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Almost § years ago, | came to Airlie House and there
was & conference here. The idea was the quality of
work life, although | don’t remember what it was called
then. This was the first time that a group of people— 18
people, some Congrassmen, some Senators—had got-
ten together to discuss the quality of work lifs. That
was 5 years ago. Look at the 80 or 90 people in this
room today.

You've experimented with it, you've dealt with it,
you've had emotional experiences with it, you've lived
it. You are the pioneers in the United States of some-
thing that has literally transformed Europe. Ten years
from now, this group could be 10,000 people—both
labor and management.

Opening remarks, Ted Mills
Masay 20, 1977 Director

American Center for the
Quality of Work Life
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Preface

From May 20 to 22, 1977 at a conference retreat out-
side of Washington, D.C., over 100 workers, supervi-
sors, union leaders, and top managers from 17 union-
ized public and private organizations-in the United
Stats came together to spend 2 1/2 days at a con-
fererice on quality of work life.

The conference started out as an informal, unstruc-
tured information interchange. It ended up, by unani-
mous vote, as the First Annual Meeting of the Ameri-
can Quality of Work Life Association.

Made possible through grants from the Ford Foun-
dation and the National Center for Productivity and
Quality of Working Life, the conference was the first of
its Kind anywhere in the world. The speakers and ex-
perts were the working men and women in quality of
work life projects, who had come together from all
over the United States, to explore for the first time
what the emerging movement called “quality of work
life"" is, or should be, to working people.

The conference was carefully designed to optimize
the opportunity for the participants to find out from
each other what their very different quality of work life
activities, in their factory or city or hospital or school,
means or can mean to their organizations, to their
unions, to ihe relationship between unions and man-
agements, and most important of all, to an emerging
new way of working in America.

This conference report was made possible by a con-
tract from the Center for Studies of Metropolitan Prob-
iems of the National Institute of Mental Heaith. It is a
report by a journalist selected by the American Center
for the Quality of Work Life for his excellent reporting
in various newspapers and journals about work in the
United States. He was asked to observe, note, talk, and
provide his own impression of what he saw, with total
(and as the reader will discover, at times, painful) can-
dor.
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it is worth noting that the June 1977 issue of the
AFL-CIO magazine The Federationist contained an arti-
. cle entitied “Humanizing Work—A New [deoiogy,” by
Dr. Jack Barbash. Dr. Barbash strocngly attacked the
“humanization of work movement” as essentially a
piaything of a handiul of academic ideciogues seeking
to create unneecad work for themseives.

in October 1977, | suggested to Dr. Barbash that the
article contained no research whatsoever since 1973.
Dr. Barbash agreed thai the criticism war merited; the
" piece, funded in 1972 by the Ford Foundation, had not
been updated since written in early 1973.

Just 4 years ago, when the Barbash articie was writ-
ten. :

e No American union was yet actively involved in
2 joint labor/management quality of work life
project;

e no American management was yet actively
jointly involved in such a project;

e no neutral third-party instrumentality devoted
to development and implementation of such
projects existed in either the private or public
sectors;

e ihe term '‘quality of work life’’ was virtuslly
unknown in either labor or management circles;

e the leading advocates of what was to become
the quality of work life joint union/manage-
ment movement in the United States were, as
stated by Dr. Barbash, principally a handful of
behavioral sciantists.

In May 1977 the American Center for the Quality of
Work Life convened 100 union, worker, and manage-
ment representatives from 17 public and private sector
organizations -operationally involved in quality of work
life activities. it is worth noting that not one of the ac-
tive projects represented at that conference, nor the
center itself, was in existence in 1973. Three ot the
projects represented were “failures,” for various rea-
sons cited in this report. Further, three were projects
about to commence; their participants had come to
the conference to find out from their peers what they
would be getting into.

However, from those going strong and growing in
strength, from those beginning and those having
failed, the reader may discover at least a begiiner's
understanaing of what those actually invoived in the
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quality of work life process perceive it to be in its day-
to-day living.

One word of caution: The pages that follow are just
an account of that conference. They neither are, nor
seek to be, an accounting of what a quality of work life
project actually is, how it is structured, how it is nur-
tured, and how it grows. This is not a case history.

To the ..merican working men ahd women pioneer-
in ; in the growing quality of work }lfe proceases in the
United States, the dialogs in thig bcok are only the
beginning of the beginning. /

What is important is that they have indeed begun.
They are taking place today, in an ever-increasing
number of public and private workplaces, from the
executive suites to the shopiloor, across the country,
in a new kind of lifelong iearning.

As they grow and spread new learning and under-
standing about working together in the United Siates,
they can — and we believe will — build basic founda-
tions for a more dynamic, more relevant, and more
human kind of American industrial society in the years
immediately ahead.

Ted Miiis

Director

American Center for the
Quality of Work Life

27 November 1977
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. Introductiony

What Is a Quality of Work
Life Project?

As | looked around the dining room at the first dinner session
Friday night, | realized the participanis were a living Who's
Who—a Who's Who of Typical Working Americans. There were
almost 100 of them: a drili press operator, a millwright, a hospi-
tal nurse, a mirror buffer, a coal miner. There were stewards,
supervisors, top executives, and union leaders. They had come
from 17 public and private organizations across the country—
from a public schoo! system, a muitinational conglomerate, a
biscuit and cookie plant. Their ubjecti . . 5 to share experi-
ences and explore future possibilities convarn .ng participation in
labor/management quality of work life projects.

What's a quality of work life project? An American Center for
the Quality of Work Life (ACQWL) booklet in the conference reg-
istration packets said it is “‘any kind of activity at every level of
an organization which seeks greater organizational effectiveness
through enhancement of human dignity and growth ... a procass
through which the stakeholders in any organization—the mana-
gers and union(s), the employcas—iearn how to work together ...
to determine for tiiemselves what actions, changes, and improve-
ments are desirable and workable in order to achieve the twin
and simuitaneous goais of an improved quality of work life for salf
members of the organization and greater eftectiveness of both
the company and union.”

The participants at the conference and their colieagues back
home have transiated this definition in their own ways. The
workplace innovations and changes reported to the conference
were as widely varied as the organizations themselves:

e At one factory, shopfioor employees who can work
quickly and efficiently can leave work after 4 hours in-
stead of the usual 8, yet stili earn a full day's pay.

9



Coal miners who used to follow militan--style orders from
their foremen now manage their own work day-to-day as
a team.

Factory workers churning out brand-name cookies and
biscuits have used their newly formed quality of work life
preject to redecorate the cafeteria and install air-condi-
tioring, for the first time, in the restrooms.
Transmission-line engineers have worked out & fiexitime
schedule so they can work 4 days a week, with 3 full
days off.

Managers at an auto parts factory have taken “transac-

" - tional analysis' training seminars to learn more ‘‘sensi-

tive" and humamstxc styles of management.

Newspaper Teperters and clerical workers consult with
their publisher about which editors they want to hire.

Conference participants reported that these and other changes
at their workplaces have often paid off psychologically and eco-
nomically for both management and workers. Shopfloor workers,
managers, and union officials alike ticked off some of their re-
sults: Labor/management communications have improved, nego-
tiations have gone smoother than ever before, productivity and
efficiency have increased, workers have boosted their pay, mana-
gers find they can manage the factory more easily, and union
officials find the union organization and member ioyalty stronger
than ever.

But the conference was not just about successes. As an
ACQWL facilitator told the participants at their dinrer, “Some of

 the things we're going to share are going to be good experi-

ences, som=e are going to be bad experiences.” The conference
was important, participants agreed. because it provided the first
opportunity most had ever had to share their quality of work life

xperiences, good or bad. Until they came together at this con-

rence, most of the participants had been forging their quality

f work life projects (or stumbling through their quality of work
ife projects) virtually aione. They had no guidebooks to heip
em, no blueprints to tell them which experiments would work
and which would fail. Most participants had never talked with
managers union officials, or shopfloor workers at other compa-
nies who were struggling with the same questions and problems.
As' difficulties arose, the participants had no way of knowing
whether these difficulties were normal growing pains or symp-
toms of something which would surely kill the quality of work
life experiment.

—~
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1 don't think we can overestimate the vaiue to the conferees
of realizing that they are not alone in this effort, that other peo-
ple face the same problems, have the same sense that it is at
some level right for people to have greater participation in their
workplaces, that it makes sense for labor and management to
cooperate, and that now is the time to begin,” one of the confer-
ence facilitators reflected after the conference had ended. ‘The
members from ongoing projects are pioneers in the most
rugged of frontiers—fundamental social change. And it can be a
lonely. frustrating business. Peoplie willing to hang out with that
have to be dedicated. Finding that a iot of people share their
perspective was very reassuring.”

“Before | came to tive conference | always imagined that quali-
ty of work life projects at other companies must be all smooth,
everything whipping along, talking about weighty subjects—while
we were dragging behind."” said one union participant. "Now ['ve
discovered that with very few exceptions, everybody eise is doing
basically what we're doing, facing the same problems. And in a
number of cases we're probably more advanced than many other
projects. it's given me a sort of psychic boost.”

"I came here very depressed about the progress of our project,”
one company president told the participants during the final ses-
sion. "But now I'm really going back with a lot of ideas, feeling a
ot more hope—for the human race and for management/{abor
relations in particular.”




ll. Startup Phase:
Initiating Interest in a
Project

How is a quality of work life project born? Someone in the
union, in the management, or in an outside organization like
ACQWL has the idea and acts on it.

There was no common or typical pattern. Some of the pro-
jects’ representatives at the conference said the union sparked
the tirst taiks; some said management initiated the idea. Local
union or management officials began talks locally and started
locally without wider organizational or union support. In many,
ACQWL was the catalytic moving force getting unions and man-
agements together in projects. Two were the brainchildren of
consultants who made it happen. Four were froni one city,
Jamestown, New York, where the moving force was the citywide
Labor/Management Committee.

At Nabisco, top officials of the Bakery, Confectionary, and To-
bacco Workers' international Union planted the seeds of the pro-
ject when they announced at master negotiations that they would
like to launch a quality of work life experiment. Coincidentally,
Nabisco management with ACQWL assistance had decided some
12 months later, after a senior-level labor/management commit-
tee had been formed, to begin startup somewhere in Nabisco, Inc.
The committee agreed to try a pilot project at Nabisco's Atlanta
piant. The local union voted not to join the experiment, though,
so the corporation turned to Houston where locar union officials
said they were enthusiastic. The union membaership voted to join
the cxperiment. Local management said they’d be willing to try it.
The project was vorn in January 1977.

Local Newspaper Guild officiails made the first move at the
Minnespolis Star-Tribune. During contract negotiations in the
summer of 1972, the Guild proposed forming joint management/



labor committees which could discuss anything not covered by
normal bargaining machinery. Management agreed.

At General Motors’ Fisher Body Numper Two Piant, the man-
agement had faunched its own unilateral (nonjoint) version of a
quality of work life project without i volving the union. “Qur
peopie didn't even know it was going on. Neither did the union
officers,” says a linited Auto Workers committee person who
attended the conference. As management representatives said,
"This led to some frustration and later reluctance to participate
by some of the union people....” When local union officials toid
the LUAW international about the project, they were toid that be-
cause of a collectively bargained clause in the 1273 UAW con-
tract, a quality of work fife project would be jointly cwned by
both management and union. Union officers approached the
lccal management, and the joint management/union quaiity of
work life project began.

in the Robbinsdale school district in Minneapolis, with ACQWL
help, local union leaders affiliated with the American Federation
of Teachers asked school board officials if they would be inter-
ested in creating a quality uf work life program in the schools.
After a series of talks with th.e union, the superintendent, his
administrative officers, and the district principals, the school
board voted to try a pilot project in several schoois.

if the union and management officials who launched these
projects had known then some of what they learned at the Airlie
rouse conference about how to start a project, aimost all partici-
pants agreed each project would have heen far better. For in-
stance, management participants from Fisher Body acknowi-
edged that their failure to include union officials in the project
from the beginning caused "‘bacic mistrust in our sincerity.” This
mistrust would hamper the project as it struggled to grow.

Participants from hoth union and management stressed again
and again at the conference: One of the major stumbling blocks
at virtually every project has been initial middle-management re-
sistance before the project gets going. One reason middle-man-
agement has been hostile to startup of quality of work life pro-
jects in so many organizations, participants agreed, is the neg-
lect of this important segmei.i of work in initial planning and -
deveicpment. "Thank God we inciuded our middie-management
{the principals] right from the onset ' said the chief negotiator
for the school board.

All of the projects would have en;. yed a smoother birth, parti-
cipants agreed, if union and management officials coutld have



learned in detail what a quality of work lits nroject is all about
before they embarked on one. “We didin't know 00 much what
the quality of work life was all about,” said a Nabisco union rep-
resentative. “if we could have talked like we are here, with other
people actually invcived in a project like ours, and had them
come to some of our meetings to really explain what we were

getting into, it would have made things much better in the long

run,”

Common advice from veteran quality of work life project parti-
cipants is: When you begin to explore the possibilities of launch-
ing a project, be sure to invite an experienced QWLler to de-
scribe the history and experiences of other projects to union and
management officials alike.

~




lll. Get-Going Phase:
Role of Labor/Management
Committees

-~

Once the initial decision is made to get going by whatever
original source, the next step, most conference participants
seemed to agree, is creation of the project structure—the various
committees which will develop the project to move it along to-
ward maturity.

One characteristic which virtually all quality of work life pro-
jects share is joint union and management “‘ownership," or joint
representation on the various committees from the top down. But
each project develops its own committee formulas. Some pro-
jects had a top-ievel advisory committee whose members are
officiais from the international union and high officers from cor-
porate headquarters, even presidents. Some projects had only a
plant-level committee, represented by local union officers and
plant managers with no basic connection to other plants or lo-
cals in the organization. Still other projects created a linear net-
work of shopfloor-level committees composed of firstiine super-
visors, stewards, and hourly workers.

At Harman Industries International, at Bolivar, Tennessee, the
top union and management officials agreed at the outset that the
project should have a joint labor/management committee at ev-
ery level of the hierarchy. The structure looks like a ladder with
three rungs. The top rung is the advisory committee, including
the UAW Iinternational vice president, Harman's former owner
and president, and a nationally known expert on workplace parti-
cipation projects. This committee gave broad guidance to the
project, but no crders or directives.

The next rung of the committee iadder at Harman is the work-
ing committee, the plant managers, general foremen, and local
union officials. At most other projects, this group might be called

7

15



the “steering committee.” It screens and approves all of the
major projects and policies under the quality of work li;e pro-
gram which is called the Work Improvement Program at Harman.
There are an equal number of union and management represent-
- atives on these working committees who make decisions either
by consensus or by majority vote.

The heart of the quality of work life program at Harman is the
more than 30 shopfioor “‘mini-committees’ or core groups sprin-
kied throughout every department in the plant. Each core group
includes a foreman, a steward, and st least ong hourly worker
elected by feliow workers on the shopfloor. The core groups
suggest projects, discuss shopfioor policies and probiems, and
develop experiments, all of which are subject to approval by the

working committee. .

At Nabisco, two levels of joint committees oversee the quality
of work life project in the Biscuit Division at Houston. The top-
level committee consists of senior manufacturing vice presidents
from Nabisco Worid Headquarters and three senior officers from
the BCTWIU International, including the executive vice president
of BCTWIU. The Houston project has nine management represent-
atives, including department heads, supervisors, and foremen,
and nine union representatives, the top union officers, and some
rank-and-file workers elected by their colleagues. The union
made sure to elect at least one representative from each depart-
ment in the piant (baking, packing, warehouse, etc). The top-
jevel committee’s concern is quality of work life throughout the
Bakery Division (and perhaps all of Nabisco) if the pilot project
in Houston succeeds. But largely, it gives the Houston commit-
tee free reign to do what it decides.

The labor/management committee at Falconer Plate Glass in
Jamestown, New York is unbalanced. There are up to a dozen
representatives from the union, including the entire bargaining
committee picked because of their “natural leadership,” as one
union participant said at the conference. Only a few top mana-
gers are on the committee.

At Weyerhaeuser there are three levels of committees: one at
headquarters, involving senior corporate officers and the presi-
dent and two vice presidents of the union’'s northwest region;
one at the Springfield Region, including the company’s regional
vice president and others on the management side, and the pres-
ident of the 4,000 union members in one local and stewards on
the union side; and the third-level, site committees at the ply-
wood and particleboard plants in the region, with some 24 union
and middie-management personnel.

b o
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There are also two levels of committees in the City of Spring-
field/American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Em-
ployees project in Springfield, Ohio. The top-level committee
which directs the project is called the Centraf Committee.
Management members include the city manager and four depart-
ment heads; there is an ecual number of union members, includ-
ing the district director, the local president and vice president,
and two union members chosen by the focal's president. Ideas
for project activities originate in the 13 working-fevel commit-
tees. Each committee has from 4 to 12 workers, sometimes cho-
sen by the union officers and sometimes elected by their col-
leagues.

At the Mount Sinai Hospital project there are two levels of joint
committees. One, called the Steering Committee, involves high-
level officers from many hospital departments and representa-
tives of the three major hospital unions. The other is a Work
Committee involving ail three unions and supervisors.

f



IV. The Critical “Going”
Phase:
Implementation and
Expansion

Once the basic structures of the quality of work life project are
in place, it is time for the project participanis to begin discus-
sing, communicating, and suggesting project activities and goais.
Both union and management participants at the conference
stressed that the success or failure of the project depends al-
most entirely on how effectively the union and management par-
ticipants resolve crucial issues in this critical moment of a pro-
ject's lifetime. This is literally the make-or-break phase. For with
new, unknown, and defined roles as yet undetermined, and as a
UAW shop steward pointed out, “with no manuais to guide us,”
this is the most fearful, suspicious, and stressful period of the
entire project.

The Union View

Union officials have fears. The shopfloor workers have fears.
All are embarking on something new with all the consequent
risks of the unknown. The project “jointness’ itself is strange
and disquieting. The fears are natural; but uniess the labor/man-
agement committees are well prepared to deal with them in ad-
vance, the fears {expressaed through behaviors) could scuttie the
project as they often have.

As union pasticipants describe it, union officials and members
typically fear that management really intends.to use the quality
of work life project to "bust the union.” Particularly the oid-r
union veterans fear the whole project is a clever Jimmick.

10
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"When it comes to the quality of work life, there's nothing but an
advantage in it for management—they can't iose a thing,” one
union participant from Weyerhaeuser said. “But the union has
plenty to lose. Everyone in the urion puts down their defenses.
For years, Weyerhaeuser's been the bad guy and people knew it.
I can remember the day when we had to fight just to get breaks.
| remember the day we didn't have job posting. Now all of a
sudden, with this quality of work thing, Weyerhaeuser says, ‘Hey,
I'm the good guy. | won't hurt you every time | get the chance.’
And all the union guys start putting down their defenses. You
turn your back and management sticks the knife in your back."

Perhaps management intends to use the quality of work life
project to “bust the union™ by co-opting union officials—another
typical union fear. One Nabisco union representative said now
that union officers are hearing management'’s side of the story,
"... the company has marketing problems, paper stock problems,
buiiding probiems, lighting and gas problems, and we tell this to
our people; they feel like we are alibiing as officers' of the local
union to cover up something we're not doing. As union officers,
we don't have the people's trust.”

Sorne union officials and members fear, in the startup phase,
that the quality of work life project will intrude into issues cov-
ered by the collective bargaining contract, bypassing the union's
power. The project, they suspect, may disrupt the carefully con-
tracted way of settiing grievances fought for over years o de-
cades. As one union participant worried, "For years certain prob-
lems were ‘union problems,” such as grievances. Now all of a
sudden you have 'quality of work’ problems. How do you separate
them?" If the union loses its control over grievances, the
individual workers fear they will be more vulnerable to manage-
ment exploitation. Furthermore, union officers fear they may iose
their source of personal power. "If the quality of work life pro-
gram takes on handling grievances, it denies the union’s control
of grievances. and handling grievances is one way | build and
keep my membership.” one union officer said.

Other union members expressed fears that if the quality of
work life project is too successful, it may sap the union's
strength, both jeopardizing the personal power of union officials
and making workers more vuinerable to management in the long
run. ' Why were unions formed in the first place?” the union
representative from Fisher Body asked rhetorically. “They were
formed ‘o right the wrongs of management. if management is
complei,iv sincere about wanting to treat people right ang pay
them a decent wage, then there isn't any need for a union is

1



there?” “‘Some union and labor reiations people are wondering
what will happen to their jobs,”” said another union participant.
“They're afraid, if you [workers] have got this [quality of work
life] utopia, than why do you need us?" A good question.

Another basic union fear is “speedup.” Many workers ex-
pressed their original fear that the quality of work life project
wouid be used as a management tool to do what one union par-
ticipant describad as “work us to death.” They've heard that
QWL projects often increase productivity. “That's why I'm here
today,” one union representative told the conference, “to assure
mysaelf, and take back to the people, that this [project] can work
without unfairly taxing the people.” .

The older workers—some of the younger workers calied them
the *‘30-year men”—plainly fear changes; change of any kind
threatens the structure (good or not) which they have fought for
and nurturad so militantiy over decades on the shopfioor. As one
ynung Eaton worker (and former local president thrown out over
QWL issues) said, “You got guys working in the piant, say 30
years, and you've got guys working the'e 3 years. The older work-
ers say, ‘You younger guys working with this program aren't
going to do anything but tear a good contract down. We worked
30 years to get a good contract. Work in the quality of work life
project and you’ll throw it ail away and be peddling in the
streets.”” He added that in their project the older workers
watched the younger ones carefully to make sure they didn’t put
out too much and destroy union practices embodied in the con-
tract.

The Management View

Most of the problems discussed so far have been from the
union and employee point of view. Managers, participants
agreed, confront their own set of problcins when they become
involved in a quality of work life project.

Most managers, the management and union participants ac-
knowledged, fear that this new and unknown program might fail
and, as a result, corporate headquarters will Jire them. These
managers were hired to run a business, not dabble in social
axperiments. “You talk about trust and taking risks,” one gener-
al supervisor told a session on union concerns, ‘Managers
themselves have got some real problems with the quality of work
flife in regard to risk. If it doesn’t work, and I'm part of that pro-
gram, | won't be [in the job] ver; long,’” he said. “You [union
members] will still be on the job even if the program falls apart.
But | sure won't.”
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Some managers expressed their initial fears that the quality of
work life program would trample on their *‘management preroga-
tives” and threaten management's control of the work produc-
tion process. | was worried the program could become a Pan-
dora's box,”’ one company president said. ‘| had a lot of person-
al trouble with it. Because it feit to me like it might get out of con-
trol..."”

Specifically firstline and middie managers who maintain power
over the work force by managing in a traditional authoritarian
way fear with total justification they will lose that power by al-
lowing workers to participate in decisionmaking. Many of them
know only the whip kind of authority, which in QWL projects
doesn’'t work, as both management and union conferees poinied
out again and again The equation, as they expressed it, was
simple: If workers gain moie power and influer.ce, then mana-
gers’ power and influence are bound to diminish proportionately.
And in some senses they do, but the ‘'threat” that management
perceives usually ends up being negated by the fact that the
committees are capable of making good decisions concerning
the ways in which the work gets done.

“We decided we were going to relinquish the right to direct
the work force in our autonomous section,” the Rushton presi-
dent said. "And,” he said, by giving the miners a special train-
ing program, giving them the same kind of information which
the foremen knew, the rank-and-file workers would make as
good decisions as the foremen were making. “In fact,”” he said,
“"the workers usually made the same decisions which manage-
ment would have made on its own. | felt that, overall, we
wouldn't be losing controt.”

“"What | had to face up to in my mind was facing any challenge
that might come up and dealing with it openly. You have to be
open and be unafraid to deal with the questions. The only threat
to us is the threat we feel.”

Management and union participants alike seemed to agree
that middle-management resistance to the quality of work life
program is one of the most widespread and deep-rooted prob-
lems which thwarts quality >f work life projects. The phrase
"middie-management is resisting” popped up at the conference
almost as much as the phrase "'we've got to build trust.” Middle
managers, participants said, are caught in a painful bind.

Top management has expected middie managers to rule the
workforce with an authoritarian hand, yet suddenly the project
requires {(with top management sanction) that shopfloor workers
should make important decisions on their own. Middie managers
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are being asked !0 revamp their managerial style, a product of
years of conditioning.

Middie managers traditionally gained their power by wielding
power over the shopficor. if workers are now gaining power,
middie managers fear, then they wili iose power.

Middie managers are the link between shopfioor workers and
top management; they get squeezed and pressured from the top
and from beiow. “The quality of work life project puts us in a bind

between labor and top management,” one middie manager said,

“and it's causing a breakdown. The union members say, ‘Hey, you
guys ought to do this'—but top management says, ‘Don’t spend
any money.' "

Now that top managemer\‘\t is talking directly to the union and
to employees via the labor/management committees, middle
managers are being neglected and left out. “Management com-
municates with me’” a union' official told the conference, “but
they don't even tell their middie managers what's happening un-
til after we've [the union] already heard about it."”

The Rushton president cdescribed the dilemma of middie man-
agement at his own company's quality of work life program. He
could have been describing most of the other projects, too. i
bought the quulity of work project as president of the company,
and | said, ‘Hey, that's great. It will help the employees.’ So we
{top management] started dealing with the employees and the
uniun, holding meetings, drafting proposals, and that kind of
thing. But we never really had riwstings with the middle manage-
ment. | figured I'd say it was a good program, and the whole
management would say it was a good program and support it. |
guess | always assumed, since we had been an authoritarian
type organization and | gave directions and middle managers fol-
lowed orders, that they would iutomatically agree with me in the
quality of work life project, too.

“Well, | found out they sure weren’t supporting it. We had a ot
of guys in middle management who gave me lip service, but who
didn’t really believe in the program—and who still are working
very actively against it. It never really occurred to me to have a
meeting with those guys, and say: ‘Here's what we want to do.
What do you think? What responsibilitizs do you want to take?" "

He continued: "So when we introduced change, we were rely-
ing on an authoritarian structure to motivate the foremen to
make radical changes in their thinking and management styles,
which was really unnatural to them. We were relying on an au-
thoritarian structure to motivate them to be more democratic.
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“Traditionally, the responsibility of the foremen was to get out
production, however they couid work it out with their crews. We
just kind of left it up to the foremen to devise their own authori-
tarian methods of motivation. Suddenly we came upon the scene
with a management style that's radically different from the psy-
chological makeup that was cenditioned in them since they were
born. The foremen very definitely wanted to continue managing
in the old style. They became confused—between management's
wanting and needing optimum productivity, yet management
saying ‘'we want you to use this new management style,” which
the foremen felt wasn't as effective. We seemed to be asking two
different things,'" he said, “with conflicting results.”

But through all of the growth and learning which has occurred
over the short 4-year history of United States quality of work life
programs, much has been learned—knowliedge from which devel-
oping projects can learn, thus avoiding similar mistakes. As the
Rushton president says: “if | had it to do over again, I'd start the
quality of work life project with management and work thoroughly
with all levels of management to make sure they understand the
quality of work life philosophy. I'd have ciasses, with role playing
and that sort of thing, and then {'d turn over responsibility for
making the project happen to the middie-management people.”
At the same time, he suggested that union officials should be
conducting the same sort of process inside the union.

Some companies have emphasized training all levels of man-
agement, with special emphasis on the most vuinerable levels—
supervisors and foremen. Heinz conducted more than a year of
managerial training in quality of work life principles and partici-
pative management skills, according to the Heinz union repre-
sentative, although the project coliapsed before the managers
had a chance to put their careful training to use. Supervisors at
Fisher Body have taken severai sessions in transactional analysis
techniques, to help them ledrn participative management atti-
tudes and technigues.

in the Robbinsdale school district, top administrators carefully
involved middle managers-—the school principals—in discussing
and planning the quality of work life project from the start. “We
felt the principals were crucial,” a management representative
said. "if they weren't willing to work with the project from the
start it would fall flat on its face = After hearing tales of middie-
management resistance at the conference. the manager said,
“Thank God we included cur middie management from the be-
ginning.”’
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Many managers were concammed with the time investment the
quality of work life programs require. Those in the more mature
projects had already come to grips with that problem and real-
ized that the time spent in meetings is productive and functional.

Some participants said they require management members of
the quality of work life committees to attend the meetings, per-
iod. “We've committed ourseives to 3% hows of meetings every
2 wesks, no matter what,” a Mount Sinai administrator said.
“You just have to take the time. You have to make time. You
can't just go slong the way you have been, because you'll never
findthe time."” -

Several managers said they cured themselves of an “I'm indis-
pensable’’ complex when they reluctantly left the plant ‘o attend
a 3-day special training session. “People asked,'How can the
piant survive without the supervisors or without the union repre-
sentatives?’ '’ one said. “The answer was it was running without
us—in some ways maybe better. it forced the people to take
more responsibility instead of wziting for the supervisors to
solve their problems."”

Participants said managers—as well as union officiais-—are
more likely to commit themselves to attend meetings when the
meetings are scheduled at exactly the same time every week.
“That way,” one manager laughed, “we can’t plead ignorance
and say we thought it was tomorrow.” At Harman, for instance,
the working committee meets every Thursday without fail, at 2
p.m.

“In some ways | think the issue of having enough time or not
is a phony one,”’ one manager said. "For this thing [the quality
of work lifs project] to work we need commitment from all levels
- of management, from headquarters down to the plant. Either
we're committed to the concept or we're not. And if we're com-
mitted, it's because we believe it's a better way of running the
workplace. Saying siuff like ‘The quality of work project takes me
away from my normal job' doesn't make sense. Because working
the quality of work life way is our job."




V. Contracts and Letters of
Agreement:

Ground Rules to Diminish
Initial Fears

it's worth noting that all these union and management fears
were recounted, with astonishing candor, as basically pre-project
“what if"' concerns which tended to diminish proportionately
with the number of months a project has been operative. A QWL
project has the greatest chance of success, union and manage-
ment participants salike agreed with surprising unanimity, if the

vion and management write some nuts-and-bolts ground rules
.««d limits for it from the start. In projects whose ground rules
are vague and hazy, conference anecdotes made clear, partici-
pants have the most room to fantasize and to fear. in projects
where the ground ruies are relatively carefully defined and every-
one knows fairly precisely where he stands, all involved feel
more secure, the conferees seemed to be saying.

One of the first critical issues the project participants must
resolve in the diagnosis period, most agreed, is one which prob-
ably will affect the future of the entire project: Exactly how much
or how little power and authority the labor/management commit-
tee will heve. Union and management representatives alike
seemed to agree that the worst situation by far in a quality of
work life project—a situation guaranteed to destroy the project—
occurs when members of the Iabor/management committee
don’t know precisely how much or little power and authority they
have. When it comes to power and authority, as conference dis-
cussions made clear, there seem to be three more or less basic
kinds of quality of work life committees:

(1) committees which have no power to act on their own
but which recommend &ctivities and projects for man-
agement approval or disapproval.
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(2) commitieas which have power and authority to make
decisions on their own.

{8) commitiees whose real responsibilities and powers have
been so vaguely defined that none of the participants is
sure just how much power and authority it has or
shouid have

Probably the only two iabor/management committees which
exert independent power and authority are the committees at
Harman industries, Bolivar, and at tha Rushton Mine (the quality
of work life project at Rugshton was officially halted by the union
in 1975, but has continued, nevertheless, under an assumed
name). It was the Rushton joint steering committee whick draft-
ed the details for the entire Rushton project—transforming the
miners into autonomous teams, paying participating miners top
rates, giving miners special safety and job training, creating a
naw two-step grievance procedure, etc.

The working committee at Harman aiso exerted-——and still does
exert—a good deal of decisionmaking power over shopfloor ac-
tivitias. The committee set up the network of shopfloor core
groups. it approved all the major QWL innovations from rede-
signing production lines to allowing workers to go home hours
early. The working committee vote is a final vote; the plant man-

" ager doesn't get the final say although he’s on the committee.

Most of the quality of work life committees, however, only
make recommendations, not actual decisions. “We recommend
projects to the piant manager,” a Nabisco union representative
said. One Weyerhaeuser participant reported, “The committee
just recommends and takes what it can get.” Some partici-
pants—union members in most cases—said the lack of power
has caused confusion and frustration. "it's just confusing,” a
Weyerhaeuser labor/management committee representative said.
“We've got no authority, We've yot a union, we've got a manage-
ment, and now we've got this third element called the quality of
work life, which has its own ideas but no power to do anything
with them, but go back to union and management.”

After a iong and rambling discussion in a conference session
examining “'power and authority,” the director of TVA's Trans-
misgion Pianning Division (where TVA's pilot project began)
suddenly said, “"Our QWL comumittee has never truly defined our
role to decide whether we actually make decisions or whether
we recommend decisions to the division director. And I'm the
division director.” This uncertainty could be a cause of what
some TVA representatives said was emplicyee discontent with the
TVA quality of work life project. “A lot of people question wheth-
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er the committee has been able to to address their needs,” one
representative said. "If a union vote was held tomorrow, there's
some doubt the project would survive.”

At Eaton, disappcinted shopfloor workers told the conference,
the elusive and uncertain power of the quality of work life com-
mittee was one of the major factors which eventually killed the
project. Another was the hostility of older union members to
change. Still another, they said, was suspicion of a “manage-
ment trick'’ since the consultant team was brought in by man-
agement (Eaton management chose not to attend the confer-
ence). But the Eaton workers said there was no one individual,
no cne committee, to whom shopfioor workers could go for a
firm decision. On some issues, shopfioor representatives fed the
proposals to the senior labor/management committee. On other
issues, shopfioor workers would go to the foremen with their
recommendations. “Then we'd wait and wait and sometimes
we'd never even get an answer, or find out what happened to
our request,”’ one Eaton worker said. “We didn't have any guide-
lines as to what we could do, or what we couldn’t do.”” They had
no ground rules—that essential startup ingredient. And they
taiied

At Mount Sinai Hospital, representatives told the conference,
the quality of work life project has, until recently, suffered from
the same confusion as to its authority. For instance, some of the
employees on the pilot project ward (the second-level commit-
tee) wanted to explore the possibility of getting entire weekends
otf—a luxury they so far had not enjoyed. They invested consid-
erable time and energy dra“ting a proposal complete with a
detailed work schedule and submitted it to the joint upper-level
steering committee. According to one management representa-
tive. that committee decided to explore the proposal in a serious
way. 'But when we presented the idea to the administrator {2
senior nurse] who is in charge of that area [work scheduies],”
the management representative told the conference, “she said.
‘This is a management right, to set up schedules. You can’t do
this' " End of proposal. “She's the kind of administrator who
always says no’ instantly to any new ideas or changes,” the rep-
resentative added.

This incident left the work committee members frus? . “ed and
demoralized:; they didn't really know whether or not ..ey had
the power to go over the refuctant administrator's head. Some
members believed that the committee is supposed to have pow-
er “The steering committee has the power and authority to
change the situation,” one member said, but they feel in practice
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“we've abdicated our power to one administrator.” Others on the
steering commities at Mount Sinai fes! the committee only has
the power to recommend. None of the participants listening at
the session really ssemed to know the right answer. But they
knew—and agreed—that each committee shoukd know.

Some participants at the conference urged careful defining of
the powers and responsibilities of the quality of work life com-
mittee—just wheve it fits into-the chain of recommendations or
command—on paper. As one conferee noted philosophically,
“paper doesn't forget.” )

At the Minneapolis Star-Tribune, “The union had originally
proposed that the joint committee have the power to ‘advise and
consent’ about editorial appointments,” said a Newspaper Guild
representative. “But it became obvious we weren't going to get
off the ground unless we conceded management would have the
ultimate power.”

Union and management have defined the joint committee's
role in writing. There is no doubt who holds the power. “The
Guild agrees that all matters which are discussed [by the joint
committee] will be on a consultative basis,” the official contract
reads, “and, that, in any case, the publisher retains the right to
make all final decisions.”

The union and management can dispe! troubling fears by
clearly declaring their respective commitments to the quality of
work life project (a practice mandatory in all projects in the
ACQWL list of associated projects).

“We feit a firm commitment from both management snd union
was a necessity of paramount importance,” one management
participant told the conference, describing what his base group
had concluded. “You can’t function properly if you don't, if you
are not convinced that the people above you are 100 percent
behind you."”

Most unions and managements represented at the conference
have deciared their commitments in writing although, with only
one exception, the declarations are not legally binding.

At Fisher Body Number Two, Grand Rapids, for instance, the
management and local union officials eigned an agreement de-
claring they are “‘committed to improving the Quality of Work
Life (QWL) for all of our employees...QWL is a process which
stimuiates everyone to achieva greater self-satisfaction in their
everyday work environment. This process inciudes mutual trust,
group participation, information sharing and decisionmaking
within the framework of existing agreements, and sound com-
monsense bus....>3 practices. This will require that everyone
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recognize the value of individuals, their ideas, their needs, and
their feelings.”

Some agreements help put union and worker fears to rest by
specifically declaring what the quality of work life project will not
do.

At Harman, in 1973, the piant management and union signed
an agreement declaring, ‘‘The purpose of the joint management-
labor Work Improvement Program is to make work better and
more satisfying for all employees, salaried and hourly, while
maintaining the necessary productivity for job security.

“The purpose is not to increase productivity. if increased pro-
ductivity is a byproduct of the program, ways of rewarding the
employees for increased productivity will become legitimate mat-
ters for inclusion in the program.”

Some agreements, such as a 1975 agreement signed by a na-
tional Nabisco executive and the executive vice president of the
BCTWIU, stipulate unambiguously that “'no employee will lose his/
her job due to the program’'—further easing worker fears. In alt
ACQWL projects, by the way, such agreements are required.

The 1973 Rushton agreement noted that the union agreed to
set aside certain contract grievance procedures in order to give
workers and managers a chance to settie disputes without re-
sorting to the lengthy and exhausting grievance process. But the
agreement specifically declared that the normal grievance proce-
dure could be used any time a worker (or manager) felt his or
her grievance wasn't being adequately solved.

The only quality of work life project which locked itself into
the collective bargaining contract is the Newspaper Guild/Min-
neapolis Star-Tribune project. Here's how it reads:

Worker Participation Committee

The Publisher and the Guild agree that commit-
tees will be formed in each news department by
both parties and will meet upon request of either
party, with a minimum of one meeting a month.

In an effort to encourage discussions of subjects
not covered by the normal bargaining and grievance
machinery, the Guild and the Publisher stipulate
that top-level personnel will participate in the meet-
ing.

it is stipulated that committees, meeting under the
tarms as outlined in this Ietter, shall discuss matters
aftecting relations between employees and the em-
ployer, including matters relative to the introduction
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and operation of new automated equipment and the
offects of such equipment an the job dutiss of em-
ployses who operate such equipment, but will not
lake up grievances which would normally come up
in the regular contract grievance machinery.

The Publishers will continue to consult with the
Guilc before the appointment of newsroom supervi-

The Guikt agrees that »i| matters which are dis-
cussed will be on a consultative basis, and that in
any case, the Publisher relaing the right to make all
final decisions. ,

A Guild representative argued that putting the union/manage-
ment committes in the contract is the only way to make the
union and workers securs. “Putting -t in the contract gives you
stability,” he said. “It's an old trade unionist attitude. If you want
to know what you've got, you put it in the contract. That way,
you know that nobody's going to take it away from you. it gives
you a psychological advantage.”

One other union participant agreed, noting that, “if you really
believe in something, you write it—and sign it.” When his union
proposed writing the quality of work life project into the contract
to test the management's commitment—'‘we wanted to say

something like ‘to make the factory more rewarding for everyone

concerned’ '—the management refused.

But these two unionists were lone advocates of locking the
project into a binding agreement. “We talked in the last negotia-
tion about putting some of the programs into the contract, but |
was really against it myself,” one union local president said,
echoing what most other participants declared. “Right now,
we're doing this experiment and we can drop out of it anytime
we want. If you put it in the union contract then you're forcing it
dewn someone's throat and they may not like it."”

“The reason our project is so good,” another union represen-
tative said, “is because there is no letter [of agreement] in the
contract. if you don’t want to participate in it, you don't have to.

. I's strictly voluntary.”

One important way to ease fears and give the QWL project
strength, participants said, is to get top corporate and union
officials to declare their commitment to the project—right to the
local management's and union leaders' faces.

At Nabisco, some participants reported, some of the bakery
supervisors had never been aware how strongly the corporate
management and top union leaders supported the QWL project.
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Their insecurity stunted the growth of the program. “Every once
in a while you got to wondering,” one Nabisco department man-
ager said. ‘I mean, if you hear from the site manager a second-
or third-hand assurance that there's a top-level commitment—
‘Oh yes, my boss says he's 100 percent behind the project’'—
well, you're not too sure about it. It means a lot more if the peo-
ple hoiding the purse strings say they're behind it. it makes me
feel more secure.” (Several weeks after the Airlie conference, top
executives from Nabisco headquarters visited the Houston piant,
sat down with the plant managers and assured them they sup-
ported the QWL project completely. Local managers say it made
a tremendous difference.)

The same kind of insecurity hindered the project at Weyer-
haeuser, according to union participants. “People held back un-
til the corporate and international union executives came to the
plant and sat down with us [the plant-level labor/management
committees] and said: ‘This is where we stand. This is our com-
mitment.” That was the turning point of our project. From that
moment on we felt we had something. Why? Hearing a commit-
ment from the very highest people with our own ears.”

if management openly and frankiy spelis out its goalis for the
QWL project, even increased productivity, union officials and
members will be more inclined to trust management's commit-
ment and be less suspicious that the project is a trick to "'bust
the union.”

“The men won't cooperate with the quality of work life pro-
gram until they understand exactly what the management will
get out of it,” said one management representative from the
Rushton Mine. ""Management should be up front—otherwise the
men will be suspicious—with reason. Management should say,
for instance, 'OK. What we want is a 10 percent decrease in ab-
senteeism and a 25 percent decrease in costs and the way we're
going to get there is to heip improve the quality of work life.’
Then a [ot of mistr