Quality, Japan, and the U.S.:
The First Chapter

A course on management immediately after the war introduced
some of Japan's new top executives to the importance of quality

Maach has been written about Japans "new” in-
dustrial management, but virtually nothing
about how it was created, Yet it had to be created
Here are a few of the creators. They alone did
ot create the new management; knowing what
they did, however, helps us understand what
many other Americans and Japanese contributed
As a British engineer who saw the generous and
mfluential teaching of American  industrial
managers after World War 11, it gives me pleas

tion equipment manufacturers—companies like
Fujitsu, Furukawa, Hitachi, Matsushita, Mit-
subishi Electric, Nippon Electric, Sanyo, Sharp,
Sumitomo Electricc and Toshiba (or their
predecessor companies). Offered only twice, CCS
played an important role in getting Japanese in-
dustry on its new path.

To understand how this came about, we must
return to the situation that existed in Japan in
1945, Immediately after the end of the war, many

o ,:::I'::.':‘:“". nre to tell this story on the 40t anmiversary of  of the nation’s top executives were purged because
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R OA LS regime. The same thing happened in Germany;
EEA SO AT THE EMERGENCE OF JAPAN As A major world  in that nation, however, many of those execu-
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“r LA R AT Ay American ideas and on Japanese traditions and  the old executives were essential —and rejected it.
Sreetorl il practices, American ideas came to Japan in the The Americans probably made their greatest
.'":: ST :_”’\1": postwar years not only from American experts  contribution to Japans very effective new
o :_:_:: JahA%%y,  butto perhaps an even greater extent from prac-  management when, following the purges of top
cellere sl ticing American industrial managers. The shar-  executives, they chose replacements from the
AL O e ing of know-how by American industrial  ranks of operating managers. By doing so, they
erefent s, 0., managers in the postwar decades reshaped the  not only brought able men to the top, they also
e .‘,:-:l‘:'. world economy. Not only allies but bitter ene-  introduced the vital uniformly promotable fea-
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::‘_-; senet5 e which the new American ideas were adopted and  had a promotable management structure (i.e., it
sires=rvate s’ tried (and sometimes rejected). An important fac-  had able, highly promotable junior executives in
Ceiresthl=n% torin the rapid application of the new ideas on  almost every important area of the business).
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inataster, e tes was a course prepared and taught by  there were not only social and special educational
'.".'::1":-_:;:: i -:'.*:'- Americans—Charles Protzman, a senior  requirements for those who could reach the top,
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but there were also limits on how far someone,
say in maintenance management, could rise in the
organization.

The result in the LS. was that, because of pro-

edosrirlar s S s, manufacturing executive from Western Electric,
and Homer Sarasohn, a young development en-
Sersrelvn sy gineer who had fought in the Pacific War—with
srctatiras e 0 e the support of their supervisor, Frank Polkinghorn

pilite s mset from Bell Laboratories in New Jersey. That  motion, the good industrial organization was run
Hetevw 235002 course, known as “CCS," is little known in the by a group of top executives who, among them,
re iy West; it was presented from late 1948 to early  had a wide range of experience in the business,
selant et 1950 to top executives of Japanese communica-  starting at a low level. Mabel Newcomer
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described the chief executive of the typical large
American corporation in 1950 as a college gradu-
ate with a bachelor's degree who “while still rela-
tively young and inexperienced . . . obtained a
minor position with the corporation that he even-
tually headed, and . .. gradually worked up,
through operations or production, . .." The
similarity of this structure to that of the modern
Japanese company is readily evident. The previ-
ous top Japanese executives had a primary ex-
perience associated with the head office of their
Zaibatsu?; their postwar replacements were former
sales managers, factory managers, etc.

The classic American organization, with its
able executives rising from practically every im-
portant corner, had to impress postwar observ-
ers for characteristics such as the way so many
executives down to quite low levels could feel
some identity with top management; for the com-
paratively free Hlow of information rising up the
management chain, unhindered by the strata of
the European organization; for the integration
that the horizontal promotions that virtually al-
ways preceded a vertical promotion brought
across the width of the company; for the moti-
vation that executives rising slowly through the
organization brought to working groups at all
levels as they rose; and for the arrangement that
some executives would specialize for pretty well
their entire career. Others would move into spe-
cialist divisions for a year or two, then move on,
with their experience greatly widened,

This kind of organization was far from per-
fect, but with its large number of adequately
motivated, mobile staff, it seemed invincible to
many abroad. Furthermore, certainly by the
1950s, U.S. management was evolving in the
directions which would now be described as fap-
anese, but directions which are probably better
seen as directed by the common imperatives of
modern technology management.

However, while some American companies
have stuck stubbornly to this traditional manage-
ment, many no longer follow it, no longer stress
experience on the shop foor or in selling as prep-
aration for future lop executives, and allow many
more people to specialize, leaving the modern
Japanese company the most dedicated practition-
er of this particularly American tradition.

Postwar Japanese industry, devastated by the
war and led by a new group of executives, was
uniquely open to new ideas. Into this environ-
ment came the Civil Communications Section
(CCS) of GHQ, SCAP—the General Headquar-
ters of the Supreme Commander for the Allied
Powers, CCS was organized to work with and ad-
vise Japanese communications equipment manufac-
turers. One of its most influential activities was a
course nowadays called simply “CCS.” The course
was prepared by two men working in the Industrial
Division of CCS, Charles Protzman and Homer
Sarasohn, with the strong backing of the supervi-
sor, Frank Polkinghorn. The significance of the
CCS course may be judged by the fact that the Ja-
pan Industrial and Votional Training Association

(JIVTA), which is the important training affiliate
of the Nikkeiren (the Japanese Federation of Em-
ployers’ Associations),? still lists the course in the
number one place of honor in its 1982 catalog—
even though the course has not been presented for
years.

It was not just through the management course
that the Section influenced Japanese quality, The
American authorities from the early days of the
Occupation realized that the Japanese people must
have satisfactory communications. The Japanese
had more than impressed the Americans with their
ability to resist through the Pacific islands. SCAP
was anxious that misunderstandings might lead to
civil unrest and insurrection. Accurate news, it was
realized, not rumor, was the key lo harmony, To
the Occupation forces it was therefore almost as
important that Japanese civilians have good com-
munications as that they have food and shelter. In
addition, the Occupation authorities depended on
the Japanese communications system for their own
needs, The implications of good quality were very
widespread in this case.

The three men responsible for the CCS seminar for lop executives, along with thass
translator: Homer Sarasohn, Frank Polkinghorn, and Charles Prolzman, engnears
in the Civil Communications Section ol the headguarters ol the Alked high command

There can be little doubt that the CCS and its
engineers made an important contribution to Jap-
anese quality. Perhaps the best documented evi-
dence of CCS's contribution came in the 15th
anniversary edition of Quality Control (1965) pub-
lished by the Union of Japanese Scientists and En-
gineers (JUSE). Quality Control honored five
pioneers of quality control in Japan. All five, ei-
ther in this anniversary issue or elsewhere, have
referred to CCS as an early source of their quality
inspiration or instruction. All five came from the
electrical communications industry with which
CCS was so closely involved, They were B, Inoue
of Sumitomo Electric?; K. Kobayashi of Nippon
Electric; T. Kato of (Mitsubishi) Nippon Kentetsu;
K. Wake of Furukawa; and E. Nishibori of Nip-
pon Telegraph and Telephone, Three of these five
(Inoue, Kato, and Wake) attended the first CCS
seminar.
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Protzman lecturing to the Tokyo group of top managers in Waseada University. The
seminar ran from Sepl. 26 to Nov. 18, 1849, The group included execulives from
Fujitsy, Furukawa, Hitachi, Mitsubishi Elecinic, N.E.C., and Toshiba, or their predeces-
S0f COMPAanies.

‘‘, . . the difference between success and failure . . ."”

Dear Mr. Protzman,

... Your recent accomplishments in planning,
preparing and giving the Management Training courses
to the Japanese telecommunications manufacturers
have demonstrated your unusual ability to analyze and
solve the unigue telecommunications problems facing
us in Japan. Your achievements in this field may well
set the pattern for a truly democratic system of
management and may prove the difference between
success or failure of the telecommunications
manufacturers. Furthermore, your advice and guidance
on numerous and varied problems has contributed
materially to the accomplishment of Civil
Communications Section’s mission.

Please accept my best wishes for continued success
and happiness.

Sincerely yours,

George |. Back

Brigadier General, U.S.A.

Chief, Civili Communications Section
General Headquarters

Supreme Commander for the Allied Powers
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Nishibori and Wake provide some background
on the interplay of influences. Nishibori, who was
later director of Japan's Antarctic expedition,
reported that Sarasohn had “opened my eyes” to
QC with a personal lesson at SCAP headquarters,
and that he, Nishibori, and K. Koyanagi of JUSE
had subsequently discussed the value of future lec-
tures by Deming. Afterwards, Wake discussed with
the Japanese Ministry of International Trade and
Industry the need for that organization to study
Japanese quality.

From about the end of 1946, CCS was very ac-
tive in areas concerning quality.5 Sarasohn, on his
arrival in Japan in February, 1946, found that “The
Civilian Communications System on which every-
one, including SCAP, depended was always break-
ing down. The new eguipmenl we were getting
from the Japanese manufacturers was of poor
quality.

Protzman had been instructed before he left the
LS. that, with his substantial knowledge of
manulacturing, one of his prime duties would be
to help improve quality. When he arrived in Japan
in 1948, he concluded that while “in some indivi-
dual cases good quality levels had been attained,”
in general “it was still far below reasonable stan-
dards!” In a 1950 report on his return to Western
Electric, Protzman confirmed that, for CCS, “the
need for improving product quality, which had
been for the best part second rate (by our stan-
dards) before the war and . . . even worse after-
wards, was secondary only to building up
productive capacity.”

It is not surprising that because of the require-
ments of SCAP, and the dedication of its en-
gineers, the small CCS Industrial Division had
a significant influence on quality among the com-
munications manufacturers (and hence eventu-
ally in Japanese industry as a whole); it is
surprising that it should have an important in-
fluence on Japanese management practice as a
whole; yet this happened.

The CCS seminar was offered twice: once in
Tokyo and once in Osaka. Each lasted eight
weeks, four afternoons a week, and was attended
only by top executives from the communications
companies. Enrollment was voluntary but there-
after, no substitutions by other staff were al-
lowed, nor were excuses accepted for time off.

Six sessions of the CCS seminars were on qual-
ity control—more time than was devoted to any
other subject.

The CCS seminars started out with a clear
statement of the need for a company philosophy.
Nowadays, we associate formal statements of
company philosophy with Japan. In 1949, | am
told, few Japanese companies had them: many
American companies did. Some 30 years later, M.
Matsushita, chairman of Matsushita Electric,
speaking to his company's annual worldwide staff
conference, reminisced that the CCS engineers
had asked if any company present had a formal
company philosophy. He found that only his
company had, 1 felt very proud,” he added.

It is interesting to note the strength with which



Sarasohn advocated such company statements,
and the examples he gave. The most striking was
that of the founder of Newport News Shipyard:
“We shall build good ships here

At a profit, if we can

At a loss, if we must

But, always good ships.”
Sarasohn put it this way " | . the primary objec-
tive of the company is to put the quality of the
product ahead of any other consideration. A
profit or a loss notwithstanding, the emphasis
will always be on guality.”

The separate section on quality control was
lengthy. OF the course manual'’s 400 typed pages,
63 were devoted to quality control. Andrew Car-
negie was quoted very effectively by Sarasohn:
“There lies at the root of great business success
the very much more important factor of quality.
The effect of attention to quality, upon every man
in the service, from the president of the concern
down to the humblest laborer, cannot be over-
estimated . . . The surest foundation of a busi-
ness concern is quality. And after quality—a long
time after—comes cost.” | think | hear in these
quotes the cry of someone who had been trying
for nearly four years to build a reliable national
communications system with poor equipment.

B ECAUSE OF JAraN's rAPID productivity growth
since 1950, and the part human relations are
acknowledged to have played in it, the human
relations taught in the seminars also hold much
interest. The human relations taught in the CCS
seminars were different in very important ways
from those that were to be taught in later years
in the United States and Britain, particularly from
those that fell under the dominion of the human
relations movement and which have since
received much criticism, both for their
“manipulative” nature and for weaknesses in
some of the early basic research (namely in the
famous Hawthorne experiments).®

There are many phrases in the CCS text that
[ assess as fundamentally different from the doc-
trine of the then-dominant human relations and
other academic management schools. For exam-
ple, on leadership, Sarasohn argued, "A leader’s
main obligation is to secure the faith and respect
of those under him” and “(the leader) must him-
self be the finest example of what he would like
to see in his followers.”

In my view, this flew in the face of the
philosophies of both the American graduate busi-
ness schools and the European class-based soci-
ety which saw leading as being different from
following, therefore allowing, if not demanding,
different qualities.

Inoue of Sumitomo has drawn my attention,
on several occasions, to Protzman's presentation
on leadership, saying "it strongly impressed not
only myself but also other Japanese people.” He
finds confirming evidence in it of his own belief
that in the matter of "love” of a leader for his fol-
lowers, and vice versa, “Europe and the United
States are really the same as Japan.”

From the Ground Up

It has been argued that Japan would have benefited from an earlier
introduction of SQC. Sarasohn disagrees strongly. He argues that
there had to be able executives in a suitable management structure
before SQC could be used.

Sarasohn remembers a committee established in March 1948 by
the Union of Japanese Scientists and Engineers to study SQC. “I made
myself unpopular by saying they were taking too theoretical an ap-
proach. First the factories had to be brought up to a minimum stan-
dard. And | told them they were trying to reinvent work already
done by people like W. Edwards Deming in New York.” He recollects
suggesting to the economic and scientific section of SCAP that Dem-
ing might be invited to advise Japanese industry. "They picked up
the ball, and I went about my business.”®

Sarasohn recognized that SQC had to take a back seat to a more
fundamental need to improve working environments. He says,
“When you see photographs of modern Japanese electronic faclo-
ries with workers in clean smocks, do not think workshops then were
anything like that. They were dirty. They would have a man with
some strips of cloth tied to a handle which he whisked over the
benches. 1 think his job was to keep the atmosphere dusty.”

He tells of visiting a small company called Tokyo Telecommuni-
cations. Its listed capital was $600; the miniscule staff was housed
in shabby shacks where in a rainstorm executives had to work with
umbrellas over their desks. “This company had been given an order
for some highly sophisticated equipment . . . | saw they had poten-
tial, but I felt | had to get a message across about their factory's work
environment, so | did something which 1 knew was very rude in Ja-
pan. | got up from a meeting with them on their quality and walked
out without even saying good-bye. | remember it well.”

Some 30 years after, one of the co-owners of that tiny company
also remembered it well. When the incident had been reported to
him, he vowed that the company must show its worth; and they
did indeed produce an excellent mixer console, and they produced
it on time. The company biography recollects that the American en-
gineer was “amazed” and insisted that future orders be placed with
the company.? This company is called SONY. The executive referred
to is the present honorary chairman Masaru lbuka.

Sarasohn remembers visting Tokyo Telecommunicabons. He thought they had potental
and encouraged them; the compary & now caled SONY. A Morita, honorary char
man of SONY, is second from left
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My translator tells me that the word used by
Inoue is the Japanese ai, a word not equivalent
to our all-purpose “love” In her book, The
Chrysanthemum and the Sword, Ruth Benedict
explains, “ai means specifically the love of a su-
perior for his dependents” Most of us in our
careers experience feelings of affection, respect,
and appreciation for at least some of our seniors
and juniors. Whether or not our management
practice is here the same as the Japanese, it is
quite certain that our major modern management
philosophies do not see importance in the feel-
ings the Japanese call ai and indeed do not even
have an accepted word or phrase to describe
them.

There is a notably strong advocacy of consul-
tation in the CCS manual. Periodic meetings are
recommended between management and work-
ers, “If we who are paying these people for work-
ing with us could foster that desire to participate,
what a profitable undertaking it would be . . .
The factor of participation has been overlooked
. . . everywhere,” argued Protzman. He warned
it would require participation at every level: *, . |
teamwork and cooperation must be established
by the attitude and example of each executive level
from the president down . . " Sarasohn added,
“Building up employe morale and making poli-
cies effective require a constant process of edu-
cation.”

Protzman was to return to Japan on business
in future years and was frequently asked to lec-
ture in human relations and management. At one
lecture in 1956 he made what may have been the
first public proposals of possible coordinating
mechanisms for what we now call QC circles.
(1. Sakamoto, who translated for Protzman, tells
me that this particular suggestion was not in-
fluential at that time. The fact that Protzman
made it indicates, however, that there was then
no wide use of such groups by the Japanese elec-
trical communications manufacturers—later to
be leaders in the field—and that the time was ripe
for participation.) It is therefore interesting to
find an apparently Japanese flavor in some of his
CCS advice. He assures me, however, that while
Japan did influence him in the parts of his ex-
perience he taught, he nevertheless taught noth-
ing that was not part of his personal philosophy.

Let me note some of his other advice without
further comment. “(The leader) earns his people’s
loyalty by being loyal to them.” “This concept
of teamwork, of working together, should be the
basic approach of each supervisor in the analy-
sis of the job of subordinates . . . to make it pos-
sible through teamwork to correct the cause of
the trouble—to do a better job.” ", . . in ap-
proaching subordinates it must be remembered
that they are human beings who have human
teelings.” . . . if one is a good enough leader,
one can usually find ways of encouraging subor-
dinates to see what is needed without ‘telling’
them. When this is done, the subordinate is
helped to develop his own ability . . . In the k-
nal analysis, this is the true measure of . . . a per-
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son's own ability as a leader.” "Today a
company cannot afford the extravagance of
managers who are not good teachers.” Much of
this sounds very much like what we are now try-
ing to learn from Japan.

MERICAN MANAGERS of the postwar period

believed that democracy was not only the
best form of government, but also the most effec-
tive method of motivating employes. In Europe-
an industry, even in politically democratic
countries, individual organizations had a quite
rigid class structure which joint consultation
committees only worked around. The class struc-
ture placed barriers on rising information.
Democracy in industry meant a cultivation of
suggestion and sensible criticism from
subordinates—always, of course, respecting the
hierarchy.

Polkinghorn, therefore, after describing briefly
in his foreword to the manual some of the fea-
tures of democracy in the West, went on to state,
“The pursuit of this policy (of equality and
democracy) has raised the general level of ability,
the sense of responsibility and the understand-
ing of the people, and has been a major factor
in achieving the Western standard of living.”

Nowhere else in the manual does the mission-
ary spirit of the American show more clearly
than here: . . . greed, selfishness and other anti-
social characteristics . . . must be controlled ei-
ther by the individual or by society.” Continued
Polkinghorn in phrases reminiscent of an early
Puritan preacher, ”. . . cooperationistobe . . .
fostered in every way possible.” If the Japanese
would practice this, they would be rewarded.
There was no need to threaten punishment; the
Japanese need only have looked at their $132 per
capita GNP. Polkinghorn has told me he wrote
this introduction specifically because he felt he
must stress the contribution democratic practices
made to successful management.

Well betore the seminars started the Ameri-
can occupation had started to wind down. It
mattered little to SCAP that the participants
found the seminar “so invigorating” or that the
economic and scientific section was looking to
see if any parts could be presented to the rest of
the industry. The big wheels turned: there would
be no more seminars.

Japanese executives thought otherwise. One
who had attended the Tokyo seminar was Takeo
Kato of Mitsubishi Electric. (Kato had long been
a leading figure in the development of Japan's in-
dustrial methods.) Inoue remembers contacting
the Japan Management Association, which im-
mediately sponsored Kato and Inoue to tour Jap-
anese industry spreading the CCS gospel.

The Federation of Japanese Electrical Commu-
nications Industries Association ran the seminars
in 1950. Later, other groups accepted that
responsibility. By the end of 1952, some 1,300
top executives had attended. The JIVTA took
over CC5 in 1959 and continued to run it until
1974. By that time, at least 5,100 top executives



had taken it. Since other organizations also ran
CCS seminars, no exact figure for total instruc-
tion is possible,

In the early years, incidentally, only top ex-
ecutives who had attended seminars themselves
were allowed to present CCS. There was thus a
laying on of hands.

An event as momentous as the successful
reshaping of a major world economy is bound
to be an object of study for economists and
others. Though we must admire the dedication
of the engineers (“it could have been a holiday
for us, as it was for many in SCAP,” they say),
and though without them much of the advice
they gave the Japanese probably would not have
arrived in time, it has to be remembered that else-
where in the world the equivalent of the CCS ad-
vice was widely available, nowhere more so than
in the U.S. itself. If good advice were all that
were necessary, America would now be looking
back proudly on decades of good productivity
growth. Managers were required to apply the
new ideas, create a complete new management
style, and then run the business—and that the
Japanese provided,

If we accept Inoue’s generous acknowledg-
ments of the contribution of Americans to Japa-
nese management, we must also listen, | suggest,
to where he says influence was low. The posi-
tive, very important contribution, in his view,
was giving Japan the opportunity to learn scien-
tific management—though he believes Japan still
uses at higher and middle levels more art of

management than one would find in the United
States,

It must also be recorded that important prac-
tices advocated by CCS were tried conscientiously
by Japanese industry, and later dropped, Perhaps
the most famous of these efforts was detailed job
descriptions, but they also advocated other
procedures such as an American wage structure,
which the Japanese found unacceptable.

It is in the areas of human relations that Inoue,
despite his praises of CCS material and of advi-
sors like Drucker, denies great American in-
fluence and argues that the sources of Japan's
now world-famous practices are Japanese cul-
ture. OF group working in the factory, he argues
that though he had not seen anything comparable
to modern QC circles prewar, nevertheless the
human relations that underlie the new practices
were there. In his experience the foreman was al-
ways more a big brother to his worker,

He regards the 1946 in-house regulations
adopted by Sumitomo Electric Industries (5.E.L),
together with the concept “to have workers cen-
tering round the foremen to improve their
work,” to have been an important early step to
the establishment of QC circles in his company.
This, of course, was well before any substantial
new teaching from the Americans had arrived.

Protzman comes close to confirming the con-
tinuity of Japanese practice. He tells me that
while his 1949-50 teaching was based on his
American experience, the inspiration for his 1956
suggestions to the Japanese on coordination of
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participative working came entirely from his ex-
perience and observations of Japanese workshop
practice and relationships during the occupation.
Another important aspect of human relations
on which it has been argued that Americans had
a voluntary or involuntary influence has been
in the creation of Japan's "bottom-up manage-
ment system” —sometimes familiarly called
B.U.M.S.—a key feature of modern Japanese in-
dustrial management. Inoue points instead to the
many examples of bottom-up management in
Japanese history going back to early times. He
has also given me a dramatic illustration from
the months immediately after the surrender in
1945 when S.E.l.'s factories were largely de-
stroyed and S5.E.l.'s top management was ren-
dered largely ineffective. He tells me S.E.L
middle management, under the leadership of K.
Kitagawa, later president of the company,
formed a long-term plan for the company.
Thanks to Japan's long tradition of bottom-up
management, the plan was put into operation
smoothly. It seems an excellent illustration that
bottom-up management was there before post-
war American management training arrived.

D ESPITE THAT TRADITION, it appears that not
all Japanese firms actually assigned respon-
sibility and authority to lower levels of manage-
ment. Saraschn and Protzman in their preface
criticized the communications manufacturers for
not having progressed, while the Japanese com-
munications system itself and its research arm
had improved. They blame this backwardness
on “traditional feudal concepts of company
officials.”

Later in the manual, they return to this attack
on autocratic management: . . . responsibilities
and authorities are not being used in a manner
that will make top management or lower
management effective. The president of a com-
pany is so involved in small details, in approv-
ing what should be routine action, that he does
not have time to be president . . . The people at
lower levels who should be responsible and ac-
countable for and have the authority to do these
detailed functions are confused by the lack of
proper definition of their job . . . any initiative
and interest they may have in trying to do a job
is often destroyed by the interference and med-
dling of higher management.”

Bottom-up management, according to that
criticism, was not a smoothly operating, univer-
sally practiced management system in Japan at
that time. Though it is clearly a fundamental Jap-
anese tradition, its creation in its modern form
must rank as a major postwar Japanese
achievement.

So much was changed in the rebuilding of Ja-
pan, and so great were the consequences, that
it would not be difficult to draw a book of con-
clusions. Here are just a few.

* We in the West, as never before, are looking at
new ways of managing. We should not forget
traditional American management as it existed
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and still exists in many good American com-
panies. A number of these—William Ouchi
lists IBM, Procter & Gamble, Hewlett-Packard
and Eastman Kodak—are often said to have
Japanese patterns of management.” Yet
managers who have worked for these compa-
nies for some time say their basic management
structure and culture is not a recent creation.
[ can testify that P&G had many of the fea-
tures we now consider Japanese in the early
postwar years, Perhaps good management is
good management everywhere. To return to
and build an updated version of this traditional
pattern of American management where it al-
ready at least partly exists, or where enough
people have had experience with it, might be
a policy worth trying.

A concern of American industry has to be
that, while a number of companies here had
very impressive success in developing new
forms of shop-Hoor relationship many years
ago, it is the Japanese who have developed and
implemented such methods on a wide scale.
There is, | suggest, an important lesson to be
learned. It is that while the teaching of West-
ern social scientists helped the Japanese execu-
tives formulate their views, it was Japanese
factory management, including foremen, who
led in the development of the new ways of
working.

If this has relevance for us, it means that
American line managers and human relations
specialists must find a better way of working
together. A company, for example, should not
appoint a human relations manager or special-
ist and expect him to act as some kind of high
priest who will teach middle and junior levels
of management how to function better. Line
management to an adequately high level—
according to Japan's example—must be lead-
ers in the process, both to check and verity
what is being taught, and then take a lead in
implementation.

In Japan there is an overlap of abilities and
interests creating what Inoue calls manolithic
organizations, which he argues have many ad-
vantages. In the matter of implementing new
methods of management, the monolithic or-
ganization would seem to have the strengths
of firstly adding the considerable experience
of the line manager to the assessment of which
new methods should be tried, and then, of
course, bringing his leadership to the appli-
cation.

Inoue stresses the key role that Japanese mid-
dle management played in his company when
top management was rendered ineffective by
the purges. The middle manager in Japan
receives outstanding development experience,
has high status, and is then counted upon for
major contributions to company projects.
Companies have a deliberate policy that, as
K. Namura, president of Sumitomo Electric,
U.5.A. Inc. expresses it "the Kacho (or Bucho
depending on the organization) is responsible



for collecting all information on his
responsibility —from above as well as from
below”—i.e. from current shop-floor activities
to long-term policy. If this is to be possible,
the company must make the appropriate in-
formation available to him. This information
allows him to play a major role in making not
only day-to-day decisions with his subor-
dinates, but also in formulation of long-term
policy in regard to an activity or product. The
success of the activity and the middle
manager's perceived contribution to it will be
major determinants of his future career.
Middle management, of course, has a simi-
lar role in the West; in Japan, however, the
role is recogmized not only within companies
but through society: to be a Kacho in a major
lapanese corporation carries much higher so-
cial recognition than being an assistant facto-
ry manager (the corresponding level) in the
West. Middle managers in the West should
look carefully at the circumstances and work-
ing ways of their Japanese opposite numbers.
They may like what they see. They may also
like their way of working together, instead of
continually competing as American middle
managers have been encouraged to do.
Readers will find further details on points
covered in this article in “Creating Japan's New
Industrial Management: The Americans as
Teachers” by Kenneth Hopper, Human Re-
source Quarterly, Summer/Fall 1982, from
which much of this article has been adapted.
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