond the enter­
prise level. Industrial democracy for them was a society in which industry would be run by 
the workers under a charter negotiated with government, that would protect the interests 
of the community. In much of the discussion that follows industrial democracy is used in 
the much narrower sense of organizational democracy. The term industrial democracy is 
maintained because: 1. the Norwegian Cooperation Project was particularly in its begin­
ning strongly linked to the industrial democracy debate in Norway; and 2. much of the 
literature (wrongly) uses industrial democracy in the sense of organizational democracy. 
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and these interests may harmonize or conflict with each other in varying 
degrees (see e.g. Fox, 1971). A model of man is accepted, either implicitly 
of explicitly, which suggests that individuals make decisions to some extent 
on the basis of their self-interest. Therefore, the greater the distance of an 
organizational member from where a decision is made, the less his own 
interests are likely to be compatible with that decision (Weick, 1969). The 
different approaches towards industrial democracy are all attempts to assure 
that workers as much as possible shall be able to influence those decisions 
which are of concern to them. A basic distinction can be made between in­
direct or representative methods to achieve industrial democracy and direct 
or participatory approaches. An example of the former is the collective bar­
gaining process while the Norwegian job redesign experiments represent the 
participatory approach. 

A clear dichotomy exists in the literature between those who advocate 
participatory democracy and those who reject the particpatory model mainly 
on practical grounds. In the political sphere, contemporary theorizing pays 
only minimal attention to the issue of active participaton. The dominant 
empirical perspective tends to restricts democracy to a political method with 
its dominant dimension being the formal voting procedure for electing 
politicalleaders.2 Lindsay (1962, 25) states the basic postulate of this school 
'The people cannot govern but they may control'. Control, of course, is 
exercised through the election of representatives. Clegg (1960) takes a posi­
tion somewhat similar to this representative model of political democracy 
as he defines industrial democracy in terms of management and unions, the 
representatives of the workers, as countervailing forces. Participation of the 
workers beyond union representation will jeopardize both the power and 
the independence of the union: in other words Clegg perceives participation 
beyond the indirect form as a threat to industrial democracy. This collective 
bargaining approach towards industrial democracy represents fairly well the 
position of most trade unions in the Anglo-Saxon countries. Sturmthal (1969, 
150) evaluates the U.S. developments as follows: 'A study of industrial de­
mocracy in the U.S. in this century is thus almost exclusively an examination 
of the extent to and the way in which collective bargaining has been used as 
an instrument to bring about a measure of industrial democracy'. 

In sharp contrast to the representative school we find the participatory 
democracy theorists (e.g. G. D. H. Cole, J. S. Mill). They generally share a 
strong belief in environmental determinism. Changing the existing authority 

2. See Pateman (1970) for a discussion of the representative versus the participatory schools 
in political theory. 
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patterns and increasing the participation of the individual in public and com­
pany affairs will contribute to the widening of the individual's horizons. The 
major function of increased pal ticipation as perceived by these thinkers is 
in fact an educative one. In the industrial sphere many theorists have ad­
vocated over time the idea that workers should exert some form of control 
over the process of production. 3 

In the early nineteenth century Fourier, and at a more practical level 
Owen, suggested a return to small artisan communities as an answer to the 
increasing degradation of man caused by the industrial revolution. These 
utopian ideas of a return to a decentralized small scale society influenced the 
later anarchists like Kropotkin and Bakunin. They not only saw the workers' 
seizure of power at the local level as an attempt to improve the conditions 
at work, but also as a necessary protection against the coercive nature of the 
state. Marx himself, in his early work, deplored the alienated condition of 
the industrial worker in the capitalist society but saw the transfer in the 
ownership of production as the only way to change this situation. The end 
result would be the not very well developed 'free association of producers'. 
In the early part of this century the British guild socialists (in particular G. 
D. H. Cole) set forth their ideas about a participatory industrial society. The 
spirit of community and solidarity should be recreated by organizing each 
industry into a guild. These guilds would include all workers in an industry. 
The guilds were proposed to be completely autonomous in dealing with their 
internal affairs. The guild socialists honestly believed that 'almost no regula­
tion would be necessary as the instincts of pride, honor, and workmanship 
would reassert themselves under the guild system' (Wachtel, 1973, 23-25). 
The syndicalists aimed at the same goals as the guild socialists: industrial 
democracy and the abolition of the state. Instead of peaceful change through 
encroaching control by collective bargaining, the syndicalists advocated the 
general strike and industrial agitation as the means by which trade unions 
would assume control over the economy. More recently the 'New Left' has 
incorporated many of the above ideas in their proposals. In Western Europe 
the New Left seems to be predominantly Maoist or anarchist. All these in­
tellectual streams of thought have had influence on the earlier listed ap­
proaches to increase industrial democracy, in particular on those that pro­
vide for a direct participatory system of democracy. 

Emery and Thorsrud (1969) and also Blumberg (1968), relying on a social 
psychological model of individual growth, also advocate increased participa-

3. The historical discussion that follows is based upon Gide and Rist (1909) and Wachtel 
(1973, Ch. 5). 
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tion of the worker, but initially only in a restricted area: the immediate job. 
For Emery and Thorsrud changes attained in the individiual job through 
job redesign do not represent industrial democracy in themselves, but they 
see the improvements in the conditions for personal participation in the 
immediate job area as a necessary condition for any real worker participation 
in management. The experimental changes in their view do not represent 
industrial democracy but only set the stage for a possible take-off in that 
direction. 

This tie to industrial democracy is a little uneasy. This uneasiness is ba­
sically caused by the fact that in contrast to most writers on industrial de­
mocracy Emery and Thorsrud do not work with a conflict model of organi­
zations. Thorsrud in Norway has depoliticized the notion of industrial de­
mocracy by focusing at technology and the organizational control system as 
the main factors obstructing a change to a more democratic organization. 
The premise of this approach is that both management and workers have 
common interests with regard to changing the organizational structure. It is 
this premise which makes it difficult to fit the Thorsrud approach into the 
more classical approaches towards participatory democracy. Thorsrud does 
not deny the existence of conflicting interests within organizations and the 
necessity of trade unions, but he perceives the changes in job redesign as an 
issue of an integrative nature. It is the purpose of this chapter to describe 
and analyze the several approaches which in Norway are used to increase 
industrial democracy and evaluate the Cooperation Project in this context. 
My general thesis is that the different approaches towards industrial demo­
cracy serve different functions and are by no means mutually exclusive. In 
the words of Walker (1970, 34) 'More progress would be made towards 
industrial democracy if it were recognized that we cannot expect any form 
of industrial democracy to perform the functions of others'. The 'Package 
Approach' can be defined as the simultaneous use of different approaches 
to attain industrial democracy. 

Two caveats are in order here. First the analogy between political and in­
dustrial democracy is not a perfect one. Democracy, in the political sphere, 
is associated with government by the people, or rule by those being ruled, 
through elected representatives. Transferring this idea of democracy to the 
industrial sphere one has to imagine an industrial firm wherein the employees 
by majority vote, elect the board of the company, its managing director and 
other important officers, and determine business policy. The goal of the in­
dustrial firm differs however from the goal of a democratic political system. 
The overriding goal of an industrial firm is production and not the protec-
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tion of the employees' interests; this in contrast to the general aim of a 
democratic political system. One should also note that participation and 
democracy are not synonyms. 'Not only is it possible for partial participa­
tion at both management levels to take place without a democratization of 
authority structures, but it is also possible for full participation to be intro­
duced at a lower level within the context of a non-democratic authority 
structure overall' (pateman, 1970, 73). Given the explicit production goals 
of our industrial system and its concomittant industrial tensions (Barbash. 
1972) the conceptualization of democracy and participation in a relative 
manner is a more fruitful approach from an analytic point of view. 

From viewing industrial democracy in a relative manner to a conceptuali­
zation of industrial democracy as a variable is the final step in an effort to 
analyze more precisely the different approaches towards industrial demo­
cracy. This conceptualization makes the following definition of industrial 
democracy possible: industrial democracy is the extent to which workers 
and their representatives influence the outcome or organizational decisions.' 
Two elements are central to this definition. The workers' ability to influence 
and the organizational decisions. The former can be labeled the workers' 
relative strength and the latter the domain of industrial democracy. The 
workers' strength is the degree or probability that workers or their repre­
sentatives can determine the outcome of a certain organizational decision 
making process. This strength is a relational concept. It is not the absolute 
strength, but the relative strength compared to management which decides 
the outcome of a decision making process. The domain of industrial demo­
cracy refers to the number of organizational decisions over which the workers 
or their representatives can exercise some influence. It is of course not only 
the sheer number which determines the degree of industrial democracy but 
also the importance of the decisions from the workers' point of view. In 
other words the weight the workers or their union attach to a certain deci­
sion. The argument can be functionally represented as: 

Industrial democracy = f (D x W x S) 

D = domain (the number of decisions) 
W = weight (the importance of each decision to the workers) 
S = strength (probability that workers can determine each deci­

sional outcome) 

4. Participation can now be defined as the presence of workers or their representatives 
during a decision making process without substantially influencing the decision outcome. 
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From this it follows that an organization is more democratic when the 
workers or their representatives have a greater probability to determine the 
outcome of a large number of important organizational decisions than an 
organization where the probability is low that they determine a small number 
of not so important decisions. Several other combinations are of course 
possible. This conceptualization of industrial democracy is clearly an over­
simplification, but it allows for a more concrete analysis of different ap­
proaches towards industrial democracy. 

Decisions which are of direct importance to the workers are made at 
several levels within an organization and also in places beyond the individual 
company. The following levels of decision making can be distinguished: 

1. national 3. company 5. department 7. individual job 
2. industry 4. plant 6. work group 

The direct form of participatory democracy is generally restricted to the 
individual job and work group level. Elected representatives look after the 
workers' interests at the higher organizational and supra-organizational levels. 

The Norwegian industrial relations system has developed the following 
forms or approaches whereby the workers or their representatives can have 
varying degrees of influence over decision making outcomes at the different 
levels ofthe system: 

national 

industry 
company 

plant 

department 

workgroup 

individual job 

- legislation 
collective bargaining LO/NAF 

- collective bargaining 
- board representation 

corporate assembly 
collective bargaining 

- work council 
collective bargaining 
shop steward system 
safety and health shop steward 

- department council 
shop steward system 

- work and job regulation democratization 
shop steward system 

- work democratization 
shop steward system 
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These forms to increase industrial democracy will be briefly discussed and 
summarized in terms of the earlier presented functional form of industrial 
democracy. 

Legislation 

A strong position of DNA in the Norwegian legislature gives the labor move­
ment the opportunity to influence many important decisions at a national 
level. Issues like unemployment benefits, health insurance, pension schemes, 
safety and health regulations, which in the U.S. are taken up in the collective 
bargaining process, are settled at a national level and cover all workers. 
Legislation also introduced the worker representation on the company 
boards of directors and the corporate assembly.5 This approach to attain 
industrial democracy is only briefly mentioned here because of its rather 
limited direct impact on the democratization of undertakings. 

Table 11. Legislation. 

domain 

weight 

strength 

unemployment benefits, health insurance, pension schemes, 
social security, safety and health regulations etc. 
important, particularly from a social class and worker col­
lectivity point of view. 
strong ability to determine decision making outcomes if 
pro-labor parties have majority in legislature. 

Collective bargaining 

This method of increasing industrial democracy still is the most powerful in 
both the U.S. and the West-European countries. Collective bargaining is 
both a way of introducing industrial democracy and industrial democracy in 
itself. It is a process of decision making with as its overriding purpose 'the 
negotiation of an agreed set of rules to govern the substantive and procedural 
terms of the employment relationship, as well as the relationship between the 
bargaining parties themselves' (ILO, 1974, 7). Collective bargaining is a 
form of representative democracy, but the bargaining process can take place 

5. See Chapter 2, pp. 29-30. 
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at different levels of the industrial relations system: ranging from plant level 
bargaining to the bargaining at the national level. The potential use of the 
strike puts the representatives of the workers on fairly equal terms with the 
management representatives in the collective bargaining process. In Barbash's 
(1974, 29) words 'bargaining is based on the workers' own collective power 
to withhold their labor. Only the bargaining type of transaction rests on this 
measure of equality among the parties.' Some observers (Clegg, 1960; 
Derber, 1969) equate collective bargaining with industrial democracy. This 
view implies that 'workers can only participate in management from the out­
side, by pressure, and normally through representatives' (Clegg, 1960, 132). 
In this view participation becomes somewhat a contradiction in terms. 

The bargaining process is a give and take between the parties which results 
in the collective bargaining agreement. This agreement is binding upon man­
agement. It provides the workers and their union a number of rights which, 
ifnecessary, can be defended in the courts of law. The first line of defense 
against management breaking the terms of the agreement in the U.S. is the 
grievance procedure in which unions can take up possible management viola­
tions of workers' rights as established in the agreement. Bargaining on sub­
jects like wages, working time, job classification, and grievances means that 
the employers do not decide alone on these matters and that those decisions 
are the result of negotiation between the employer and the trade union. The 
scope of bargaining, the number of issues that are brought up in the negotia­
tions, differs from country to country. In the U.S. the bargaining scope is 
probably the widest. Issues like health schemes, pensions, unemployment 
benefits, which in Norway are provided for by legislation, are an important 
part of collective bargaining in the U.S. Also issues which in Norway are 
settled in the plant and department councils, like protective clothing, sched­
uling of vacation, and quality of coffee in the canteens, are subject to bar­
gaining in the U.S. In Norway the bargaining at the industry level is basically 
focused around wage issues and job classification schemes, local agreements 
have the functions of applying the terms of the contract to the specific com­
pany conditions. Bargaining is indeed the most powerful method of advan­
cing the worker interests, however it is clear that the union power can only 
be applied to a small number of demands in each bargaining session. The 
number of issues that can be dealt with is also restricted. Therefore other 
forms to attain industrial democracy could well supplement collective bar­
gaining. 
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Table 12. Collective bargaining. 

domain 

weight 

strength 

Wages and working conditions. Scope of bargaining in 
Norway smaller than in U.S. 
Very important. Wages and working conditions are the 
raison d'etre of unionism. Issues brought into the bar­
gaining process are ideally articulated in the union struc­
ture based upon shop floor desires. 
The use of the strike threat provides the union with a 
powerful position which can be exploited with respect to 
certain demands. 

Board representation6 

This form of representation of the workers' interest in organizational deci­
sion making was first introduced in Germany after the Second World War. 
In the thirty years since, several European countries have adopted similar 
schemes which generally provide for a minority representation of workers 
on the board of directors. Such schemes are currently practiced in Germany, 
Austria, Norway, Sweden, and Denmark. This list of countries will increase 
substantially if the Common Market Company bills become finally enacted 
upon. The minority representation of the workers assures that they do not 
have decisive influence over decision making outcomes of the board. So far 
only the codetermination scheme in the German coal and steel industry 
provides for parity representation. 

Gustavsen (1972*) studied the board of directors of the approximately 
200 largest companies in Norway. He described the general function of the 
board as that of embedding the organization in a larger societal framework. 
The board of directors was important in linking the company to financial 
institutions, local and national government, and to other companies. The 
predominant orientation of the board was of an outward looking nature. 
Practical company decision making did not take place in board meetings. 
The minority representation of workers on the board and the nature of the 
issues discussed does not make this form of representation a very lively one 
among the shop floor workers. 

6. This is a general discussion of board representation. Technical differences between one 
and two-tier structure and the Dutch alternative to board representation are not included 
here. 
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FUrstenberg reported surveys of German workers which have shown that, 
while most of them know that codetermination took place in their under­
taking, only half had any definite idea as to its purpose and only one in ten 
'had some knowledge of the actual composition of the supervisory board' 
(FUrstenberg, 1969, 130). FUrstenberg's study generally supports Emery and 
Thorsrud's (1969)7 argument about the lack of any significant impact of 
board representation on the shop floor. Emery and Thorsrud stressed in 
particular the tendency among worker representatives to conform to the 
behavior of the regular board members. This socialization process could 
easily create an estrangement from the shop floor constituency. 

Within the presented 'package approach' towards industrial democracy it 
must be questioned to what extent 'impact on the shop floor' is the correct 
evaluation criterion of board representation. From a larger industrial demo­
cracy perspective board representation provides worker representatives with 
a considerable amount of new information, which was previously secret, that 
can be used e.g. in collective bargaining. Also after introduction of worker 
representation social issues seem to play a more important role in board 
meetings (Blume, 1962*; FUrstenberg, 1969; Wilpert, 1973). In addition, the 
mere fact of worker representation could have a certain 'preventive impact'. 

The direct influence of the worker representatives on the decision out­
comes seems to be very limited. Blume (1962*) concludes that the partity 
representation in the coal and steel industry in Germany exerts no influence 
whatever in the economic field. It may be said that codetermination in 
Germany has so far had effects on social policy but not on economic policy 
(FUrstenberg, 1969). These conclusions leave little hope for minority schemes. 

Despite the apparent limited influence of the worker representatives, man­
agement generally is strongly opposed to minority representation on boards 
of directors. This opposition can partly be explained by a fear for parity 
representation as a next step, also the possible use by trade unions of secret 
information is highly resisted in management circles. Reports exist in both 
Germany and Norway about possible management manipulation of the 
workers' board representatives. Meetings of the other board members be­
fore the official one, secrecy about a number of issues (e.g. salaries of 
directors), and rigging the meeting's agenda are reported in the Norwegian 
press (Arbeiderbladet, October 18, 1974). Wilpert states on this issue: 

' ... informal decision making procedures are established which dislocate the actual deci­
sions into informal contacts and bargaining groups outside and prior to the board meetings 

7. This study was originally published in Norwegian in 1964. 
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where the act of decision is degraded to a mere formality. The differential starting position 
of employee and owner representatives to obtain the relevant information from manage­
ment might often disadvantage one or the other group (usually the employee side) in the 
process, in spite of the parity provisions'. 

(Wilpert, 1973, 12-13). 

The Norwegian Cooperation Project underlined the strong management pref­
erence for 'shop floor democracy' over board representation schemes. This is 
also supported by Wilkinson who surveyed 35 West European companies 
which were engaged in job redesign experiments of various sorts. Wilkinson 
(1970, 11) reported that 'almost universally the employers questioned held 
the opinion that steps toward true democracy could be better achieved by 
local involvement in task management of the worker· who was expected to 
carry out the task, rather than by some remote union official sitting on the 
Board of Directors purporting to represent the workers.' 

Summarizing this discussion on board representation it can be stated that 
this type of representation did open up a new range of organizational deci­
sions which clearly involve the workers' long term interests. The actual ability 
of the worker representatives to influence these decisions is highly limited. 
Because of the nature of the decisions, the claim by some unions that the 
worker representatives on the board should be union officials seems to be 
justified. The issues dicussed at the board level seem to have more direct 
impact on general economic developments than on particular day-to-day 
company problems. A grasp of the more macro impact of certain decisions 
can probably better be evaluated by officials of a national union than by 
worker representatives from the company's shop floor. The interests of the 
latter representatives seem to be centered around decisions which are taken 
at a lower level within the organization.8 Finally board representation can 
be evaluated in terms of the earlier presented definition ofindustrial democracy. 

Table 13. Board representation. 

domain 

weight 

strength 

Restricted to decisions regarding major company policies 
(financing, expansion, closures, external relations). 
Important in particular from a long-termjob security point 
of view. 
Low probability that decisional outcomes can be determin­
ed by the worker representatives. 

8. In the next chapter a number of studies will be presented which support this assertion. 
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Corporate assembly representation 

The Norwegian experience with the 1972 legislation providing for such a 
body with 1/3 worker representation is still too limited. A priori there is no 
reason to assume that the corporate assembly experiences should differ sub­
stantially from those of board representation. 

Work and department councils 

Work councils are committees with little or no decision making powers on 
which directly elected worker representatives have a majority position. In 
most West European countries the primary function of the work council is 
to facilitate communications and to allow workers' opinion to be expressed 
(Dufty, 1973, 33). Work councils are based upon a cooperation model of 
labor-management relations. They fall into that category of labor-manage­
ment institutions which Blanpain (1974, 18) characterizes as follows: 'only 
the blind will not see that some of the European models of 'participation, 
tend to promote the collaboration of the employer and his employees'. In 
those countries where unions have only weak representation on the shop floor 
the work council functions somewhat as a local union substitute. The work 
council provides under those circumstances a forum where management and 
elected worker representatives can meet each other. 

In Norway the work council is established by the Basic Agreement LO/ 
NAF, but outside Scandinavia work councils are generally introduced by 
national legislation. The work and department councils in Norway are some­
what integrated with the union local. The local union president and vice­
president are ex-officio members of the work council and shop stewards are 
often represented in the department council. The goal of these councils is to 
promote labor-management cooperation at the enterprise level. The councils 
do not have any decision making power and are merely consultative to man­
agement.9 Formally, issues like the economic and financial condition of the 
company, social matters, and education and training problems are to be 
discussed in these councils, but in practice all daily problems of the work 
situation are brought up by the worker representatives (Ryste, 1973* (b)). 
Issues related to wages and job classification cannot be discussed in the 
councils. As indicated in Chapter 2 the injection of union representation 

9. For a more detailed presentation of the activities of these councils in Norway see 
Chapter 2, p. 27. 
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seems to have activated the councils in a number of companies. However 
the consensus still is that in the majority of companies the plant and depart­
ment councils are not very active institutions. 

Table 14. Work and department councils. 

domain 

weight 

strength 

Restricted; wage and wage related issues explicitly ex­
cluded. In practice shop floor complaints can be brought 
up. 
Complaints from the shop floor are generally considered 
very important by the workers. 
Councils have very limited decision making powers; on 
most issues only consultation takes place. 

The shop steward system 

In Norway the rights and obligations of the shop stewards are regulated in 
the Basic Agreement LOjNAF. The shop stewards are recognized as the 
official representatives and spokesmen of the organized workers. The role 
of the Norwegian shop steward in dealing with workers' complaints is much 
less specified than in the U.S. grievance procedure. Two excerpts from the 
Basic Agreement give an adequate impression of the type and character of 
the role of the shop steward in a typical Norwegian plant: 'Shop stewards 
have the right to take up and seek to settle amicably any grievances of the 
individual workers against the undertaking, or of the undertaking against 
the individual worker.' 'When the shop stewards have a question to discuss, 
they shall communicate directly with the employer or his representative at 
the place of work' (LOjNAF, 1974*, 10-12). 

The effectiveness of this more informal approach towards grievance hand­
ling seems to be generally underestimated by Anglo-Saxon observers of the 
Scandinavian industrial relations systems. Particularly in the larger com­
panies with a well developed union local and shop steward system the in­
fluence of the shop stewards on the settling of day-to-day complaints is con­
siderable. In addition the shop steward with special responsibilities in the 
health and safety area has the right to stop the production process if he con­
siders it dangerous for the workers. The shop steward plays an important 
role in linking the different forms to attain industrial democracy to the shop 
floor workers. He is generally a member of the plant bargaining committee, 
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and sits on the department council, in addition to which he represents both 
the local union, the national union, and LO at the shop floor. 

Table 15. The shop steward system. 

domain 

weight 

strength 

Issues of immediate relevance to the shop floor (com­
plaints, grievances). 
These issues are considered very important by shop floor 
workers. 
Restricted formal powers but reasonable influence to de­
termine certain decision making outcomes. 

Democratization of work and job regulation 

Through redesign of the work organization workers can be given more in­
fluence on decisions directly related to their tasks. In addition increased 
worker influence on a number of personnel issues and regulations regarding 
working conditions can be attained (see e.g. Norsk Medisinaldepot). These 
changes are examples of direct, participatory democracy. Increased demo­
cracy through job redesign can be called work democratization, while in­
creased control over personnel matters can be labeled democratization of 
job regulation. Democratization of job regulation takes place if decisions 
regarding hours of work (e.g. flexi-time), election of supervisor, selection of 
new employees etc. are made by the workers themselves. Work and job regu­
lation democratization only occurs if, and only if: 

1. The workers and their representatives influence the decisions during the 
change process. 

2. The changes lead to increased worker autonomy at the job. 
3. The workers share in the possible economic benefits of the changes. 
4. The workers evaluate the complex of changes positively. 

If these four conditions are not met job redesign is nothing more than an 
unilateral management introduction of a new type of work organization. 
Only a few cases are known at present where all these four necessary condi­
tions have been fulfilled. The Norwegian experiments have shown that man­
agement generally initiates and controls the redesign process, only a few 
cases support the here presented argument that changes can be introduced 
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which lead to increased democracy despite the overwhelming number of con­
straining factors. 

Table 16. Democratization of work and job regulation. 

domain 

weight 
strength 

Issues related to the immediate task and regulation of 
work. 
Important. 
On certain of these issues workers can fully determine deci­
sion making outcomes. 

The preceeding presentation of the forms to attain industrial democracy, 
which are used in Norway, underlines that these different approaches gene­
rally aim at different issues at different levels in the industrial relations sys­
tem. A possible exception to this argument is the work council. The work 
council is probably superfluous in organizations with a strong union local 
and a well developed shop steward system. On the other hand it can be 
argued that the work council provides a forum where management and 
elected worker representatives can meet on issues of an integrative nature. 
The forms to attain industrial democracy which are presented here cover 
the complete range of industrial relations' issues (domain) that are of in­
terest to the workers (weight). The low probability that workers can deter­
mine the decisional outcomes (strength), with the possible exception of col­
lective bargaining, means that they only modestly contribute to industrial 
democracy. The managerial prerogative on a wide range of organizational 
issues is still very real. Even despite this fact most forms supplement col­
lective bargaining in Norway in a very useful manner. All forms to increase 
industrial democracy, except for work democratization, are representative. 
Representative systems are useful in improving the general conditions of 
work. They are not designed however to take account of the nature of each 
individual's task. Work democratization through job design is indeed the 
only form whereby direct control and participation ofthe worker is possible. 
The argument between Clegg (1960), advocating representative democracy, 
and Blumberg (1968), arguing in favor of participatory democracy, is there­
fore superfluous. 

The approaches are not mutually exclusive but support each other. Job 
redesign attempts to change technology and the organizational control sys­
tem, areas which have been rather neglected by the representative approaches. 
The representative approaches fulfill basically a controlling function while 
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work democratization provides for participatory democracy within a certain 
restricted area. A job redesign project can only be successful if it is linked 
in its different phases to the collective bargaining process. The shelter agree­
ment in the beginning and bargaining about the changed work effort rela­
tion in a later phase cannot adequately be dealt with by only those who are 
immediately involved. This is one example where two approaches to in­
dustrial democracy supplement each other. 

The collective bargaining process by itself is not adequately equipped to 
deal with work democratization (see Chapter 4). U.S. unions generally do 
not favor the council type of committees and work democratization projects 
on the ground that the union should be the only organization representing 
the workers. Representation and active participation are not the same how­
ever and must be recognized as such. The attitude of the U.S. union must 
of course be seen in the context of the more antagonistic labor-management 
relations in the U.S. and the low degree of unionization (approximately 30%). 
Different approaches in the U.S. could relieve the 'overburdened'lo bargain­
ing process. 

Theoretically, issues like unemployment benefits, health insurance, and 
pensions could be dealt with by legislation and issues like requests for pro­
tective gloves, sweatbands, and a different quality of toilet paper could be 
delegated to more informal forms like a work council. The completely dif­
ferent political and industrial relations environment in the U.S. make such 
proposals highly irrelevant from a practical perspective. It can be maintained 
however that collective bargaining is not the ideal form to solve all issues 
regarding industrial democracy. As mentioned here, work democratization is 
complementary. Other forms could also complement the bargaining process. 
Cole (1957, 14) stated some of the limitations of bargaining as follows: 

'Trade union bargaining, though of utmost value in dealing with such matters as standard 
wage rates, working hours, and generally applicable conditions of employment, is by no 
means well adapted for dealing with the host of particular issues that arise in particular 
work places and are of most immediate concern to the individual worker and the face-to­
face working groUp.'ll 

Collective bargaining simply cannot be a substitute for work democratiza­
tion and forms of representation at a level directly accessible to the workers 
themselves. 

One severe limitation of the above analysis of industrial democracy is its 

10. This term was used by Irving Bluestone in an interview in September 1974. 
11. Italics mine. 
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relative neglect of all informal procedures and methods to advance the worker 
interest. Particularly in a U.S. - Norway comparison the emphasis on formal 
aspects and contractual rights could easily lead to underestimate the impact 
of the more informal nature of some Norwegian industrial democracy forms. 
Informal methods unfortunately do not easily lend themselves for any kind 
of institutional analysis. 

The package approach towards industrial democracy as described here is 
quickly gaining ground in West European trade union circles. The 1971 pro­
gram on industrial democracy adopted by the Swedish LO congress can be 
credited with being the first formulation of a package oriented policy (LO 
(Sweden), 1972). This program of the Swedish LO proposes board represen­
tation mainly for the purposes of observation, but the observations are to be 
fed back to collective bargaining and the work council. The powers of the 
work council should be increased so that the council can deal rather autono­
mously with planning, staffing, training and related issues. Work democrati­
zation through job design is endorsed as a method to increase the level of 
autonomy in the jobs of the individual workers. Collective bargaining should 
be strengthened in order to deal with the wages and working conditions. 
Finally legislation is proposed to limit the managerial prerogative as defined 
by the famous paragraph 32 of the Constitution of the Swedish Employers 
Federation (SAF). In Norway no such specific LO program exists, but top 
leaders in interviews clearly expressed the strategies of the Norwegian labor 
movement in similar terms. The action program of the European Trade 
Union Confederation (ETUC) also endorses a package approach in order to 
achieve industrial democracy within the membership countries of the EEC. 

An unanswered question remains. At which level are the most important 
decisions being made within the industrial relations system? Berle and Means' 
(1934) argument that power had shifted from the stockholders to top manage­
ment seems fairly well accepted today. Galbraith (1968) extended this argu­
ment and identified the techno-structure as the most important group within 
modern organizations. The power of the techno-structure is based upon spe­
cialized knowledge and expertise. If the power indeed rests with the techno­
structure the acquisition by the labor movements in Europe of board repre­
sentation could be some kind of empty victory. This issue of where the 
power is located can better be approached from the point of view of each 
individual decision. The place where a particular decision is made can be 
identified, hereafter means to influence this decision can be chosen. The 
strong reaction of unions against the multi-national companies and the 
unions' attempts to organize international countervailing organizations is 
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an example of a development of such a new means for control. Advocates of 
job redesign in Western Europe generally propose decentralization within 
unions in order to deal better with the issues of work organization (e.g. 
Thorsrud, 1973(b)). This is a legitimate suggestion. However the increasing 
size of corporations and the growth of multi-national undertakings require 
even more centralization. Here again the solution is a differentation by the 
type of decisions or issues. Unions could decentralize with respect to issues 
regarding shop floor organization and at the same time centralize at a Euro­
pean or possibly world level around issues concerned with the multi-national 
undertaking. The danger of undifferentiated decentralization is in a some­
what exagerated manner stated by the German trade unionist Cieslak: 'The 
theory of participatory democracy leads in practice to decentralization and 
isolation of the separate parts and levels of the labor movement. The highly 
centralized and concentrated power of capital and the state can not be ef­
fectively challenged in this manner.' (Cieslak, 1972*, 166). 

The interrelationships between the different approaches to achieve in­
dustrial democracy are very difficult to describe in general terms. In partic­
ular the integration between those forms which are primarily geared to deal 
with issues of an integrative nature (work councils) and collective bargaining 
is a difficult problem. The Norwegian experience shows that the shop ste­
ward system can play an important role in linking these two forms. The ad­
vantage of the existence of a number of different approaches gives the unions 
and the workers a measure of choice in selecting that particular form which 
best fits local problems and circumstances. It is obvious that there is no 
company in Norway where all the here presented forms are simultaneously 
utilized to any significant extent. It is however a measure of progress that 
through collective bargaining, legislation, and cooperation between LO / 
NAF a number of different approaches are developed which all can be of 
potential use. The enforcement of general schemes of industrial democracy 
is virtually impossible given the wide diversity of organizations and organi­
zational members. The 'package approach' provides at this point in time a 
measure of choice between different approaches towards industrial demo­
cracy. 

Industrial democracy is defined here as 'the extent to which workers or 
their representatives influence the outcome of organizational decisions'. In 
most of the approaches towards industrial democracy, with the exception of 
collective bargaining, the workers or their representatives do not have the 
necessary strength (power) to determine the decisional outcomes. The work 
council in Norway e.g. does not have any power to make decisions, it is 



THE PACKAGE APPROACH 105 

purely consultative in nature. Management power can be based upon: 1. 
legitimacy; 2. reward and sanction control; 3. expertise; 4. personal liking 
(charisma); and 5. coercion. (Filley and House, 1969). 

Participation in decision making without adequate powers does not neces­
sarily lead to increased industrial democracy. Emery and Thorsrud's (1969) 
study of board representation demonstrated the difficult position of the 
worker representatives on the board. Their minority position and lacking 
expertise resulted in their 'cooptation' by the rest of the board members. 
Mulder (1971, 1972*) in a number of laboratory and field experiments em­
pirically tested and accepted the hypothesis that 'When there are relatively 
large differences in the expert powers of members of a system, an increase in 
participation will increase the power difference' (Mulder, 1971, 34). How 
large these differences in expert power must be, remains an unanswered 
question but Mulder's creative research provides an important warning from 
the point of view of industrial democracy. Mulder (1972*) demonstrates that 
not only expertise but also the other above listed power bases can create 
situations where participation leads to increased power differences. Again 
this does not mean that these forms to increase industrial democracy, where 
there are substantial power differences, should be rejected. Their limitations 
should be recognized. Selznick (1969, 117) underwrites the need of adequate 
power when he states that effective participation is only possible with 'organi­
zational support and must therefore be founded in latent power'. It is the 
union organization which can provide this latent support under those forms 
of worker representation where large power differences exist between man­
agement and worker representatives. Zupanov in this context contends that 
the assumption of an equal distribution of power could have detrimental 
effects from the worker point of view: 'should the assumption of an even 
distribution of power fail to materialize, the lack of regulations with regard 
to the use of power opens the door to excesses and abuses in its exercise'. 
(Zupanov, 1973,216). 

To avoid possible manipulations in job redesign, the boundary conditions 
within which job redesign can take place, must be agreed upon in a collective 
agreement (the shelter agreement). There are of course influence processes 
going on in work councils and board of directors which are not based upon 
the use of one of the power bases. However in critical situations relative 
power differences will be the deciding factor. Therefore the here cited studies 
suggest that within a hierarchical production organization the voice of those 
at the bottom of the hierarchy can be more freely and effectively expressed 
when backed by an organization (union) independent ofthe hierarchy ofthe 
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production organization and ultimately by their collective strength to com­
pensate for the power those at the bottom lack in the latter organization. 

Participatory democracy within an enterprise naturally has its limitations. 
These limitations fall into two broad categories: 1. individual limitations ; 
and 2. structural limitations. The basic question underlying the first limita­
tion is: to what extent do workers want increased participation in their im­
mediate task environment? This question has only received limited attention 
in the literature. The structural limitations center around the question: to 
what extent is participatory democracy in conflict with the division of labor, 
the essence of organizational efficiency? 

It is well supported that workers prefer participation in their immediate 
task environment over participation in broader organizational issues.12 How 
strong the desire to participate in this area and how broad its scope, is 
largely an unanswered question. The following quote from Supek describing 
the dynamics of workers' self-management in Yugoslavia provides some in­
sights into the possible individual limitations of participatory democracy: 

'It (worker self-management) is always greatest at the beginning, after its introduction, 
and afterwards slows down gradually, becoming a routine activity, in which the technical 
problems of running business predominate over problems of participation of the members 
and social problems in general. Probably this rule holds for all newly formed institutions 
of a democratic character, because in the beginning the participation of the members of a 
community is greater and afterwards it slows down and becomes more a matter of routine. 
This behavior could be observed in our whole social system (Yugoslavia) from the war 
up to the present. That would mean that every democratic institution, and therefore also 
institutions of direct democracy, are subjected to a time dynamic in the sense that partici­
pation is greater at the beginning and then becomes more passive, routine, takes on perhaps 
a more defensive character. This can be seen from the fact that in critical situations partici­
pation again becomes very intensive.' 
(Supek, 1970,231). 

A similar dynamic is evident in the voluntary attendance to trade union 
meetings. This attendance generally is minimal unless there is an issue to be 
decided that is defined as critical by the workers, e.g. a strike. It could be that 
advocates of participatory democracy (e.g. Pateman, 1970) overestimate the 
individual's desire to participate in a wide range of organizational decisions. 
The Norwegian job design experiments however show that in organizations 
workers will after an introductory period respond positively to opportunities 
for increased participation in the immediate work setting. The limits of the 
individual's desire to participate do not yet seem to be reached in these 
experiments. 

12. Chapter 6 includes a summary ofthese studies. 
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Michels (1958) in his well known Political Parties summarized many of 
the structural limitations of participatory democracy in his 'iron law of olig­
archy'. He reasoned that participatory democracy of all organizational mem­
bers in determining major organizational policies is impossible for mechani­
cal and technical reasons. This holds in particular for large organizations. 
It is often imperative that decisions be made quickly and decisively, thus 
limiting the number of organizational members who can participate in deci­
sion making. Michels used this argument to explain the need for centralized, 
autocratic leadership in political parties. In addition to these dynamics, an 
enterprise needs to meet certain minimum levels of productivity and effi­
ciency. Specialization and the division of labor plus the economies of scale 
are the main reasons for the modern enterprises' efficiency and productivity. 
At some point in a development towards participatory democracy compro­
mises must be made between participation and the need for specialized skills, 
and between participatory democracy in small units and economies of scale 
(Tinbergen, 1970, 117). A caveat similar like the one concluding the discus­
sion of the individual limitation is in order. The changes which increased 
worker autonomy and participation in the Norwegian experiments by no 
means conflicted with productivity, on the contrary productivity generally 
increased significantly. It can therefore be concluded that with respect to the 
current developments in work democratization the structural and individual 
limitations on participatory democracy are only of theoretical interest. Al­
most all experiments in job redesign which increase participation and worker 
autonomy show that no changes are being implemented which hamper pro­
ductivity or efficiency. The dominant management position within enter­
prises just would not allow for it. There are evidently limits to participatory 
democracy, but these limits have certainly not been reached in the Nor­
wegian experiments. The existence of these limits is another argument in 
favor of representative forms to increase industrial democracy. In those deci­
sion making areas where no direct participatory control is possible, control 
can only be exercised by representative bodies. 

The Webbs (1902) already warned that democracy within an undertaking 
does not automatically assure adequate attention to the broader public in­
terest. The methods to further industrial democracy which have been pre­
sented here are all of a bilateral (management - employees) nature. Develop­
ments in industrialized countries over the last decades show an increasing 
governmental role in industrial relations as the defender of the public in­
terest. A next step in the democratization process of the enterprise in Europe 
will very likely be the direct formal injection of this public interest in the 
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organizational decision-making process (Bolweg and Weisz, 1974). In Nor­
way, Sweden and Denmark plans already exist which propose the representa­
tion of the community and the broader public interests on the board of 
directors. Norwegian trade union leaders expect the next step to be the intro­
duction of public interest representatives in the corporate assembly and the 
board of directors. Employee representation in these organs would be re­
duced from one-third to one-fourth, while the public interest would also be 
represented by one-fourth of the total number of representatives. An increase 
of employees plus public interest representatives to more than half is very 
unlikely, in that this is in conflict with the Norwegian constitution. These 
proposals put industrial democracy into a larger framework of societal demo­
cracy. In the very long run conflicts between these developments and the 
political democratic system could become a reality (Halverson in interview, 
1974). 

Job redesign can supplement the more traditional forms to attain industrial 
democracy in an area where these forms generally have been deficient: the 
immediate job setting. Industrial democracy is not a question of indirect 
control (Clegg, 1960) or direct participation (Blumberg, 1968; Emery and 
Thorsrud, 1969), but a matter of indirect control through representation, 
with collective bargaining as its most powerful form, and direct participa­
tion. Changes in job design can, if certain conditions are met, contribute to 
industrial democracy. Job redesign can only be labeled work democratiza­
tion if workers and their representatives influence the redesign process, if 
the changes lead to increased autonomy of the workers, if the workers share 
in the possible economic benefits of the changes, and if they afterwards 
evaluate the changes as positive. Work democratization can introduce some 
measure of participatory democracy into an enterprise. Because of its parti­
cipatory and individual nature work democratization is as yet not very well 
integrated into trade union practice. Union organizational support is how­
ever necessary to provide the workers with a degree oflatent power in the re­
design process. Job redesign aims mainly at changing the organizational con­
trol system and technology at the lower organizational levels. Despite the 
fact that the managerial prerogative is directly linked to the organizational 
control system management generally seems to prefer changes in job design 
over the other forms to increase industrial democracy. This could be an indi­
cation that these changes are perceived as less threatening to organizational 
efficiency and the managerial prerogative. 

The other presented forms to attain industrial democracy - legislation, 
collective bargaining, board representation, work and department councils, 
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and shop steward system - all present indirect, representative approaches. 
It is argued that these forms plus work democratization are not mutually ex­
clusive but that together they can increase worker influence in different deci­
sions at different organizational and even supra-organizational levels. This 
simultaneous use of these different forms has been called the 'package ap­
proach' towards industrial democracy. This type of approach is increasingly 
advocated and practiced by West European trade unions (L.O. (Sweden), 
1972; ETUC, 1974). Some of the limitations of the different forms towards 
industrial democracy were also presented in this chapter. 



6. A broader perspective and conclusions 

OVERVIEW 
Job design and the quality of working life - is there a need for job redesign? - opposing 
views reconciled - job consciousness -labor market and legitimacy - recent develop­
ments in Norway - Cooperation Project evaluated - conditions for accelerated im­
plementation - participatory democracy: utopia? 

The changes in job design which were presented so far in a framework of 
industrial democracy can also be placed in the context of the quality of 
working life, humanization of work, job structuring, and work improvement 
discussions. In all industrialized countries we are witnessing a fast growing 
interest in job redesign. The quality of working life, humanization of work, 
job structuring, work improvement, and work democratization all have as 
their major thrust: to make work more interesting and challenging through 
the redesign of jobs and work organization. Job redesign is the keystone in 
approaches to reduce fragmentation and specialization in wOlk, to eliminate 
as far as possible dull and demeaning work, and to change the 'anachronistic 
authoritarianism' (H.E.W., 1973, XVI) of the work place. 

The underlying value premise of those advocating job redesign is that a 
large part of the work in our industrial societies is of a routine, dull and un­
challenging nature. The second premise is that many of these jobs through 
redesign can be changed in such a manner that the human factor in work 
becomes more than a mere appendage to a machine. As Delamotte and 
Walker (1974) correctly point out the commodity theory of labor and the 
machine approach to human work had been under criticism, in particular 
from the side of trade unions, long before current strands of thought emerged 
under the labels of the quality of working life and the humanization of work. 
The humanization of work not only includes job design as a means to provide 
for more meaninlful and satisfying work with increased participation in deci­
sions affecting the work situation, it also includes attempts to humanize the 
physical working environment, the wage-effort bargain, and the protection 
of the worker against the hazards of illness and unemployment, and against 
the exercise of arbitrary authority (Delamotte and Walker, 1974, 4). The 
main thrust of the Norwegian Cooperation Project was job redesign and we 
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will therefore continue to focus primarily on this one aspect of the humaniza­
tion of work and the quality of working life. 

The number of organizations and institutions that have job redesign as 
their main goal is growing rapidly and it will suffice here to give only a few 
examples. In Norway and Sweden we find national labor-management coun­
cils for the advancement of industrial democracy through job redesign. In 
the Netherlands, United Kingdom, France, and Australia recently substan­
tial government funds have been made available for institutes and practical 
experimentation in this area. In the United States the Quality of Working 
Life Center at U.C.L.A. and the National Quality of Work Center at the 
University of Michigan's Institute of Social Research are the first institutes 
which have the redesign of jobs as their major field of interest. At the Inter­
national level the Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development 
(O.E.C.D.) has been very instrumental in the dissemination of the new job 
design principles.1 The 1972 Arden House conference on the Quality of 
Working Life resulted in the establishment of an International Council for 
the Quality of Working Life which has as its main function the exchange of 
information and experiences in this area. Another indicator of growing in­
terest injob redesign is the continuous stream of visitors, many of them from 
the United States, to Sweden and Norway for the study of some of the Scandi­
navian accomplishments. Finally the number of field experiments is rapidly 
expanding in almost all industrialized countries (see e.g. H.E.W., 1973, 188-
201; Jenkins, 1973 and 1974). 

All these developments could leave one with the false impression that a 
general consensus exists about the necessity of these attempts to create more 
interesting and challenging work. On the contrary there are a number of 
serious controversies and some difficulty to reconcile empirical social science 
findings in this areas.2 First there is the consistent reporting of generally high 

1. In addition to its work on social indicators, the internal industrial environment and 
industrial relations, the O.E.C.D. recently has been responsible for the following specific 
activities in this area: 1. Revans, R. W. The Emerging Attitudes and Motivations of Workers. 
Paris: O.E.C.D., 1972. 2. International Conference on New Patterns for Working Time 
(September, 1972). 3. Regional Joint Seminar on Prospects for Labour-Management Co­
operation in the Enterprise (October, 1972). 4. Management Seminar on Advances in 
Work Organization (April, 1973). 5. Management Experts' Meeting on Absenteeism and 
Labour Turnover (October, 1973). 6. Regional Trade Union Seminar on the Quality of 
Life at the Workplace (May, 1974). 7. International Conference on Work in a Changing 
Industrial Society (October, 1974). 8. Joint Experts' Meeting on Some Aspects of the 
Industrial Environment of Work (December, 1974). 9. Management Seminar on Workers' 
Participation (March, 1975). 
2. In support of each argument only one or two relevant studies are mentioned here. It is 



112 JOB DESIGN AND INDUSTRIAL DEMOCRACY 

job satisfaction among the work forces of the industrialized countries (Bar­
bash, 1974(a)). For the U.S. a recent monograph by the Department of Labor 
analyzing longitudinal data concluded that there is no conclusive evidence of 
a dramatic decline in job satisfaction. This study showed that between 1958 
and 1973 the percentage of satisfied workers in the U.S. labor force fluctuated 
between 81% and 92% (U.S. Department of Labor, 1973,4). A 1972 repre­
sentative sample of 2262 LO members in Norway also showed a high per­
centage of satisfied workers. In this survey 95% of the respondents were very 
satisfied or satisfied, 12% were neither satisfied nor dissatisfied, while only 
3% were dissatisfied or very dissatisfied (Karlsen, 1972*,41). Fein (1973(a» 
concludes from these satisfaction percentages that there is no urgent need 
for job redesign. 

Those supporting job redesign reject this argument and counter job satis­
faction studies with empirical studies showing high alienation among certain 
groups of industrial workers (Sheppard and Herrick, 1972; H.E.W., 1973). 
They reject Fein's interpretation of the findings of job satisfaction studies 
and postulate adaptive worker responses to work, the high degree of ego in­
volvement in work, and the lack of alternative experiences for workers which 
could change their current expectations as the explanations for the reported 
high job satisfaction (Cherns and Davis, 1975). Despite high job satisfaction 
only a few in Western Europe would reject the following analysis by a well 
known French sociologist: 'Nobody wants to be an industrial worker ... if 
you are a young man and go to work in an industry you are considered a 
marginal man .... The industrial culture is disappearing ... When people 
have choice they move from the industrial organization to the tertiary system' 
(Quoted in Barbash, 1974(a), 22). The question remains however whether 
or not high percentages of satisfied workers are a sufficient reason to retain 
the existing forms of work organization? 

A second related discussion centers around the interpretation of the be­
havioral indices of job satisfaction. Increased management concern is re­
ported about rising absenteeism and turnover. This concern is supported by 
national statistics of rising quit rates and absenteeism in a number of in·· 
dustrialized countries (O.E.C.D., 1973(a». In addition some Norwegian and 
Swedish employers are facing recruitment problems for unattractive jobs. 
Do the quit rates and absenteeism statistics reflect the need for job redesign? 
No, concludes a recent U.s. study which confirmed increased absenteeism 
and turnover (Flanagan et aI., 1974) because the increases can be satis-

not the purpose of the following section to provide a comprehensive overview of all 
studies used in the discussions. 
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factorally explained by changes in the demographic composition of the labor 
force. The proportion of the work force of groups with high quit and absentee 
rates (women, blacks, and young workers) has risen. 

A third controversy centers around the interpretation of the dominant 
worker attitude to work. Studies by Goldthorpe and his associates (1969) 
and the reanalysis by Fein (1973(a)) of the H.E.W. data, support, for blue 
collar workers at least, the existence of a predominant instrumental attitude 
to work. Goldthrope et al. (1969, 38-39) discount the importance of work 
itselffor the workers and state: 'The primary meaning of work is as a means 
to an end, or, ends, external to the work situation; that is, work is regarded 
as a means necessary to support a valued way of life of which work itself is 
not an integral part'. The U.S. unionist Winpisinger (1973, 9) underscribes 
this conclusion in a more blunt manner: 'if you want to enrich the job, enrich 
the pay check'. Proponents of job redesign do not question Goldthorpe's 
findings but argue that it is exactly the lack of any intrinsically satisfying 
work experiences that contributes to these instrumental attitudes. Only ex­
periences with more challenging and interesting work will cultivate a taste 
for it. Some support for this argument was provided here in the analysis of 
the Norwegian experiments. 

Finally, a lack of consensus exists whether or not fragmented and specia­
lized work has an impact upon personal characteristics and activities outside 
the place of work. Kohn and Schooler (1973) in a very careful analysis 
report the following relationship between the extent to which a worker con­
trols his job and certain personal characteristics: 'The evidence constantly 
suggests that although men undoubtedly do choose and mold their jobs to 
fit their personal requirements, it is not likely that these processes alone can 
sufficiently explain occupational conditions and psychological functioning' 
(Kohn and Schooler, 1973, 109). Meissner (1971) finds support for the posi­
tion that workers in highly specialized jobs are less active in their leisure 
activities than those which have less specialized jobs. His research clearly 
points to a carry-over effect from work experience to leisure activities. The 
opposing view with respect to the impact of work on the worker and his 
leisure activities is that leisure activities adequately compensate for the strain, 
stress, or lack of challenge on the job. Work is not very central to the life 
interests of the workers. The central life interest of workers is centered around 
his non-work activities. The latter reflects Wilensky's (1960) compensatory 
hypothesis, which involves 'explosive compensation for the deadening 
rhythms offactory life'. The spillover hypothesis refers to the situation where 
mental stultification produced by work permeates leisure. Parker (1972) 
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reports empirical studies supporting both hypotheses. 
Scepticism and concern is also generally found among trade union leaders, 

with the possible exception of Norwegian and Swedish unionists, who fear 
that ameliorating the quality of working life is another underhanded means 
to improve productivity and weaken the benefits the unions have won on 
behalf of their members. Unionists fear that job redesign is a new manipu­
lative tool to get more work out of workers without appropriate remunera­
tion; that it is designed to deflect workers from making wage demands by 
increasing intrinsic rewards in work; that job redesign is an attempt to reduce 
worker attachment to their unions by making them more satisfied; or that it 
is designed to generate the illusion of greater worker control at the same as 
reducing the substance by giving workers a greater say over unimportant 
decisions, thereby deflecting their attention from the bigger and more im­
portant decisions. 

There is little doubt that increased productivity and cost reduction are the 
underlying interests of management injob redesign and the quality of working 
life. Adequate worker control in the redesign phases can sufficiently counter­
balance this management interest however. The management interest in the 
productivity aspects of job redesign points to the necessity of differentiation 
between the job design principles as proposed in the quality of working life 
literature and the practical implementation of these principles at the com­
pany level. The earlier presented Nob0 case is one of several examples where 
the job redesign process was not adequately controlled by the workers. 
Worker control over the redesign process is necessary to reduce the chances 
for worker manipulation. Both trade unionism and the quality of working 
life literature reject the commodity theory of labor and both do contribute 
to the goal of making the conditions of work more suitable to the human 
aspects of the labor factor. 

This brief presentation of the opposing views with respect to the necessity 
of job redesign gives an impression of the unclear picture which presents it­
self to policy makers in this area. It also reflects an inherent weakness of 
social science research which leaves its findings open to so many different 
interpretations. The use of different research paradigms, e.g. the job satis­
faction and alienation paradigms, leads to seemingly opposing interpreta­
tions with respect to the necessity of job redesign. Job satisfaction research 
is interpreted as evidence that there is no problem in this area (Fein, 1973(a)), 
while alienation research findings (H.E.W., 1973) can be interpreted as point­
ing to a clear need for changes in our organizational structures. An inherent 
weakness of the descriptive social science studies is its reliance upon data 
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from existing organizations. This in itself is a strong argument in favor of 
longterm, carefully monitored, experimentation in organizational and job 
redesign. Whether or not to support job redesign experiments is basically a 
political decision based upon a subjective value assessment whether industrial 
and service sector jobs need improvements or not. 

In this study the endorsement of job redesign experiments has been ob­
vious. This does not imply however 'the prospect that work can be self­
actualizing for everybody, or almost everybody' (Barbash, 1974(b), 22). 
Endorsement of the new job design principles means that efforts should be 
made to make work as attractive and challenging as practically possible. 
Working out of necessity in a somewhat more intrinsically satisfying manner 
has been proven possible in an increasing number of different organizational 
circumstances. Unnecessary polarization, which is particularly evident in the 
U.S., France, and Belgium, hampers the changes for new experiments in re­
designing jobs. 

One area of the quality of working life discussion which is unnecessarily 
polarized is the question raised earlier: what is the 'true' worker interest in 
work? A simple solution to the controversy could be that both pay and in­
teresting work are important to the worker. The experiments reported so far 
do not suggest any necessary trade-off between pay and more interesting 
work. The Norwegian projects even suggest that the outcome of job re­
design can be both- slightly increased pay and somewhat more interesting 
work. The findings of Daniel3 seem to support the thesis that workers are 
interested in both pay and interesting work; but that their relevance is not 
the same in different contexts (Daniel, 1970; Daniel and McIntosh, 1972). 
Daniel develops a contingency model of worker interest and finds subsequent 
support for it in his studies of productivity bargaining in a number of British 
companies. Workers, following Daniel's argument, have different sets of 
priorities that relate to different stituations and contexts. He distinguishes 
between two major contexts: the negotiation context and the operating con­
text (the day-to-day work situation). In the negotiation context, which in­
cludes both the job searching process and collective bargaining, the level of 
income is the dominating worker interest. In these situations considerations 
of job satisfaction and interesting work are irrelevant. The worker is here 
only interested in making the best financial deal for himself. In the case of 
collective bargaining, the interests more closely related to the nature of work 
become only prevalent after the agreement is settled. In the negotiating and 
work situations: 
3. For a brief introduction to his research see Daniel (1972). 
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'the worker is interested in very different things ... Indeed his priorities are completely 
reversed and the implicit concepts of work reflected in these, respectively, are logically 
opposing and quite inconsistent. The concept of work and change expressed in the nego­
tiating context (productivity bargaining) is that more work and change are pure disutility 
for the worker, so he must be compensated handsomely for accepting them. In the operat­
ing context, however, the implicit definition of work is that it is potentially interesting and 
rewarding in its own right, and that more work can bring about increased satisfaction and 
intrinsic rewards'. 

(Daniel, 1972,585). 

The following quote from a Danish worker participating in a job redesign 
project seems to support the idea of the two different contexts: 'The firm is a 
profit oriented enterprise, and we only come here for the sake of money, but 
that does not keep us from making our daily work as pleasant as possible' 
(Quoted in Agersnap et at, 1974,40). Daniel and McIntosh (1972,40-42) 
found in their studies of productivity bargaining that the acceptance of a 
productivity agreement depends only on the prospects of increased earnings. 
However, the resulting changes in job design, which provided for increased 
intrinsic rewards in work, were at a later stage very much appreciated by the 
workers. 

Daniel's findings are clearly in line with the here proposed joint manage­
ment-union-worker process of job redesign which is anchored to collective 
bargaining by a shelter agreement and a kind of ex-post productivity bar­
gaining. Daniel's model can also be used for a possible explanation of initial 
worker resistance to job redesign. This initial resistance can be based upon 
fear for losing income and job security (the negotiating context) followed by 
the later positive evaluation of the changes (the operating context). The iden­
tification of the collective bargaining context with monetary interests should 
caution trade unionists like Winpisinger (1972) in their conclusion about 
what workers really want. In the collective bargaining context workers surely 
express merely demands for increased wages and job security, but it is pos­
sible that worker interests with respect to the operating context are not al­
ways adequately articulated. Bluestone underlines the complementary of the 
extrinsic and intrinsic rewards from work when he states: 'While his (the 
worker's) rate of pay may predominate his relationship to his job, he can be 
responsive to the opportunity for playing an innovative, creative, and imagi­
native role in the production process' (Bluestone, 1972(a), 4). This evalua­
tion is more balanced than the assumptions regarding worker interests which 
we find either in Winpisinger (1972) and Fein (1973 (a)) as proponents of pure 
instrumentalism or the self-actualization position of organizational theorists 
like Likert (1961) and McGregor (1960). 
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An argument in favor of job redesign is that it involves the immediate 
work situation. This is the area which is of the most direct interest to workers 
and also the area over which they want more control. Perlman argued al­
ready in 1928 that workers are much more interested in matters relating to 
their direct job setting than in larger organizational issues. In his own 
words: 

'To the working man, the freedom that matters supremely is the freedom on the job, free­
dom from unjust discrimination, which enables him to face his boss 'man to man'. Com­
pared with this tangible sort of freedom, the higher 'freedom', the freedom to elect the 
managers of industry who are to supplant the present day private boss, or the freedom which 
the intellectual talks about, appears too remote to enter into actual calculation'. 
(Perlman, 1928, 290). 

Applying Perlman's arguments today, one would predict a more potent 
workers' interest in work democratization than in representation on the board 
of directors. The list of emprical studies which support this contention is 
steadily growing.4 Holter (1965) reported from a questionnaire investigation 
among 1128 workers and staff-members in Norway that 56% of the workers 
and 67% ofthe staff-members would like increased participation in decisions 
directly related to their own work situation. Only 16% of the workers and 
11% of the staff-members preferred more participation in decisions con­
cerning general company matters. Another questionnaire study carried out 
in the Netherlands by the Central Work Council of Philips also indicated 
that workers wanted extended influence in issues close to the job. The fol­
lowing issues were ranked as most important: transfers, composition of 
work group, appointment of supervisor, evaluation, work preparation, task 
allocation inside the work group and individual training and education 
(Philips, 1973*, 16). Lawler (1968) in a job enlargement literature review 
concluded that worker participation in matters directly related to the work 
process has a considerably stronger impact on worker motivation than parti­
cipation involving matters of general company policy. Van Zuthem (1973*) 
reports a number of Dutch studies which also indicate that workers' desire 
to participate is considerably larger in issues in which they are more directly 
involved. He summarizes that the 'workers' desire for participation does not 
actually challenge the existing power hierarchy' (Van Zuthem, 1973*, 181). 
Goldthorpe and his associates (Goldthorpe et aI., 1969, 99 and 103) found 
in their Luton (U.K.) study that only 7% of the union members regularly 
attended branch meetings, while over 80% were active in union affairs at 
work shop level, where there was an opportunity to influence policy relating 
4. See also Walker (1975) for a summary ofthese studies. 
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to the immediate task. Finally Form in a cross national study of automobile 
workers in the United States, Italy, Argentina, and India concludes 'that 
irrespective of the ideologies of their unions or their own personal politics, 
workers everywhere emphasize the principle of job-conscious unionism' 
(Form, 1973,237). 

Perlman's conclusions about the interests of the working man is clearly 
supported by recent empirical research. Job conscious unionism and work 
democratization, theoretically at least, are highly compatible. However the 
vested rights which job conscious unions have gained for their members will 
initially reinforce a strong resistance against changes in work organization 
(see e.g. the case of the Norwegian printers). 

Pateman (1970) and other participatory democracy theorists maintain that 
it is the lack of freedom and participation at the shop floor which is respons­
ible for this minimal worker interest in decision making at higher organiza­
tionallevels: 

'The evidence suggests that the low existing level of demand for higher level participation 
in the work place might, at least in part, be explained as an effect of a socialization process 
which, both through the notion of his role-to-be at work gained by the ordinary boy and 
through the experiences of the individual inside the work place, could lead to the idea of 
higher level participation being unavailable for many workers'. 

(Pateman, 1970, 107). 

Emery and Thorsrud's (1969) developmental model of industrial democracy 
is based on similar learning premises. The experiments in Norway provide 
very limited support for the theory that increased autonomy at the shop floor 
will lead to increased worker involvement in broader company affairs. 

What the experiments showed more clearly was: 1. that increased auto­
nomy at the shop floor combined with other changes in the work organiza­
tion were evaluated positively by the workers despite initial resistance against 
such changes (the 'experience hypothesis'); 2. that changes beyond the im­
mediate job redesign are severely constrained by the larger organization. No 
continuous change process developed in the Norwegian companies, the pro­
jects stagnated after a certain period of time. This stagnation or the lack of 
continuity seems to be a general characteristic of such experiments in job 
design (Van der Does, 1973,80). 

The recently started experiments in a number of Norwegian companies 
probably will reach a similar stagnation phase in particular where the goals of 
recent experiments are more limited: to increase productivity and improve 
the work situation in order to attract sufficient labor. Management in these 
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companies does not envision any overall organizational change process to 
occur. In this respect the latest experiments in Norway resemble the develop­
ments in Sweden. It is clear that in most ofthose experiments the four condi­
tions for industrial democracy are not met. A Swedish LO official with special 
responsibilities in the area of job redesign complained that most companies 
are interested only in limited forms of reorganization: 'When it comes to 
more far reaching expansion of the independence and competence of workers 
within companies, there is not so much interest' (Janerius, quoted in Jenkins, 
1974,28). 

The findings of organizational psychologists in the are of individual dif­
ferences should guard against too optimistic conclusions regarding workers' 
interests and abilities for more interesting and demanding work. Turner and 
Lawrence (1965) found that the urban versus rural background of workers 
explained some of the differences in behavior and attitudes towards more 
complex jobs. The city workers expressed more satisfaction with highly pro­
grammed undemanding work. Hulin and Blood (1968) used a measure of 
alienation from middle class values in successfully explaining some of the 
differences between successful and unsuccessful job enlargement-enrichment 
experiments. Hackman and Lawler (1971) found that a measure of the need 
for self actualization moderated both job content - worker satisfaction and 
job content - work motivation relationships. 

This body of literature and the experiences from the Norwegian field pro­
jects indicate that there are indeed individual differences with respect to 
desire for and responses to more interesting and demanding work. Older 
workers and also young woman workers sometimes resist changes in job 
design. Some workers prefer a simple routine task, which can be performed 
automatically and almost unconsciously, and leaves them free to talk, gossip, 
and day dream. This is sometimes preferred over a more complex task that 
requires full attention. These preferences and individual differences should 
be respected as far as possible injob redesign projects. 

The stringent labor market in Norway has been mentioned several times as 
the reason for the current interest in management circles injob redesign. The 
developments in the other industrialized countries of Western Europe, with 
unusually high unemployment rates (4%-5%), suggest that national aggregate 
unemployment is less important in triggering job redesign experiments than 
labor shortages in certain segments of the labor market. In addition to seg­
mental labor shortages the industrialized countries of Western Europe are 
faced with increasing problems with respect to the substantial numbers of 
foreign workers from Southern Europe and North Africa. This results in a 
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situation where both high unemployment and large numbers of foreign 
workers coincide. In the Netherlands in November 1974 there were 165,000 
people registered as unemployed while at the same time 80,000 foreign 
workers were employed. In Dutch government circles job redesign is being 
considered as one possible method to reduce both unemployment and the 
number of foreign workers. Making jobs more attractive could theoretically 
reduce the number of nationals unemployed. 

Another context in which job redesign can be considered is the decentra­
lizing trend in Western European industrial relations and the suggested de­
crease in legitimacy of the established management and union institutions at 
the company level. Schregle (1974) and Dufty (1973) agree on a decentra­
lizing trend in collective bargaining, while Kassalow (1974) cites increased 
industrial unrest at the shop floor levels as an indicator of a need for change 
in the established management and union practices. Whether the downward 
trend in collective bargaining is a result of increased shop floor demands for a 
role in the rule determining processes or a response to certain macro economic 
developments (differential industry and company growth rates under high 
inflation conditions) is hard to establish. 

The return in Norway in 1974 to industry bargaining without a national 
framework agreement is best explained by the macro economic factors. The 
change in worker attitudes is another hard to ascertain trend. The exact 
causes for the increased rejection of traditional legitimate decisions are diffi­
cult to identify but increased levels of education, full employment, increased 
afHuence, and modem social welfare provisions are generally cited as under­
lying the changes in worker attitudes (O.E.C.D., 1974(b». If the current 
hierarchical organization structures with their differentiated material and 
psychological reward systems become less generally accepted, new organi­
zational designs must be found which do have some necessary degree of 
legitimacy. In this context the participative design process (Emery and Emery, 
1974) of new forms of work organization reflects the historical trend from 
unilateral to bilateral legitimization procedures in industrial relations. In a 
democratic society 'management's unilateral right to manage' becomes more 
and more an empty slogan. Any right that management has in a democratic 
society must depend on the consent of that society and in particular on the 
consent of those managed. This consent will depend on the extent to which 
unilateral management decisions are considered legitimate by the workers. 
Job redesign is possibly also a response to a decrease in legitimacy ascribed 
to unilateral management decisions in certain areas. Dufty suggests an in­
creasing managerial acceptance of the idea 'that the only way for manage-
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ment to retain control is to share it' (Dufty, 1973, 86). 
A final perspective from which job redesign and work democratization 

can be analyzed is the one suggested by Strauss and Rosenstein (1970). They 
argue that 'participation' is partly a symbolic reconciliation between contra­
dictory managerial and union ideologies rather than an organizational solu­
tion to any real life problems. The start of the Norwegian Cooperation Pro­
ject partly motivated by a desire of the NAF to stall on the introduction of a 
board representation system, provides some support for Strauss and Rosen­
stein's argument. The more recent job redesign projects are of a very concrete 
nature and a response to practical management problems. The relationship 
of these projects to industrial democracy is therefore indeed merely a sym­
bolicone. 

The quality of working life issue that currently dominates Norwegian 
trade union discussions is certainly not job redesign, but health and safety. 
A recent study (Karlsen, 1972*) of a representative sample of 2262 LO mem­
bers found that of the respondents: 

47% complained about noise levels at work 
45% complained about strain and stress at work 
39% complained about draught at work 
37% complained about the speed of work 
30% complained about unpleasant temperatures 
25% complained about eczema 
21% complained about uncomfortable air conditions5 

An independent study by the AFI (Karlsen et aI., 1974*) also reported noise 
and stress as the most common worker complaints. The latter study also 
found that companies with a weak union organization inside the plant had 
clearly inferior safety and health conditions than firms with a well developed 
shop floor union organization. 

Strain and stress and the speed of work are problems that fall within the 
area of job redesign. It seems however that in union circles the issues with a 
clear physical nature, e.g. the dangers involved with the production of and 
working with certain new chemicals, are central. Health and safety issues 
dominated the 1974 congresses of the Iron and Metal Workers and the 
Chemical Industry Workers. Work democratization and job redesign were 
not mentioned at these congresses. It was argued in Chapter IV that the 

5. The percentages indicate that the respondents in this study could choose more than one 
of the problem areas. 
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health and safety issues better fit the collective ethic of unionism. The analysis 
of the health dangers of certain chemicals and the avoidance of sources of 
eczema at work are issues which must be dealt with by specialists and can be 
handled in the representative organs. The problems of strain and stress, 
draught, speed of work, unpleasant temperatures etc. can however be at­
tacked by a similar process as was presented earlier for job redesign. Worker 
participation and influence inthe decision-making processes regarding pos­
sible improvements in these areas can take place closer to the shop floor. 
Starting such a participatory process whereby workers can influence and 
change their jobs and working environment is from an industrial democracy 
point of view more relevant than which issues are to be handled in such a 
process. 

The current developments in Norway do not show a tendency in this direc­
tion. The general emphasis in dealing with all the issues of the physical work­
ing environment is upon the representative structures in the trade unions, 
without much direct involvement of the shop floor workers in the individual 
companies. This approach could lead to solutions which are not optimal 
from the point of view of local shop floor conditions. Some of the recent 
accomplishments in this area in Norway are: increased research into the 
harmful effects of certain chemicals, new regulations regarding the functions 
of company doctors, and intensified government inspection of health and 
safety conditions. These are of course very useful attainments but they do not 
eliminate the potential danger that the Norwegian trade unions are approach­
ing some of these issues at too high a level in their organizations. With respect 
to job redesign it can be concluded that job redesign today (Fall, 1974) is not 
'alive' within the Norwegian trade unions, at least not at the practical policy 
level. 

The start of the Norwegian Cooperation Project was a function of a particu­
lar historical, socio-political, and economic national context. A late and bal­
anced industrialization process had facilitated the growth of a stable indus­
trial relations system in Norway. The Norwegian trade unions attained a high 
degree of organization, Kassalow (1974) estimated that about 65% of the 
Norwegian labor force belongs to a trade union, and their strong ties to the 
Labor Party resulted in a societal power position which is comparable to that 
of the employers' interests. The Labor Party represents and integrates the 
Norwegian working class in the power centers of the nation. 

This socio-political context provided the background setting of an indus­
trial democracy debate in the late 1950's and early 1960's. The labor move-
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ment demanded more industrial democracy but did not have its demands 
very well defined. The employers' organization was afraid of the possibility 
that a scheme providing for worker representation on the board of directors 
would be legally imposed on Norwegian companies. Thorsrud's intervention 
in which he advocated industrial democracy through job redesign was well 
received. In his proposals Thorsrud linked the notion of industrial demo­
cracy, with its roots in socialist thought, to the Tavistock ideas of increased 
individual learning through more worker autonomy and responsibility at the 
shop floor level. Both LO and NAP, obviously for different individual rea­
sons, decided to support experiments in job redesign. A few years later the 
government also gave its financial support to the experiments. 

The Norwegian experiments in job design show great similarity to the 
current developments in most industrialized countries under the labels ofthe 
humanization of work, and the quality of working life. The essence of these 
developments is the question whether or not through certain forms of job 
complication the highly simplified industrial and white collar jobs can be 
improved in terms of greater worker autonomy and job satisfaction while at 
least maintaining current levels of productivity and efficiency. 

The support of the government and national labor and employers' organi­
zations in Norway legitimized the job design notions of the researchers in­
volved in the early experiments. Later experiments show that this national 
institutional support might be a necessary condition to start experimentation 
in an organized manner, however this support does not determine whether or 
not an individual experiment is successful in terms of starting a democra­
tizing process within a company. 

The initiative to start a job redesign experiment is predominantly a man­
agement initiative. Management reacts to particular problems which are often 
related to the difficulties in attracting, maintaining and disciplining the neces­
sary company labor force. A stringent labor market is the underlying cause of 
many of these managerial problems in Norway. This results in the paradoxal 
situation where increased industrial democracy should be the outcome of a 
management initiated and controlled job redesign program. An unilateral 
management introduction of a new work organization at the shop floor, 
which is basically the method followed in job enrichment in the U.S., can 
not be defined as contributing to industrial democracy. The boundaries of 
this type of democracy are well indicated by the following quote from an u.s. 
worker involved in an organizational change project: 'You can make any 
decision as long as it agrees with management' (Quoted in Elden, 1974, 8). 
In this type of projects the four necessary conditions in order for job redesign 
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to contribute to industrial democracy are not met. 6 The projects are generally 
successful in terms of increased productivity and increased job satisfaction. 
The number of Norwegian companies where further democratization took 
place is probably limited to 7, this despite the supportive institutional en­
vironment. 

A considerable gap exists between the theories and strategies for organiza­
tional democratization as presented in the literature and the manner in which 
they are implemented. The managerial control of the organization's hierarchy 
makes democratization difficult in particular because job redesign is charac­
teristically not defined by management in terms of democracy but in terms 
of lower total production cost. If the immediate management problem is 
solved no motivation remains on the initiating and controlling side to con­
tinue the change process. The local union generally perceives job redesign 
also as a tool to attain its traditional objectives. The job redesign strategies 
which potentially could alter the traditional principles of organizational con­
trol through hierarchy and technology are redefined by management and the 
local union as just another means to achieve their traditional goals. These 
goals for management are cost reduction, higher productivity, and maintain­
ing its position of power; for the union these goals are higher wages, better 
working conditions, and securing a stronger position inside the enterprise. 
Job redesign, as a form of direct worker participation, is perceived by man­
agement as a form of democracy which is preferred over the more formalized 
and institutionalized forms of representation of the worker interest. This 
could be one possible reason why local unions generally have not yet defined 
job redesign and improvement of individual jobs as an autonomous union 
bargaining goal. The existing managerial prerogative in the direction and 
organization of work has not yet been radically challenged by the unions. 
This challenge is necessary if workers themselves are going to influence the 
design of their work to any significant extent. 

The organizational realities described here do not preclude the possibility 
that redesigned jobs provide the workers with more intrinsic satisfaction. A 
more challenging job, more variety, and increased autonomy and responsi­
bility are changes to be positively evaluated in themselves. The start of a con­
tinuous democratization process can hardly be expected given current organi­
zational conditions. Democratization has taken place in individual depart­
ments of companies, however diffusion into the larger organization has seldom 
taken place. The experimental department usually remains a 'foreign body' 
in a larger organization operating under different organizational principles. 
6. See Chapter 5, p. 100. 
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The main contribution to industrial democracy by Einar Thorsrud and his 
collaborators has been his advocacy and partial implementation of opening 
up the job redesign process itself to workers and their representatives. The 
process of change and the changes in job design whicn result, are of coordi­
nate importance. The experiments in Norway have shown that workers initi­
ally may resist changes in their jobs. However, after having experienced the 
redesigned work organization, they do not want to return to the old situa­
tion. Changes in job design have, in all cases, been accompanied by con­
comittant changes in the wage rate and wage system. In the successful cases 
a shelter agreement, which guarantees certain management and worker 
rights, has been agreed upon between management and the union, while in 
a later phase of the experiments changes in the work-effort bargain were 
referred to collective bargaining. Most unions have been able to renegotiate 
the wage system as a result of the introduction of new forms of work organi­
zation. At the national level LO and the national unions have not been suc­
cessful in integrating job design and work democratization into their daily 
policies. 

Potentially work democratization through job redesign can fill the gap left 
by the existing representative approaches to increase industrial democracy. 
Their representative nature inherently restricts the direct impact of those ap­
proaches on the shop floor. Representation is no alternative to active shop 
floor participation. Work democratization through job design is an essential 
element in the package approach towards industrial democracy. The Co­
operation Project has shown that in a rather restricted number of companies 
(7), job redesign indeed did contribute to industrial democracy as defined 
earlier. The Cooperation Project also contributed to refinements of the socio­
technical model, to a deepening insight into organizational change processes, 
to the identification of the importance of the change process itself, and to a 
better understanding of the difficult role of the social scientist as consultant. 
In Norway the Project led to a sharp decline in the use of time and motion 
studies, stimulated the introduction of fixed wage systems with predominantly 
small group bonuses and initiated the start of organizational change projects 
in the educational system and the important shipping industry. The Project 
also triggered experiments in Sweden (e.g. Volvo and Saab-Scania) and 
Denmark.7 

7. For the developments in Sweden see Agervold (1972), Lindestad and Norstedt (1972), 
and Karlsson (1972). The Danish projects are well described in Agersnap et al. (1974) and 
in Thomsen and Olsen (1974). For an optimistic report on most European developments 
in this area see Jenkins (1973). 
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The complexity of the Norwegian Cooperation Project makes a simple 
concluding evaluation impossible. The developments as they present them­
selves today are ambiguous. The question whether or not job redesign has 
contributed to industrial democracy is difficult to answer. On the whole the 
Norwegian experience is not too positive from an industrial democracy per­
spective. On the other hand a rather small number of companies has progress­
ed in a direction which seems to support the underlying theoretical notions of 
Einar Thorsrud and his collaborators. This ambivalence could be substantial­
ly reduced if the parties involved - employers, unions, workers, and research­
ers - make their objectives more explicit. The resulting clarity will:facilitate 
the understanding of similar organizational change projects. It will also clari­
fy whether or not the social scientist plays a 'democratizing' or merely a 'cost 
reducing - productivity enhancing' role.8 

It is sometimes argued that the Norwegian experiments are not very rele­
vant to the United States and other industrialized countries because of the 
distinct differences in the socio-political and economic environments. Despite 
this distinct context the actual changes in job design attained in a number of 
Norwegian firms do have general significance. In addition the number of 
other 'special cases' in Scandinavia, the rest of Western Europe, Australia, 
and the U.S. is steadily growing. Jenkins refutes the criticisms against work 
democratization based upon the 'special case' argument in the following 
manner: 

'I have had it pointed out to me that the Kibbutzim in Israel are special because of ideology 
(or poverty, or because the country is at war): that Yugoslavia is special because it is 
Communist (or underdeveloped, or in conflict with the Soviet Union); that West Germany 
is special because of the unusual conditions under which codetermination was introduced; 
that Texas Instruments is special because it is a technologically advanced company; that 
Orrefors Glas is special because it is in a craft industry and thus technologically backward; 
that Procter and Gamble is special because it is a large company; that Nob", is special 
because it is a small company; that anyway the whole Scandinavian experience is special 
because everybody knows Scandinavians are 'different'; that Monsanto is special because 
it is capital-intensive; that R. G. Barry is special because it is labor intensive; and so on'. 

(Jenkins, 1973,286). 

Jenkins is obviously comparing quite different things with each other in this 
quote, however in a certain sense he is correct that any company or country 
is special. Today there exists a growing number of somewhat vaguely defined 
experiments in industrial democracy. Most of them are very modest in their 
impact, but it seems that more democratic forms of work organization have 

8. Thorsrud's thesis is that these two roles are by no means mutually exclusive. 
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been developed under a wide variety of conditions (H.E.W., 1973, 188-201; 
Jenkins, 1973 and 1974). This study is an indication of a serious lack of hard 
data with respect to many of these experiments and the ambiguous relation­
ship between job redesign and industrial democracy. Evidence is lacking not 
only in the area of the traditional economic and efficiency criteria, but also 
whether or not these changes contribute to industrial democracy. The earlier 
presented definition of industrial democracy could be used in operationalizing 
industrial democracy for the purposes of future evaluation studies. But, also 
in this area oflacking empirical evidence, Maslow's (1970, 149) 'If we wait 
for conventionally reliable data, we should have to wait forever' applies. 

The implementation of the new job design principles, which does not neces­
sarily mean organizational democratization, will only be accelarated if at 
least one of the following developments takes place: 

1. A manifest 'proof' that the new job design principles will substantially 
increase efficiency and/or productivity. The information so far indicates 
a positive relationship between these criteria and redesigned jobs;9 how­
ever, detailed information about the actual changes which took place and 
their impact on efficiency and productivity is still lacking. If this positive 
relation is 'proven' management will have a strong incentive to become 
active in the area of job design. 

2. Strict enforcement of social and psychological criteria in the evaluation 
of enterprises and managers. Despite recent progress in operationalizing 
social indicators (see e.g. Lawler, 1972; I.R.R.A., 1973,99-119; O.E.C.D., 
1973(b); O.E.C.D., 1974(a)) they do not yet have any significant impact 
on practical company decision making. 

'In spite of all lip service paid to social and psychological criteria, in practical life, the 
economic and technical criteria dominate. The reason for this is not only that these 
two sets of criteria are still critical ones for organizations, but also that little is done to 
make other criteria practicable, i.e. the need to provide conditions for learning" partici­
pation in decision-making, conditions for cooperation and social support, etc.' 

(Thorsrud, 1974,67). 

Only by making use of such criteria mandatory at the company level will 
job redesign occur. A required human resource accounting system for- in 
stance would naturally lead to increased attention to issues like training, 
education, and learning. As long as management is solely rewarded on 

9. Kuipers (1972·) in an evaluation study of Dutch job redesign experiments talks about 
a 'marked' success of the changes in terms of efficiency and productivity. 
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the basis of financial performance we cannot expect a sharp increase in 
attention to these new criteria. At the company level today it is not yet 
true that 'objectives of efficiency and economic growth are losing their 
exclusive primacy' (Seashore, 1974, 133), neither are we now 'in the after 
days of classic patterns of efficiency behavior .. .' (Van der Does, 1972, 
53). 

3. Demands from workers for changes at the shop floor. These demands can 
either be formulated through collective bargaining or be expressed in be­
havior like absenteeism and turnover, or, as is the case in Norway and 
Sweden, by increased workers' refusal to work in companies which offer 
unattractive jobs. 

The possible occurrence of one of these developments will not automatically 
lead to increased industrial democracy. This will be determined by the extent 
to which workers participate and influence the job redesign process, which 
will be the expected management response to any of these above posited 
developments. 

It was argued here that the introduction of changes in job redesign can 
best be controlled by collective bargaining. In collective bargaining the 
workers' interests are looked after under fairly equal power conditions. 
Work democratization is one possible method to increase industrial demo­
cracy. The other methods presented in the 'Package Approach' need to be 
supplemented by work democratization in order to provide increased op­
portunities for direct participation and autonomy at the shop floor. With 
respect to developments in work democratization in Norway, it seems that 
further shop floor democratization in the near future can only be expected 
to occur as a possible external effect on management's efforts to increase 
productivity and maintain a stable labor force. It will depend on the union 
local and shop stewards whether these management efforts will be controlled 
in such a manner that work democratization can take place. Karlsson is 
rather pessimistic about these chances, he concludes from Swedish experi­
ments that 'as long as the authoritarian firm makes a normal or reasonable 
profit the people in power prefer to maintain the established order rather than 
to create a more efficient but democratic organization' (Karlsson, 1973, 51). 

Full industrial democracy and in particularly a full participatory enter­
prise are most likely utopian visions. This does not mean however that we 
should not attempt to approach them as closely as possible. Work democrati­
zation through job redesign certainly is one means to attain an increased 
measure of participatory democracy in our modern enterprises. 
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Appendix 

Project shelter agreement of a Norwegian company 

1. Shielding 

The project shall take place at the repair department for trucks at ... The 
project shall not include ... The project area includes the repair hall for 
trucks, including the greasing ramp, the gangway, the motor room, tool 
shed, diesel room with office, expedition, planning room and conference 
room (information center). 

All measures and changes in connection with the experiment in the project 
area only apply to this area and shall not have any influence on other depart­
ments. 

2. Project leadership 

The project is led by a committee hereafter called the working committee. 
This committee is responsible to the local union and management in directing 
the project. The working committee shall consist of representatives from the 
local union and management. It shall have four members, two from each 
partner in the company. 

3. Termination 

Both partners in the project, local union and management, can whenever 
they wish and without special reasons terminate this project agreement. 
Work will thereafter be performed under the circumstances that existed 
before the start of the project. 
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4. Wages 

The partners agree that wage developments shall not be disrupted by factors 
related to the project, that is to say that wage developments in the project 
area shall not differ from those which are common for identical work in 
other departments. Wage increases which could result from increases in 
productivity under the project fall outside the scope of the foregoing stipu­
lation. 

5. Productivity 

The partners agree that they shall not accept a reduction in productivity as 
a result of the project. Productivity will be monitored continuously and com­
puted over periods of at least three months. 

6. Duration 

This project agreement applies one year from the date that the project is 
started. Otherwise the regular agreement applies. 

Project shelter agreement U.S. company (Union U.A.W.) 

The purpose of the joint management-labor Work Improvement Program is 
to make work better and more satisfying for all employees, salaried and 
hourly, while maintaining the necessary productivity for job security. 

The purpose is not to increase productivity. If increased productivity is a 
by-product of the program, ways of rewarding the employees for increased 
productivity will become legitimate matters for inclusion in the program. 

A Review Committee will meet monthly to hear reports on and review the 
activities of the Work Improvement Program. The Review Committee will 
consist of the members of the Bargaining Committee of the local union and 
three people designated by management. 

A Working Committee will plan and coordinate the day-to-day work im­
provement program. The membership of the Working Committee will be: 
The President of the union local, four members of the union selected by the 
President of the union local, subject to the leview of the Review Committee, 
and five people designated by management. One member of the Bargaining 
Committee will attend each Working Committee meeting. 

No worker will lose his job, pay, or seniority as a result of a work improve·· 
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ment experiment conducted in the plant, whether he is a participant in the 
experiment or not. 

Participation in an experiment in the Work Improvement Program is 
voluntary. No one will be forced to participate. 

Trying new ideas requires extra flexibility on everyone's part. The union 
and the company will both cooperate in trying out new ideas in experimental 
groups, giving new ways of doing things a chance to prove themselves. This 
does not mean that either party relinquishes its contractual rights. Termina­
tion of the program by either party will require 30 days notice. 
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