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Dunlop After Two Decadeé

Systems Theory as q,Framewotk'for Organizing
the Field of Industrial Relations.

by,

"Roy J. Adams

Since World War II the field of Industrial Relations
has grown rapidly. 1Industrial relations institutes, some of
which grant advanced degrees, are now to be found in the
United States, Great Britain, Australia, Canada, Imdia and
other countries. These institutes have produced a growing
number of scholars and practitioners wﬁo owe allegiance to
none of the traditional disciplines of economics, sociology,
psychology or political'sciehce. They are instead industrial
relationists (an unfortunately awkward term).1

During the 1940's an Industrial Relations Research
Associétion was formed in North America and since then similarx
associations have been organized in other countries. In the
late 1960's an International Industrial Relations Association
was founded. The growth of the field is also indicated by'the
expanding number of‘journals with the term industrial relationms
in their title. There are two such jdurnals in both the U.S.

and Britain and one each in Canada, Australia and India. A

recently initiated European Industrial Relations Review reports




on events in Europe.

Despite this impressive growth thére is still a wide-
spread concern that the-field lacks coﬂesion and is theoreti-
cally ambiguous. Ne11 Chamberlain has put the problem this
way: "Our field is é peculiar one. We have defined a subject
area with such appareht clarity as to warrant building a
professional associatioﬁ on the definition. And yet the
boundaries of that area are obscure and the reasons for draw-
ing them not easily defined."2 Even thé term industrial
relations is imprecise. As Heneman has noted, it "might_appear
to connote relations Bétween and among industries."3

A new field needs to have a focus, a definition, boundariés,
an organizational framework and a raison d'etre but in industrial
relations there is a lack of consensus‘qver all of these issues.
The problem of definitional clarity and unifying theory is not
merely an artificial issue designed to keep idle minds busy.
Experience indicates fhat scholarly inquiry is most effective
when scholérs may relate any project to a coherent theoretical
trédition. The most effective academic disciplines--the so-
called "hard" sciences--all have well-developed theoretical
structures. In the social sciences, the two most effective
disciplines--psychology and economics--have the most well
developed theories.

One might ask: "what is meant by "effective?" We suggest
that all academic inquiry has as its goal the Achievement of

some combination of understanding, explanation, prediction and
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control. Any discipline is effective to the extent that it
has accomplished theseiobjectives. Thus engineers cah send
men to the moon and back successfully, but industrial relation-
ists have been trying unsuccessfully fgr decades to design
systems capable of achieving a combinétian of industrial
justice and social péace. Many schélars'have expressed dismay
at the-inability of industrial relations to acﬁieve significant
levels of prediction .and control. Perhaps the most jaundiced
view of the state of industrial relations research is held by
Heneman. He feels that "much if not most of it is descriptive,
prescriptive, poorly designed and generally worthless."4

The paucity of éccepted théorj has not resulted from a lack
of effort. Many authors have attempted as a first step to identify
a critical facus on which all in the field could agfee. Although
there was no identifiable field of industrial relations before
World War II there were many scholars wofking on issues which
we woﬁld now recognize as being squareiy within the province of
industrial relations; In two important essays in the middle
1950's Clark Kerr and his associates proposed that the pre-war
focus of such research had been on the fesponse of labour to the
development of capitélism.5 They went on to argue that such a
focus was no longer valid and proposed instead, "the structuring
of the labour force" in economic development. Another concept

introduced by Kerr and Siegel was that of "web of rules." This

concept was later developed more thoroughly by John Dunlop who

is generally given credit for it. Dunlop nominated "the rules




of work" as the central focus of industriél relations. At

present Dunlop's prescription (and the derivative concept of

"job regulation" proposed by Flanders) is probably the most

widely accepted central concept.6 Howevér, it does not lack

for éontenders. Margerison prefers "induétrial conflict."

Derber, while recognizing other approaéhes, has argued for
“industrial democracy" which Places him in a line of development
which extends back to the Webbs and includes John R. Commons,
Selig Perlman and others. Neil Chamberlain has suggested "Labour"

in all its aspects Kingsley Laffer likes "bargaining relation-

~ships" and Gerald Somers has made a case for the more inclusive

concept of "exchange relations."7

There has also been debate about the nature of the field.
Is it (or_should it be) an art or a science?8 Is it (or should
it be) a multidisciplinary field or an independent discipline?9
Should it seek to identify basic patterns and relationships or
should it be more applied and policy oriented?lo

Before these issues can be sensibly appraised, what is first
needed is, as Somers has put it, "a broad conceptual or theoretical
framework serving to integrate the disparate strgnds of thinking
and research now roﬁghly juxtaposed under the banner of 'industrial

relations.'"11

The conception that has come closest to providing
such a framework is John Dunlop's "industrial relations system."
Dunlop's scheme, however, has come in for a good deal of criticism.

Many of those in the field have found it to be inadequate and thus

have either ignored it, or have utilized it only partially, or




-and Industrial Man.

have suggested altermnative strategies.lz

We believe that the industrial relations system concept as
originally proposed by Dunlop is far too rudimentary and frag-
mentary to serve the needed organizing function. However, siuce
the publication of Dﬁnlop's book, numerous criticisms and alter-
ations to the scheme have been made. With these modifications,
and others we shall suggesE here, we belieye that the systems

framework provides the most adequate scheme for organizing the

field.

Evolution of the Systems Framework

The concept of Industrial Relations System first entered
the_lexicon of industrial relations full blown in 1958 with the
publication of Dunlop's book. However, itAhad important ante-
cedents and concurrent developments. Dunlop's work was part of
a stream of development begun in the early 1950's when the

Ford Foundation made a -large grant to Kerr, Harbison, Dunlop and

-Myers to study labour problems in economic development. The

first important theoretical piece.to emerge from the grant was

the paper by Kerr and Siegel on the "Structuring of the Labour

Force in Industrial Society." That paper, aé we have noted above,

introduced the concepts of "rules" and rule making procedures.
Throughout the 1950's the Inter-University research team

(as it was known) met continually to discuss the iSsﬁe of labour

in development and a good deal of research was ca?ried out with

the aid- of the funds made available by the Ford Foundation. By

the end of the decade two major theoretical treatises appeared.

Dunlop's Industrial Relations Systems and Kerr, et al's Industrialism

13 .
The failure of the group to satisfactorily integrate the

two has been problematic since then. We'll suggest one way of interpreting the




relationship of the two studies below.

One of Duniop's principal motives in wfifingATndustrial Relations
Systems was to providé'industrial relatiaqs with the integrating
framework discussed by Somers. Early in the book he stated:
"Industrial Relationsf;eduires a theore;idal core in order to
relate isolated facts, to point to new types of inquiries and
to pake research more additive. The study of industrial relations

gystems provides a genuine discipline."lA

How well, one may then ask, does the Dunlopian scheme serve
as a device for integrating "the disparate strands of thinking
and research now roughly juxtaposed under the banner of 'industrial
relations.'?" To addféss that question we first require some
independent conception of the scope ofAindustrial relations. If
one wishes to identify the issues and problems which compose the
field, the most appropriate place to lobk is in industrial
relations journals and the proceedings of industrial relations
meetings. These puEUcatﬂnm indicate what industrial relationists
consider the appropriate subject matter to be. For an organizing
framéwork to be effective it should be able to include the pre-
ponderence, if not all, of such issues and concerns. With this
measuring rod in mind we may now turn to .a cénsideration of the
industrial relations system framework.

Rules and Actors

Dunlop began by prescribing "rules" as the central concern
of industrial relations. They could be formal or informal,
processual or substantive. Because theée variations were not
elaborated sufficiently, they have caqsed'continuing debate.

Some critics claim that Dunlop's framework does not take




unstructured workgroup relations into sufficient account and
thus is unable to encompass the human reiétions aqd organiz-
ational behaviour 1iteréture although these topics are quite
clearly of major interé;t to industrial relationists.15

The charge against:Dunlop's system was given credence by
the fact that Dunlop himseXf was somewhat contemptuous of the
human relations stream of thought. - Like economists genefally
he tended to disregard psychological éspects of behaviour and
instead was more interested in explaininé outcomes such as rules
by reference to environﬁental determinants such as technology
and market factors. However, several scholars have recently
argued that the industrial relations systems scheme does not
necessarily exclude a-consideration of bsychological and socio-
psychological aspects of industrial relations.16 Thus, if rules
are understood to include not only laws and formal contracts
but also custom andhpractice as well as all informal under-
standings which exist between employees and between employees
and employers, the systems framework ;etgins its usefulness.
Moreover, to understand the operation of the.system, one must
understand not only the structure but also the perceptions,

motivations and attitudes of those whb compose the system.
Rules in Dunlop's scheme are made and changed by actors
of whom three are denoted:
1. @ hierarchy of managers and their representatives in

supervision.

2. a hierarchy of workers (non-mangerial) and any spokesman.

3. specialized governmental agencies (and specialized




private agencies creaféd by the first twq‘actors) concerned
with workers, enterprises, and their relationships.17
This specification is problematic in several regards.
First of all, for the scheme to be truly useful as an organizing
framework a more precise breakdown of the actors is necessary so
that there is a common understanding in the field about what is
to be included and excluded. 1In the broadest sense Dunlop's
three actors are management, workers and government. As workers'
spokesmen Dunlop lists "works councils, unions and parties" as
examples. To be compiefe professional éoéieties such as those
which exist for physicians and lawyers should also be included,
as should the cooperative movement, workers' education organiz-
ations and other such associations whicﬁ have long been of

interest to industrial relationists.

The term "workers" may be. too respfictive. Industrial

relationists are concerned not only with job-holders but also with

job seekers. If it is clear that "workers" includes both
employed and unemployed we are on safe gfound.

Dunlop's limitation of "and any spokesman" to workers is
misleading. Managers have also formed employer associations
which play a critical roie in industrial relations.18 Moreover,
the relationship of employer groups to political parties might
also be more systematically studied within the industrial -
relatioﬁs tradition.

The role of the government in industrial relations is
certainly much broader than Dunlop suggests. The state affects

the rules of work and the behaviour of the other actors not only
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via specialized agencies, but also by broader policies includ-
ing: fiscal and monetary policy, the legislation of labour
standards, the imposition of wage and price controls, and the
establishment and administration of labdu; market policy. The
fact that Dunlop was an economist wishing to differentiate
economics from industrial relations probably explains why he
excluded such facets_froﬁ his system. However, analytically
their exclusion is unwarranted and empiricélly they are issues
which have drawn the attention of many iﬁdustrial relationists.

Another problem with Dunlop's explication is that he fails
to note that the categbries are not mutually exclusive. Thus,
his qualification of workers as "non—mapagerial" has no basis.
Managers are, at the Séme time, both ordef givers and order
takers. Moreover, whereas managers are 1afge1y excluded from
collective rule-making in the U.S., theyrare well organized
into bargaining associafions in other countries.

Governments, in addition to plafing a regulating role con-
cerning relations between managers, workers and associations, are
also major employers.19 Unions and political parties also employ
workers and thus play a dual role.

By specialized private agencies Dunlop is presumably thinking
of mediators, conciliators, factfinders, arbitrators, and con-
sultants but, so that there will be no mistake, they should be
listed.

Dimension
Given the concept of "actors" one may ask: "what attributes

of these actors are of interest?" Just as a box has height,
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width and depth, actofs in an industrial relations system may

and have been studied along many identifiable dimensions. Except
for power and ideology, Dunlop however, failed to recognize the
importance of '"dimension" to the study of industrial relations.
Later theorists began tb take up the slack. Craig posited

two addition attributes: goals and values.20 Numerous industrial
relationists have been concerned with these dimensions. Barbash,
following up on the work of Commons and Perlman has, for

example, conceived of the employment rgiationship as one of basic
tension between the security consciousﬁeés of workers and the
efficiency consciousness of management and the values and goals
inherent in those outlooks.21 Another important dimension which
has drawn the attentioh 6f many scholars is that of method. The
early work of the Webbs was, in part, an attempt to provide a
typology of working class methods.22 More recently, Sturmthal

has presented an interesting theory on the generation of and-
relationship betweenrthe goals and methods an emerging labour
movement migﬁt adopt under varying'conditions:.Z3

Perspective

One analytical téol which, to my knowledge, has not been
clearly presented or discussed is that of perspective. 1In
practice, however, industrial relations research and thought 1is
focused in quite different ways. Some scholars conceive of
industrial relations problems from the pérspective of govern-
ment when they ask "what needs to be done in order to accomplish
this or that policy objective?" Much»of the research én strikes,
wages, unemployment, inflation and labour market policy is con-

ducted from this perspective. Other scholars conceive of




industrial relétions problems from a management perspective

when they ask "what ﬁeeds to be done to efficiently and
effectively recruit, sgiect, train, motivate and compensate
workers?" The prepondefance of the organiiational behaviour and
human resources literature is written from this perspective.

It is interesting to note that essentially no prescriptive
literature has been producédAfrom a trade union perspective.

Thus, while large nuﬁbers of scholars have been very willing to

put their skills to work-on practical problems encountered by govern-
ments and employers,_practically none have done the same for

unions. The leftist or Marxist literature may, however, be

thought of as prescriptive from a worker ﬁerspec;ive.

All research and ﬁheory in industfiél relations is not
written from a normative or prescriptive stance. Much of it is
written from a positive, o; objective or descriptive stance. 1In
such cases the researcher or theoretician adopts the viewpoint
of An omnicient observér simply trying_fbfunderstand and describe
what-he perceives relationships to be.

The attributes liéted above do not‘éxhaust the list. Trade
unions, for example, vary on a multitude of récognizable dimensions.
In addition to those 1isted, one may also note: membership density,
structure, ideology, fihances, leadership source, efficiency, etc.
It is interésting to note that Kerr et. al. discussed several of

these attributes in Industrialism and Industrial Man without

recognizing or conceiving of them as attributes of the actors
in the industrial relations system. One of the unfortunate

aspects of the Inter-University study, as we noted above, was
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the failure of the research team to percgiVe the possibilities
of elaborating on the industrial relations system concept and
making it central to théir analysis. All of the researchers
were, however, economists and were less enthusiastic than Dunlop
(also an~economist) about providing theoretical rigor to a new
field or in assisting iﬁ to achieve disciplinary status. They
were, it seems, more intéfegted in analysing '"labour problems"
in a more conservative, institutional labour economics trédition.
As noted above, individual workers alsovvéry on several dimensions
including: motivation,pénceptions, job satisfaction, intelligence,
skill level, age, sex, etc., and all of tﬁese attributes may, and
have been, of interest to industrial relationists.
Process

A serious problem with Dunlop's presentation was his failure
to develop;the concept of interaction prbcess. He simply
reitterated the three types noted by Kerr and Siegel. In

Industrialism and Industrial Man, Kerr, et. al., identified four

more specific types: management dictatorship, management pattern-
alism, constitutional (e.g. collective bargaining and government
regulation) and democratic (e.g. participator& management, workers'
self—management).24 Flanders gave the interaction process a name -
job regulation - which is increasingly-being utilized in the
literature.

To make this'concéﬁt more useful in its function as one aspect

of a general organizing framework we must return to the idea of

dimension. Thus, just as the actbrs_may be studied on several
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dimensions, so may the job regulation process per se. Within an
industrial relations system we may identify many facets of job
regulation including: establishment procé@ures (e.g. recognition,
certification) the structure of job regulation (e.g. centralized/
decentralized), its pfodeés, the scope of issues discussed within
its confines, the way conflicts and impasses are resolved, and
the interaction between various forms of job regulation. For
example, in North America collective bargaining is established via
very formal procedures while in Europe the process is more informal
and dictatedAby custom. »In North America. bargaining structure is
decentralized and fragﬁented; in Europevit is generally more
centralized. In North America the scope of issues in any bargain-
ing round is very great compared to European bargaining. Impasses
in any system may be settled by strikes, arbitration, mediation, the
"strike in detail" or iﬁ‘extreme cases revolution.

But we need not dfaw our examples only‘from collective bargain-
ing which is, after all, only one form of job regulation. A
'similaf ahalysig may be garriedAout of work group processes,
individual employer—embloyee interaction, trip;rite socio-economic
decision making, and of German co-determination and Yugoslavian
self—mahagement. Each of these forms of_job regulation have some
way or ways of coming into being, some structure; some method of
operation, some scope and some way or ways of handling conflicts.
Nor does this specification mean that we are uninterested in
motivation, perception‘and other forms of behaviour. To under-
stand the process we need to also understand why those who are

involved in it do what they do and feel what they feel.
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Other Processes

In addition to rule making processes fhere are other inter-
actions which take place between the actors and may be encompassed
within the industrial relations system ffamework. There are,
for example, union—unién interactions. 1In ﬁany countries; unions
vie with each other for membership. In some cases one union will
"raid" the members of aﬁoﬁher union. This facet of industrial
relations may ultimately be traced back and related to job regul-
ation but it is not a job regulation process per se. Other examples
of non-rule making interactions of criticallimportance to industrial
relations are party—upion relations, unidn—member relations, govern-
ment‘regulation of in;érﬁal union affairs; employer-employer
relations concerning job regulation, and employer-association
relations.

We have found that by cross classifying each of the actors
one may generate practically every issué of interest to industrial
relations. To give a fé% examples:

employer - employee: recruitment, selection, motivation,
compensation, job security, job search, etc.

employer - union: recognition, collective bargaining, strikes,
collective agreements, grievances, dispute
resolution procedures.

employer - employer:. employer associations, employer unity.

union - union: jurisdiction-disputes, wage competition,
ideological competition.

union - member: union democracy, union administration.

employee-employee: work group norms, restrictions of output.
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More complex combiﬁations produce additional issues.

For example:
Government, employer, ‘

employee manpower policy, antidiscrimination policy,

unemployment insprance, labour standards,
apprenticeship regulations.
Levels |
Dunlop suggested thaf one may consider industrial relations

systems as operating at several levels: national, industrial,
enterprise, etc. Thus, one may speak sensibly of the British
industrial relations system or the British railway industrial
relations system or the industrial relations system at British
Leyland. In some of his writing'Dunlop implied that the systems
framework might be used as a methodological device for the systematic
study of industrial felations in given industries. Some
researchers have utlized the scheme in tﬁis fashion.25 Such a
use of the concept is not a central concern of this paper. However,
it is worthwhile to réalize that the sqheme may be put to work in
different ways for different purposes. Oné danger is that the
methodological use mayrbe taken as prescriptive. In other words,
one might draw the conclusion that since the framework may be used
asré methodological device, one should utilize it in this fashion
wherever possible. We do not agree with this interpretation. For
many prbblems, making use of the éntiré system &ould be cumbersome
and perhaps of little value. However, béing aware of the potential
interactions between actors and environments should be useful to |

investigators at all levels.

Some writers have proposed that there is a need for "vertical"




16.

synthesis between thé various levels.26. The systems framework, as
such, does nothing to'iﬁdicate how such-a synthesis might be
achieved. ~However, we do not believe this failing is a serious
drawback to the use of,éhe concept as a.unifying framework. Full
vertical systhesis would require a global theory of all knowledge.
For example, to understand "Man" completely one would have to
have a theory which subsumed not only péychology but also, in
deécending order, biolbgy, chemistry, and physics and in ascending
order social science (broadly conceived to include sociology,
economics, political-science, law, anthropology, history, art,
music and literature) and philosophy. Philosophers of science
héve long been, and continue to be, concerned with reductionism
(e.g. of psychology to biology, of biology to chemistry, of
chemistry to physics) but they have not yet produced any general
synthesis.. To require such a synthesis of an organizing frame-
work for tﬁe field of industrial relations is simply a test that
is too severe to paés.
Coﬁtexté

In addition to his basic concepts of rules, actors and
interaction processes, Dunlop also listed three '"contexts":

1. The technologigal characteristics of the work place and

work community.

2. The market or bugetary contraints which impinge on the

actors.

. 28
3. The locus and distribution of power in the larger socilety.

This is one of the weakest aspects of Dunlop's presentation.
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Because he was ambiguous there has beeﬁ considerable debate
about whether these contexts should be copsidered an integral
part of the industriallrélations systeonr as external to the
system. The prepondeféﬁce of opinion suggests that technology
and market constraints should be considered external and we
concur . These factors éeftainly constrain the actors and help to determine
the rules which they make but they are_ndt,part of the rule-
making process. TheAsame cannot be said fOr power. - As Wood et. al.,
note, it is critical-to study both the power of the actors as well
as the wider distributiqn of power in society.29

While the contexts noted by Dunlop are certainly important,

the list is arbitrary and truncated. Craig has produced a much

more satisfactory specification. He afguéd that the industrial

relations system could be conceived of as one of many societal

sub-systems. Others which he denoted were: legal, political,

30

social, ecological and economic. Craig viewed the industrial

"relations systems as receiving inputs from these other system

and as generating outputs which in tu#n fed back to the other
systems as well as the industrial relations system.

Even with the modifications since Dunlop the concept of
outputs remains one of the least satisfactory aspects of systems
thinking. Dunlop specified "rules" as the output. Craig

prescribed wages, hours, benefits and working conditions. But

- these prescriptions are neither general enough nor (contrarily)

concrete enough to encompass the concerns  of industrial relations

as a field. In fact, the interaction between employers, workers,
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associations and the sféte produce a widé range of outputs
which need to be identified empirically rather than specified
by fiat. |

Consider the following list of employment issues which are
determined, at least injpart, by the relations between the
actors: 7

Compensation: level,-distribution, composition, method

Degree of job and economic securi;y~

Productivity

The level and distribution of skills and abilities

The level, frequéﬁcy and length of industrial conflict

The amount of job satisfaction

The amount of»éffort exerted by emplqyees to produce.

In additioﬁ, the institutions and processes of job regulation
may also critically affect other more general aspects of societal
operation and structure such as:

The rate of economic growth

'Inflation

The overall quélity of life

Balance of payments

Class structure

Political power.distfibution

The amount and quality of democracy and justice.

Although none of these issues are the exclusive preserve
of industrial relations, they are all of interest to industrial

relations scholars to the extent that they effect and/or are
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affected by the operatiqn of the industrial relations sgystem.

Systems Variation

Just as actors ahd job regulation processes vary, so one
may conceive of variation in whole systems. Thus, in economics
there are two basic typés of systems: . market and command. In
political science there are democracies, ﬁonarchies, autocracies,
etc. The work of Kerr; et al., may be interpreted as proposing
five types of nationai industrial relations systems which vary
according to the stage.of industrialism and the type of
industrializing elite: dynastic, middle-class, revolutionary
intellectuals coloﬁial administrators gnd new nationalist
leaders. The Inter-Univérsi;y group see>only two as basic:
middle class and revolutionary elites and these correspond roughly
to capitalist democracies and communist command economies. In
the long run they see the force of "industrialism" pulling these
two together and produciﬁg what they cgll_"pluralistic industrial-
ism." This observatidn.and prediction has become known as the
convergeﬁce hypothesis;3l

This Kerr et._al; conception is problematic in several reports:

1. It is diffiduit to fit actual countries into the scheme,
especially after one leaves the communist bloc and western
industriaiized democracies.

2. There are major variations within given categories. TFor
example, both Sweden and the U.S. are presumably within the
middle class elite category but there is a great deal of difference

between industrial relations practices in the two countries.
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3. Many factors in addition to the-type of elite have a
major influence on the structure and process of industrial
relations, including: the nature of the labor movement, the employer
response to the movementVAnd variation wifhin and through time of
the other societal sub-systems with which the industrial relations
system interacts.

4. The scheme only_encompasses those éystems which emerge as
a result of the process of industrialism. . It is therefore, far
from exhaustive.

A more recent and more adequate effért is the work of Cox and
his group at fhe International Institute éf'Labour Studies.32 They
denoted eleven types of sys£ems: subsistence, peasant lord, primitive
labor market, enterpriéé~1abor market, enﬁerprize corporatist,
bi-partite, tripartite; state corboratism, mobilizing, socialist and
self-employed. This scheme is more analytical than that of the
Inter-University group.’ Ihus, in any.counfry there may be a com-
bination of systems typeé. For example,‘jbb regulation in Canada
is partly bi-partite (union and management negotiations) partly
enterprise labour ma:kgt (rules set unilaterally by employers but
constrained by the marketj, partly self—emﬁloyed (lawyers,
accountants, small reﬁailers, etc.) and now tending to some
tripartism.

One of the most interesting aspects of this study was the
attempt by the group to divide the world labour force By system
type. They suggested that only 3% of the world labour force was
regulated by bipartite systems and only 6% by tripartite systems

Mobilizing systems (China primarily) accounted for the greatest
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(257%) percent.33 Unforfunately, this very creative approach has
not been followed up, nor has it drawn the amount of attention
which it deserves.

At the industry level industrial reiations systems are
generally classified by the type of goods or services produced,
or by ownership and control. Thus one may speak of public and
private sector industrial relations, or of industrial relations in
mining as opposed to manufacturing.

The three basic types of relationshipvéuggested by Kerr and
Siegel (unilateral, bilateral and trilaterél) as well as the more
specific breakdown by Kérr, Harbison,rDunlop and Myers (management
dictatorship, managmenf-paternalism, constitutional and democratic)
may be applied at the enterprise level. Another method of classi- '
fying systems at the enterprise level is>by the nature of the
relationship between the actors. Thus oné might think of a spectrum
running from outright hOstility, through armed truce to cooperation.34
A good deal of work at systems classification at all levels is still
to be done before a commonly accepted scheme may come into general

use.

The problem of change

Some writers have been critical of the systems framework for
being conservative. Dunlop derived his scheme from the work of
Parsons which is biased towards stability of social structures

rather than towards change. 1In a note at the end of chapter one

of Industrial Relations Systems Dunlop applied Parsonian thinking to

his scheme and highlighted survival and stability as goals of his
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system. Moreover, in fhe same section he_stressed the function

of common ideology in‘hélding the system together. But Dunlop

did not limt his comments on change to this section of his work.
In another passage he s£ated that if there were no common ideology

an industrial relations system would be volatile and unstable.35

Furthermore, he devoted an entire chapter to the issue of evolution

over time. In short, Duniop's explication of this issue was
poo;ly thought out and presented.

There is no reason why one must concéive of industrial
relations syétems as being neceésarily conservative. If change is
to occur something musf be changgd and the industrial relations
system concept provides‘us with our unit of analysis. Indeed
how and why systems chaﬁge and how one'may get from systems with
undesirable attributes (e.g. high-conflict,>insecurity, deni-
gration, and inequality) to systems with désirable characteris~
tics (peace, security, dignity and justi#e) has long been a major
concern of industrial relations researcﬁ and thought.

Dynamism |

Another criticism of the systems approach is that it lacks
dynamism. It does not, in itself, generate propositions of the
form:

If change in X -9 change in Y

If level of X -2 1level of Y
or of more complex variants of the above type of statements.

This facet of the scheme is not, however, a serious drawback
to its use as an organizing framework.36 Despite a good deal of

talk about the "need" for a '"general theory" in industrial
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relations, no field of inquiry has yet been able to produce a
theory which explains all of the issues of concern.37 If and
when such an event occurs, all research in the discipline will
cease because the theory (or law) will prpvide answers to every
conceivable question.

Academic inquiry in every field is guided by many partial
theories, some of which are broader in scope than others. Despite
the lament of some authors about the lack of theory, industrial
relations is no exception in this regard.- To give a few examples
there are:

1. Theories (or models) of union behaviour: Marx, Perlman,
38

the Webbs, Sturmthal, Clegg, Tannenbaum.

2. Theoriesr(or’models) of industrial conflict: Ross and

Hartman, Kerr and Siegel, Hibbs, Shorter and Tilley.39
3. Theories (or models) of bargaining processes: Zeuthen,
40

Pen, Cross, Walton and McKersie, Hicks, Chambeflain.
4, Theories of the interaction between managerial practice
»and employee attitudes and behaviour: two-factor theory (Herzberg),
expectancy theory (Vroém), need theory (Atkinson and MClelland),
scientific management (Taylor) and human relations (Mayo).41
The industrial relations system framework provides a vehicle
whereby these and man? other partial theories may be related to
each other. Unfortunateiy, it dges not automatiqally perform
the function of fheoreticalsynthesis. This very important and
ambitious task is yet to be undertaken.

Despite. a good deal of theorizing in industrial relations

much of it is very restricted in scope. 1Indeed most theoreticians
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have worked with data ffoﬁ a single couqtry or closely related
group of countries. If industrial relations as a field of
inquiry is to be more effective in achieving prediction and
control our range of observations and theorizing will have to be
expanded both geographically and through time.

Definition

Given the above, we may return to some of the theoretical
problems mentioned in the introduction. After presenting the
industrial relations Sys;em framework, Dunlop dictated that '"the
central task of a theory of industrial relations is to explain
why particulgr rules éfé established in pafticular industrial
relations systems and how and why they chaﬁge in response to

changes affecting the éystem."42 But this prescription will not

satisfy. It is simply an indadequate designation of what industrial

relationists do. We are interested in much more as indicated by
the contents of industrial relations journals, proceedings and

thé above discussion.

The suggestion of Heneman of "employment relationships in an
industrial economy" is élso inadequat'e.[’3 There is no reason why
industrial relationists should limit themselves to industrial
society. 'We can identify actors, interaction processes, inputs
and outputs in any society and where we can make such an identi-
fication we -can do industrial relations.44 Indeed, as noted
above, one of the reaéons why we have not been more successful in
identifying enduring geﬁeralizations is because of the limited

scope and historical depth within which much industrial relations

theorizing and research has taken place. There has been little
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research on industrial relations in subsistence, peasant lord,
and primitive labour mérket systems; and essentially none on
industrial relations before the industrial revolution.

The definition of industrial relations which we find to be
most satisfactory is the one proposed by 6ox and his collaborators.
According to them "industrial relations are defined ... as the

nh>

social relations of production. This definition is broad

enough to include employment relations, job regulation and all of
the definitions and foci suggested to daté;' It also properly
delimits our concern to:péople (social relations) at work (i.e.
involved in production).} The indugtrial-relations system frame-
work may be viewed as an analytical abstfacfion of the critical
elements of the "social relations of production." One must, as
Wood, et. al., point dut, clearly.differeﬁtiate between the con-
crete practice of indqsﬁfial relations and the use of the systems
framework as a theoretiéal abstraction.46 Given this definition
and framework, the purpose of industrial relations as a field of
sﬁudy is to'investigate the behaviour of the actors and the inter-
action'broéeéSes as well as the determinants and consequences of
their behaviouf. Not oniy do we proposerthat this is what industrial
relations as a field of study should do, indeed, we suggest that
this is what i; now does.

Is Industrial Relations an Art of a Science?

This question is simply a matter of how industrial relationists
go about doing their work. The defining characteristics of science
is the way those in the field go about generating knowledge. If

issues and problems are addressed by utilizing the scientific method
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of abstracting theories and hynotheses and ehen carefully testing
them against empirical ekperience a field may be considered a
science. One need only read industrial reIations journals to
establish that industrial relationists do generally utilize such

methods.

Should industrial relations seek to identify basic patterns or

should it be more applied and;policy'oriented?

This seems to us to be a misconstrued'issue. Policy makers
have need of gobd advice and guidance if ehey are to successfully
Pursue their goals. But unless we have good, tested theories
the quality of the adviee'we offer is likely to be suspect to
the receiver and have erratic results in its application. In short,
it is perfectly appropriate for normatively oriented industrial
relationists to address themselves to solving concrete policy
problems, but unless industrial relations as a field is able to
generate enduring generelizatians and analytical models its policy
prescriptions are unlikely to be very successful.

Is industrial relations.a discipline or an interdisciplinary

field of study?

This question cannet be settled by academic fiat. It depends
on the way it is organized and perceived by those in field.47
At present it seems to us that industrial relations is in transi-
tion from interdisciplinary to independent status. Like traditional
disciplines it has:

1. a framework for organizing and focusing perceptions),

theories and research.

2. a rapidly developing body of independent theory.
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3. a growing number of individuals exclusively trained
in the field.

4. associations to group those in the field.

It still has several attributes which render its claim to
disciplinary status less than entirely gonﬁincing:

1. Few.universitiés have }ecognized'it as a discipline
deserving of indepenaént departmental status.

2. Many of the most prominent members of the field were
trained in one of the traditional disciplines and continue to
owe their primary allegiance to their homé discipline

3. It has no unique methodology. This last point is perhaps
not serious. Certain types of method such as regression analysis
are now becoming widel&’diffused in social science.

Within the next decade or so industriél relations will
probably be accorded indisputable recognition as a discipline as
more individuals are trained in industriai‘relations and as
theory and research begin to be more ﬁniversal in scope and depth
and more.integrated an& accumulative. ZCertainly induétrial
relationists should continue to move the field towards disciplin-
ary stétus because, as we have argued above, unified disciplines
with . clarity of purpose and definition and well developed
theoretical structures are those which are most successful in
generating effective knowledge.

Imperialism?

As defined by the above discussion industrial relations as
a field of study transcends the intelléctual territory of labour

economics, industrial sociology, industrial psychology, labour law,
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labour history, and at least part of interest group politics. Thus,
economists, sociologists, ps&chologists, lawyers, historians and
political scientists might very well draw the conclusion that we are
attempting to be academic imperialists. This charge may be easily
refuted by brief referenqe»to the arbitrary néture of the established
disciplines. Economists study the economic sub-system of society;
political scientists the political sub-system and lawyers the legal
sub-system. The division of labour for the study of the écological
sub-system has géne much further. There are geographers, geologists,
biologists and others who are even more specialized. Logically,
soclology encompasses all of these,disciplines to the extent that they
concern human behaviour but, in general, sociologists ﬁave con-
centrated their efforts on aépects of societyAnot studied by other
disciplines. All of the phenomena of concern to the above disciplines
are also of interest to historians who have nothing in common other
than tracing human developments through timé;- Aﬁthropology also
encompasses all of the aboﬁe but anthropologisﬁs have limited them-
selves to economic, polifipal, ecological, legal and sociological
aspects of ancieﬁt and primitive societies. The great ﬁother discipline
of philosophy knows no accepted bounds. Even so, current day
philosophers generally restrict themselves to an accepted range of
issues and problems. In short, scholarly inqﬁiry is not organized in
a rational, well considered fashion. The established human disciplines
emerged because it seemed likely that inquiry would be more effective
if scholars specialized in certain aspects of perceived social reality.
By asserting that industrial relations enéompasses_aspects of

many disciplines, we are not suggesting that those disciplines should
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"hand over" to industriallrelations part of what they now do. Each
of the traditional disciplines may‘(and have) produced useful
insights. But each perceives "the social relations of production"
from a limited perspective, and through theérétical frameworks
created to explain a widefispectrum of phenomena.48 In short "the
social relations of prodﬁction" is of onlyAp#rtial interests to

other disciplines; it is the central concern of industrial relations.
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