
























Untidy Gender is a rich mosaic of observations of a group of Turkish women’s
lives, relationships, and daily negotiations of the structures of gender and social class.
Ozyegin’s integration of issues of family, social class, work (paid and unpaid), gender,
modernity, and globalization are fascinating, competent, and insightful. This book of-
fers rich rewards to scholars working in these areas and to teachers, particularly at the
graduate level.

—Karen Campbell
Vanderbilt University

—Angela Hattery
Wake Forest University

—Ivy Kennelly
George Washington University

—Robin Leidner
University of Pennsylvania

—Patricia Martin
Florida State University

Editor’s Note: The above is a composite review based on an “Author Meets
Critics” session at the Southern Sociological Society meeting, April 2002, in
Baltimore. Patricia Martin graciously agreed to shape the comments of the
four critics into a cohesive review, and Sandy Smith (a sociology graduate stu-
dent at Vanderbilt) did final editing.

Manufacturing Advantage: Why High-PerformanceWork Systems Pay Off, by Eileen
Appelbaum, Thomas Bailey, Arne L. Kalleberg, and Peter Berg. Ithaca, NY: Eco-
nomic Policy Institute/Cornell University Press, 2000, 259 pp. $47.50 (cloth), $19.95
(paper).
DOI: 10.1177/073088802237562

Manufacturing Advantage is an exquisite example of a well-designed and thor-
oughly executed inquiry into what the authors call “high-performance work systems”
(HPWS). Through a rigorous statistical analysis of survey data integrated with inter-
views with managers and employees, the authors lay out one of the most in-depth ex-
aminations to date of the forces and consequences of HPWS. By selecting three very
different industries, the authors are able to dissect the impact of high-performance
work organizations, taking external and technological factors into account. Their de-
scriptive industry analyses of steel, apparel, and medical equipment are outstanding
case studies, providing a rich historical and macroeconomic picture of forces driving
the evolution of HPWS within each industry. The layout of the book also provides a
ready text for both lay and academic audiences—chapters 1 through 6 provide the
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meat of the argument, leaving chapters 7 through 10 for empirical findings that delve
deeply into the statistics behind the conclusions.

The authors are obviously biased toward HPWS but objectively investigate HPWS
impact on both organizational performance and worker outcomes. They conclude that
HPWS do have positive effects on both but also recognize that HPWS alone will do
little to curb the continued movement of manufacturing to low-wage countries. They
also point out the differences in perspective between managers and workers and use
those views to explore both the presence (or absence) of formal HPWS practices as
well as the extent to which workers participate in a practice.

Although the study is technically sound, there is one problem. The authors com-
bine apples and oranges in their definition of HPWS. Their definition of HPWS is
four-part: (a) worker autonomy and control over decisions affecting work tasks; (b)
communications between workers and their peers, managers, and support experts; (c)
work in self-directed work teams; and (d) participation in off-line problem-solving or
quality-improvement teams. Granted, all four are critical components for providing
an opportunity to participate and, as the authors demonstrate, are practices that tend to
bundle together. What they miss is an important distinction between self-directed
work teams and lean manufacturing teams—both of which they include as HPWS.

The authors do an excellent job of describing the characteristics of self-directed
work team systems, that is, workers trained and expected to do a variety of horizontal
and vertical tasks, fewer levels of supervision, and so on. But they also write about the
use of lean manufacturing work organizations and refer to those as HPWS. Granted,
many organizations have introduced both self-directed teams and lean manufacturing
practices, but the latter involves a much more limited degree of participation. Gen-
erally speaking, participation in lean production systems is limited to off-line teams.
In addition, lean manufacturing plants, especially those mimicking the Toyota Pro-
duction System, make no attempt to reduce levels of the hierarchy. Hence, task variety
is primarily horizontal, or what has traditionally been called job enlargement, not job
enrichment.

Lean manufacturing practices reduce buffer inventories, which is the opposite of
what early researchers of autonomy recommended as a vehicle to decouple groups to
provide control over one’s work pace. Reduction of inventory, especially in labor-
intensive operations such as apparel manufacturing, has a negative impact on oppor-
tunities to participate. This may well be the reason that the researchers found a nega-
tive impact of teams on worker satisfaction and commitment in the apparel industry.
This effect is not typically present in capital-intensive processes, such as steel and
medical equipment, because what is coupled is equipment, not people. Hence, distin-
guishing between self-directed work teams, off-line teams, and lean manufacturing
practices would have strengthened the analysis. Despite this shortcoming, the book is
an elegant inquiry and should be required reading for all scholars who teach or study
human resources and workplace practices.

—Janice A. Klein
MIT Sloan School of Management
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Workers, unions and the high performance
workplace
■ Andy Danford

University of the West of England, UK

Eileen Appelbaum,Thomas Bailey, Peter Berg and Arne L. Kalleberg
Manufacturing Advantage:Why High Performance Work Systems Pay Off
Ithaca and London: Cornell University Press, 2000, paperback £19.95, 259 pp.

Gregor Murray, Jacques Bélanger, Anthony Giles and Paul-André Lapointe (eds)
Work and Employment Relations in the High-Performance Workplace
London and New York: Continuum, 2002, paperback £19.99, 244 pp.

he high performance workplace (HPW) is the latest derivative of the lean pro-
duction model that, like such predecessors as the ‘high commitment’ organiza-
tion or ‘world class manufacturing’, is supposed to encapsulate current shifts

in the organization of the labour process and employment relations. Whether it is a
term that will stay with us or fade away as a result of the ever mutating business
and management discourse remains to be seen. For the moment it has become a
salient topic for public policy debates on the competitiveness of British industry.

Like human resource management the concept, if not the practice, of the HPW
arrived on these shores from the USA and so it is no coincidence that both books in
this review have been written by researchers based mostly in North America.
Although the different authors have contrasting theoretical positions they share sim-
ilar definitions of the HPW concept itself. At its core is the notion of a more system-
atic mobilization of tacit knowledge and worker discretion by managerial practices
(high performance work systems) that permit workers to participate in decisions that
affect their organizational routines. In the interests of organizational flexibility and
efficiency, workers in the HPW should experience more autonomy over job tasks and
working methods and enjoy a greater input into managerial decision-making pro-
cesses through extensive systems of organizational communications. Appelbaum et

569

Review
 Essay

Work,  employment and society
Copyright © 2003

BSA Publications Ltd®
Volume 17(3): 569–573

[0950-0170(200309)17:3;569–573;034899]
SAGE Publications

London,Thousand Oaks,
New Delhi 

T

034899 Danford  29/8/2003  10:47 am  Page 569

www.sagepublications.com


al. place more emphasis upon the adoption of clusters of practices that provide
workers with the opportunity to participate in work decisions, whilst many of the
authors in Murray et al.’s edited collection focus on the centrality of social adhesion
in fashioning the HPW employment relationship.

Appelbaum et al.’s monograph provides the more substantial empirical base.
Relying primarily on quantitative data collected through structured interviews with
workers and managers in three sectors in the USA (steel, apparel and medical elec-
tronic instrumentation) the authors use multiple regression analysis to investigate
the impact of high performance work systems (HPWS) on organizational perfor-
mance and a variety of worker outcomes. Some of these workers are employed by
firms that adopt HPWS practices and others are employed by non-HPWS firms.

Before summarizing the results of this research it may be instructive to review
the authors’ theoretical framework. Appelbaum et al. use a conceptual framework
that posits a series of links between plant performance, discretionary effort, moti-
vation, skills and worker participation. Underpinning this is a theory of ‘systems
models’ or ‘horizontal fit’ that emphasizes both internal coherence between work
organizational and human resource practices and a fit between the use of ‘bundles’
of practices and exogenous factors such as market and product flexibility. The
authors locate their theoretical position along a continuum of historical patterns
of management attempts to secure greater worker output and commitment though
non-authoritarian means. Thus, HPWS constitute the latest and most sophisti-
cated pattern of work reform that has direct antecedents in the human relations
movement associated with the Hawthorne experiments of the late 1920s and the
group relations movement associated with the Tavistock Institute and others in the
1950s.

For this reviewer two problems emerge from this theoretical positioning. First,
virtually no space is allowed for critiques of the ideas underpinning the authors’
framework or, indeed, for the possibility that the management practices associated
with HPWS reflect relations of power, exploitation and control at work. Perhaps if
the authors had at least considered the work of Braverman (1974: 140, 141) on this
subject then we might have been reminded that the recurrent interest in securing
worker cooperation through work reform is rarely concerned with the degradation
of men and women in capitalist society but instead with the management problems
caused by worker reactions to that degradation. Second, and the corollary of this,
is the authors’ quite naked managerialist assertions of the need for HPWS clusters
to enhance organizational efficiency. For example, they argue that the use of incen-
tive systems, production teams and self-hiring practices can reduce ‘individual shirk-
ing and free-rider problems’ (p. 33). An alternative perspective might consider the
right of those who labour under HPWS regimes to take a breather now and again.
Similarly, they argue for more rigorous selection practices to capture those with the
‘appropriate knowledge, skills and abilities to function effectively in an HPWS’ (p.
41). Again, an alternative perspective might ponder the nature of those who get
excluded from this recruitment strategy, trade unionists for example? This bias
towards HPWS also features in some of the statistical analysis and I shall come to
that in a moment.
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The presentation of the results of the research – and most of the book is
devoted to this – is excellent. Three chapters set up sequential ‘case studies’ of the
industrial sectors and each provides contextual material for the quantitative analy-
sis that makes up the remainder of the book. Information on the shifting economic
and industrial environments affecting the participating firms is included along with
descriptions of the particular HPWS practices utilized. There then follows a concise
and very useful chapter that summarizes the main findings from the quantitative
research. Some readers might be tempted to stop there but this would be a mistake
because these summaries obscure the impressive depth of analysis that follows as
well as some of the problems contained in it. The quantitative results are divided
into three main chapters that measure the impact of HPWS on organizational per-
formance, worker outcomes and earnings. This review will concentrate on worker
outcomes since it is this theme that may be of most interest to readers of Work,
Employment and Society.

Appelbaum et al. operationalize the core employee dimensions of HPWS by
creating a summative scale that they term ‘opportunity to participate’. This com-
prises survey questions on autonomy in decision-making, membership of self-
directed teams, membership of off-line continuous improvement teams and extent
of communications with peers, managers and technical experts. A series of multiple
regressions of trust, intrinsic rewards, commitment, job satisfaction, job stressors
and overall job stress are then presented using ‘opportunity to participate’ and other
components of HPWS as independent variables. It must be said that both the
description of the statistical method and the systematic presentation of regression
models are first class and would be of great interest to students of multivariate anal-
ysis as well as researchers in the field. Nevertheless, there are some problems of
researcher partiality. One example of this is the impact of the ‘opportunity to par-
ticipate’ scale. Most of the regressions show that this scale has a significantly posi-
tive impact on worker outcomes such as trust and commitment and this result is
pivotal to the authors’ core argument. At various points in the book the authors
emphasize the centrality to HPWS of two key components of this ‘opportunity to
participate’ scale: participation in self-directed teams and continuous improvement
groups. However, the regressions also show – and the authors understate this – that
membership of such teams has a much smaller impact than the more nebulous
‘autonomy in decision-making’ variable and that in some firms and sectors team
membership is likely to have a negative impact on worker outcomes. This leaves us
with the unremarkable finding that job autonomy, rather than teamworking, can
have a positive impact on workers’ sense of trust, commitment and satisfaction.
Another example is that additional job security variables seem to be far more pow-
erful predictors of positive worker outcomes than ‘opportunity to participate’. Yet
this is hardly mentioned in the analysis despite emerging research showing that
HPWS practices go hand in hand with downsizing and redundancies and thus give
rise to job insecurity (Biewener, 1997; Osterman, 2000).

Murray et al.’s edited collection provides some substantial theoretical and
empirical contributions to the HPW research agenda. It is recommended reading for
researchers and students of contemporary work restructuring. The book addresses
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three themes that are viewed as critical to an understanding of the conditions that
support or constrain the emergence of HPW as a new work paradigm: the shape of
the new production model, the implications of the model for workplace relations,
and the required institutional configurations that might support the new model.
Chapters by different researchers based in Canada provide a mix of theoretical and
institutional frameworks whilst Eileen Appelbaum (with a summary of the
Manufacturing Advantage research) and Paul Edwards et al. provide empirical anal-
ysis based on workplace surveys. It is not possible here to summarize all of the ma-
terial so this review will focus on some of the arguments contained in two key
theoretical chapters: Jacques Bélanger, Giles and Murray; and Paul-André Bélanger,
Lapointe and Lévesque.

Drawing on the traditions of the Regulation School these different authors
claim that we can now discern core principles of an emerging model of production,
a model that is significantly different from its Fordist predecessor. It is argued that
the institutional stability of the Fordist regime of accumulation gave way to insta-
bility, multiple tensions and an eventual crisis of efficiency and worker alienation.
In these conditions a ‘new paradigm’, based on managerial initiative, an unbridled
neo-liberalism and new forms of work organization characterized by principles of
flexibility and worker empowerment, was essential to overcome the contradictions
of the Fordist regime. Of course, we have heard all of this paradigmatic talk before
through the debates on ‘Japanization’, TQM, business process re-engineering and
the like. Jacques Belanger et al. claim that what makes the high performance work-
place really new is its emphasis upon meaningful job participation (as operational-
ized by Appelbaum et al.) and social adhesion.

Social adhesion refers to the processes by which employees and their trade
unions become committed to organizational objectives, a necessary precondition to
the mobilization of tacit knowledge and worker discretion. In considering this the
authors raise a number of ‘tensions’ and ‘contradictions’ in social adhesion at work
which for this reviewer are more profound. For example, the implications of the
fundamentally unequal capitalist employment relationship; the transfer of substan-
tial risk to employees in the form of task accretion, employment contract flexibility,
and job insecurity; the likelihood of ‘disappointed outcomes’ for employees; and the
erosion of the social base of independent union representation.

The role of trade unions in the high performance workplace is tackled directly
by Paul-André Bélanger, Lapointe and Lévesque. These authors argue that assuming
a workplace union is in a position of organizational strength then its strategic choice
can be reduced to two stark options: either to oppose managerial initiatives and
focus on distributive bargaining or to adopt an autonomous, proactive position that
involves ‘exchanging’ employee involvement for the acquisition of new partnership
rights. In other words, the union abandons its opposition to direct employee
involvement in return for greater union input into managerial decision-making. In
supporting the latter option Paul-André Bélanger et al. are quite clear as to what this
might mean. That is, weakening shopfloor rules that protect workers and constrain
managerial prerogatives; shifting the goal of collective bargaining to work organi-
zation and the management of the firm; and developing strong cooperation between
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managers and workplace unions. Without providing much supporting evidence the
authors claim that in some areas of Canada, and particularly Quebec, industrial
relations are now marked by a sharing of power, unions are more concerned with a
firm’s economic performance and unions and workers are now performing duties
that used to be the prerogative of management. Having stated this, the authors then
observe that such strategic engagement creates tensions for unions and their tradi-
tional role as the independent representatives and defenders of workers. Again, for
this reviewer these ‘tensions’ amount to something more profound than this. For
example, ‘how can [unions] take part in strategic management without being
ensnared in the logic of management, a logic that subordinates social performances
(employment, wages and working conditions), and thus workers’ interests, to the
demands for return on investment and profitability of capital?’ (p. 163). Or, for
example, ‘can real participation that actually has an influence on decision making
be compatible with a weakened union “partner”?’ (p. 163). Well quite. The authors
address these problems by arguing for the development of an alternative logic of
management that subordinates the profitability of capital and shareholders’ earn-
ings to social performance and workers’ interests, and for national and regional
institutional arrangements that encourage long-termism and labour-management
cooperation in corporate governance. This is a laudable thesis but once again we
have heard much of it before, whether in the form of the Swedish model, Modell
Deutschland, the Japanese model, or the flexible specialization of the Third Italy
(which it particularly resembles). The problem for advocates of HPWS and the new
workplace partnership is that although nobody is denying that anything has
changed there is no real evidence of a paradigmatic break with the capitalist logic
of ‘Fordist’ or ‘Taylorist’ work techniques. Neither is there any evidence that the
dominance of maximizing profits and shareholder value in Western firms is about to
give way to anything more favourable to worker interests.
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