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Foreword
; :
The traditional adversarial relationship of labor and ‘
management in the United States has not precluded ventures |
in cooperation over the years. Recognition of the mufdal in- 1
terests of both groups in economic goals and objectives has ‘{

* produced a wide variety-of efforts at cooperation beyond the |
norial bargaining-table interactions.  ° J

Siegel and Weinberg predict that, due to a number of factors

. in the economy aincun'the labor force, the American style of
~N industrial relations will .become increasingly hospitable to |
collaboration. Their éxamination of the varietigs of labor- |
management cooperation should provide both substance and |
encouragement to the dialogue of\sziness, labor, govern- "

ment, and civic leaders in exploring the potential contribu- <

tion to the economic viability of enterprises, industries, com- ‘

~

i munities, and the nat,ion.b : ) - )

Facts and observations presented in this monograph are *ne
sole responsibility of the authors. Their viewpoints do not.
necessarily represent positions-of the W. E. Upjohn Institute
for Employment Research. 4

‘E. Earl Wright
. " Director

August 1982




The Authors ¢~ |

1

Irving H. Siegel has long served as research_r, consultant,
teacher, writer;"and lecturer in economics, statistics, patent
law, and the social 1mpircatlons of science and technology.

" He has been affiliated with such federal entities as the Presi-

dént’s Council of Economic Advisers, the Bureau of Labor
Statistics, the Department of Commerce, Retraining-and
Reemployment Administration, and Veterans Administra-
tion; with such nonprofit organlzatlong as the American
Chemical Society, the Twentieth Céntury Fund, and the Na-
tional Bureau of Economic Research; and with the Johns
Hopkins, George Washington, and New York Universities.
While on the staff of the W. E:*Upjokn Institute for
Employment Research (1965-70), hc helped to arrange the
copference celebrating two decades of the Institute’s public
service and he also edited and contributéd to two com- .,
memorative volumes, Dimensions of Manpower Policy and
Manpower Tomorrow: Prospects and Pricrities. More
recently, he has authored two books published by the In-
stitute: Filler Employment with Less Inflation (1981) and
Company Prod ctzvzty Measurement for Improvement
(1980). Dr. Slegel is a fellow of the American Statistical
Assoc1atxon the New York Academy of Sciences, and the
Américan Assomanon for the Advancement of Scicuce.

Edgar Welnberg, a consultlng economist, worked for many
years in the federal government in the fields of .labor
economics and industrial relations research. Before entering
the civil service, he worked as an editorial assistant for the
Amalgamated Clothihg Workers of Amerlca under J. B.S.

»

v i




Hardman. His government career has included work as an
economist with the Social Security Board, the Veterans Ad-
ministration, and the Bureau of Labor Statistics.
Mr.Weinberg served as deputy assistant commissioner of the

BLS Office of Productivity and Technology and was assis-
" tant director of the National Center for Productivity and
Quality of Working Life where he had responsibility for the
.Center’s program to.encourage labor-management coopera-
tion by assisting the formation of joint committees. His last
government position was Economic Advisor in the Office of
the Assistant Secretary for Policy, Evaluation and Research
in the Labor Department. He received the Department of
Labor’s Mefitorious Service Award for his research work on
the social implications of automation. In 1978-79, Mr.
Weinberg served as President of the Washing*~n Chapter of
the Industrial Relations Research Association. i{e was one
of the prize winners of the National Economists Club’s 10th
Anniversary Essay Contest held.in 1979.

-




Preface

Although labor-management cooperation in the United
states is not a novel phenomenon, it has come to wide public
attention only in the past decade of persistent economiic
adver51ty and increasing political conservatism. A great
many joint committees and similar entities were, formed in
companies, government agencies, and industries—and some
also at the community and national levels—-to promote the
mutual interests of employees and employers.

Such collaborative activity will continue to expand and
flourishi in the 1980s. Even while this book was being pro-
cessed for publication, the frontiers of company-level
cooperation were being pushed forward into new terrain in
accords reached by the United Autoworkers with Ford
(February 1982) and General Motors (March 1982). True,
these accords were negotiated in a season of economic
distress; but the experience of collaboration in bad times
" may establish and reinforce patterns of behavior that will
_ continue as business conditions improve.

The motivation for this book was supplied not only by a
recognltlon of the timeliness of the subject, but also by cer-
tain; convictlons developed by the authors during their long
and “varied professional careers. Early, they acquired a
respect for the adversarial.temper of industrial relations and
the role of collective bargaining in a pluralistic and evolu-
tionary society largely guided by law. They also soon
recognized, however, that the natural competition and the
occasional’open hostilities of labor and management do not

¢
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foreclose the earnest pursuit of cooperation for mutual
_ benefit, and that the formaticn of joint committees and the
like for special purposes need not be inimical to,"and could
actually bolster, the normal bargaining process. In addition,
they came to the view that communities and the various
layers of government are probably making insufficient use of
committees as mechanisms for bringing the broader public
interest to bear on labor-management ‘decisionmaking. _

The .authors have had a common core of experience in the
manpower field, but also differing degrees of concentration
in the area of labor-management coog‘eration. Siegel’s work
has ranged widely, but has focued frgquently on issues and
problems involving or reguiring collaboration of the two
parties. For example, in the 1940s, he.;'assisted in the stimula-
tion and diffusion of low-cost technclogical improvements
in defense plants; in the promotion of timely planning by
communities for jobs and counseling services for returning
veterans and displaced war workers; and in the reconciliation
of reemployment rights of war veterans and the seniority
rights of other workers. In the 1950s, he headed a task force
that drafted legislation ~for upgfading distressed com-
munities, and he began consultation in the design and im-
plementation of programs for.measuring and raising produc-
tivity, an activity that he continuéd under auspices of the
Department of Commerce in the 1970s.

Weinberg has had more than three decades of continuous
service in federal organizations concerned with industrial
relations, the economic status of workers, the mitigation of
individual hardship incident to the revision of technology
and work methods, and the furtherance of labor-
management cooperation for enhancing productivity and the
quality of working life. Throughout the 1970s, his respon-
sibilities kept him in personal contact- with labor and

management members of natipnaj, industry, community,
[
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company, and public agency committees; with officials of
university centers set up for aid in the formation and conduct
of committegs in their geographic areas; and with researchers
making studies under contract. These contacts and his dutles
relating to the development- of national semipars and
publications on .productivity and worklife quality con-
tributed to a wide familiarity with the hterature and informa- ,

" tion sources pertinent to the present study. . \y

s
-

The aim of-this book is to convey to a broad audlence an ap+ «
preciation of the wide range of opportunities for labor-
management cooperations, the attendant problems, and the‘
derivable benefits. Cooperative arrangements are examined
at different economic levels, and 65 cases are discussed.

The book has 10 chapters The first sets up a conceptual
framework for the review of American experience in,
cooperatlon and for some brief femarks on the outlook.
Chapter 2 deals with national committees, .and commlss1on§
set up during and since World War I, wrth labor buk,mesg;,
and public representatives, to advise the preS1dent and the
Congress on major policy issues. Chapter 3 relates to Jomt
labor-management committees for, five mdusfrres—steel
constriiction, retail -food, rallroads/ and men’s clothing. '
Chapter 4 describes six of the 28 cOommunitywide labor-
management committees that, were functioning while this
study was in progress. The next four chapters concern
cooperation in the company. The first of these, Chapter 5,
offers an historical perspective: Chapter 6 concentrates or
joint programs that aim primarily at improvement of c¢ém-
pany performance—consultation arrangements, productivi-
ty committees, and quality circles. Chapter 7 covers pro-
grams oriented primarily toward employee welfare—health
and safety, alcoholism, quality of working life, flexible
schedules, job assistance, and employee ownership. Chapter
8 considers various incentive programs—Scanlon plans, pro-
fit sharmg, stock ownershlp, and pensions.
ix
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Chapter 9 acknowledges that government—all levels—is an
employer, in addition to servinﬁts other well-known func-
tions, with which labor and management | in the private sector
must reckon. This chapter examines labor-management
cooperation in public agencies.

The tenth-cflapt,er looks to the future. It is followed by three
appendices, the first of which should be of parficular value
to specxahsts in labor relations, students of public policy,
and union and company fficials. This appendix includes 28
documents relating to labor-management cooperation—ex-
cerpts from labo contracts, public laws, executive orders,
policy statemenfs, memoranda of agreement, and model
provisions and bylaws. Among the highlights are details of
the new UAW-Ford agreement and of other documents
. relating to General Motors, the Bell System, and the steel in-

dustry

Appendices B and C will be helpful to readers who wish to*

examine n.ore closely the current status of collaboration.
Appendix B lists 14 joint committees that were awarded
grants for fiscal .year 1981 under the Labor-Management
Cooperation Act of 1978. Appendix C provides names, ad-
- dresses, and telephone numbers of 26 major nonprofit
* organizations offering assxst@ce in the design of cooperative

programs.

The authors are grateful to Dr. E. Earl Wright for his en-
couragement at all stages of the preparation of this book.
They also appreciate the deep interest and helpfulness of
William L. Batt, Jr., Quality of Work Advisor to the U.S.
Department of Labor’s Labor-Management Services Ad-
ministration.

¢

Irving H. Siegel

Edgar Weinberg -

Bethescjé, MD
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Beyond Open Hostilities
and Collective Bargaining

<

Prologue ‘ ' : -

The experience reported in this book reflects favorably on

the creativity, _versatility, and flexibility of American in-

dustrial relations. The deep differences that underlie the
traditional adversarial postures of labor and management

have not precluded searclﬁ'ﬁi’, and invention of, oppor-

tunities for cooperation to mutual ati%ﬂge. he interest-of

both sides in accommodation has intensified in re g@trs .

of unrelenting national economic stress, and it promises to-__

pefsist in a world setting of continuing ferment. S

Preoccupation in this book with. collaborative schemes g
~should not be misconstrued, of course, as disparagement of
other pldusible avenues toward needed improvement in our
nation’s productivity and. in the quality and salability of its
products. Effective labor-management cooperation can only
complement, rather than substitute for, appropx;iate private
decisions concerning, say, the mix and design of products,
techniques of produgtion and distribution, the amount and
character of physical capital used, wages, and prices~It can
only compléeément, ratl‘g:r than substitute for, appropriate
policies and actions regarding, say, the money supply and in-

terest rates, the size and allocation of public expenditures,
N .
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. 2 Beyond Open Hostili.ties

taxation, regulation, incentives for individual saving and
business investment, and support for™~ education and
research. Government’s manifold involvements, moreover,
influence the disposition of labor and management to ex-
plore and pursue cooperative undertakings—in addition to
affecting the national economic performance in other in-
dicated ways.

Due attention must be paid to intercultural differences and

to our own indigenous strengths when the applicability of

‘foreign collabgrative arrangements is apprai.ed. At a

distance, it is easy to overstate the successes achieved
abroad, to misidentify the critical factors, and to misjudge
their durability. In any case, literal transplantability is out of
the question; and selective ddaptation.entails costs that have
to seem jus?:ifiep by expected benefits.

To concede the obstacles to naturalization of foreign
models is not to imply, on the other hand, that domestic im-
itation or diffusion is easy. A cooperative arrangement th4t
works in one company, industry, or community is not
routinely transferable to another. The situation is com-
parable to that experienced in the propagation of
technology: ‘‘best practices’’ are identiffable more readily
than they can be copied. Leadership, commitment at the top,
acceptance below, good will, knowledge, skill, patience, and
proper followup are as essential to domestic diffusion as they
are to importation; and labor and management must expect
6enefits to exceed.costs.

, These remarks should be kept in mind throughout a
reading of this book. They are offered in awareness that

ews accounts, popular literature, and even the writings of
gcholarly advocates often exaggerate prospects and mute ‘the
6gveats. The imporgant large truth that ought to be proclaim-
ed is less exciting: the adversary style of American industrial

relations has permitted, rather than forestalled, ventures in
cooperation, both home-grown and adapted, and it remains .

4
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- Beyond Open Hostilities 3

sufficiéntly‘plastic to adjust to new parameters.' The con-

tents of this book should provide encomagement ideas, and
guidance to busmess, labor, government, and civic leaders
w1shmg to realize more fully the potential contribution of
cooperatlon to the quality of the nation’s oqtput and
worklife, its productlvxty, and its competmveness in world
trade.

~

-~

Scope

As the chapter title suggests this book is concerned with
varieties of cooperation that complément or. supplement the
normal arrangements of labor and management for adver-
. sarial interaction in purswt of predominantly economic ob-
jectives. It features Amerlcan experlence concentrafing, in
turn, on each of the prmmpal theaters in which significant
cooperation has occurred or is expected to occur. It pays

___special attention to, but does not focus exclusively on, the

ot

.workplace, the most obvious site of cooperation and the one
that is typically emphasized in the literature. Furthermore, it
acknowledges that government has become not only a major
employer of labor but also a major presence with which
labor and management must, or should, reckon

More specifically, this book exammes cooperative ar-
rangements in five theaters:?

1. The national scene, where the federal government
usually participates as a third, but indispensable, party—
serving, for example, as a catalyst, goad, arbiter, sponsor,
intermediary, standard-setter, momtor guarantor, Oor co-
financier (chapter 2).

2. The industry level, where the perception of a national

interest may again accord a key third-party role to the
federal government (chapter 3).

3. The subnational-—community, area, or regional—Ilevel,
where state and local governments may have explicit roles
and the federal hand may still be visible (chapte{g 4).

N
Oy
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4 Beyond Open Hostilities

4. The private firm or plant, where labor and management
have to take cdgnizance of parameters set by government
policies but generally arrive at agreements wif’hout appeal to,
&r intrusion by, a third party (chapters-5-8). i
5. The public agency or a component thereof, where the
federal,,” state, or local government is itself the
employer—i.e., “management” (chapter 9).

<

. In addition to looking beyond the workplace and giving
explicit and*due recognition to the pervasive government
preserﬁ:e, this book has a second distinctive feature: It in-
cludes a documentary’ appendix. ‘This appendix, which
should be of practical value as well as have scholarly interest,
presents sample agreements between labor and management
respecting cooperation-and also exhibits pertinent provisions
of various legislative proposals, laws, avuncular guides, and
policy statements. Two other appendices offer additional in-
formation that should appeal to practitioners and students
ofindustrial relations. ~ °

Although this book ranges-widely; ncannogand does not,
purport to cover the whole eligible domain. The relevant un-
publlshed information is much vaster than the accessiole
portion reviewed by the authors; and, unsurprisingly, the
publlshed information has its gaps and its favorites,’ No at-
tempt furthermore, has been made to exploit the available
literature exhaustively Or to survey certain kinds of,coopera-
tion that some readers or other writers might deem pertinent
or worthy of treatment in depth.

Among the possible additionaPsubtopics of interest, one
does receive some attention in a 'ater chapter and also in this .
one but is not treated in depth: cooperat1ci1 at the company
level in extremis, which involves the sharing of economic
burdens or losses to avoid shutdowns or severe reductions of
the workforce and which may inspire subsequent coopera-
tion of the kind that this book emphasizes.* No detailed con-
sideration is given to employee representation plans, com-

ERIC - . 16 |




Beyond Open Hostilities 5

pany unions, cooperative associations, or other configura-
tions established (particularly before 1930) by employers
eager to maintain an ‘‘open shop.’’* Also omitted from this .
book is the discussion of ‘‘sweetheart’’ bargains between
labor and management and other deplored or possibly illegal
forms of “‘racketeering.’’ Only passing reference is made to
the supply of technical and related consult:ng services by
union leaders and- their designees to management (as
distinguished from the active partlclpatlon of the rank and
file of workers) in the interest of reducing unit costs.and in-
creasing price competitiveness.® Another matter left for
other investigators is the engagement of labor and manage-
ment in joint or parallel activities to protect or advance par-
ticular firms, industries, or communities throughsddvertis-
ing, political lobbying, possibly iflegal ¢pllusion against com-
petitors, or’litigation.” Finally, we do not treat informal,
N spontaneous collaboration that is so natural to very small
enterprises in which workers and employers have frequent
personal contact. ‘ : I

.

~

¥

Some Deﬁnitions'

A few of the terms already used have multiple meanings or - r
may, for other reasons, require commentary. Discussion of
them extends our remarks on the scope of this book. It may’
be gratuitous to dwel] on the different connotations of words

‘like ““labor,’’ ‘‘management,’’ ‘‘government,’’ and ‘‘state,’’
but it, should help the reader to know that ‘‘cogperation’’
and ““cgllaboration”” are used interchangeably.

. It is difficult, but also unnecessary, to. draw a precise
boundary between ‘‘normal arrangements’’ for adversarial
interaction and the extra-normal modes of collaboration that
are of primary interest to this book. In a country like ours,
the field of industrial relations as a whole is still open, grow-

.ing, and evolutionary. What may be consideréd extra-
normal at one time or in one place could well appear normal
later or elsewhere. , L




) =

€ e .
Open Hostilities

"
L4

+“Open hostilities,”” a term used in the chapter title, refers
to the most dramatic, but, fortunately not the most prevalent,
_of the interactions between labor and management. It in-
cludes strikes, strikebreaking, ‘‘job actions,”’ ‘‘sit-ins,”’
“‘sick-outs,”” mass picketing, boycotts, injunctions,
. lockouts, etc. Such hostilities have sometimes involved
. serious property damage, armed confrontatlons and violent
“‘massacres.’’’ .

A much more common mode of adversarial interaction is
'negotiation, best exemplified nowadays by ‘‘collective
bargaining”’—to which the chapter title also refers. Such
bargaining has been politely described as ‘‘a process of

{; reasoning and persuasion,”’'® and, even more loftily, as the
foundation for a 'system of ““industrial jurisprudence.”!' It

"+ does. not, however, exclude .threats of resort, to' open

. hostilities and is sometimes, reinforced by demonstratlons
and_token work stoppages. Yet, despite its Histrionics,
bluster, tensions, crises, and frustrations, tlfe bargammg
ritual eventuates as a rule, in temporarily acceptable or
tolerable contracts relatmg to base pay, escalator ad-

. justments, overtime, fringe benefits, hours and conditions of
work, criteria for promotion and layoff ¥pensions and sup-
plementary unemployment benefits, retirement, rlghts and
obligations of employees, and the prerogatives of manage-
ment. As the Secretary-Treasurer of AFL-CIO femarked ata
conference of 1980 on productivity and the quahty of .
worklife, collective bargaining is, mde;,;,d “difficult and un-

* tidy at times,”” but it has also ‘“‘proven workable and fair
on . . . major issues’’; and it could, furthernrore, serve as
“the loglcal _mechanism for increasing the involvement of
workers’’ in cooperative endeavors.'? .

~ Negotiation also includes requested thlrd-party interven-
tion for arbitration or mediation to settle contract dlsputes
Collective bargaining agreements often make provision for
stich intervention—in addition to provision for the éstablish-

o 18
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4 g,‘

ment and administration of m-house machmery to deal with
worker complamts, grievances, and discipline problems. All
such arrangements are interpretable as' forms of coopera-
tion, but they are also ‘“normal’’ enough to be regarded as
outside the scope’ of this book. Certain other contractual
provisions for cooperation along specific lines do, however,
qualify fer attention here; they may either concern matters
sufﬁmently different from the ordinary bargaining issues or
represent the culmination, of experimiental ventures that
“began outside the bargammg process. Some such ventures
start as initiatives of management; others originate with dual
blessing of labor and management, sanctioned by letters or
.memoranda of unoerstandmg

The degree of extra-normal cooperatlon sought by the two
(or three) partiés varies according to the problem and the cir-
cumstances. Cooperation may be limited to d1scuss1on or
consultation on specxflc matters of mutual interest (e.g., pro~

ductivity, product quallty, or industrial peace); or it could .

‘also involve thé adoptlon of agreeable procedures and action
in accord therewith (as in the cases of safety, health, aid,
- alcoholism). At first, a need may be perceived for opening
and maintaining two-gvay channels of communication to
assure the effective implementation of contracts or ar-
rangements already in force; but, having achieved functional
_ rapport and looking to the future, labor and management
m2y wish to make joint exploration of additional complex or
technical issues (e.g., adjustment to technological change) in

an’ atmosphere of calm without the pressure of tlght‘

deadlines. The aim of such an endeavor may be the formula-
tion of a timely acceptable program; or it may also envisage
" installation and administration (as_in the cases of pensions
and Scanlon plans)

The disposition to collaborate and the choice of ap-

propriate joint undertakings depend not only on the spec- .

trum of visible mutual concerns but also on less.evident con-

1]
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8 Beyond Open Hostilities -

siderations. These considerations may be “phllosophrcal ”

strategic, .economic, or political. Labor an management ’

both have traditional reservations regarding & semblance of
open courtshlp They could also have sharply different
evaluations of the costs and benefits -of pastigular
cooperative programs. They may, furthermore, be subject to
unequal influence by su ih/external factors as the business.cy-
cle, legislated standardS and regulatrons and earller judicial
rulings. :

Among the vehicles of extra- normal collaboration are
boards, commissians, councils, committees, and less formal
studys{groups, work teams, and task forces. As has already
been imylied, ad hoc entities may first be set up experrmen-
tally; if théy prove constructive and'viable, they may acquire

. permanence and recognition as ‘‘normal.”’ Where the nature

of the.cooperation does not require active rank-arid- file par-
ticipation, no explicit dnd 1dent1f1able joint structure may
.need to belset up

Cooperation in- the Adve\z‘rs“zial Context

Familiar connotations of the adjectlve “adversarial’’ tend .
to gbscure the place of.cooperation in human affairs in
. general and in American industrial relations in )partlcular
Since the opening sentence of a preceding section says that
““this .book is concerned W1th varieties of cooperatiqn that
complement or supplement the normal arrangements of
labor and management for adversarial interaction in pursuit
of predommantly economic objectrves,” some discussion of
cooperation in an adversarial context is appropriate.

We start with a universal truism that, once stated, appears
self-evident: Any protracted relationship among people is

bound to exhibit elements, of conflict competition, and’

cooperation.'* The mix of elements varies, of course, from
case to case; and, for each case, the mix varies through time
also. When we call behavior “‘adversarial,”” we really mean

A~
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that conflict and competition are conspicuouslty present or
even are dominant, rather than that cooperation is complete—
ly absent. Thus, whatever opinions labor and managenient.
may hold of each other, they agree more often than not to

function as ‘‘factors of production’’ —to cooperate suffi-¥

ciently for the generation of the output and income that both
want. When they bargain or otherwise negotiate over income
shares and other matters, they tacitly or explicitly agree to
follow various rules prescribed by custom, law, or common
sense for arrival at mutually (if -only temporarily) tolerable
results Even during strikes and other open hostilities, ag-
gression and violence usually are controlled, directed, or
sublimated to avoid icreversible harm to the ‘‘productien
function”’ —to avoid either extreme damage to plant and
equipment or the ‘“‘annihilation” of either party.

Another truism requires statement here, even though it too

‘may seem gratuitous once it has been expressed: The in-

evitability of some degree of cooperation in any human
enterprise does not assure either a full constructive realiza-
tion of the potentlal benefits of cooperaﬁon or a fair sharing

_ of them. In the abse{lce of complete mutual trust (the usual

situation), even a genuine offer of extra-normal cooperation
by a stronger adversary may be perceived by the weaker par-
ty as coercive, patronizing, or debilitating; and a similar
gambit by a weaker adversary could in turn be perceived by
the stronger one as a bid for change in the power balance.
Again, in the absence of trust, the two parties may resign
themselves to a life of barren circumstantial tangency instead
of seeking more positive mutual, fulfillment. This familiar
dismal equilibrium itself inspires many observers to preach
the rerhedy of cooperation.

Historians, political leaders, and elder statesmen of the
business world and the labor movement often think of ¢‘pro-
gress’’ as a succession of social states dominated By single
behavioral elements. Thus, they often see the arrow of
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human evolution or ‘civilization’’ pointing away from a
“‘primitive” stage of conflict toward 4 more “advanced”
stage of competmon, and thence toward a ‘“mature,”’ and
possibly ‘“idgal,’”” order of cooperation. In the realm of in-
dustrial reiations, some such motion has actually occurred.
The exigencies of two World Wars and the “‘laboristic’’'*
legislation of the New Deal (especxally the Norris-LaGuardia
Act of 1932, the National Industrial Recovery Act of 1933,

* and the, Wagner Act’ of 1935) helped to replace an era

" standards and guidelines. .

characterized by labor-management conflict by an era
featuring competition. These developments, helped to shrink
and to bound the vast original domain of ‘‘management
prerogatives’’ that had been as’sacrosanct as the overlapping
domain of property rights; to confer legitimacy and respec-
tability on unionization; to establish collective bargaining as
a national norm; and to diminish the v1olent potential of
labor-management disputes.'?

The “‘progress’’ toward competition, however, is hardly
complete. The strike weapon, for example, does not yet hang
on a wall to rust. It is used with ¢ scomfiting frequency by
street cleaners, transport workers, teachers, police officers,
firefighters, and other local public servants. It is still used oc-
casionally in major industries, such as coal mining, that
follow the rule of ‘‘no contract, no work’’; and ‘‘wildcat”
walkouts may occur almost anywhere. Especially remarkable

" was the illegal~strike of air traffic controllers, a group of

federal employees, as recently as August 1981. ‘‘Progress”

toward competition,, furthermore, has not meant.

economywide establishment of unionization on a firm foun-
dation of collective bargaining. Witness, for example, the
enactment of ‘‘right-to-work’’ laws in many states under the
umbrella of Section 14b of the Taft-Hartley Act of 1947, the
declining proportion of the workfarce enrolled in unions;
and the frequency with which government has acted as
““first” party, rather than third, to promulgate work-related

.

22"
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The time appears right for a more determined exploration
than ever of the benefits derivable from labor-rqanagement
cooperation, even if the 1980 electfons portend a contraction
of the federal role as third party.'Visions.of entry into a new
era of collaboration, however, should be discounted in view
of the preceding paragraph; the potentials of our own era of
competition have been only partly realized, and vestiges of
the era of conflict have not been exorcised. While wc%coming
new opportunities for joint action to mutual ad antage,
labor and management have §ood reason to cling to the
adversary system and to continue circl,ing each other in wary
competition. The authenticity of the agreements em\rging
from their future interaction depénds on the preservati\on of
their individualities, which have been ‘shaped by function,
- history, and memory.-Their identities should not-now be
casually shed; cooperation should not become a synonyn}_of
co-option, nor should it become a euphemism for ,ir-
revocable transfer of economic decisionmaking power from
the two parties to government in an unequal triple *‘partner-
ship.”

" The remarks just made probably still represent the major:
ity sentiment in business and labor ranks. Even if elder,
statesmen fail to mention reservations, limits, and cautions .
in their calls for attenuation of the adversarial spirit, the
silent qualifications need to be kept in mind. After all, this .
spirit has served us well over the years—if the payoff is
reckoned in terms of material well-being, leisure, the
amenities and the ‘‘democracy’’ of the workplace,'¢ and the
vigor, diversity, and openness of our society. Under
“‘capitalism> with a hufnan face, American workers have
been able to strive successfully for the ““more’’ that Gompers
envisaged; they did not have to organize into a permanent
“‘class’’ party and resign themselves to grim collective strug-
gle”for problematic personal economic improvement under
the banner of Marxism, socizlism, or syndicalism.!” Further-
more, workers remain free to seek union representation
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’

where it does not exist (e.g., in various ‘‘sunbelt’’ areas and
in new Japanese-owned plants); and they also are free to
petition and vote for decertification of unions already
established. Management, too, is active in its own behalf,
legally discouraging unionization and filing complaints, as
required, against secondary boycotts and unfair picketing.'*

*

Cooperation in. Industrial Relations Literature

Students of industrial felations have, of course, recogniz-
ed the element of cooperation in both the statics and
dynamics of the adversarial interaction of labor and manage-
ment. In one well-regarded book, this interaction is called an
““armed truce.”'* Another prominent author has called it
“‘antagonistic ‘cooperation,”” borrowing a phrase from W.
G. Sumner; the pioneer American sociologist;.and he spoke
of the goal of ‘‘mutual survival,”” rather than victory by. an-
nihilation.?® A leading economist and systems theorist has
observed that labor and management are bound together in a
workable, though untranquil, marriage of convenience and
necessity: ’

Industrial conflict is. . .a curiously ambivalent
affair, closer to the domestic battle of the sexes
than to the clash of armies. Consequently, it is not
difficult to build on the positive-sum or cooperative
aspects of the game and to develop institutions that
express this aspect. This issperhaps why thte union,
which ‘may have been originally devised to pros-
ecute conflict in many instances becomes an instru-
ment to resolve it in a way . . . that an army never
does.*

, The “positive sum'* mentioned in the preceding quotation
is a desideratum commended by many thoughtful commen-
tators on industrial relations. In other terminological guises,
it is esteemed in the classical writings of such fields as scien-
tific management, industrial psychology, personnel ad-~




: . + Beyond Open Hostilities 13

ministration, organization theory, and.group dynamics.?? A
designer of quality of worklife committees, writing in 1980,
was surely thinking of the the difference between a positive-
sum game and a zero-sum game when he observed that labor
and management must be taught the existence of cooperative
modes of interaction having ‘‘win-win options’ as alter-
natives to more familiar modes having ‘‘win-lose
outcomes.’’** A major textbook of the 1960s concluded with
the proposal that the two parties should progress from mere
‘“‘conjunctive bargaining’’ to ‘‘cooperative bargaining,’’
which is ‘‘at least a stage higher in the industrial. relations
evolutionary hierarchy.”” In the first of these two varieties of
bargaining, excessive emphasis is said to be placed on ‘‘com-
petition,”” with possibly adverse spillovérs for the genéral
public; the second seeks ‘‘fuller exploitation of the special
contribution which each party can make to an improved per-
formance,’’ and without collusion at the expense of others.?*
Another book of the same decade contrasted *‘distributive’’
bargaining, which focuses on relative shares of the common
output, with ‘‘integrative’’ bargaining, which features (as in
the Scanlon plan, discussed in chapter 8) cooperative prob-
lem solving in the interest of enlarging the common output.?*

Experience gained on the production front during World
War I increased awareness of the potentials of cooperation
in the workplace, In 1918, the year in which he was elévated
to the Supreme Court Brandeis lent his legal prestige to the
proposition that the participation and ‘‘consent’ of
employees in the formulation of work rules and policies were
more conducive to ‘‘efficiency’’ than was the usual manage-
ment practice of dictation.é Elton Mayo was saying similar
things at the same time.?? Mary Parker Follett, an influential
business philosopher and consultant of the 1920s—a period
in which advanced management adroitly fought the inroads
of unionism by more imaginatively addressing the wants of
labor—noted that disputes could be settled by three means:

" domiration, compromise, and ‘‘integration.’’She advocated

4
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cultivation of the third a,pproach which requires no fun-
damental concession by either party yet yields ponderable
benefits to both.?* A, business professor seconded tﬁe mo-
tion, referrmg to this constructlve win-win outcome as the

. ‘‘double plus. 125

A

Seasoned labor leaders have also looked forward to
peaceable tlmes in which workers, management, and tne

. -public could realize the fruits of cooperation. In 1925,

William" Greeu, head of AFL, proposed that ‘‘the an-
tagonistic and hostile attitude, so characteristic of the old
order.in industry, must be supplanted by a fr1endly relation-
ship and a sense of obligation and respon51b111ty > Indeed,
through' good faith on both sides, he véntured, ‘‘the com-
mon‘problems of industry can be solved, efficiency in serv1ce
promoted, and economies in.production introduced.”’** He
was surely mindful of the contrast between labor’s posmve

" acceptance during World War I and the anti-union reaction

of the aftermath. In 1940, when World War II had already
engulfed Europe, Philip Murray, the head of CIO, eﬁv1saged
that true acceptance of collective bargaining would lead to
greater cooperation, with the union instrumental ‘‘in achiev-

_ing efficient plant operation.”” Clinton Golden, an associate

of Murray’s in organizing¥the steelworkers, expressed a
similar sentiment more strongly in a book published in 1942:
‘sunion-management cooperatlon tends to make manage-
ment more efficient and unions more cost-conscious, thereby
improving the competitive position of a business enterprise
and increasing the earnings-of both workers and owners.””*'
In 1973, 1. W. Abel, president of the United Steelworkers,
recalled Murray's view of 1940 that labor and management
could cooperate to meet threats to their common interests;
he was writing in favor of the Experimental Negotiating
Agreement ¢of which more will be said later), a “‘revolu-
tionary new \l,aargammg procedure eliminating the possibili-
tyofa nationwide strike or lockout and providing for volun-
tary arbitration of unresolved issues.- This new approach was ,

L4
<
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~

motivated by recognition of the ravages of the 1959 strike
and of the encoufagement given to stockpiling and to im-
ports by uncertainties as to the outcome of subsequent
rounds of contract talks.’ .

In the 1979 address of the president-elect of the Industrial
Relations Reseaich Association (IRRA), the ‘‘adversary”
and ‘‘voluntary’’ principles were hailed as the twin pillars of

the ““American Ideology.”’ According to this assessment, the

two principles have served well historically, the tension be-

tween them keeping the tension between labor and manage-

ment generally within bounds. As a rule, the two parties have
‘ ¢ M 2 ¢ . b 24 ¢

proved practlcgl and ‘‘pragmatic,”’ disposed to seek and

accept compromiise and incremental change. They have tacit-

ly agreed to f"institutionalization” of the.‘‘bargaining.

. game,”” with increasing reliance on ‘‘professional’’ players
for attainment of ‘‘some equitable combination’ of wages
and profits. Furthermore, they have probed opportunities
for ““more direct collaboration,”” for establishment of
““more constructive, integrative, cooperative, problem-
solving, and trusting relationships—~to use the terms that
have been variously applied to the ‘higher’ stage of industrial
relations development.”;,

But, according to the same IRRA observer, something has
been happening along the way to ‘‘voluntarism’’—the prin-
ciple that requires private parties to try to adjust their oppos-
ing interests with ‘“‘maximum freedorn’ from outside in-
terference. He sees this principle ‘‘subjected to attrition by

" increased doses of state intervention’’ as the complementary.

adversary principle proves unable, or too slow, to meet cer-
tain new and important challenges. Among the egregious
failures are: the peaceful and fair resolution of wage and
other issues in the public sector, the a:knowledgment and
just disposition of the claims of women and minorities in
company agreements, a proper recognition of the social con-
cern to halt inflation, and the satisfaction of many non-

monetary needs or wants of workers {such as improvement
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of worklife quality and of measyres for occupational health
and safety), Consequently, the IRZR observer sees private
‘decisionmaking, particularly at the level of the firm, being
“outflanked; the state, as third party, is ‘“‘moving in Yo
regulate the results as well as the procedure of bargaining.”’
He is_discreetly silent on the encouragement of state incur-
sion offered by the private parties themselves—not only
through their neglect of changing labor market and socio-
demographic realities but also through their active courtshlp
of political power

The Governmental Presence .

The preceding section and the description of the five
theaters at the outset attest to the pervasiveness of govern-
ment’s involvement in contemporary economic affairs. The
scale and diversity of federal participation have increased
enormously under a wide assortment of influences, especial-
ly in the past two generations or so—influences, incidentally,

that will largely persist even if the 1980 elections are validly -

interpretable as a ‘‘mandate’’ to halt the proliferation and to
reduce the variety and cost of federal programs. Some of the
inspired cutbacks will have to be compensated, however
tardily and reluctantly, by state and local (as well as néw
private) expenditures. Besides, some of the reductions will be
replaced, or more than replaced by enlarged federal outlays
for other purposes (e.g., defense). Accordingly, the share of
all government jurisdictions in. the gross nationa] product
will not decline significantly or at all. The economy, in short,
will remain clearly ‘““mixed,’’ rather than become evidently
private; and the long term trend toward governmental
“monitoring’’ or regulation of the private sector’s jnterac-
tions is:more likely to be redirected and to become more dif-
fuse than to be arrested for long or clearly reversed.

"The proliferating federal economic role has been shaped
by many social, physical, technological, and psychological
. factors, and, of course, it has affected many of these in turn.
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It represents a response, in part, to the altering size, com-
position, and geographic distribution of the population,
labor force, and industry. It also reflects, in part, the
transformation of popular values, attitudes, and life styles.
Thus, with the rise of material welfare and leisure, ‘‘industry
and frugality’”” have lost their -old vitality as personal
precer*s; and other storied virtues, such as individualism and
self-reliance, have likewise lost much of their pristine appeal.
Furthermore, voluntary association for the advancement of
group interests, so much admired by early foreign observers
like de Tocquevﬂle has increasingly involved the unabashed
quest of political ‘avor and.even of public financial
assistance. But Amencan society is still open, as the 1980
electlons remind, so it remains responsive even to nostalgia
in-its continuing evolution.

Does the 1980 shift in the polmcal Spectrum foretoken a
° diminished federal presence in industrial relations? Probably
“not, despite some decentralization of power to the states and
greater reliance on private decisionmaking. Not only will the
traditional concerns that prompted the past growth and
diversification of the federal economic role persist, but many
new issues and problems will also demand federal address.
For such reasons, government may be expected to remain a
visible and potent third party in industrial affairs. Further-
more, it may be tempted during the first presidential
quadrennium of the 1980s to act like a dominant first par-
ty—for example, prescribing new rules of behavior for the
other two parties, reversing the relative influence of labor
and management in public counsels, and relinquishing
established responsibilities or relegating them to the states.
Such alterations of the status quo could, for a while, en-
" courage retreat from competition to conflict in industrial
relations. On the other hand, they could also improve the
willingness of labor and management to seek «cooperative
solutions to the common problems that they face at the’com-
pany, community, and industry levels. The coexistence of

0
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cooperation and adversarial strivings, as wé -have said so
. often in preceding pages, is not at all paradoxical.

l‘ American and Foreign o
. Cooperative Styles®* - * ‘ :"

At this juncture, ‘we extend our opening remarks on inter- )
. national and intercuitural differences affecting cooperative
styles. “We start with a.few observations, some of them
restating points already made, about the United States. Then
we proceed to comment briefly on other nations with which
we trade and compete for markets. . .

Five points regarding the United States deserve mention:

1. The basic adversarial premise of 'American labor-
management relations histcically has.proved consistent with .
a preferenge for negotiation over open hostilities and,
moreover, with a disposition, to seek collaboration beyond
the pale of prior contract. ) '
- 2. The large federal presence has exerted a subtle pressure
- _for labor-management cooperation, and this pressure can
only.increase with the devolution of various federal respon-
sibilities to the states.

3. Cooperation is also favored by the relative informality
of interpersonal communications in ouy country—betwéen
workers and their leaders, between workers and their super-

. visors, between ordinary citizens and government officials.

4. The same may be said about the comparative lack of .
class rigidity and class consciousness (and the corollary no-
tion that room still exists for upward economic and social
mobility). . -

'5. The usual focus\8f American contract neﬁotiation is the
company or plant,.even when bargdining is conducted-on.an
industry level. (Thus, attention is given to local, shopfloor
issues and to the workers’ immediate €oncerns with pay,
leisure, status, and aspects of the quality of working life.

Matters left unresolved by cgniract are more likely to be ad- = |

‘ *
|
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dressed cooperatively than to be deferred to tripartite com-
missions or to national elections.) -

Manners of speaking in Western Europe may have cQn-
tributed to a mistaken view that workers there enjoy a
superior shop environment. In 1969, a Canadian professor

of industrial relations perceptively remarked that
“misleading labeling’’ tends ‘to convey the impression that

““North American workers have less control over their daily

lives than do their European counterparts.’’ Actually, “the
situation is just the reverse”’: -

g

Neither codetermination, nor works”councils, nor

anything else European industrial relations systems. . . ._ .

have thus far produced protects workers as much'as
a‘local union can in North America, given the more
sophisticated nature of our collectjve agreements
and our grievance and arbitration procedures.**

‘This appraisal still appears valid after a dozen years of

quickening interest on both sides of the Atlantic in measures
to ‘“‘humanize’ v;ork or otherwise to.improve thé quality of
working life. Three later informed comments follow.

In,a comparative survey of industrial relations made’in the

" late 1970s, American students saw labor and management in

the United States matter-of-factly, testing schemes of
cooperation that' were euphorically and grandly being iden-
tified in West Europe with ““industrial democracy’’ and with
evolution from “‘economic man’’ to “*social man.”’ Indeed,
some of the European advances.would not-have been-regard- —

~

ed in the United States as evidences of ‘‘democracy”’ at all,

 or have betn welcamed by workers there any more en-

thusiastically than by managers. The American observers
considered symptomatic the absence, at a major conference
on worklife quality held in the United States in May 1977, of
buzzwords familiar to the European scene: codetermination,
works councils,. self-management, worker influence, rights

1
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to consultation, financidl participation, shopfloor
democracy, and so forth. Instead, they heard ‘‘words com-
, _ing fsom deep inside the American libertarian tradition,’***
. words like cooperation, dignity, frust, experiment, shared,
e collective bargaining, involvement, and-Auman. In the Euro-
- " pean ¢ases that they -studied, they -discerned.liftle emphasis
-~ on worker deeisionmaking and: voluntary union- ’

management collaboration; they missed the ‘‘pragmatic uni-

o quely American sense of evolutionary trial and error growth
v without legal'prescriptiops therefor.”’%¢ ; '

-t B

A group ,0f American labor and: management represen-

tatives touring three West German factories in May- 1981
found, unsurprisi‘ng‘lwthat‘“theworlrhuman'rzaﬁenmovem

> ~ ment, now .about 10. years .old, is taking divergent ap-
., - proaches’in different countries, depending largely on each
nation’s culture.”” In the United States, where *in--
__+ " dividualism” has long held sway, ‘the emphasis is on rank
.aiid file ifivolvement_in shopfloor deci jonniaking. In West
Germany, where ‘“‘humanization’ is supported by govern-

' - ment as well as private funds, an elected works council con- -
v sults with management on productivity issugs. At each of the
" .yisited plants, - ] .
.o council members seemed offended when asked if

they had an organized method of eli¢iting .work-
improvement ideas from ordinary employees, such
as quality-of-worklife committees and quality
circles so popular now-in the U.S.-and Japan. “We

i ‘know whatthe workers want,” they would reply.’”

- A-principal-official-of the United Auto Workers (UAW),

. writing in 1974, underscored the American difference while

. conceding I_Z’uroi)ean priority .in efforts to increase
. significantly the explicit participation of workers in manage-
. o « ment.* First, he observed that American unions have a daily
« and persistent responsibility for improvement of worklife
quality, as any modern conitract should make clear. Second,

. . . { H
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he stated that American.unions would rather join with
management in the design of satisfying jobs than stand by
passively. Third, he claimed that greater participation of
workers in decisionmaking is perceived in"the United States"
as one of the elements of worklife quality. Such. participa-
tion, he further opined, would, in keeping with the
nomdeologlcal temper of Amerlcan industrial relations,

devélop incrementally and foclis on ‘““managing the job”’
rather than ‘‘managing the enterprise.””

Before turning fo Japan, we note a curious proposal made
in the European Economic Community in 1981 that is at
great variance with the spirit of diversity that rules, even in
the quest of greater cooperation; in the Utited ‘States. This
proposal contemplated compulsion of member countries to
adopt a standard form of consultative council or board to
sérve as the vehicle of worker participation. It looked toward
““harmonization’’ through a choice among four forms
already used in Europe, including the German-style works
council.* .

The cultural heritage of Japan has decisively shaped her
pattern of industrial cooperation. It has transmuted such
““American’’ ideas as statistical quality control and matrix
management as tellmgly as it has absorbed and exp101ted the
principles and ﬁrgcésses of Western technology. It is a
holistic tradition that sets high value on patience, education,
‘industrioussiess, parsimony, loyalty, mutual obligation, peer
approval, réspect for age and authority (which tend to be
highly correlated), conformity, and consensus. Workers
. prefer attachment to firms offering lifelong employment; do
not mind membership in company unions; identify their own
welfare with their employers’; reputedly put forth more ef-
fort than their counterparts in the United States or West Ger-
many; often try to learn each other’s jobs; accept pay that
largely reflects company performance and their own age and
seniority; and willingly master elementary statistics for better
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communication with supervisors and resident engineérs on
production problems. Management seems to be accessible
and paternalistic, and department heads apparently avoid
suboptimization in pursuit of company profitability. Par-
ticularly impressive td"fforeign observers is the close integra-

, tion-of productivity and cost objectives with the maintenance

/"/and improvement of quality, which is a paramount concern

© - of all employees, all departments, and even of vendors and

. suppliers. &

- A-few-quotations from very recent (1980-81) writings add
some detail to these general remarks on the significance of
cultural factors in defining labor-management cooperation

" in Japan; .

1. An article in an American business-magazine states that
the mass of learned studies of the Japanese style ieaves
“totally ignored”’ one vital element: ‘‘Japanese managers
trust not only their workers but also their peers and
superiors.”” This “all-encompassing trust .leads to a
simplified organizational structure that has helped many
Japanese companies become low-cost producers.”’*®

2. According to the founder and president of a Japanese
company making tapes and electronic parts, ‘“‘the Japanese
way of thinking about the enterprise is based on Buddhism:
dedicating oneself .to pleasing other people in the
company.’’*! '

3. A survey of Japanese industry made by a leading British
weekly finds that “‘unions are still a cross between collective
bargainers and personnel departments; 16 percent_of com-

) s : 1 oo gy
pany directors in Japan have once been union officials.”’ In

some-of the large.companies; unions. are apparently retained -

“only as a formality.”’*?

4. The manager of thé Washington office' of the Japan
Productivity Center declared in‘an interview that the worker
safety record of his country<is far better than ours and that
“absenteeism is almost unheard of.” He noted that chief ex-

. ecutive officers are ‘‘usually’’ 65-70 years old al:f that pro-

o
, . ”
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motion on the basis of seniority is still the rule: “If we don’t
de that, it will disrupt that teamwork concept.”” A foreman
has at least 10 years of prior company experience and is also
skilled in a broadly defined craft. Because he is allowed to be
a member of the company union, he is a particularly useful
two-way channel of communication between labor and
management. Furthermore, he is encouraged by manage-
ment to be close to his workers, ideally to serve as a ‘‘parent
figure.”’* . ;

5. Statistical quality control has become a national creed
and the subject of a coveted annual prize and subsidiary
awards. The prize is named for W. Edwards Deming, the
American who lectured on the nature and use of the

_statistical technique in prostrate Japan after World War II.

The award ceremonies are broadcast live on televisi
‘“‘EBach year the compétition grows in intengity as fiore and
more companies volunteer to undergo the ¢ scrutiny re-

:* quired.”’ Winners of the prize and associated awards gain in

“‘profits and prestige.”’ For other companies, ‘“‘the ceremony
is-a time for self-reckoning.’’*

6. An American expert on business in Asia notes that “‘in
Japan quality control is a management technique. It is a
method of mobilizing, organizing and motivating people, a
way of treating them with respect.’’*

7. The managing director of a prominent Japanese firm
speaks of the quality control circle as a means of restoring
the ““‘joy of production,” the pride of craftsmanship, lost in °
scientific management. Members of the circles have the
“pleasure’” of hearing evaluations of company products
directly from customers and also have the ‘‘excitement’’ of

making presentatjons.to-their fellows.*¢ I

8. The director of productivity improvement of an
American aircraft company that has adopted the quality cir-
cle points to 15 years of Japanese development of the con-
cept before its attainment of worldwide attention. Our own
culture, he surmises, may ‘‘not yet’’ provide a *‘fertile soil’’
for the concept, being disposed to seek ‘“‘quick results’’ and




24 Beyond Open H_ostilities

“‘panaceas.’”’ All quality circles in our country represent, in
his view, *‘pilot projects,”” none having yet ‘‘achieved in-
stitutionalization.”’*”.

Collaboration for Economic Renewal

" Inthe years ahead, American labor and management will
have good reason to explore more seriously than ever the
potential benefits of cooperation. Foreign competition will
prove a more cogent goad than will the claims made for
foreign models. But additional threatening circumstances
will also compel labor and management to adjust bargaining
aims, strategies, and postures with more evident regard to
their common mterests Among these c1rcumstances are: a
and reduced federal expendltures both of which are intend-
ed to check this inflation; a further revolution in energy
costs; and a, major retreat of the federal government from
_responsibilities assumed during the past half century. The
" combined effect of all these pressures is to menace the pro-
fitability and viability of many major manufacturing firms
and industries, the credibility of unions anpd of common

. managerial practices, the stability of once flourishing com-
munities and regions, and the future availability of jobs.

Cooperation will presumably be facilitated by a
widespread and sober fealism concerning the conditions of,
and impediments to, success. Experience cited in later

- chapters should have taught labor and management that,

despite the enthusiasms .of many popular and scholarly
writings, the path to significant and mutually beneficial col-

laboration is neither smooth nor unique, the journey is not

costless or quick, and the desired end results are not assured

or necessarily durable. Experience also underscores the im-

portance of top-level involvement, sustained commitment by

the two parties, professional guidance and special training of

pertinent personnel, reorientation of attitudes of middle and

lower-level management as well as of local union officials,

0y
L3




)

1}

Beyond Open Hogtilities 25

and so forth. The great payoff within a firm, industry, or
community can come only with an evolution from isolated
and tentative ‘‘experiments’’ in cooperation to more com-
prehensive and institutionalized practice.

In addition to the voluminous evidence of contemporary

-experimentation, it is desirable to-take note -of earlier im-

pressive collaborative responses to perceived industrial
challenges. Outstanding in our nation’s history was the for-
mation (detailed in chapter 5) of some 5,000 »lant commit-
tees to help meet the massive production demands\(:f World
War II. Similar responses on a much smaller scale have also
been called forth in the aftermath of disastrous strikes in

various industries—e.g., Y railroads, steel, ard men’s
clothing.** :

Indicative of the new inclination to collaborate is the crea-
tion of a prestigious Labor-Management Group in March
1981 without government participation. The coordinator of
the Group is John T. Dunlop, a former Secretary of Labor
who has’long been a leader in the field of industrial relations.
According to the Group’s statement of purpose (see
documentary appendix), ‘‘the national interest requires a
new spirit of mutual trust and cooperation, even though
management and organized labor are, and will remain,
adversaries on many issues.”” Among its tasks will be the ex-
ploration of ‘‘a wide range of issues with particular emphasis
on revitalizing the nation’s economic base, rebuilding the
private and_public infrastructures on which our productive
capacity as a nation depends, and stimulating safe and effi-
cient means for meeting the nation’s energy needs.”*’

Another indication of the ripeness of the time for
widespread commitment to collaboration beyond the usual
limits of collective bargaining is contained in the 1980 ad-
dress of the president of IRRA, the same scholar whose 1979
observations have already been summarized. ‘‘A questioning
mood,’’ he stated in 1980, ‘‘is abroad in our land as we grope

LY .
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for explanations of our economic comedown in ithe

world—if we have come down.”” Indeed, ‘“in industrial rela-
tions we are questioning once again the adversarial principle
and its institutions.”” It is evident that, in the public sector,
especially at the local government level, the principle too
often is applied with great inconvenience to the citizenry. In
general, the institution of bargaining operates best in deter-
mining financial rewards and the distribution of economic
power. But, ‘‘come new questions like inflation, quality of
worklife, affirmative action, which involve problem-solving
rather than distributive processes, and collective bargaining
either rejects these sorts of issues or adapts only with great
strain.”’ Our time of adversity requires a rethinking of ‘‘an-
cient truths.”’ The afflicted automobile and steel industries

provide a ‘‘laboratory’’ for new ‘‘experiments’’ in the ‘‘art

of collaboration and problem-solving’’—experiments con-
cerned with ‘¢ ‘co-determination,” employee ownership,
quality of worklife, and quality control.””*°

An article of February 1981 in a major business magazine
bears on the change in traditional attitudes already occurring
in the beleaguered automobile industry. The UAW leader at
Chrysler (where, workers had agreed in 1979 to give up some
of their negotiated gains in wages in behalf of emplcyment
maintenance and future profit sharing) is quoted as saying
that his union would show ‘‘how to build cars cheaper, or to
save on scrap’’ if such assistance wold help keep a high-cost
plant open. At Ford and GM, the article noted, management
still balked at the suggestion of profit sharing, but ‘‘opposi-

‘tion"to-some forms of decisionmaking with the UAW. may
not be as adamant as in the past.’’ According to a “manage—

“'ment 1nsider,’ d

We can’t afford to be too adversarial any more.

The Japanese are takmg care of that for us. A dif-
ferential of $700 a car is pretty persuasxve evidence
for gaining the-cooperation of the union.*!

38
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By the end of 1981, Japanese competition and sluggishness
of the American automobile market obliged (1) several
UAW locals to accede to cost-saving work-rule concessions
and (2) the national union board to allow company-level
discretion on the reopening of the contracts before explra-
tion. Commenting on the work-rule concessions, the presi-
dent of UAW noted that ‘‘adversity causes people to change

their minds.”” Other remarks suggest that the new bargaining

agenda will include profit sharing and worker representation
on company boards of directors—as well as work-rule and
wage concessions.*? .

The 1980 contract between steel producers and the United
‘Steelworkers (USA) called for establishment of ““labor-
management participation teams’’ as a means for improving
productivity and worklife quality. This venture will be
discussed in chapter 6. Meanwhile, we note a report on train-
ing t begun for teams set up at selected plants’on a trial basis .
that states: ‘“The biggest problem, as other industries have
discovered in trying the participatory approach, is convinc-
ing first-line supervisors that they must change their manage-.
ment style and listen to the suggestions of workers instead of
merely barking orders.”’” There are skeptics, of course, in
both USA and the companies, but a imajor movement has
started with awareness that, at best, ‘‘it will take years for
this shopfloor cooperation to spread throughout the in-
dustry.”’*?

Are the automobile and steel industries unique in their
readiness to reconsider the sociology of work? No. In many
others, such as aircraft and machinery construction, com-

. munication equipment and food the enlistment of blue-

mance is on the union- management agenda 4 ““‘Evidence
suggests,”’ according to an article of March 1981, *‘that the
untapped potential may be substantial.”” The fmger is now
‘“‘pointing to managerial failings as a major cause of the
decline in competitiveness’’; and one egregious alleged fail-
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ing is that a “poor job”’ has been done ‘‘of enlisting
employees on the side of increasing productivity.”” The same
article cites a poll conducted for the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce that indicates a surprising perceatage of American

.workers thinking about ways to enhance company perfor-
. mance. It concludes that ‘‘good management’’ would en-

courage such thinking by treating employees as ‘‘col-
laborators 2243 ;

The ‘Secretary-Treasurer  of " AFL-CIO concurs that
workers constitute a “‘virtually untapped natural resource of
ingenuity and enthusiasm.”’ In an article published in 1980,
he proposed that management can tap this resource by allow-
ing significant scope for worker participation in decision-
making. Within the adversarial framework of collective
bargaining, he called for a* ‘‘limited partnership’’—for

. labor-management cooperation through committees,

etc.—to quicken national productivity and raise worklife
quality.*¢ S, o *

.We <lose this chapter with the pertm‘ent authoritative
testimony "of the retiring chief executive officers of two of
the nation’s largest corporations. Fn an interview reported in
February 1981, the retiring head of Du Pont attributed the
Japanese productivity achievement to the close relationship
between workers and management and tartly observed that
his own company’s efforts to maintain such a relationship
since 1802 had often been deplored as *‘paternalistic.”’*” The
other retiree, from leadership of General Electric, told the
sarge interviewer in March 1981 that ‘‘managerial malaise’
is a brmcmal factor in the decline-of quality of American
manufactures. He 'counseled a shift ir _Gompany emphasis

" from short-run proflt to longer term targets He also saw a

need. for more diréct involvement of workers in quality and
productivity improvement: a turnaround is achievable, in his

" view, “‘only with {remendous cooperation between labor and

management.’’* .
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NOTES o

»

1. Our position, or at least our language, differs from that of, say, Business WéeIJ, May

il, 1981, p. 85, where the adversarial approach ;s declared outmoded and obsolete, ajthreat
v "the competiiveness of many .adustries™, and where a *“march away™ is sensed ; ‘from
the uld, vrude workplace ¢k nand the adversanial relationship it spawns.*, We prcfc? adif
ferent well-estabhished view“that the adversary pninaiple is a fundamental feature of the
Amenian system of labor-mgnagemsnt relations and that,it 1s not incompatible with the
quest by bofh parties of mord<ooperation fo mutual advantage.

2. Shorter wide-ranging treatments of cooperation are available, of course, in, many
places, See, for example, T. A. Kochan, Collective Bargaining and Industrial Re}alions
(Homewood, IL. Irwin, 1980), p. 417 ff., and two articles by Edgar Weinberg: “g,abor—

. Management Cooperation. A Report on Recent Initiatives,” Monthlz Labor Review, April
'1976, pp. 13-22, and **Survival Tactics,” Executive Fall 1980, pp. 17-21.

3. H. M. Douty, Labor-Management Productivity Commuttees in American In}luslry
(Washington. National Commission on Productivity and Work Quahty, May 1975;, pp.
49-52 presents and evaluates some of the published staustics on company and plan{ vom-
mittees. ’ 1

4. Covperatiun in retreat may well become an outstanding phenuvmenon of industn%l rela
wuns 10 the 1980s as stringent monetary and fiscal polivies aggravate the plight of finandial
ly troubled firms. See Kwwhan, Collecitve Bargaining, pp. 439-41, on wage concissions
prompted by the near bankruptues of New York City and Chrysler Corporation, and
Monthiy Labor Review, Mar.h 1981, p. 73, for followup adjustments required at Chyysler,
Tue lauer publication alse tells (p. 74) of labor vost voncessions worked out at Firestone by
2 Juini Labor-Management Survival Committee, and of an indefinite salary freeze for
nunumon workers at Ifiernauonal Harvester motivated by high interest rates and 2 con
uaction of demand for farm and consiruction equipment. Pan American World Airways,
awording to Business Week, June IS, 1981, p. 37, askea its workers on June 2 to accépt an
immediale wagk ..vvc ¢ amd to vontribute 10 pereent of any pay increase negotiated thfough
ihe end of 1983. Lnuicu Asrhines has obtained important productivity voncessions (c;f»pccial
Iy the use of two pilots ufstcad of three ur the cockpits of Boeing 737s) in a new contract
negotiated with pilots (Bustness Week, August 17, 1981, pp. 27 28). In return for a frofit-
shaning plan, Trans World Aitlines has ashed worhers to accept an immediate pay {reeze
tt wugh the end of 1982 (Weshington Post, July 28, 1981). In July 1981, Chrysler and the
Lmited Auto Workers agreed on a profit-sharing plan (beyond employee stouk - wnefship)
v help workgrs regain pay saunfived in keeping the company alive (Washington Post, July
24, 1981). For additional examples and comment, see last section of this chapter, chapters
1.4, 7, and 8, and Peter Henle, '*Reverse Collective Bargaining. A Look at Some Union
Convessivn Situations,”” Industrial and Labor Relations Review, April 1973, pp 956-968.

5. See, for example, C. R. Daugherty, Labor Problems in American Industry (Bgston,
Houghton M.fflin, 1936), chapter 27, J. T. McKelvey, AFL Atutudes towird P oduction.
1900-1932 t1thaca. Curnell University Press, 1952), pp. 56-60, and Reinhard E. .:dix, Wor
and Authority in Industry (Berkeley, University of Ca‘lifomia Press, 1974), .hapter ¢

6. Thss vaniety of vooperation s discuased by Slichter, Hea! ivernash
Collective Bargaining, y:p. 846-51.7

<
» 4 -

7 Coniemporary examples are numervus. In the needle trades, managerient as well as

labor has promoted conssiousness of ihe union label. Avcording to the head of the Interna

i
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tional Ladies Garment Workers Union, furthermore,.'‘some of the most notorious anti-
union manufacturers regularly go to Capitol Hill with us'* $o petition for protection against
the flood of imports (Philip Shabecoff, *‘Labor and Management Amity,”” New York
Times, January 11, 1981). Similar joint petitions have emanated from theMtextile,
automobile, and steel industries. In Business Week, April 13, 1981, pp. 45-46, it is reported
that a *‘coalition of umons and corporations is pressing to rewrite the rules under which
$7.3 billion sworth of usually dutiable imports entered the U.S. free of tariffs last
year—rules ecstablished in accord with 1974 legislation intended to assist 140 less
developed countries but now, ironically, deemed inimical to the interests of even *‘the $18

-billion high-technology electronic components industry.’

For some earlier instances of joint or parallel action, see S. H. Slichter, I. J. Healy, and
E. R. Livernash, The Impact <f Collective Bargaining on Management (Washington:
Brookings Institution, 1960) p. 841; and N. W, Chamberlain and J. W, Kuhn, Collective
Bargaining 2nd ed. (New York: McGraw-Hill, 1965), p. 430.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

£
In 1980, a federal district court found price-fixing and per se violation of antitrust Jaw in

the 1976 agreement between the National Electrical Contractors Association (NECA) and
the Interngtional Brotherhood of Electrical Workers. The decision left the two organiza-
tions vulfterable to claims for injunctive relief and triple damages (totaling about $100
million) by as many as 7,800 nonmembers of NECA.

8. Our comment on the adversarial approach in footnote | should be recalled hcrc

9. According to Philip Taft and Phxhp Ross, ““American Labor ¥iolence: Its Causes, .

Character, and Outcome,'* in Violence in America. Historical and Comparative Perspec-
ftives, Report to the National Commission on the Causes a1 Preventioa of Violence,
Washington, June 1969, Vol. I, pp. 221,301, *‘the United States h.s had the oloodiest and
most violent Jabor history of any industrial nation in the world.” They note some calming
of labor-management . elati...s, however, with the provision of a legislative basis for a na-
tional labor policy in the 1930s and subsequent years. R

10.D. L. Cole, The Quest for Indusmal Peace {(New York. McGraw- Hl" 1963), pp. 95,
155. .

12. S. H. Shchter, Unton Policies and Industria, Management (Washington. Brookings In-
stitution, 1941), p. 1.

12. T. R. Donahue, **The Human Factor in Productivity,”" AFL-CIO American Federa-
tionist, December 1980, p. 13.

13. An illuminating discussion 1s prowded by Lewis Coser, The Functions of Social Con-
JSlict (New York. Free Press of Glencoe, 1964). Some readers may also find of interest a re-
cent article by Robert Axelrod and W, D. Hamilton, **The Evolution of Cooperation,’*
Science, March 27, 1981, pp. 1390-1396. It seeks to account for the development of
“*cooperation, such as altrussm and restraint in competition®” and thus to overcome a *'dif
ficulty’' of Darwimism, which stresses **the struggle for hife and the survival of the fittest."

14, This adjective is often attributed to S. H. Slichter.

15. See footnote 9.

16. “Industrial democracy®® 1s a hardy term of the labor lexicon, endowed with different
meamngs in different contexts and countrics and nowadays commonly identified .n the
Unated States with greater work autonomy, partiupation in management, and other aspeuts
of worklife quality. See two articles by Milton Derber in Labor History. *‘The 1dea of in
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dustnial Democracy @ Amerncan. 1898- l9l5" (Fall 1966) and ‘“The ldea of Industrial .

Democracy in America. 1915-1935" (Wmtcr 196%); McKelvey, AFL Attitudes; C. S.
Golden and H. J. Ruttenberg, The Dynamics of Industrial Democracy (New York. Harper,
1942), P. D. Greenberg and E. M. Glaser, Some Issues in Jpint Union-Management Quali-
ty of Worklife Improvement Lfforts (Kalamazoo. W. E. Upjohn Institute for Employmcnt
Research, 1979), and Irving Bluestone, “'Emerging Trends in Collective Bargaining,”
Work in America. The Decade Ahead (New York. Van Nostrand Reinhold, 1979), pp
231-252.

17. The pragmatic and opportunistic cast. of mainstream American unionism was
developed only after efforts to organize along *'Europear” lines. Gompers, it should be
recalled, started as an *‘immgrant radical,”’ r.ot with the notion of ‘‘husiness unionism®’
that has proved 50 suciessful in the American setting. See Daugherty, Labor Probl;ms,
442, s
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18. See, for example, H. E. Meyer, “The Decline of Slrikes,’* Fortune, November 2, 1981,
pp. 66-70, and two articles in Busmess Week. October 12, 1981,.pp. 100, 102, and October
19, 1981, pp. 43-44.

19. F. H. Harbisun and J. R. Coleman, Goals and Strategy in Collective Bargaining (New
York: Harper, 1951), pp. 20-21.
20. E. W. Bakke, Mutual Surwva[ The Goal of Union and Management 2nd ed. (Hamp-
den, CN: Archon Books, 1966).

21. K. E. Boulding, Conflict and Defense: A General Theory (New York: Harper
Torchbooks, 1963), p. 226.

22. Among the many authors whose names come to mind are. Argyris, BarnardXignnis,
. Cooke, Drucker, Gantt, Herzberg, Leawitt, Lewin, Likert, Maslow, Mayo, McCiclland,
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McGregor, Rocthlisberger, Shepard, and Trnst. (See Bendix, Work and Authority, pp.
274-281, for a discusston of F, W, Taylor s views, and pp. 308-319 for a comparison with
Mayo’s.)

23. D. L. Landen, ‘*Labor-Management Cooperation in Productivity Improvement,” in
Dimensions of Productivity Research, Vol. 1 (Houston. American Productivity Center,
1980), p. 434.

24. Chamberlain and Kuhn, Gollective Bargaining, chapter 17. -

25. R. E. walton and R. B. cK'erslc, A Behavioral Theory of Labor Negotiations (New
York: McGraw-Hill, 1965).

26. L.. D. Brandeis, *'Efficiency and Conscm Industrial Management, February 1918,
pp. 109-110.

27. Bendix, Work and Authority, ppdl&;ﬂ'l. : ! «

28. M. P. Follett, '*The Psychological Foundations. Constructive Conflict, in H. C. Met-

«alf, ed., Suentific Foundations of Business Administration (Baltimore. Williams and
Wilkins, 1926), pp. 114-131.

29. Attributed to C. .. Gragg of Harvard Business School by A. T. Collier, *‘Business
Leadership and a Creative Society,” Harvard Business Review, January, February 1953,
pp. 29-38. e

30. Quoted by Daugherty, Labor Problems, pp. 578-579.

.
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31. M. L. Cooke and Philip Murray, Organized Labor and Production (New York:
Hdrper, 1940), p. 188, and Golden and Ruttenberg, Industrial Democracy, p. 263.

32, See rcmarks by Abel in Sloan Management Review, Winter 1974, pp. 90-96.

33, This secnon has benefited from perusal of many documents in addition to the ones
cited—especially B. C. Roberts, Hideaki Okamoto, and G. C. Lodge, Collective Bargam»
ing and Employee Participation in Western Europe, North America and Japan (New York.
Trilateral Commission, 1979).

34. John- Crispo, “Discussion,” n Prac:eedings of the Twenty-Second Annual Winter
Meeting, Industrial Relations Research Association, December 29-30, 1969; p. 201.
Remarks tn a similar vein are made by Mitchell Fein in SIoan Management Review, Winter
1974, p. 74. ¢ N

35. Industrial Democracy in Europe. A 1977 Survey (Washington. A.mcrican Center for thc
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Quality of Work Life, 1978), p. 26. This report starts wnh a useful 12-page glossary—
“rough guide through a multilingual wilderness.”’

36. Ibid., p. 28.
37. Business Week July 27, l98l p. 90.

38. Irving Bluestone, *“The Union and Improving the Quality of Worklife,' Atlanta
Economic Review, May/June 1974, pp. 32-37.

39. Economist, March 28, 1981, p. 37. (For an informed recent statement on *‘Codeter-
munation in West Germany,** sce the article of this name by Richard Davy in Journal of the

Institute for Socioeconomic Studies, Autumn 1980, pp.-18-28.) .
40, C. H. Deutsch, *'Trust. The New Ingredient in Management,’* Business Week Jul) 6,
1981, pp. 104-105." ° .

41. **Buddha and thc Art of Job Loyalty,” Econamlst, August 8, 1981, p 62.

42.°Ibid., July 18, 1981, pp. 20, 25. .

43. Interview with Joji Arai, *'Quality and Productivity,"* Qu'ahty, July 1981, pp. l4-l‘9.
44, Business Week, July 20, 1981, p. 20. .

45. C. S. Gray, **Quality Control in Japan—Less Inspection, Lower Cost,” Ibid., p. 31.
(The same penodical, June 29, 1981, p. 30, says that, in American usage, **Quality circle”
1> just "*another name for the partivipatory approach to solving production problems.)

46. Hapme Karatsu, ‘*Quality Control as a Tool for Mzmagcmcnt Manufacturing Pro-
ducnwty Frontiers, July 1981, pp 1-6. . \

47. Robert Patehin, *'Qualhity Cnrclcs. Northrop's Experience,'” Manufacturing Productivi-
ty Frontiers, November 1980, pp. 1-7.

48, Sce works of Cole and Douty, already «ited, and Kust Braun, Union Management
Cooperation. Experience in the Clothing Ind.stry, (“aahmgton Brookings Institution,
1947). .

49, Press release, ‘*“New Labor Management Group Formed,’* and accompanying ““State-
ment .of Parpose,’* issued by John Dunlop, coordinator, March 4, 1981. (According to
Business Week, April 20, 1981, p. 131, Dunlop aims tq build mutual trust by workjng out
aveords on caster issues like energy conservauon and then take on *“tougher issucs, such as

o 4{;




tax policy, job training programs, wage rau:st and use of nonunion labor in govcmmcm

50. Jack Barbash, “Values 1n Industnal Relations. The Case of the Advcrsary Principlc,"

Proceedings of the Thirty-Third Annual Meeting, Industrial Relations Research Associa-

tion, September 5-7, 1980, pp. 1-7.

51. John Hoerr, *Auto Workers Inch toward the Driver’s Seat,’ Business Week, February
9, 1981, p. 30. (In February 1982, while this book was being processed, Ford and UAW
reached 4n historic agreement providing for profit sharing as well as a wage freeze and
moratorium on plant closings. In March, a comparablc contract was negotiated for GM.
See documcmary appcndlx ), » .

52. See “Dctrou Gc(s.a Break from UAW,” Business Week, November 30, 1981, pp. 94,

< 10,1981,
) $3. Ibid., June 29,'1981, pp. 132-136.

54. See two articles in Fortune by C. G. Burck. “Wha( Happens When Workcrs Managc
Themselves,”” July 27, 1981, pp. 62-69; and ‘“What's in It for Unions,” Augus( 24,.1981,
pp. 88-92. . ) .

55. William Bowen, ‘“How to R¢gain Our Competitive Edge,"” For.une, March 9, 1981, p.
84. An artcle by N. Q. Herrick and R. P. Quinn, *The Working Conditions Survey as a
Source of Social Indicators,”” Monthly Labor Review, Apnl 1971, cites (p. 23) an earlier
study of worker motivation conducted by the Survey Research Center of the University of
Michigan. This study already showed that a *‘cousiderable’” orientation *‘toward produc-
uvity or achievement™’ existed and lhal the Amphcd potcnual for cooperation *‘has gone
largely untappcd ”
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56. Donahuc. ‘*‘Human Factor,” pp. 14-15. . N

Washington-Post, February 8, 1981.

58. Art Pine, **In Corporate Leadership, an Era Ends at GE Co.,” ibid., March 29, 1981.
(The interviewce is Reginald H. Jones.)
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financed synthetic fuels projects.””) -

, 9, and articles 1n Washington Post, Dcccmbcr 9, 1981, and New York T“me;, December

57. Art Pine, “Du Pont's Irving S. Shapifo: Summmg Up a Lifetime in Busmcss. .




" The National Scene: | )

Government as Third ‘Party

This chapter deals with tripartite ventures initiated by the
federal government with labor and management representa-
tion. These ventures have been concerned with vital national
issues of peacetime as well as wartime. Their increasing
number and expanding purview over the- years attest less-to
thelr success' than. to their necessity’ and utlhty as in-
struments of statecraft. Wxth the contmumg growth and
changmg needs and structuré of the American economy ina
world becoming increasingly interdependent, the federal
hand has,also become larger and more visible.

The first chapter has already said something about the
growing federal presence, especially during the past half cen-
tury or so. In 1929, the federal sharg in the gross national
product, reckoned in 1972 dollars, was a bit over 2 percent;
in 1980, the corresponding figure was a bit more than 7 per-
cent. The portions of national product 1dent1fied with state
and local government were comparatively static, increasing
during:the same period from 10.7 percent té 12.3.

‘Other statistics are sometimes cited to dramatize the
growth of central government. Thus, in -current dollars,
federal expenditures for ‘‘grants-in-aid to state and local:
governments’’ and for “transfer payments’’ to individuals
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~ the nation’s-economic affairs.

" labor-managenient cooperation at the company leve]

" items presented there, emanating from the Congress and the
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have risen even more rapidly since 1929 than the outlay for :
“purchases of goods and services,”” which constitutes the :
federal component of the gross na'ional product.

to call our economy ‘‘mixed.”’? This designation is likely t

remain suitable despite the lingering and revived rhetoric 0

“free enterprxse” and .the apparent revulsion of the public "~
against ‘‘big government’’ in the 1980 elections. The addi- ‘
tion of other adjectives to ‘‘mixed,”’ like ‘‘monitored’’ or
“medlated ” will also remain approprlate if cognizance is .
taken of the objectives of continuing federal intervention in ’

. By the end of World War II, 1t already seemed approprlat(e{ ‘

Although primary attention in this chapter is directed
towari entities set up under federal auspices and with federal
representation, the government, in addition, strongly affects

throughdaws and the agency programs:that implement them.
This federal engagement in ‘‘action at a distance” is. il ]N
lusirated in the first section of the-documentary appendix—a \

section devoted to the national scene. Thus, some of the

executive bran_ch, ‘have aimed at encouraging and assisting
the formation of joint, plantwide, labor-management com-
mittees.? . _

t

Joint Consultation in Wartime. . .

At the outbreak of each World War, the president’thén }n
office moved quickly to enhst the cooperation of labor and
business leaders in the mobilization of the nation’s ( duc-
tive resources. On each occasion, the léaders pi/dged to,
avoid disruptive strikes and lockouts. Cofmpliance was
generally good, impressively so in the light of {he high degree
_ of decentralization of bargammg, the great varlatlon in local
condmons, and the prior histories of labor-management
conflict. . 4 ) s
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In February 1918, President Wilson convened 10 union ,

and management representatives in a bid to ease evident
«strains in industrial relations. Labor leaders agreed to refrain
from strikes and major organizing drives, while business
leaders agreed to operate under collectlve bargaining and to
suspend “anti-union campaigns.* In April 1918, as. a
followup, a tripartite National War Labor Board was
established for the settlement of labor disputes.

Even the year before, in 191‘7, other-important steps were
being taken to strengthen the homefront. Thus, labor
representatlves were appointed to, key. coordlnatmg

bodies—the War Industries Board, the Food Administra- .

tion, the Enérgy Conservation Board, and various Army,
Navy, and shipbuilding entities concerned with the ‘‘adjust-
ment’’ of wages, work standards, and grievances. Inclusion

of union officials in these endeavors helped the labor move- .

ment to acquire a niuch needed aura of legitimacy.’

Ten days after Pearl Harbor, President Roosevelt who
had had experience in wartime industrial’ relations as
Wilson’s Assistant Secretary of the Navy, convened 26
union, business, and public leaders to assure needed
cooperation in production. The conferees quickly consented

to ban strikes and lockouts for the durgtion of World War -

II. They also consented to establishment of a tripartite Na-
tional War Labor Board for expeditious resolution of
disputes over wages, working conditions, and union security.
Again, labor leaders were included- on equal terms with
businessmen in entities dedlcated to achievement of a
supreme national purpose. . .

"

Wten each World War ended, the willingness to coopérate
that had been engendered by a sense of extreme common

_danger vanished. Presidential effqorts to keep alive the tran- _

sient spirit of unity proved vain. In September 1919, Wilson
called a conference on postwar labor-management accord,
but no agreement was forthcoming on such major issues as

Fi
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the 8-hour day, child labor, and worker rights to organize
and bargain collectively. In 1945, Truman’s National Labor-
Management Conference similarly failed to achieve consen-
sus on key matters—the scope of management prerogatives,

. acceptance of collective bargaining, and avoidanct of
strikes. During the two World Wars, union membership
grew; and the implied shifts in the balance of power betwecn
labor and management needed testing and clarification in the
field before Washington table talk could become productive.

;Coopera{iorkiunfng the New Deals

The first two years of the first Roosevelt Administration:
witnessed remarkable changes in industrial relations and in
the magmtude and diversity of federal involvement in
economic affairs. The Great Depression inspired numerous
schemes for reviving employment, production, and purchas-
ing power. A frequent assumption underlying these pro-
posals was that the economy was ‘‘mature’” and faced with
' chromc “stagnatlon i Unprecedented labor-management
cooperation ‘under federal aegis seemed to spell the only
possible solution. Some businessmen favored a triple ‘‘part-
nership” modeled on the War Industries Board. Some
favored instead the planning of production and the adjust-
ment of prices : through stronger trade associations. Labor
leaders, espec1aily in such depressed industries as coal and
clothing, opted for a 30-hour week and for tripartite
stabilization of output and employ'nent Sentiment built up
for even more fundamental changes in the character of our
republic—for central planning with industry councils of
employers, investors, and workers empowered to make
market allocations. Voices were .many, and often shrill and
confused; and, as the sense of crisis deepened with plant
shutdowns, price and wage cuts, and growing unemploy-
ment, the pressures for governmental action became irresisti-
ble.
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Perhaps, the single piece of legislation that is most often
identified with the New Deal is the National Industrial
Recovery Act of 1933, which looked to a system of *‘self-
government in industry under government supervision.”’ Ac-
cordmg to Title I, the intent of the Congress was to promote
~ “‘the organization of industry for the purpose of cooperation
among trade groups.’’ An outstanding feature of the Act
was the requirément that a National Recovery Adminjstra-
tion (NRA) establish industry codes of fair competition.
These codes set minimum wages and maximum hours, pro-
scribed child labor, and sought to eliminate certain unfair
trade practices and destructive price-cutting. Employers who
upheld labor standards were to be protected from loss of
business to competitors who undercut wages.

A most controversial aspec t of the codes was their accord
of new status to labor. To counterbalance the right conferred
on business to orgamze trade associations for price-fixing
and market allocation, Section 7(a) of the Act set forth a
Magna Carta for labor, encouraging, in particular, the for-
mation of independent (i.e., noncompany) unions:

Every code of fair competition, agreement, and
license approved, prescribed, or issued under this
title shall contain the following conditions:

(1) that employees shall have the right to organize
and bargain collectively through representatives of
their own choosing, and shall be free from the in-
terference, restraint, or coercion of employers of
labor, or their agents, in the designation of such
representatives or in self-organization or in other
) concerted activities for the purpose of collective
bargaining or other mutual aid or protection;

(2) that no employee and no one seeking employ-
ment shall be required as a condition of employ-
ment to join any company union or to refrain from
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joining, organizing, or assisting a labor organiza-
tion of his own choosing; and

(3) that employers shall comply with the maximum
hours of labor, minimum rates of pay, and other
_conditions of employment, approved or prescribed
by the President. '

Within six months, the NRA succeeded in writing codes
for almost all industries, major and minor. Its symbol, the
Blue Eagle with a cog in its talons, was ubiquitously
displayed. Advisory boards were established by the president
to assure an opportunity for business, labor, and consumer
interests to contribute to policymaking and have a stake in
. the results.

After an initial outburst of enthusiasm and with the first
s1gns .of recovery, the NRA came under heavy criticism, A
. review board found for example, that .the NRA code
authorities for many industries were actually dommated by
large corporatlons, to the presumed dlsadvantage of small
business, labor, and the general public. But. zven before in-
dicated reforms could be instituted, tiie Supreme Court
declared the whole program unconstitutional in a decision of
May 27, 1935. ’

Apart from the fleeting sense of ““national solidarity’’ that
it conferred on a people in despalr, the National Industrial .
Recovery Act left a deep imprint on future labor-
management relations. The support that it provided for
labor to organize and bargain collectively was -arried into
the Wagner National Labor Relations Act of 1935. Business
strongly challenged this provision, which has, however, sur-
vived court tests. The concept became more firmly establish-
ed after World War II, but it is still not universally accepted
(especially in the public sector).
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From Eisenhower to Johnson .

Fear of a return to the dismal 1930s after the war prompt-
ed a federal resolve in the Employment Act of 1946 to aim
for ““maximum employment, production, and purchasing
power.”” Every president has since had to contend with the
problem of maintaining reasonable price stability, a problem
that has many sources, especially the tendency of hourly
wages to outrun hourly productivity in a regime of high
employment expectations. Decentralized bargaining, on an
industry or company level, cannot take account of the
macroeconomic interest in keeping unit labor cost in general
from exerting an upward pressure on prices in general.-

During the Eisenhower Administration, labor and
management were exhorted to show restraint in bargaining;
the imposition of an incomes policy was as unthmkable as
the ster..er remedy of mandatory wage and price controls. In
contrast, President Truman, as his many new admirers may
never have known or have forgotten, taunted the Congress
with his ‘‘do-nothing”’ eplthqt because it failed to enact a
10-point program to contain the post-decontrol upsurge of
wages and prices. The Economic Reports of the President
issued in the‘Eisenhower years talked of ‘‘shared respon-
sibility’’ between the government and private decision-
makers for economic growth and improvement, not federal
leadership. Despite the shock of a mild post-Korea inflation
that is enviable according to today’s standards, the Reports
were satisfied to lecture on wage-price-productivity connec-
tions and to exhort private parties to behave responsibly.
The unfortunate and lengthy steel strike of 1959, which first
opened our markets to sizable imports from Japan, prompt-
ed the final (1961) Report to warn labor and management
that failure to réach voluntary agreements recognizing a
public interest could only lead to ‘‘new Government controls
and new limitations on their initiative.”” The 1960 State of
the Union address declared an intention ‘‘to encourage
regular discussions between management and labor outside.

“
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" impressively opposed the media-enhanced apocalyptic views
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the barg,ai\'(ls table;” but the idea was not'carried out in the
remdining ment isenhower’s tenure.

e

The Eisenhower interlude of public relaxation after-two
.decades of depression, large war, small war, and cold war
was followed by President Kennedy’s call to get the economy .
“moving again.”” A month after his inauguration, hesetup a
21 member Advisory Committee on Labor-Managentent
Policy with equal representation of unions, business, and the
public. Two of the seven public members of this high-level
forum were actually Cabinet “officers, the Secretaries of -
Labor and Commerce, who alternately served 1-year terms
of chairmanship. Underlying the president’s action was the
view, expressed in his address at Yale University, that the

. central domestic challenges of our time , . :

relate not to basic clashes of philosophy or ideology

but to ways and means of reaching common -
goals . . . . What we neéd is not-labels or cliches .
but more discussions of the sophisticated and
technical issues involved in keeping -a great
.economic machinery moving ahead.’

~ Executive Order 10918, which established the Committee,
outlined a broad agenda: collective bargaining, industrial
peace, wage-price policy, productivity increase, and the ad- *
vance of living scales. Two topics were marked for special
study: the in;ernat;onal competitiveness of American pro-
ducts and the positive and negative implications of automa-
tion and other technological change. The Committee was
often consulted by, and held meetings with, the president. .

The Committee’s first-report, The Benefits and Problems
Incident to Automation and Other Technological Advances,

prevalent at the time. It considered the advances to be essen-
tial, but not to be made without due regard to human

values; and it expressed confidence that a proper balance
could be achieved by a combination of public and private ac-

/ r
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. tions consonant with the principles of our free sdciety. From
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the specific recommendations, it is evident that business
members recognized a need to cooperate with unions in eas-
ing the negatrve impact of technologlcal change on workers
and that union leadgrs were ready to give up the remedy of a
shorter workweek.

Two years later, at the request of President J ohnson, the
Committee again addressed the real and alleged challenges of
automation. This time, it sponsored three regional seminars
in cooperation with universities. The meetings afforded op- .
\p rtunities for exchange of information and views on

easures recommended in the initial report and on the ad-
justmex\of companies and unions to technologlcal change

The Commlttee s second report, Free and Responsible
Collective Bargazmng and Industrial Peace, affirmed ‘“‘that
free collective bargaining should constitute the primary pro-
cedure by which the essehtial terms and conditions of
employment should be determined.” ﬁ also insisted,
however, that such bargaining should be r sponsxve to the
public_interest. It suggested specific impro ements in Taft-
Harfle procedures for dealing with national emergency
disputes—an increase in the president’s authority and a
strengthening of the role of the Emergency Disputes Board
in me tron, fact-finding, and recommendation of terms of

—

Although the Committee was able to agree on such mat-
ters as taxation, public expenditures, and Vietnam financing,
it failed to achieve accord on wage-price policy.® Perhaps,
this failure to accept and attempt .fo rehabilitate the
guidepost program instituted in 1962 evidericed a strong con-
viction that the traditional adversary principle still had a
vital role to play in wage determination.

On the whole, the record of the Committee is considered

" to have been creditable,® about as good as might be expected

in.a democratic and blt'tralistic society. George W. Taylor, a
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distihguished mediator, saw in the Committee (of which he
was a public member) an important means by which
‘‘representatives of the interdependent interests involved
might, through understanding, gradually increase tlie area of
common. agreement.”’ Furtherfrore, ‘“the myriad of micro
bargainers in our society’’ needed the considered judgments
of “‘senior peers at the national level.’’*® In its*final report,
the Cabinet Committee on ‘Price Stability offered an op-
timistic appraisal of its progress to the president (December
20 1968) :

The Adv1sory Committee on Labor-Management

Policy has made a good start in launching the

dialogue necessary"to develop rules of the game

" that business and labor might be willing to accept

*  jointly in order to promote the vital objectives of
pros;erity and price stability that we all endorse.

. With the’change in administration in 1969 the Commlttee

was discontinued. JR—

From Nixon to Carter

Economic troubles of the first half of the 1970s—reces-
sion, inflation, the energy crisis, slowdown of productivity
growth, etc.—prompted new interest in tripartite problem
solving. Three entities formed in the Nixon-Ford era stand
out: the National Commission on Productivity (established
in 1970), the Pay Board (1972), and the President’s Labor-
Management Advisory Committee (1974).

The Productivity Commission was created by the presi-

. dent with 24 members drawn from labor, management,

academia, and government. According to the Secretary of

" . Labor, the Commit.eg’s first chairman, the purpose of the

new forum was to generate ideas about appropriate eco-

nomic policy and ways to quicken productivity, and provide
a basis ‘‘for better wage and labor-utilization policies.””'' In
August 1971, when Phase I inaugurated an unexpected man-




- The National Scene 45
datory program of wage and price stabmzatlon, the Com-
mission’s membershlp was expanded to give visible represen-

' tation to farmers, consusners, and state and local govern-
ment. Section 4 of the Economic Stabilization Act of 1971
provided a statutory basis for the Commission. Echoing
language in the declaration of policy of the Employment Act

~ 0f 1946, the new law stated the Commission’s objective to be
the enlistment of ‘‘the cooperation of labor and manage-
ment, and state and local government in a manner calculated
to foster and promote increased productivity through free,
competitive enterprise.”” Under this broadened charter, the
Commission engaged in informational, educational, and
research programs as well as made policy recommendat;ons

N to the president. . ,

_Over the next six years, the Commission went through ad-
ditional metamorphoses, including name changes, as public
uneasiness over accelerating inflation and lagging produc-
tivity mounted.’*> In June 1974, the Commission was
transformed by P.L. 93-311 into the National Commission
on Productivity and Work Quahty For the first time, the
Congress cited improvement in ‘‘the morale and quality of
work of the American worker” as a concern of policy. The
new law specifically authorized the Commission ““to en-
courage and assist in the organization znd work of labor-
management committees, which may also include public
members, on a plant, community, regional and industry
basis.”’ Vice President Rockefeller was appointed chairman.

When the Commission’s term expired in November 1975,
P.L. 94-136 provided a replacement called the National
Center for Productivity and Quality of Working Life. The
Center was to be governed by a board of 27 members
representing labor, business, and (federal, state, and local)
government. The board members’ were to be appointed by
the president with the advice and consent of the Senate.

The main purpose of the Center was to encourage, under
joint labor and business guidance, concerted public and

(W21
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private eonrts to improve productive efficiency compatibly
with oth¢ national goals. “‘Quality of Working Life,”” a
phrase added to the title of the law following much discus-
sion, was defined to concern ‘‘conditions of work relating to
the role of thé worker in the productive process.”’ It was
recognized as relevant, no less than the quality of technology
and management, to productivity performance. ,

Like its predecessors, the Center was required to ““en-
courage, support, and initiate efforts in the public or private
sector specifically designed to improve cooperation between
labor and management in the achievement of continued pro-
ductivity growth.” Its responsibilities also included-policy
development, sponsorship of research and demonstration
projects, and dissemination of information' about “‘best”
~ practices. Two new concerns were a review of government
regulation.and the coordination of productiyity-enhancing
activities of other federal agencies. .

During the Carter Adminijstration, tife Center was ap-
_ parently marked early as a candidate for extinction in-fulfill-
ment of a pledge to reduce the number of government agen-
cies. While continuation of the Center’s authorization after
.September 1978 was being pondered, the chairmanship was
left vacant, and the members of the board were not reap-
pointed. The staff, however, continued to carry out its
_duties, adding to its sizable legacy of widely used reports.

. In May 1978, the Carter Administration decided to allow
the Center to expire on September 30, 1978. Nominally, the
Center’s functions were transferred—for interment, it would
appear, rather than performance—to various government
agencies. A paper organization, the National Productivity
Council, was supposed to coordinate the dispersed functions
of the defunct Center. This Council rarely met, and its
nonaccomplishment has been duly noted in publications and
Congressional testimony of the General Accounting Office.

When the nation embarked on a program of mandatory
controls jn 1971, the thorny perennial problem of harmoniz-

'l
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ing micro decisionmaking with respect to wages and the
macroeconomic desideratum of reasonable price stability
had to be squarely faced. Immeédiately aftcr the imposition
of a 90-day price and wage freeze in August 1971, a tripartite
Pay Board was set up to function in tandem with a Cost of
Living, Council. Its job was to promulzate standards for
wage increase and to decide cases. The Board included 15
members representing labor, business, and the public.
Several members of the National Comimission on Productivi-

. ty were included in this group. The appoint.nent of a Judge
with no experience in collective bargaining was an unfor-
tunate one. Labor’s participation hardly lasted beyond the
vote on the Board’s basic rules of operation. Indeed, the
labor members withdrew a month after the Board’s forma-
tion, charging inequity and injustice in its earliest
decis’ions.13

The advent in J anuary 1973 of Phase III of the mandatory
stabilization program occasioned the formation of the Cost
of Living Council. The widely respected John Dunlop was
installed as director. Ten business and labor leaders, 9 of
whom served on the National Commission on Productivity,
were appointed as a Labor-Management Advisory Commit-
tee. The purpose was to advise the Cost of Living Council on
the consistency of particular wage settlements with national

tabilization. objectives. The Committee met often between

January 1973 and May 1974, concentrating on collective
bargaining in such inflation-prone industries as food, health,
energy, and construction. For these industries, it helped set
up labor-management committees to assist the Cost of Ln-
ing Council.

In the spring of 1974, the mandatory stabilization pro-
gram came to an end. The Administration rerained from
asking the Congress to renew authorization of controls. The
Labor-Management Advisory Committee concurred in this

decmon

A new Labor-Management Commlttee reminiscent of
President Kennedy’s was appointed by President Ford after
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the busmess labor-academic “summxt conference” on mﬂa-

tion at the end of 1974. Dr. Dunlop again served ds Commit-
tee head. In 1975, a year of recession, the Commlttee met
frequently and agreed on proposals for job Creation, tax
cuts, incentives for electric, utility and multlfamlly building
constructloh and collective bargammg reform in the refail
food, health care, marltxme,,and construction 1ndustr1es

In 1976, the Committee took a dramatic step, severing its .
connection with the White House when Dunlop resigned as
Secretary of Labor. His resignation was prompted by the

" president’s veto of prevxously agreed upon legislation to

reform collective bargaining irr construction. Thé Committee
continued to function unofficiglly as a labor-management
group, with members exchanging views on many pertinent
issues. It refrained from offering a wage-price stabilization
plan to the Carter Admipistration, asserting instead its op-
position to voluntary guidelines and mandatory controls.

In mid-1978, the Committee’s_ post-official life ended
when the president of the United Auto Workers and other

labor members withdrew. The climate for labor-

management_cooperation had deteriorated as union and

business leaders took strongly opposing positions on pending
legislation concerning industrial relations. ‘

Three Carter. gambits deserve mention although they prov-
ed unavailing as a result of the Democratic defeat in the na-
tional elections of 1980..0One of these was the formation of
Synthetic Fuels Corporation to encourage production of
domestic alternatives to imported petroleum with pricé’sup-
ports and billions of dollars of federal grants and loan
guarantees Prominent labor and business figures were to
serve as part-time directors of the Corporation. The second
aborted Carter initiative envisaged the provision of financial

assistance for the revival of lagging industrial regions

through a high-level Economic Revitalization Board. The

.Board was to include prominent labor, management, and

public representatives.
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The fast Carter venture was actually theé first of the three in
point of time. On September 28, 1979, the Administration
and leaders™of AEL-CIO reached a bilateral ‘‘National Ac-
cord,” which provided for “continued involvement and
'c90perat10n"’ of orgamzed labor in formulatmg and im-
plementing “voluntary programs of pay and price restraint”’
and a “dlsmplmed fiscal policy.’” Animmediate result of this
Accord (which itself was made possible by the passage of the
Humphrey-Hawkins Full - Employment. and Balanéed
Growth' Act of 1978, a law that drastically rewrote the
. Emplgyment Act of 1946) was the creation of a tripartite Pay
Advisory Committee.'* This Committee had 18 members.
representing labor,~ management, and the public.s
Unremarkably perhaps, Dunlop agam was in charge.

The Pay Adv1sory Committee’s respon81b111ty was to’
review and revise the basic standards for allowable pay in-
creases established in 1978 by the Council on Wage and Price
Stability {COWPS) as part of the Carter program of volun-
. tary action-for pay deceleration (initiated in October 1978).
The Carter program was devised and launched without labor
and business parti¢ipation and hence encountered skepticism
and reluctant compliance from the start. Although it assisted

"COWPS, the Committee made clear its position that both
voluntary and mandatory wage controls impede bargaining
and distort pay patterns. It recommended return to free
bargainihg as soon as possible.

New Initiatives

Even during the young Reagan Admmrstratlon, we find
the indefatigable Dr. Dunlop trying to bring labor and
‘management together, this time without the blessing of
government from the, start. As noted in the preceding
chapter, he *announced formation of a new Labof:
Management Group in March 1981. Although he expected
the two private parties to remain ‘‘adversaries on many
issues,” he also recognized that ‘‘the national interest re-
" quires a new spirit of mutual trust and cooperation.”’

]
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Late m/l981 the Administration launched its own joint

" national productivity committee under the leadership of a

former Secretary of the Treasury. Top-level labor leaders
declined to participate, largely because of dissatisfaction
with Administrati~n social and tax ‘policies and the treatment

of striking federal air traffic controllers. The new National ‘
Productmty Adv1sory Committee included 4 minor union
figures in its unusually large membership (33);,it also includ-
ed 21 business leaders, 5 academics, and 2 government of-
ficials. The Committee’s charge was to “‘conduct a continu-
mg review and assessment of national productmty” and ad-
vise the president and qther high officials on the federal
“role in achleymg higher levels of national productivity and
economic growth’’ and on *‘the potential 1mpact on national
productxvxty of . . . laws and regulations.”” No funds, were

provided for the Commlttee s work, and December 31, 1982

was provmonally set as the termmatlon date.'?

The skewed composition of the new productivity commit-
tee does not encourage high hopes for practical accomplish-
ment. Like the National Accord, the committe¢’s concept
suggests an attempt to erect a ‘‘social contract’’ on too nar-
row a base. By the -omission of management, any national
arrangement between labor and government diminishes its”
chances of stablhzmg ‘wages and controlling inflation.
Slmllarly, by giving labor only token representation (or by
failing to elicit stronger labor participation) and by using
government mostly as an ear, a national product1v1ty com-
mittee limits its chances of arrlvmg,;%tJ potent, 1mplementable

t of economic perfor-
mance. In short, much room remains in cur kind of society
for wholehearted tripartite cooperation in the address of
issues of major national concern.'®
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. NOTES
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1
1. Note, for example, the second half of the title of an article that has been used extensive- , ‘
ly in thefpreparation of th.s chapter. W. T, Moye, *‘Presidential Labor-Management Com- |
mittees. Productive Fa.lures,"” Industrial and Labor Relations Review, October 1930. All . ‘
\ human institutions, of course, are describable as *‘productive fatlures,” being much less . ..
than perfect but often effective enough to help a nation or a group to get satlsfactonly from ”
there and then to here and now. One such human invention, the much admired Constitu ,
tion of the United States, simply aimed in 1787,,according to thg Preamble, to fonna . .
“more perfect union,” not a perfect one. . ; .. b

2. Still useful for its discussioi, of the background and emergence of the present American
cconomy is G. A, Steiner, Government’s Role m Ecqnomtc Life (Ncw York. McGraw-Hill,
1953). : . ’

3. The first section of the appcnd;x also illustrates that private organizations, as well as
government, seek to cncouragc ‘labor- managcmcnt coopcrauon in the firm for particular
purposes.

b

*

' 4, Jack Stieber, “*The l‘rcsidcnt’s Committee on Labor-Management Policy," Industrial _.
Relations, February 1966, p.°2..0n signing the Adamson Act (1916), which established the '
8-hour day-sought by the Ra.lroad Brotherhoods, President Wilson made a statement
amounting ta **an official declaration of the ac.eptance of trade unionism as an integral
part of the Ameni.an ¢ ;)mmonwcalth See H. A. Millis and Royal Montgomc(y, Orgamz
ed Labor (New York:'McGraw-Hitl, 1945). p. 131,

5. J . T. McKelvey, AFL Attitudes toward Production. 1900-1932 (Ithaca. Cornell Univer-

sity Press, 1952), pp. 29-35. On later national experience in wartime wage stabilization (in-

- «.Iudmg the Korean Conflict) with tripartite pay boards, see D. Q. Mills, Government,
‘Labor and Inflation (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1975).

6. Sce, for example, A. M. Schiesinger, Jr., The Coming uf the New-Deal- (Boston -
Houghton Mifflin, 1959), p. 93, and W. E. Leuchtenburg, Frankhn Roosevelt and the New
Deal, 1933-1940 (New York. Harper and Row, 1963). Although unions were intended to
have equal representation with business on,boards formulating industry codes, few had suf-
ficient c»onomn; strength and techrn,.al expertise to,play a devisive role in NRA. See Mur-
.. ray Edelman, **New Deal Sensitivities to Labor Interests,” in Milton Derber and Edwin
Young, eds., Labor m the New Deal (Madison.. Umvcrsxty of Wlsconsm Press, 1961), pp.
166-169.

7. A. M. Schlesinger, Ir., A Thousand Days (Boston. Houghton Mifflin, 1965), p. 646.
§. Stieber, “President’s Committee,”” p. 13. A
9. Ibid., p. 17.

10. See W, J. Gershenfeld's paper on "*The Elusiveness of Finality’’ in E. B. Shils et al.,
eds., Industrial Peacemaker. George W. Taylor's Contribution to Collective Bargaining
(Philadelphia: University of Pennsylvania Press, 1979), p. 222. ,

11. G. P, Shultz and Kenneth, Dam, Economic Policy beyond the Headlines (Stanford.
Stanford Alumni Association, l977), p. 156. R A

12. The work of the Commlsslon and #ts successors is chronicled in its annual reports. See
documentary appcndlx for legislative manda(c and policy statement.

.
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

13, See Moye’s article, cited in footnote 1.
" 14. For two different views of the National Accord, see the 1980 Economic Report of the

President, pp. 81-82, 101; and R. J. Flanigan, **The National Accord as a Social Docu-
ment,”” Indystrial and Labor Relations Review, October 1980, pp. 35-50. (The latter gives
the 1eat of the Accord.) The documentary appendix contains pertinent excerpts from the
Humphrey-Hawkins Act and the Joint Economic Committee’s report.

15, The Executive Order establishing the National Productivity Advisory Committee is in-
cluded in ‘our decumentary appendix. . e

16. Flanigan’s discussion of the failure of the National Accord (see article cited in footnote
14) recalls some of the points made in chaptcr 1 regarding international differences in in-
dustrial relations and, mn particular, the importance of collective bargaining in “the United
States. These ponts are pertinent to any serious effort to stimulate productivity advance.

Y .
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| Industry-Level
qulaboration

This chapter deals with mechanisms established at the in-
dustry level for Iabor—management cooperatxon on matters
of mutual concern. It focuses on five major inddstries that
have had éxtensive experience along such lines: constructxon,
retail food, men’s clothing, railroads, and steel.' Additional
cooperative committees have recently been formed—in the
coal, health and trucking industries. As the first chapter has
noted the federal government is often involved to some ex-

’*o){iamzatxon or operation of mdustrywxde
mechanisms; a ndtable instance, considered later, is the Steel
Tripartite Committee, which has been urged as a model for

.the automobile industry. As might be expected, the forma;

of cooperation and the dominant concerns vary from in-
dustry to mdustry, and, where geographlc differences in con-
ditions and issues _are great, as in construction, vehicles for
industrywide c00perat10n may be set up on a regional or

_metropolitan basis as well as a national basis.

Construction Industry

The size of the constructlon mdustry (it has over 4 million
workers), its complexity, the diversity of its products, its
functional fragmentation, and its geographic dispersion have
impeded effective labor-management cooperation therein.
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The same factors also underlie better pub11c1zed problems of
the industry, such as instability of employment, a propensity
of costs to outrun estimates, lagging productivity (according
to statistics that are, however, admittedly inadequate), and
slow or uneven absorptign of improvements in technology
and materials. Returning to the barriers to cooperation, we
should be mindful particularly of the necessity to assemble
labor, equlpment management, materials, and energy at dif-
ferent sites in a-timely manner and to shift or disperse these
inputs upon project completion; the multiplicity of contrac-
tors and subcontractors typically required for a project; and
the variety of participating crafts, each of which may be
represented by a different union. .

, Despite these negative factors, mechanisms for labor-
management cooperatlon have beéen estabhshed—_]omt coun-
cils, commissions, committees, etc.—to deal with a wide
range of topics, including appgenticeship, industrial peace,
stabilization, productivity ancIl)geasonahty Some have been
organized on a branch or trade basis; others involve all bran-
ches. In some instances, the federal government has par-
ticipated in tripartite arrangements.

Apprenticeship and Training

Apprenticeship for skilled trades, which include about
half the construction workforce, has long begn administered
by local joint committees (JACs), composed of an equal
number of union representatives (usually rank-and-file
members or business agents) and management (usually ex-
ecutives from a local contractor’s association or individual
employers).' Local JACs establish specific standards for
their apprenticeship programs, following guidelines sug-
gested by the national JAC in the trade. They also select ap-
prentices from qualified applicants and direct the programs.
J.abor-management cooperation is encouraged by the U.S.
Department of Labor’s Buredu of Apprenticeship and Train-
ing, which sets minimum standards and registers approved
programs. .
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Joint labor-management programs to upgrade the skills of
journeymen have also been organized in some sectors of the
industry. The International Training Fund of the plumbing
and pipefitting industry, one of the most extensive plans,
was established in 1956 by ‘the United Association of
Plumbers and Pipefitters and the National Constructors’
Association to enrich the competence of the workforce and
to assist adjustment to changmg technology.

In 1981, the Bricklayers Union and the Mason Contractors
Assocratron expanded their longstanding joint programs to
improve training and to engage in broader cooperative ef-
forts for enhancement of the masonry industry’s com- '
petitiveness. A new cooperative entity, known as the Interna-
tional Masonry Institute, was set up-for technical research
and market development, as well as for training. These func-
tions of the Institute are funded by collectively bargained
contributions called for in Bricklayer agreements. The In-
stitute also.conducts a labor-management relations program. _ .

Industrial Peace’
Although construction is generally described as a “‘strike-

prone’’ industry, some branches of it have developed volun-
_tary, cooperative means for peaceful settlement of disputes.
In this regard, the Council on Industrial Relations for the
Electrical Contracting Industry (CIR) has been especially
successful.? Established in 1921, the Council serves as a na-
tional joint tribunal of the National Electrical Contractors
Association and the Internaironal Brotherhood, of Electrical
Workers. The Council has rendered final and binding deci-
sions in over 4,000 disputes concerning contract terms or
, grievances.

CIR meets quarterly and operates with panels of six.
members appointed by the union president and by the
association president. A representative from each side serves
as co-chairman. No neutrals_have ever been used. Disputes
are referred to the Council after local labor-management
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T committees havé failed to fesolve’them. Its decisions are by
unanimous vote, and they are final and binding on both par-
ties. With rare exceptions, Council -degisions have been
observed by the local parties. Virtually no strikes or lockouts
have occurred in over 60 years, despite tremendous changes
in the industry and the economy. -

»

In addition to industrial peace, CIR contributes to stabili- -
ty by taking into account, in its joint decisionmaking, broad
criteria related to the industry’s economic health as well as
the local interests of the parties. In the long run, of course,
the success of this combination of arbitration and negotia-
tion depends on the-trust that local parties have in their na-
tional representatives. e

The CIR system has iﬁﬂtfénced,national leaders in several
other branches of the construction induftry to develop
similar voluntary mechanisms for dispute settlement. The In-
dustrial Relations Council of the Plumbing and Pipefitting
Industry and the National Joint Adjustment Board for the
Sheet Metal Industry are promising examples.

Tripartite Stabilization ‘ N

/ " As construction costs began to rise sharply in the 1960s ~

3 and early 1970s, the government became increasingly con-

; cerned lest its programs for housing, defense, and economic

\ ,' stabilization be endangered. Several tripartite bodies were

established to deal cooperatively with problems of dispute

Cot settlement, wage adjustment, skill shortages, regulations,
/ . productivity, and other matters of mutual interest.

The President’s Missile Sites Labor Commission, which
operated from 1961 to 1967, sought the orderly settlement of
disputes over terms of collective bargaining agreements at
sites around the country. This group, including union,
business, and government representatives, also helped to
secure labor-management agreement in eliminating
uneconomic work practices.” Government funding of the
projects was certainly a factor in the Commission's effec-
tiveness. \
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The "Construction Industry Collective Bargaining Com-

*  mission (CICBC), estdblished by..Executive ‘Order in

e September 1969, functioned until 1976.* This tripartite body

undertook studies of ways to expand the geographic scope of

bargaining and thereby reduce the “leapfroggmg” that

escalates costs. It also developéd a joint program to improve

" vocational education in construction trades, linkage witl the

apprenticeship system, the quality of work, and the dlgmty

of $killed labor. Among subjects addressed by the Commis-

sion’ were the reduction of employment seasonality, the’

modernization of building codes,. and the measurement of

" construction productivity. A bill to replace CICBC w1th_'§

_ national tripartite board was vetoed by President Ford. The

bill sought to promote regional bargaining, but it also wm&
have allowed situs picketing. . . .

The unusually sharp increases in constl’uction wage rates
in 1970 compared to manufacturing pfompted establishment
in March 1971 of a tripartite Construction Industry
Stabilization Committee (CISC), five months before adop-
tion of a national wage and price congrol program.® CISC,
operating through craft dispute boardp decideu: whether or
not mgjor local agreements met noninflationary wage and
_ salary standards. CISC also experimented with various ar-
rangements for reforming the bargaining structure, such as

“regional and multlcraft bargaining. The reduction in wage
and benefit increases in collective bargammg settlements
from 15.2 percent in 1970 to 10 percent in 1971 is attributed
to the CISC program. Along with statutory controls for the
economy, CISC expired in May 1974, and collective bargain-
ing in constg‘uction returned to its earlier status.

Productivity and Seasonality *~ * ¢ = “

‘ While national tripartite commltte&s and commissions
* provide needed linkage .with policymakers at the federal
level, some form of joint industrywide consultation is also
appropriate at the local level, where economic decisionmak-

ing actually takes place. Puring the past degadc, the U.S.
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Department of Labor has helped organrze local tripartite

canstruction coordinating committees in a number of
_citiegs—Chicago, San Francisco, Kansas City, Denver, and

Boston.® These comimittees seek more efficient use of con-

", struction labor and capital and lower costs by streamlining

‘government procurement training, and regulatory practices.

Local ofﬁcnals of . unions, contractor associations, and
government agencies meet regularly to exchange information
about prospectlve government contracts, training programs,
and environmental policies. The committees avoid involve-
ment in jurisdictional and collective bargaining disputes.

Snnce government construction often comprises a substan-
tial portion of local activity, the coordinating committees
concentrate on testxng procedures for spreading out govern-
ment contracts over the year. Each committee compiles 2 bid
calendar, listing planned public construction to facilitate bet-
ter coordmatlon of government projects. If t00.many pro-
jects are planned for the same period, the bid calendar
discloses this uneconomic concentration and helps in

" rescheduling. A small Labor Department staff conducts

research and disseminates findings on local construction in-
dustry trends and on counterseasonality techniques. Unfor-

_tunately, the program is wholly dependent on federal funds,
. so.its survival in an era of drastic budget cuts is very doubt-

ful.’

In addition to these government-sponsored commxttees
unions and contractors themselves, in several areas, have
agreed to cooperate to improve productivity on the ]Ob
mainly in Hefense against competition from nonunien

_builders.. Prominent among these areas are St. Louis, In-

dianapolis, Boston, Columbus, and the states of Nevada and

Colorado. The committees focus ‘on work practices and

other possible sources of msuf ficient productivity and cost-
competitiveness.’

PRIDE (Productivity and Responsibility Increase
Development and Employment), the cooperative program

6J
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instituted in St. Louis, has been operating with distinction
since 1972. It extends beyond contractors and unions to in-
clude construction users, architects, builders, and engineers
in a continual dialogue. The building trades and the contrac-
tors have modified restrictive manning rules, curtailed
jurisdictional disputes, and improved communication and
morale at the jobsite. Once ranked among the most expen-
sive home-building areas, St. Louis is now considered among
those having lowest cost.

' ~ Retail Food Industry

’

This industry employs over 2.2 million people and has an-
nual sales exceéding $200 billion. Collective bargaining is
nighly decentralized, with contracts differing from city to
city. The contracts cover about 650,000 employees and near-
ly all of the major chains. Two-large national unions are in-
volved: the United Food and Commeraal Workers (which
was formed in 1979 by merger of the Retail Clerks Interna-
tional Division and the Amalgamated Meat Cutters and But-
cher Workers) and the International Brotherhood of
Teamsters.

An important incentive for some type of formal accom-
modation between labor and management is the industry’s
sensitivity fo public opinion. Both parties are especially fear
ful that government control over wages and prices might be
sought if the public perceives collective bargaining to be
unresponswe to the national need for moderating inflation.
As in the case of construction, extreme structural fragmenta-
tion of the retail food industry threatens cost escalation
through “‘leapfrogging’’ and * whipsawing,” as each local
anion tries to achieve ever higher wage increases and each
company fears loss of business to competitors if its service is
interrupted. . -

.
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Origin and Work
of JLM Committee

The Joint Labor-Management (JLM) Committee of the
Retail Food Industry has been operating, since 1974, as an
arrangement for joint consultation among leaders on major
problems that affect the industry as a whole.® The decision
of the parent unions and the major chains t9 enter voluntari-
ly into a cooperative arrangement was greatly influenced by
1973-74 experience under the wage-price controls program.
For 14 months, a tripartite committee of five labor, five
management, and five public members, meeting weekly,
helped administer the food industry controls program under
the Cost of Living Council. This experience created interest
in the possibility of dealing with the industry’s collective
bargaining problems, after mandatory controls were lifted,
through new arrangements for consultation at the industry
level. The ubiquitous Dr. Dunlop, then director of the Cost
of Living Council,. initiated discussions among union of-
ficials and supermarket executives that led to agreement to
form the Joint Labor-Management Committee of the Retail
Food Industry. A participant in the controls program has
observed that the Committee ‘‘could well be the most impor-
tant legacy that the tood wage control program left for the
mdustry 1o

A working agenda was drawn up by the presidents of the
(then) three major unions and the chief executive officers of
eight major supermarket chains and announced on March
29, 1974. The Committee would (1) collect and exchange
reliable wage and benefit data to help the parties reach con-
structive decisions; (2) assist in key negotiations by en-
couraging early dlscussmn and exchange of information;
(3) serve as a national forum for discussion of longer-range
industry problems “that often surface in Jocal negotlatlons
and which may benefit from national attention,” such as
technological change, government regulatlon and the
authority and responsibility of management and unions; and
(4) provide an ‘‘ongoing forum to broaden the base of com-
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munication between labor and management at all levels and
on all subjegts of mutual concern to labor and
management.”’

To carry out the work of the Joint Committee, Wayne L.
Horvitz, an experienced mediator, was appointed chairman
with a small staff of industrial relations experts. The Com-
mittee is supported entirely by contributions from member
supermarket chains and unions. In its few years of existence,
the Joint Committee has gradually evolved, chiefly under
Horvitz’s leadership, from a tentative experiment to an
established institution. Its steering committee of corporate
vice-presidents of labor relations and union officers, meeting
monthly, has dealt with a variety of major issues of mutual
interest with differing degrees of success—such as the im-
provement of collective bargaining procedures, employee
health and safety, adjustment to technological change, and
cost of health benefit plans.!' Comments on each of these
four issues follow. ‘

Improvement of Collective Bargaining,;

The JLM Committee has proceeded by stages to try to im-
prove the process of collective bargaining for the promotion
of industrial peace and achievement of ‘‘fair and equitable,
noninflationary settlements.’” In its first year, the Commit-
tee agreed on a list of basic bargaining procedures that are
characteristic of successful negotiations and recommended
that both sides in the industry follow them to avoid work
stoppages. As both parties have gained confidence in the
chairman’s neutrality, his role in specific local negotiations
has been expanded.

With the cooperation of the Federal Mediation and Con-
ciliation Service, the JLM Chairman now follows tne pro-
gress of the key negotiations in the industry and determines
whether he and members of the Committee might assist in a
particular dispute, subject to the agreement of the parties.
The Committee has also given the chairman authority to
convene pre-negotiation conferences, 90 to 120 days in ad-
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vance of the expiration of contracts deemed critical to the in- .

dustry. These ccaferences help the parties to identify issues
likely to prove troublesome and to analyze the 1mphcatxons
of pos51ble settlements.

Health and Safety

The two parties have preferred to look after the health and
safety of employees by themselves instead of risking the im-
position of protective measures by the government.’? In
1976, for example, the JLM Committee undertook a joint
study of the proper use of personal protective equipnient in
meatcutting operations. Its findings. and recommendations
resulted in_a clarification of OSHA standards that has
discouraged litigation.

A more extensive joint effort was mltlated in the same year
to identify work practices that could cause respiratory
ailments among department employees who cut and wrap
meat in polyvinyl chloride film. ‘‘Meat-cutters’ asthma” was
generally attributed to the decomposition of plastic wrap-
ping film with a hot wire, but the available scientific evidence
was skimpy. Accordingly, JLM health and safety experts
agreed to commission a comprehensive study of materials
and conditions in retail meat departments, selecting the Har*
vard University School of Public Health to carry out a five-
year research program with partial financing from the plastic
film manufacturers. Union leaders, under pressure from the
rank and file, naturally preferred a shorter period, but
agreed that a voluntary independent study yielding
authoritative information was better th..n legislation or pro-
tracted litigation. The study, scheduled for completion in
1981, was expected to provide the basis for an industrywide
effort to control an important health hazard.

>

Technological Change

Electronic scanning at supermarket checkout stands has
been recognized as a potential bargaining snag as well as a
source of productivity advance. In 1975, the JLM Commit-
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tee agreed on a set of general prmmples for negotlators that
acknowledged management’s and labor’s interests in the
pending change and the desirability of information-sharing
and prior consultation.

While subscfibing to the general principlés, the Retail

" Clerks were eager, nevertheless, to prevent loss of any jobs,

through the elimination of manual item-price labeling, Ac-
cordingly, in the early 1970s, they joined with consumer
groups and succeeded, by 1976, in obtaining legislation in
several states requiring item-price labeling. When federal
legislation was introduced in 1977, industry members of the
JLM Committee proposed a continuation of item pricing
while the effects of front-end automation could be studied
over a four-year period; in return, the union was to suspend
its lobbying for mandatory legislation. The national union
agreed to defer a push for federa] price labeling, but it did
not discourage locals from seekihg state and local restric-
tions. Union and management officials also continue to
bargain at the local or enterpsjse level over the introduction
of new technology, regardless OfRnational developments.

Cos;'of Health Benef t Plans

costs of the plans without reducing benefits.'* To givs, the
study’s findings and recommendations the widest circila-
tion, the JLM Committee conducted a series of seminars fo
union and management trustees, administrators, and lawyers
on the nearly 100 funds in the retail food industry.

An Assessment /o

As might be guessed, some of the participants in the JLM
Committee’s work consider its accomplishments unim-
pressive, but there is also no disposition to discontinue the

o 7.
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initiative. According to one appraisal, both sides are
satisfied with actions taken on several fundamental prob-
lems.'* Business leaders, however, had hoped for more
moderate wage settlements from an expansion of the
geographic basis of bargaining; buf this structural
breakthrough has yet to be accomplished. Unions, for their
part, remain concerned about job loss thyough technological
change and store closings. Predictab(lg, knowledgéable
observers counsel the only possible remedy for the two sides:
more efforts to solve problems jointly within the framework
of collective bargaining.'*

Men’s Clothing Industry
& N . *

Union-management cooperation in the clothing industry,
both men’s and women’s, has a long history. Since the
1920s, employers and unions have extended the scope of col-
lective bargaining beyond the elementary-matters-of-employ-
ment and wages to include their common interests in stabiliz-
ing production, reducing costs, and improving efficiency.'¢
Because of the industry’s fragmented and labor-intensive .
character, organized labor—the Amalgamated Clothing and *
Textile Workers and the International Ladies Garment,
Workers Union—has played a leading, cohesive role. The
competitive threa: of nonunion employers has made both
these unions especially sensitive to production costs. Indeed,
these unions have even employed industrial engineers to help
endangered small firms to remain competitive. The surge of
imports during the past decade and a half, particularly from
the Far East and Eastern Europe, has induced labor angd
management .0 adopt a still more comprehensive strategy
that includes not only the improvement of productive perfor-
manee but also a quest for government protection in the
form of higher tariffs and stringent quotas. '

Joint Job Training and Research

In 1977, leaders of the Amalgamated Clothing and Textilé
Workers and the Clothing Manufacturers Association met,
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with encouragement from John Dunlop and the National
Center for Pro.'ictivity and Quality of Workmg Life, to
discuss opportunities for working together to improve the
competitive position ‘of the men’s tailored clothing in-
dustry—a branch of the apparel industry employing about
100,000 workers. It was agreed that major benefits could be
‘derived from improvements in the recruitment, training, and
retention of labor; better methods of production, manage-
ment, and innovation; and expanded technological research
and development. A nonprofit corporation—-Joint Job
Training and Research (JTR), Inc.—was established to
design and carry out joint programs to meet these objectives.
A board of directors—three officers of the union and three
officers of the Clothing Manufacturers Association—supet-
vises JTR. A small, full-time staff of professional experts,
independent of the union and management, carries out the
policies set by the board. In addition to support frog the in-
dustry, JTR draws on resources provided by existing govern-
ment programs. '

The.first JTR program dealt with the industry’s need fora
more stable and better trained workforce. Many disadvan-
taged, low-skilled workers are hired, but small firms can af-
ford only a minimum of training. Turnover is considerably
above the average for manufacturing. JTR accordingly
organized a National On-the-Job Training Program, with
funding by the U.S. Department of Labor at $2.5 million a
. year. A total of 80 plants are providing on-the-job training
to over 4, OOO employees who had been previously
~ unemployed Br receiving public assistance or wages below

the poverty level. JTR reimburses employers for half of the
starting wage (not less than $3.25 per hour) for the first 490
hours worked by each trainee. Employers must keep records
of the trainee’s performance. ,

Along with the training program, JTR has contracted with
Harvard Graduate School of Business Administratign to
analyze the body of data collected on trainees and to
evaluate methods of training used m the industry. Recom-
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mendations from the study will provide the basis for reform
of recruitment, training, and retention methods.

A second JTR program addresses deficiencies in manage-
ment methods and procedures. The U.S. Departmént of
Commerce has, under the technical assistance provisions of
the Trade Adjustment Assistance Program, made grants to
JTR for a series of projects to test new ideas of wide ap-
plicability at selected firms. Among these ideas are systems
for speeding delivery of garments, reducing investment in
goods in process, training first-line supervisors, and control-
ling product quality. To speed application, JTR reimburses
firms for 75 percent of thé total cost of an experiment if they
agree to share the results with others. Advisory boards, com-
posecﬂ of union and management experts, work with JTR in
selecting and administering prOJects to assure relevance to in-
dustrfy needs.'’ :

/ , | Railroad Industry

Recent initiatives in labor-management cooperation in the
ra‘lroad industry have been taken against a backdrop of long
argumentatlon over productivity—specifically, the reduction
of train crew size and the modification of work rules
rendered obsolete by dieselization and later technological
changes.'* The rail unions have strenuously resisted ad-
justments that would spell force reduction in the face of stag-
nant or only slowly increasing traffic. Economies through
collective bargaining have been difficult to achieve despite
the financial frailty of many of the carriers.

rd

A .
-

A Joint C’ommittee that Failed

Cooperative approaches are not unfamiliar to the rajlroad
industry (recall the ‘““B&O Plan,”’ a textbook mdfel in~ -
troduced in 1923 after a bitter and, unsucgessful, strike of*
railway shopmen), but the new initiatives ptobably come too
late to reverse the decline. In any cdse, in 1968, the presidents

of 11-railroads, the mdustry association, and S1x>‘rallroad
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unions established the Railroad Labor -Management Com-
mittee to consult jointly on matters of mutual interest, such
as safety, training, and legislation affecting the industry’s
financial difficuities.'* The committee lasted until 1977,
when meetings were'discontinued because of a breakdown i iny.
bargammg negotiations over crew size.

A Task Force that Succeeded . v

' @
The defunct committee left a valuable legacy—a Task
Force on Rail Transportation that set up cooperative useful
projects for improving terminal efficiency. Its method was
nonadversarial. It considered not only work rules but the
validity of managerial, operating, and marketing practices.
Tt explored work rules and other changes experimentally,
measuring the consequences and proposing collective
bargaining remedies. It contemplated the prospect of main-
taining or expanding employment opportunities through cost
savings and improved service that brought new business.

The Task Force’s first project focused on the terminal of
the Missouri Pacific Railroad at St. Louis.’ A full-time joint
labor-management team was assigned ‘‘to identify barriers
to efficiency, propose changes in management and labor
practices and government policies and regulations, and con-
duct on-line experiments to-test the effectiveness of the pro-
poted solutions.’” Over a three-year period of the 1970s, t
project team conducted 24 experiments, half involving ter
of collective bargaining agreements and half mvolvmg r
tices of management. The findings led ‘o shortening of t
average time spent by a boxcar in a termmal, increased
reliability of car movements, and acmdent reduction.?

the success of the St. Louis prOJect led to similar ex-
periments at the Houston” Terminal and the Buffalo Ter-
minal. Othérs were attempted but were discontinued when
the parties disagreed over the scope of the program.

The Task Force’s cooperative, problem solving approach
has been praised by a railroad labor expert as a ‘“‘necessary
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institutional change’’ that ‘‘offers the chance to move away
from the rigid, conflict-based bargalnlng process to explore
avenues of mutual ‘concern.’”’ Its experience also
demonstrated that an alteration of ingrained attitudes and
long-standing customs is siow and complex*'—and could
come too late for decisive restoration of a moribund in-
dustry.

Steel Industry

Collective bargaining in the basic steel industry, as in other
major industries, is seen by labor experts as evolvmg over the
past 40 years from a state of mutual distrust ‘to ““more ac-
commodative, sophisticated relationships in which the par:
ties understand each other’s needs, motives, and probfems,
and, more often than not, are able to resolve their, dif-
ferences amicably.”’** In the past 20wyears, the steel industry
has expanded commu’tucatlon at all leve}s during the life of
contracts, .has, avolded government intervention in set-
tlements, and has 1ntroduced several cooperative ar-
rangements. Sirce .1959, “the parties have negotiated eight
tlmes w1thout losing a day in a natlonW1de strike.

One of the most important 1nducements for greater union-
management cooperation was the great surge of steel imports
following the 116-day strike of 1959. The interruption of
domestic steel productlon and the buildup of inventories
before the next contract expiration date helped' foreign pro-
ducers to enter and become established: in the American
market. Subsequent declines in employment, intensifying
competition from imports and substitute materials, and low
profits have further convinced labor &nd management of the
need for industrial peace and collaborative efforts.

Throughout the 1960s and 1970s, labor and‘ﬁ\nagement
experimented with various types of arrangements to achieve
a more harmonious relationship and strengthen the
industry’s competitive performance. It is generally agreed

-
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that labor-management cooperation was facilitated by the
establishment in 1959 of a -four-member committee to
negotiate on behalf of the 12 major companies on all issues.
Later cooperative endeavors, discussed below, include the
Human Relations Committee, Joint Labor-Management
Committees, the Experimental Negotiating Agreement, and
the Steel Tripartite Advisory Committee.
e - \ '
Human Relations Committee . o
The Human Relations Research Committee was establish-
ed in the 1960 agreement to study mutua] problems not easily
resolved under the pressures of periodic negotiations. The
parties dropped the word ‘‘Research’’ from the title in 1962,
when it became clear that the committee’s function was not
¢nly fact-finding but also to make recommendations and to
conduct negotiations. With the chief negotiators for the

-union and the industry as co-chairmen, the Committee had a

broad mandate ‘‘to plan and oversee studies and recommend
solutions’® of such complex problems as guidelines for the
determination of equitable wage and benefit a_djustments,
the job classification system, wage incentives, seniority
(especially as it relates to layoff and recall), medlcal care,
and ‘‘such other overall problems as the parties, by mutual
agreement, may from time to time refer to the Committee.”’

While the Human Relations Committee found it impossi-
ble to reach an agreement on wage guidelines, subéommit-
tees dealing with less controversial subjects on the list, accor-
ding to one industry expert, were ‘‘highly productive.’’??
However, the work of staff technicians on the Human Réla-
tions Committee in resolving issues even before bargaining
began was resented by local and regional union officials who
served on-negotiating committees. With a turnover in union
leadership in 1965, the Human Relations Committee was
eliminated, but the principle of cooperative study and joint
consultation on matters of mutual interest was established as
a part of the indtistrial relatigns system.

’,
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Joint Labor-Management Committees

Since the mid-1960s, a variety -of joint commutees were
established under collective bargaihing contracts and
memoranda of agreement. These committees operate at the
industry, company, and plant levels. Some continue ‘work

.begun by the Human Relations Committee—in a problem

solving mode, away from the bargaining table. Some
develop information for wse in negotiations. They may deal
with a wide variety of subjects, such as contracting out, civil
rlghts, safety and health, job classification, incentives,
grievance and arbitration procedures, apprenticeship,
employment security, and plant productivity.

Experimental Negotiating Agreement

The adoption in 1973 (and a renewal in 1974, 1977, and |
1980) of the Experimental Negotlatmg Agreement (ENA) as’
the industry’s bargaining instrument is considered one of the
most important steps toward more cooperation between the
steel union and management.?* Under the ENA, the parties
agree to avoid strike or lockout at the expiration of the col-
lective bargaining contract and to submit all'national issues
not resolved through bargaining to a panel of impartial ar-
bitrators for final and binding decision. Thus, the agreement
guarantees no interruption of steel production in contract-
bargaining years. By giving up the strike threat the union
hoped to dissuade steel users from building up inventories
(including imports) before contract expirations and then cut-
ting back orders after agreements are reached. (In 1968 and
1971, cutbacks in orders resulted in drastic reduction i in pro-
duction and employment.) In return for the national no-
strike concessions, the industry agreed in 1973 to thé right to
strike over local issues, gave a bonus of $150, and agreed to a
minimum wage increase of 3 percent per year.

The ENA governed negotiations for the 1974, 1977, and
1980 contracts. Production was not interrupted, but this
benefit to the economy came not without cost. The wage set-

*
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tlements achieved in the inaustry’s more harmonious setting.
have been followed by price increases propagated to many
other products, such as autombblles, home appliances,
mat:hmery, and buildings., '

-, *

Steel T ripartite Advisory Commmee

The federal Interagency Steel Task Forc*e that in December
1977 recommended a “‘trigger-price’’ system for limiting i im-
ports also recommended ‘‘establishment of a tripartite com-
mittee of industry, labor, and government representatives as

" a'mechanism to ensure a continuing cooperative approach to

the problems and progress of the steel industry.’*** The Steel.
Tripartite Adv1sory Commlttee was established in July 1978
to study problems of the industty and to prepare recommen-
dations to the president for its revitalization. The Committee
mcludes eight labor representatlves, eight management
representatlves, and various high-level government officials.

It is chaired by the Secretary of LabOr and the Secretary of
Comimerce.

_ Shortly after its establishmerit, the Committee agreed to

‘concentrate on five selected problems that required govern-

ment policy changes for their resolution: capital formation,

trade, environmental and other regulations, worker and

community adjustment, and technology. Tripartite working

groups were assigned toadevelop findings and recommenda=?
tions on each. subject. The results were reviewed by the fuf\"
Committee and a final report was transmitted to the presj-

dent.?* The recommended measures became the basis of a

legislative and administrativé program announced by the

president on September 30, 1980.

The report of the Steel Trlpartlte Advisory Commlttee
represents an historic event in the stcel industry. In its
preparation, labor participated as dn equal partner. Forty
years earlier, Philip Murray and Clinton Gclden, leaders of
the fledgling Steelworkers Union, proposed a joint labor-
management industry counci! to deal with common prob-

-
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lems affecting the steel industry’s prosperity and the security

. of worker livelihoods. Adversity and the maturation of

union-management relationships appear to have brought
about a high degree of the cooperation that they envisaged;
but, unfortunately, their harmony also has inflationary
, macroeconomic implications that they could not have fore-
seen and that we, as a nation, are not yet-able to handle.

L]
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The message of this chapter is that alert leadership and time-
ly action for labor-management (and broader) cooperation
can help a community to keep or recover economic viability.

The continual flux of competition always tends to threaten
some geographic areas while favoring others. Thus, changes
in technology, tastes, demographic characteristics, laws and
regulations, the size and distribution of private and public
expenditures, and the volume and structure of intgrnational
trade affect the comparative production costs of different
communities (and countries) and the demand for their goods
and services. When local enterprses fail to perceive or to res-
pond adequately fo competitive challenges, their com-
munities can suffer significant damage. Plant closings,
bankruptcies, and employment cutbacks can undermine
local tax bases, reduce public services and amenities, en-
courage outmigration of che young and the skilled, and set in
motion a downward spiral that is hard to halt or reverse.
Recognizing this common threat, business, labor, and other
local leaders have on occasion rallied to counteract or limit

the erosion of the economic tfoundations of the areas in

. which they live and work. While it may appear that not

enough communities rise up to the challenge,® it is also pro-
bable that no other nation can boast so much evidence of
local resourcefulness for voluntary self-help.
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This chapter starts with a general review of the nation’s ex-
perience in local collaboration and then concentratés on six
cases: Jamestown (N.Y.), Buffalo-Erie (N.Y.), Cumberland
(Md.), Muskegoén (Mich.), Evansville (Ind.), and Haverhill
(Mass.). These six ventures, all started in the 1970s and still
operating, illustrate the variety of motivations, explicit aims,

.feasible styuctures, and potential accomplishments of their
genre. ..

-

A Very Short History - ' : o

Many urban areas, and most or all states, have had some
kind of economic development program since the end of
World War II. Faced with the demobilization of millions of
men and women and with the closing of war plants and
military bases, community leaders across the country made
plans to ease the transition to peacetime. In addition to the
ineffectual efforts of such unremembered federal agencies as
Reempioyment and Retraining Administration and the work
of local civic and veterans organizations, important con-
tributions to postwar planning on the community level were
made by the Committee for Economic Development, a
business-oriented group. This group has included the im-’
provement of local job opportunities on its research agenda
in more recent years.?

*

Typically, the early private initiatives were dominated by .
public-spi-ited businessmen,® and only token support was
enlisted from labor, educational, 'religious, civic, and
government ranks. One good reason for labor’s minor or
defensive participation was the insecurity of the hard-won
concept of seniority; a Selective Traihing and Service Act of
1940, not designed orlgmally for a lengthy war, contained a
Sectlon 8 on reemploymaért rights that threatened a basic
premise of unicnism and had to ‘be clarified in the courts.
Two exceptional cities, Toledo and Louisville, did establish
early tripartite Iabor-management-citizens committees, in
1945 apd 1946 respectively, to mediate local irdustrial
disputes and to create a climate and image of industrial

»
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peace. A later example, which includes only the first two par-
ties in its title, dates from 1963 and relates to the community
severely affected by the disappearance of Studebaker from
the roster of automobile manufacturers:¢#the South Bend
Labor-Management Commission, organized to promote
good industrial relations through studies and conferences.

In the 1970s, communities became more aware of
peacetime needs for economic cooperation.-As the nation’s
economic growth slowed, as foreign producers penetrated or
wrested away markets thought to be ““ours,’” and as inflation
and uncertain petroleum supplies altered patterns of invest-
ment and consumption, many -local areas with long-
established plants and industries suffered unexpected hard-
ship. Advocates of labor-management cooperation sought to
encourage the idea that the at’ juation of conflict might in-
fluence corporate headquarters to consider modernization of
old facilities instead of shutting them down.

The accompanying table shows 28 cities, towns, and coun-
ties in which labor-management entities have been establish-
. ed, mostly,in the 1970s and in the northeast and midwest.
These joint undertakings are found not only in smaller
~ places, like Cumberland, but also in more populous places,

like Buffalo (and its environs)—and, most recently,
Philadelphia. ’

Membership and Financing
Prominent local government officials, whose experien'ce

has made them cognizant of the link between amicable labor-

management relations and sound economic development,
have often taken the lead in bringing the two parties (and
others) in a constructive joint.organization. In other in-
stances, labor, business, and political leaders have acted
more spontaneously in concert after a serious strike or pro-
longed industrial dispute has mad. the implications of a per-
manent shutdown more vivid. Sometimes, a key role, has
been played by commissioners of the Federal Mediation and

i
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Areawide Labor-Management Committees

R

Area Date Established
Over 300,000 population .

"Toledo, Ohio 1945
Louisville, Kentucky , 1946 |
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 1973
Buffalo, New York . 1975
St. Louis, Missouri 1977 ~
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 1980
100,000 - 300,000 population
South Bend, Indiana . ' 1963 “
Evansville, Indiana ) 1975 -
Riverside-San Bernadino, California® 1977

. Under 100,000 population

Jackson County, Michigan ) 1958
Green Bay, Wisconsin 1965
. Upper Peninsula, Michigan - +1970 ‘
Fox Cities Area, Wisconsin T . 1970
Jaméstown, New York 1972
Cumberland, Maryland 1975 :
‘Chautauqua County, New York 1975
Mahoning Valley, Ohio 1975
Clinton County, Pennsylvania . 1975
Elmira, New York . , , 1976 '
Springfield, Ohio 1976
- I Muskegon, Michigan . 1977 .
North Central Area, Wisconsin 1977 R
Scranton, Pennsylvania 1978
. Portsmouth, Ohio 1978 -~
Paducah, Kentucky 1979
Haverhill, Massachusetts 1979
. Dulpth, Minnesota . T 1979
Sioux City, Iowa ’ 1981

*Discontinued in 1981 @
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Conciliation Service, who preach the merits of cooperation
‘and assist in defusing tensions between the two parties.

Usually, these intermediaries withdraw to background ad-

visory roles’if they succeed in stimulating the ptincipals to
form cooperative committees; the legdership is left in the
hands of labor and management co-chairmen.* .

The area committees are .made up of roughly equal
numbers of recognized labor and management represen-
tatives who usually serve without compensation and leave
much of the active planning, scheduling, and general direc-
tion to small executive cores or steering groups. In addition,
_ small professional staffs.are hired for day-to-day operations

and research. Consultants also are used as required. If the
staff is large enough to have a director, his neutrality is im-
portant for retention of member confidence. Committee
meetings may be held monthly or quarterly, and they are in-
formal as a rule. ‘

Funds for committees come from private sources (e.g., the
companies and unions with which members are affiliated)
and from government, usually state or local. [n the past
decadz, some committees received seed money from such
federal agencies as the Economic Development Administra-
tion, the Department of Labor, and the Appalachian
Regional Commission. Fedéral sources, however, are best
. for short-run assistance at the start or for the conduct of
specific projects. A committee that relies too heavily on
federal money risks limitation of its activities to meetings
and occasional conferences when this funding ceases.

Functions and Objectives o '
[

It is up to each com?nittee to determine how best to func-
tion. Some are more ambitious than others. All are realistic
in assessment of community needs ind of the roles in which
they could constructively serve. At least five roles are dis-
cernible. First, they may serve as forums for exchange of
ideas between labor and management and for communica-
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tion'and dealings with federal, state, and local governments.
Second, ‘they may concentrate (as did the Toledo and
Louisville committees, which actually operated as offices
within_their city governments) on.mediation of industrial
disputes. Third, they may function as information and
research centers to keep labor and management abreast of
changing local circumstances that are relevant to bargaining
and of pertinent developments elsewhere Fourth, they may
offer technical assistance to employers and unions willing to
experiment with new ways of organizing. work, etc. Fifth,
they may act as catalysts, encouraging and assisting labor
,and management at the company level to organize in-plant
" committees and to improve internal communications. . .

Through service in these roles, areawide committees could
contribute signally to the current performance and the pros-
pects of their localities. As honest brokers trusted by both
sides, they could assist in bringing difficult labor-
management negotiations to successful conclusions. They
may encourage community colleges to offer courses useful to
foremen, supervisors, local union Officers, and shop
stewards. They may sponsor workshops on collective
bargaining, absenteeism, output quality, and productivity
enhancemeni. They could help small firms to upgrade
managerial and other pertinent skills. They could mobilize
public support and negotiate for government funds for im-
provement of transportation, establishment of industrial
parks, attraction of new busmess, and so forth. They could
conduct programs that aim at lifting morale and civic pride
and at changmg earlier adverse reputations of their localities
-as places in which to live and work. A more detailed picture
of .community strategies and obJectlves emerges from the
.case studies that follow.

L)

Jamestown Labor-Management Commititee®

The joint committee established in 1972 in Jamestown has
bec.n acclaimed for its dramatic contribution to the com-

-
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munity’s self-renewal and has become a model for other
distressed manufacturing ‘centers. The immediate crisis that

culminated in joint action was the shutdown of a metal fur-

niture plant after a four-month strike in 1971. Over 400 jobs
were lost when the unemployr:ent rate already stood at 10
percent. Other companies were also experiencing work stop-
pages at the time, and the specter of bankruptcy.loomed.

These troubles came to this community of some 40,000
persons against a background of earlier labor-management
strife and decline or loss of once-thriving textile and wood
furniture industries. Irrdeed, the community had acquired a
reputation as a low-productivity and high-cost area with a
‘“‘poor labor climate.”’

A decisive factor in Jamestown’s turnaround was the
leadership of Stanley Lundine, a young, energetic, and deter-
mined mayor (now a Congressman). With the help of -
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service (FMCS)
mediators, he took the initiative to bring together the ex-
ecutives of leading manufacturmg firms and the labor
leaders of the workers therein, winning their agreement to
join in a committee for open discussion of industrial rela-
tions and economic revival. This Labor-Management Com-
mivtee includes representatives of large international con-
glomerates, large locally-owned companies, and small firms.
It also includes representatives of the steel, auto, machinist,

furniture, and glass.and ceramic unions. The executive direc-

tor of the Manufacturers Association and of the AFL-CIO
Central Labor Council also are members. In 1977, represen-
tatives of a hospital and thc school system were ddded. With
the aid of a professional staff and occasional
cluding outside experts, a 10-member executiye board carries
on the Committee’s actual business

The first joint meetmgs considered alte natxve develop-

ment strategies. One featured ‘‘conversion,” acceptmg the

decline of manufacturing and expanding tourism, recrea-
tion, research, and other services. A ‘‘replacement’’ strategy

Y
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contemplated attraction of new factories to compensate for
departure of others. A third possibility, ‘‘renewal,”’ envisag-
ed joint action to assist existing industries, the encourage-
ment of new industries in novel ways, and the development
" of people and programs to meet private and public needs.
The “‘renewal’’ option was deemed most consistent with the
" common interests of labor and management.

In the spring of 1972, the new Committee announced four
principal goals: ‘‘the improvement of labor relations, man-

power development, assistence to industrial developmentt}

programs, and productivity gains in existing industries.”’
Despite a traditional distaste for the proclamation of pro-
ductivity increase as an explicit objective of a cooperative
undertaking, labor members went along. The notion was
rendered palatable to rank-and-filers who tend to equate
“*sroductivity’’ with job loss and speedup by elucidation of
the term to include less threatening objectives, like reduction
of absenteeism and of material and energy waste in the
manufacturing process. )

The Committee quickly compiled an impressive record of
accomplishment. Frequent meetings away from the bargain-
ing arena permitted concentration on community objectives
of training and industrial developmerdt an. helped engender
a mutual respect conducive te industrial peace. With a
record of fewer strikes, earlier settlements, and a reduction
of grievances, Jamestown shed it reputation as a “bad”’
labor town. .

Cooperative efforts to develop needed skilled workers
have been particularly fruitful. The Committee has bgen in-
strumental in the design of industrywide training courses for
upgrading workers in 12 local wood furniture plants to
replace retiring skilled craftsmen. It has helped metalwork-
ing compghies and unions to identify skill needs and has par-
ticipated with the community college in the design of ap-
propriate upgrading programs. It has sponsored-courses for
training first-line supervisors in leadership, shop. stewards in

Y
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comrhunication, and management and labor officials in con-
tract administration and grievance processing. Employer and

county funds have been supplemented by federal Com-
prehensive Employment and Training Act (CETA) mioney.

. A unique feature of the Jamestown plan is its stron‘g com-
plementary effort to create in-plant labor-management com-
mittees, involving workers and supervisors on the shop floor
in the improvement of productivity, quality of worklife, and
industrial relations ‘m general. Consultants have assisted in
experimental projects concerned with sharing the productivi-
ty gains, joint redesign of plant layout, and worker par-
ticipation in bidding for new business. Many of these in-
plant projects were temporary, but they collectively gave rise
to community ‘‘themes’’ (such as skill development, gain
sharing, and layout redesign) that served to stimulate further
organizational change, often in unexpected ways.

"“The positive climate resulting from the Committee’s work
has improved Jamestown’s economic outlook. Local in-
vestors have come to the rescue of five failing firms; in one
case, the employees were the investors. Several companies
announced enlargement and tnodernization programs in
1975. For the first time in a half century, 4 major industrial
firm, Cummins Engine Company, decided to move into
Jamestown, taking over a vacant plant and creating the
potential of 1,500 new jobs.

Buffalo-Erie County
Labor-Management Council®

Like the much smaller Jamestown community, the Buf-
falo area has had a long history of labor-management strife
and a reputation discouraging to new enterprise. Between
1970 and 1975, it lost 30,000 manufacturing jobs, or 30 per-
cent of the total; and, in 1970-1972 and 1975, it ranked
among the top three cities in the nation in loss of worktime
due to strikes. In addition to these troubles, the city and
county have teetered on the brink of bankruptcy.
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These dire circumstances prompted the head of the AFL-
CI0 Council to meet informally with a leading businessman
in the area and with various government officials—the
mayor, Congressmen, and county executives. It was decided
that a joint labor-management venture could interrupt the
downward slide. A joint Labor-Management Council was
formed in 1976 with 3 members.from management and 10
from labor. Political leaders were not included but were ex-
pected to be supportive.

The, Counci! employs an executive director with extensive
experience as a mediator and a small staff with backgrounds
in business and labor relations. In addition, an Advisory
Committee has been established with members from the
FMCS, the State Mediation Service, the State Industrial
Commissioner’s office, private industry, universities,_ and
the AFL-CIC Human Resources Development Institute.

In selecting a strategy for its operations, the Council con-
sidered two different models: the Jamestown Pla. of train-
ing and in-plant labor-management committces and the
older Toledo Labor-Management Committee. The latter
concentrates on mediation or arbitration by tripartite panels
when its aid is requested in local negotiations, strikes, and
grievances. It is said to be successful largely because of the
network of close contacts among committee members and
other labor, management, and public ieaders; it can function
informally to resolve problems both before and after a
dispute is submitted to it. The Council concluded that it
could not copy completely either of these models but would
draw on both experiences in formulating a program ap-
propriate to Buffalo’s larger size, political complexity, and
diver§e industry and unior mix. -

The Council has, through its staff, concentrated on en-
couraging formation of joint committees at the plant level
and facilitating the bargaining process. By the end of 1979,
the Council was working with 42 in-plant committees, in
firms ranging in size from 100 cmployees to 3,000. In some

«
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firms, more than one committee was éstablished. In conjunc- ,

tion with Cornell University, the Council has set up trammg
sessions for the committees on grievance processing and
analysis, contract administration, safety issues, and tech-
niques for improving operations. On request, it reviews and
tries to: 1mprove grievance processes where these are con-
troverted in bargaining; this step is necessary before an at-
tempt is made to form a plant committee. As the Council’s

executive director has observed, ‘‘the grievance process must
have some minimum level of civility and effectiveness if an
LMC is to be effective.’”” Also at the request of the parties,
the Council may undertake a fact-finding study prior to
negotiations and thereby facilitate concord.

A distinctive contribution to economic revitalization of
the Buffalo area has been made through the joint committees
that the Council has helped to organize on-the waterfront.
The Port of Buffalo redched its heyday in the 1950s; by 1975,
it had declined far below its peak and the prospects for
recovery were considered dim. Here is how the Council has
helped to improve the outlook:

1. With the assistance of the Council, three companies,in
the cargo industry and the International Longshoremen’s
Association established -a joint labor-management commit-
fee to study the Port’s future and found a significant poten-
tial for handling shipping containers at the Port if work
practices were modernized and made more flexible. Subse-
quent modification of the contract for warehousing resulted
in lower labor cost and business expansion , which more than
tripled employment in two years.

2. In the grain-milling industry at the Port, which pro-
cesses wheat shipped from the midwest, labor was reputed to
be resistant to adjustment of practices and crew size in the
face of technological change. A joint study, directed by the
Council’s staff, found that crew sizes, on the whole, were
not unreasonable but that, in a few cases, obsolete work
rules did restrict productivity. The study led to changes in

’,
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erk practices and a better understanding between the par-
tles N s w

3. In 1978, the local longshoremen’s union and five com-
panies in the gram-mlllmg mdustry, together with the cargo
and steel industries and their respective unions establishéd
the Buffalo Waterfront Labor-Managemenc Commiittee,
with the Council’s ass1stance, to concentrate omn, the
economic development of the Port. One of this Committee’s
major projects was a study of the transportation network.
The study led to state approval of funds for modernizatioh
of the Port’s equipment. . .

The Council has also contributed to the strengthening of
the area’s manpower;base. In 1977, it established a Humagn_ .
Resources Subcommittee to consider the problem of chronic
shortages of skilled craftsmen :and to help obtain com-
mitments fromr employerdhto hire trainees. When a major
steel plant reduced its workforce by 3,000, the Human.
Resources Subcommittee was asked -to assist the laid off
employees; it established a Transition Center which cen-
tralized and expedlted all placement, training, and other
confmunity services for the displaced workers. Some of these
workers- were trained in shortage skills—as welders, .
machinists, tool and die-maker apprentices, maintenance
mechanics, precision machine operators, and industrial elec-
tricians. According to the Colincil director’s report, ‘‘when-
the Transition Center closed in late 1978, 1,200 of the 1,891
center registrations were in hew jobs, trammg for new JObS,
or back to work with Bethlehem. By mid-1979, all the laid-
off employees who had registered were successfully transi-,
tioned or recalled.” )

While the Transition Center was considered a success,‘the
Council decided that work on human resources diverted t0o
much time from its basic mission and recommended the
establishment of ‘a city-county Private Industry Council
(PIC) undér the new CETA program. Many members of the
Human Resources Subcommittee were appointed to the PIC,

-
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and the Council assumed the avuncular role of, “ad hoc
catalyst to energize the PIC staff.”

Federal budget stringency now clouds the future "of
organizations like the Council, regardless of their effec-
tiveness, and the-new mood is to have every local tub rest, if
possible, on’its own bottom. Although the Council gets-
funds from the crty of Buffalo, Erie County, and union-and
business groups,”it has lately depended most heavily on
* grants from the Economic Development Administration, an |
ageney marked for sharp reductlon or demise. . * '

. Y

Cimberland Area.
Labor-Management Committee*

The Cumberland Area Labor- Management Committee
(CALM) was established in 1975 ¢‘to enhance the economic
development potential of the Cumberland area—through
programs and activities which focus on cooperatlve action.”
Located in the foothills of the Appalachlans in western
Maryland the Cumberland area has a populatlon of 84,000,
slightly larger than the Jamestown area’s, ard similar pro-
_blems of job development. Fifty years ago, Cumberland was.
a major railroad and coal center, but dieselization and other
changes have diminished its 1mportance Today, the area’s
main industries make tires, textiles,” glass, steel, and
paper—all heavily unionized and impacted by severe foreign
and dome‘stic competition and by slow growth of demand.

Although industrial relations are now stable, a reputation
for labor strife gained in the 1930s and 1940s perS1sts as a
discouragement to new investment. The 1974-75 recession,
the loss of 1,400 jobs because of a shutdown of a major part
of a ¥rge plant, and the shaky condition of other firms
worsened the long term economic outlook. Cumberland has
tried to reyerse the unfavorable trend through such industrial
development schemes as low-interest financing programs, a
10-year tak exemption on real and personal property, and the
construction of industrial artd office parks. In 1978, business
groups and the Allegany county government lauriched a civic
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campaign with the slogan "‘PACE—Posmve Attrtudes
Change Everything.”” - ° ‘e

. ©Owver its first five years, CALM has concentrzted on the
improvement of labor-management relations af individual
plants as one of the keys to assurmg retention and expanslon
of area'employment. While recogmzlng that many economic
. factors go into decisions to close, expand, or build new
- plants, the"CALM Executive Board agreed that’ ‘“‘labors
management relatlons should never be the reason beh1nd' a
plant shutdown or the ratlonale for los1ng a prospective new
industry:”’ .

CALM’s principal contrlbutlon to 1mprovmg e colleg-
tive bargaining process at member firms is its program to
assist the formation ‘and operation” of in-plant. labor-

management committées. The only condition that the
CALM consultant imposes on a new commj tez is that it give
the concept a six-month trial before deciding to Keep or

discontinue. All the in-plant’ committees concentrate on

plant operatlons—proeedures, equipment, maintenance,
productivity, and job-related ¢complaints. Grlevances under .
the contract are excluded from their purview. BY 1980, there
were 10 committees in operdtioh, of which two had been in
existence before CALM. More than half of the employees in
Allegany County’s manufacturlng and service organizations
with union representatron are in firms that have committees;
they work in the tire, foundry, paper, steel, and cement in-

. dustries and in local government. . s

CALM g1ves "high priority to educatlonal programs in

labor relatlons, for both management arid union represen-
tatives, as a key to ‘‘mutual understagéhng » Qver 490
managers, superv1sors union Officials and hourly workers
have participated in CALM-sponsored programs. Tra1n1ng
sessions are held, free of charge, at the plant site, in the -
union hall, and at the, Allegany Community Coll¢ge and
Frostburg State College. A unrque program sponsored by
. CALM - featureés ‘‘bootstraps’ tra1n1ng of union and
employer selecfegs as instructors i inl industrial relations; they

-
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retura to desxgn and conduct m~house courses for local

"union and company officials. Anqther unusual CALM pro—

ject involves team-teaching of a high schodl course in.in-
dustrial relations, that realistically presents union and
management views o issues in the world of work

CAI‘.\M has also functloned as a forum for joint actlon on'
problems of economic development. For example, it helped |
persuade the Environmental Protection Agency to allow area
industries to convert from oil to the kind of coal that is abun-
dant in western Maryland. It worked closely with the con-
struction industry to assure’that several significant building
prOJects were completed within competitive budget con:
straints.. It also focused pu’olvc attention on the need to
minimize overlapping services and contain rlslng health-care

osts. .o
C /‘

_ Fmally, mention should be madg,of the close ties establish-
ed by CALM “with cognate entities—the Allegany County
Economic Development Company, the Maryland State
Department of Economic and Community Deévelopment, ‘.
and the Maryland Center for Productivity and Quality of *

“Working Life. These connections facilitate diffusion of the:

concept of community-based labor-management coopera-
tion to other parts of the state. ) . ,

.

g

Muskegon Area’ .
Labor-Management Committee’ L.

Labor-management cooperation j ip! v&uskegon County has
evolved as a joint effort to expand job opportunities in, this
relatively distressed area of about 157,000 people on the
southeastern shore of Lake Michigan. Machinery and
metalworking are now the primary industries of a region in
which, lumber and automotive firms once dominated.

. Unionism is strong, with the United Auto. Workers and the

Electrléal Workers much in evidence. A series of strikes in
1971 aroused local labur, business, and community leaders
to the weaknesses of Muskegon’s economy. Several major
companies were planning either to shut down locahplants or

*
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to move operafions elsewhere. Closer coopgratlon between
labor and management seemegd vital to survival.

Several models of community-based labon-management
consultation were alréady in operation in Michigan. The

.Jackson County Labor-Management Board had been

meeting monthly since 1958 to share information and lideas

- about local and state economic conditions and commynity

betterment. The Upper Peninsula Labor-Management Com-
mittee was established in 1970; it concentrates onyannual
communitywide conferences for improving the collective

: 'bargamlng-process e

* The labor and business leaders of Muskegon decided in
1972 tao establish the Industrial Expansion Board. From its
meinbership dues, an .executive director was hired, and
several consultants were engaged to develop a vork plan
known agy “Prolect Pridrity,”” for the Board’s operations.
Subsequently, a group of 40 business and la r leaders iden-
tified three issues of Ereatest common con : poor com-
mupnications and hostlhty between [abor and management
the need for joint support of a communlty effort to stimulate
economic growth and product1v1ty, and an excessively
critical attitude of the news media in their portrayal of local
economic conditions. Task forces were assigned to deal with
each of the issues. Among the proposed es;?%utions were: the
award of major new construction pro' cts to Jucal com-
panies, the establishment of 1n t labor-management
forums for discussion of mutualé cern, and meeting with
representatlves of the localnews media to discuss the quality
of coverage in general and fo initiate coverage of Project
Priority’s aetqgltles :

In 1977, the Industrial Expanslon Board, having received
a grant from the federal Economic Development Ad-
ministration, , was "transformed _into the Muskegon Area

] Labor-Management Committee (MALM) The Committee

appointed a full-time coordinator, created a board of eight
directors (four each from management and labor), and in
troduced PI‘O]eCt Prlorlty Five objectives were approved:
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1."To help raise the quality of working life in Muskegon
and contribute to, productivity improvement.
2. To assist business and labor or any county, organization
. . to increase effectiveness through a Jomt workmg relationship
as a third party. -
3. Upon request, to assist in plant and business seminars
. for bringing thej parties together and solving problems on a
cooperative basis. J-
4. To improve the commumty 1mage, makmg it attractive
for hew business to locdte in Muskegon.
§7 To respond to requests of local business and laBor in
problem solving.

b, -~

Neither the coordinator nor a Committee member may
serve as a private mediator in any case involving grievances,
complaints, or other labor-management differences. .

Continuing attention has been i.devoted by MALM to the ¢
organization of in-plant labor-fhanagement committees (or
. “forums,’’ as they are locally called) andto the encourage-
© ° ment of ‘“brainstorming” sessions on such kopics as ~
absenteeism, alcoholism, and quahty of® working life. ‘One
example of payoff refers to a plant making bearings: design .
changes recommended by a machinist enabled the company
to obtain a contract for which it had prev1ously bid unsuc- .
cessfully. In several plants, Wqrk rules have been modified
with benefit to productivity. MALM also shares some of the
credit fof local_decisions f0 madernize equipment and ex-

pasnd facilities. .

TheCommittee has worked to build public support for a

variety of economic development projects. New facilities for

* solid waste disposal have attracted three chemical plants to

the area. Amang other forward- looking projects are a new
1ndustr1al park and a new downtown shopping mall.

<

Eviinsvzlle Area : o -
Labor-Management Commtttee

The economic well-being z)f this area of some 133 000 peo- .
‘ple in a largely ru?ﬁl corner of Indiand is linked \to the for- .

\1 0e
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tunes of a few multiplant manufacturing firms. Evansville
makes home appliances, automotive parts and other metal
products

Two efforts have been made in the area since the end of
World War II to organize a communitywide vehicle for the
advancement of labcfn—management harmony and coopera-
tion. One occurred in the 1950s.and the other in the 1970s.

The first effort began when the curtailment of defense
production after Korea meant the shutdown of area plants of
several major employers. Business ers formed a Com-
mittee of 100 to advertise the area’s assets“€o potential m-
dustrial developers#® After this gambit was criticized by a
panel of Indiana University experts as too narrow a concept.
for revitalization of the economic bage, a new organization
was formed to draw support fro:™ the whole com-

*munity—the Evansville Futures Committee (EFC). This

L Y

Committee adopted a broader concept of redevelopment
that included the upgrading of educatlon and training and
_the improvement of industrial relatlons A firm of plant
" location specialists recommended a labor-management coun-
c1l to prgnote industrial peace and cooperatlon

In 1958, the Labor-Management Commlttee of EFC was
formied. It sponsored informal luncheon meetings and a
series of institutés on industrial relations, and it also func-
tione&as an unofficial mediator of strlkes During the 1960s
several major companies built plants in Evansville, and this
return to prosperity diminished labor and management in-
terest in the Committee, which became inactive.

Slow economic growth in general, strikes at major firms in
the area, and threats of shutdown and relocation prompted
the establishment of the Evansville Area Labor-Management
Committee in 1975."" A federal mediator played a key role in
the formation 0Of this second area venture in coope~ation. He
attributed the high frequency and long duration of Wwork
stoppages to inadequate communication between union and
business leaders and noted the connection between mdustr1al

s

©olog - :
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turmoil and the reluctance of investors. *Jnder his guidance,
ten labor and management leaders met voluntarily for
several months before the new Comuittee became a reality.

The Evansvrlle Area Labor-Managemes.t Committee was
set up as a nonprofit organization to serve as a forum for
open communication on threats to industrial harmony. The
board of directors at first included representatives of the
local teamstér, machinist, electrical worker, and construc-
tion unions and of local plants engaged in production of
aJuminum, electrical goods, containefs, home appliances,
and food. More recently, representation from the public sec-
tor has been added. A professional coordinator was hired
with CETA funds in September 1976. . ,

The activities of the Committee are thought to have helped
reduce strike-proneness and to promote cooperation. The
improvement of attitudes on both sides of the bargaining
table are thought to have influenced some major corpora-
tions to remain in the area ang to expand employment. The
Committee conducts seminafs, conferences, and workshops
on industrial relations and has succe/eded in establishing in-
plant labor-management committees at eight facilities, two
of them operated by major appliance producers.'?

Haverlull Growth Alltance”

— In 1979, the Haverhill Growth Alhance (HGA) was \
* launched to help restorg the economic vitality of afi oldi -

historic city of 75,000 people on the Merrimack River. Onc
a major shoe center, the city had declined for some eight
decades. Western Electric Company, with 5, 200 workers, is
the dominant employer OIld homes and factorres, some
abandoned, testify visibly to the area’s candidacy for
renewal. :

*e

= , e

The impetus to labor-management cooperation came from
outside the community—the Massachusetts Labor-
Management Center, a tr1part1te, nonprofit organization

“established in Boston to encourage joint consultatlon inthe .

.
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interest of economic and social development The Center has
been influential in making Massachusetts business and labor
leaders aware of innovative'practices m industrial relations
and in assisting them to organize commumty-based and in-
plant labor-management committees. It was enabled to pro-
vide needed technical assistance to Haverhill (and other
areas) by a grant from the Economic Development Ad-
ministration. =

The idea of setting up a cofmmunitywide labor-

_ management committee as a basis for réviving Haverhill was

broachied to the mayor and other civicleaders in 1978 by the
Center’s director. The former mayor of Jamestown was
présent too. The Haverhill mayor undertook to encourage
favorable consideration of the proposal by businessmen and

the unions. {,

Although the experience of ;Jamestown inspired
Haverhill’s action, HGA has varied-the prototype according
to its own circumstances. For one thing, it has opened
Alliance membership to all res1dents on payment of dues.
Thus, it is not confined to business and labor support. It
focuses on the pubhc sector as well aé the private. In addition
to concern for improving la'bor-management relations and

worklife quality, it deals with lssues of urban rehabilita-

tion—of the quality of life of the whole community. It coor-

“dinates the activities of neighborhood assocxatxons preoc-

cupied with such issues.

K supports efforts to refurbish the downtown shopping
area and to instill a sense of civic pride. A task force organiz-

ed in cooperation with the North.Essex Community College

is identifying training needs of local workers and promoting
vocational adjustment to demands of high-technology in-
dustrles

To encourage labor-management cooperation, _the
Alliance staff has concentrated-"on opening up communica-
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tions and promoting better understanding between the city’s
managers and public employee-ux_'lions. It has helped the par-
ties reach an ‘‘Agreement in Principle,”” which outlmed joint
goals to improve the collective bargaining process. In the
private sector, it has organized training workshoﬁs for union
stewards of the Communication Workers local at Western
Electric. .It has also sought to increase labor and business
awareness of the objectives and techniques of in-plant
cooperation. Such cooperation, however, is not likely to
become an urgent item on the agenda of a communijty that
'lost its main industry decades ago, is not currently wgacked
by serious labor unrest, and is not awa1tmg an influx of new
industry.

Haverhill’s experience suggests that a community may
beneficially add an herb of cofnmon sense to the medicine
prescrlbed by spegcialists for a cflsg’ése from which it does not
suffer. This lesson could be very important for the large
number of localities that have outlived one economic career
and seek another which is not assured. For a community to-
improve its quality of living is really its prime challenge; and
this challenge includes, but is not synonymous with, im-
provement in the quality of worklife, although the latter
often merits a high strategic priority.
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NOTES  +

1. Organizations such as the Appalachian Governors' Conference and the National Coun
cil for Urban Economic Development have endorsed the establishment of areawide com-
mittees. In 1979, the National Association. of Area Labor-Management Committees was
,formcd by 13 such entities to share information and to lobby for federal appropriations for «
impléfigiting the Labor-Management Cooperat.on Act of 1978, which would provide
grants to cooperative committees at the area, industry, a.d plant levels. An appropriation
of $1 million was finally approved for fiscal year 1981, to be administered by the Federal
Mediation and Conciliation Service. See Appendix B for list of 14 grantees.

2. See, for example, a publication prepared by the Area Development Commmcc of the
Commmcc for Economic Development—Community Economic Development E/forts
Five Case Studies (Ncw York: Praeger, 1966).

3. It should be recallcd here that the original title (1945) of the sponsor of this volume was
“ The W. E. Upjohn Institute for Community Research. _

4. On the nature of community-based committees, see, for example, Establishing a
Community Wide Labor-Management Committee, Nationa! Center for Productivity and
Quality of Working Life, Washington, 1978, Area Labor Management Comumnittees,
Bulletin No. 12, National Counul for Urban Econonfic Development, Washington, 1977,
and J. J. Popular, “Solytnon-—A Community Labor-Management Committee,”* Labor-
fanagement Relations Service Newsletter, November 1979, pp. 2-3. An unpublished study
_that deserves mention 1s F, F. Foltman, Labor-Management Cooperation at the Communi-
ty Level, it was prepared for the National Center for Productivity and Quahty of Working
Life an. is availablefrom the author at the School of Indust.ial and Labor Relations, Cor-
nell University. .

5. Detailed accounts dgte given in reports of the Jamestown Area Labor-Management
Committee. Three Productive Years. The Three-Year Report of the Labor-Management
Commuttee (1975) and Commitment at Work. The Five-Year Report (1977), which is ex-
cerpted in the documentary appendix. Also of Jnterest is “*‘How Jamestown Averted
Disaster,”” Business Week, July 21, 1975, pp. 66-68; a paper by R. W. Keidel, *“The
Jamestown Arca Labor Management Committee. An Overlapping of Community and
Organizational Cooperation,”* presented at the Second Annual United States-Polish Con-
ference on the Management of Large-Scale Organizations, Tarrytown, N.Y., June 11-17,
1978, and ""Theme Apprecation as a Cunstruct for Orgarazational Change,”” Management
Science, November 1981,

6. The story of The Buffalo-Ene County Labor-Management Council s recounted tna
report by its executive director, R. W. Ahcarn, The Area-Wide Labor-Managefient Com-
muttee. The Buffalo Experience, November 1979, and in a statement by G. L. Wessel, its
vo-chairman, and 1. C. Francis at a Hearing before the Subcommittee on Employment, .
Poverty, and Migratory Labor of the Committee on Humaa Resources, U.S. Senate, on
Human Resuurces Development Act of 1977, September 27, 1977, pp. 103-161.

7. Ahcarn, I'abor-Management Committee, p. 10.

8. See Popular’s artile, Jited in footnote 4, and a brochure published by Allegany County
Economic Pevelopment Co., Cumberland Area Labor-Management Commuttee, 1980, >

9. On Muskegon's, organization, se¢ report cited in footnote 4, Establishing a _
Commuml‘y-Wlde Labor-Management Comnmittee, pp. 22-24.
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10. On Evansville’s first committee, see the report cited in footnote 2.

. ¢
11, See article by U. C. Lehner, “Committees of Labor and Management Enjofing
Resurgence in Communities,” Wall Street Journal, August 8, 1979, L N

. [
12. See the fimal report submitted to the Economic Development Admimstration,
Evarvitle Area Labor-Management Committee, March 1980.

13. An account of the Haverhill Growth Alliance appca}?m the April 1980 Newsletter ol
the Massachusetts Labor-Management Center, Boston, .
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. Company-Level Arrangements:

[

This chapter and the next three relate to labor-management
cooperation at the company (or intracompany) level beyond
the minimum requirements of the productive process.
Cooperation is usually, but not necessarily, effectéd through
joint committees. and other ad hoc entities. Tht‘jough such
media, the two parties-may consult on “‘extra-normal’’ mat-
ters of mutwal concern or eéngage_in joint explofation and
solution of problems without preej\pdfce to_theji standard
adversarial commitments. Where employees aré’represented

i by independent (i.e., noncompany) unions, the rl?g%ﬁaﬁ@

mal’’ (wage-hour and noneconomic) scope of ' collective
bargaining, keeping it the all-purpose basic instrument of the
American version of ¢‘industrial democracy.’”!

! !

General Observations - o §

Circumstances, perceived needs, and the climéte of in-,
dustrial relations critically affect the decision of ?abor and
management to collaborate—or not—beyond th:e normal
bounds of bargaiﬁf’ng. These factors also largely determine
the topics, modes, and vehicles of collaboration. 3~

. -~

S <
A decision to collﬁﬁ)orate does not at all assure that a ven-

ture will prove successful—will survive and yield thp promis~:

~ i

©

~

99

e 103

z

s |
; Co

e

. . - 5

- A Brief Perspective

of agreements on these additional matters extends the *““nor- -
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ed bilateral net benefits. Adverse business conditions,
cyclical as well as longer term, are inimical to the viability of
extra-normal cooperative arrangements once these have been
. adopted. In the early stages of a venture, strong bilateral
leadershlp at the top, patience, and good will are essential;
and so is skill, or knowledge of what to do and how to go
about doing it. In later stages, commitment at thé top re-
mains indispensable as the original protagonists leave the
‘scene. In partlcular, as the opening chapter | ms1sts, it is futile -
to try to copy in any literal sense what some other firm is do
ing in the same or in another industry or in some foreign
country. The garment of cooperation has to be tailored; it
cannot just be taken off a rack. Finally, company-level ar-
rangements cannot'survive in a larger competitive environ-
ment unless the two parties retain their adversarial identities.
The trick is not to eliminate or suppress the tensions that are
50 vital to cost control in a plant or shop but to rechannel
and release them for constructive advantage to both s1des

Not only are collaborative arrangements slow in develop—
ing but they also have a disappointing survival rate. Mortal-
ity, however, should not be deplored altogether Ifa venture
does not serve as intended or desired, there is little point in
prolonging its token existence. As wath other ventures,
benefits should preferably exceed costs, and the reckoning
here should include coin other than money in a strict
accounting sense. What is regrettable, however, is the too
common experience that the cooperative impulse cannot
withstand hard tnmes or lack of cost discipline.

 Three Categories

. The many varieties of collaboratlve ventures in which
company-level management and labor j join may be subsumed
under three heads. The first of the three main categories in-
bludes general purpose committees and other entities that are
qoncerned primarily with company furittionality and perfor-
mance. Examples are consultative committees intended to
assure reasonably peaceable conditions of operation by deal-

A
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ing with'problems as they-arise, production and productivity
committees, and quality or quality-control circles. In the
second category are entities that aim explicitly at con-
tributing to weorker satisfaction, well-being, and security.
" Among these are committees concerned with worklife quali-
ty, flexitime, health and safety, and alcohol and drug abuse.
The third category embracgs incentive arrangements that
focus on monetary and quasi-monetary rewards—the
Scanlon plan, profit sharing, afid employee stock ownership.

The next three chapters deal with these three categories in
S turn. More than one variety of arrangement may be en-
) countered in some companies. The reader is reminded that
the documentary appendix to this book contains materials
relating to the structure, mission and operation of specific
cooperative entities. These materials may contain useful
hints for the design of additional ventures.

- -Looking Backward

Contrary to a common contemporary impression, labor-
management cooperation at the enterprise or plant level is
not a novel idea in the United States. Without difficulty, it
may be traced back to the 1920s_.and World War I. A deter-
mined search would even disclose some 19th century an-
ticipations—for example, the Procter and Gamble profit-
sharing plan introduced in 1887 and the utopian schemes of

N the pre-Civil War era, such as Robert Owen’s community at
New Harmony, Indiana, established in 1825. The rest of this
chapter examines some of the cooperative highlights of the
decades since the 1920s, when employers subtly fought the
unions for the souls of workers and labor leaders offered
cooperation in return for a share in gains from higher pro-
ductivity.?

B&O Plan’ ' \

One of the most publicized ventures in cooperation of the
decade after World War I was the program introduced in
1923 at the Glenwood shop of the Baltimorev‘ and Ohio

£

11]
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Railroad foflowing the unsuccessful strike of craftsmen in
1922. This shep was regarded as highly inefficient, and the
relationship Bstween labor and management there was poor.
A bagkground fact of some relevance is that the. railway
brotherhoods, the usually conservative “aristocrats’’ of
American unionisin, endorsed the postwar Plumb Plan,
whiclrecalled for government ownership and operation of
railroads with worker participation in their management.

The B&O Plan for raising productivity-and improving

morale at Glenwood bggan uncertainly but soon seemed-suc-
cessfal enough to'be adopted in all 45 of the company’s
shops in 1924. B&O’s favorable experience led to imitation
in the mechanical or shop departments of other American,

-and Canadian systems in ensuing years.

Joint committees were set up at the various B&O facilities
with members chosen from the ranks of the appropriate craft
unions and from management. The committees met at-least
once a month to consider ways to improve performance and
working conditions. A. higher-level review committee was
also established to, deal with systemwide issues and to ex-
amine proposals referred to it. -

In the first 15 years of operation, workers contributed
almosf 31,000 suggestions for efficiency, satety, training,
quality of work, conservation of tools and materials, and so
forth. Of the more than 18,000 contributed in the first five
years, 83 percent were considered of sufficient merit for ap-
proval and application. When cutbacks in employment dur-
ing the great depression discouraged a flow of labor-saving
suggestions, the emphasis shifted toward union-management

. relations and communications. The B&O Plan became inac-

tive during the-1940s. . ¢ .

The benefits of the program were numerpus and bilateral.
According to Otto S. Beyer, the consultingfengineer who in-
stalled and directed it, the public attitude toward the railroad
improved, and so did worker morale. Shop discipline and
workmanship were better, grievances were fewer, turnover
was lower, employment was more regular, and pay was
somewhat higher. Goodwill and common understanding
provided the basis for practical gains to the two parties.

[}
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For trade umons the B&O Plan represented a fundamen-
. tal break with past pohcms They did not passively acquiesce,
but instead actively pursued the -improvement of shop
methods. In return, they got a.company commitment to
steady employment and galn-sxharlng o

-

Naumkeag Steam Cotton Company’ .

2 .

Unfortunately, another experience of the 1920s shows that
*~goodwill and commart understamding may not be able to
withstand prolonged " economic strain. It ivolves the
Naumkeag Steam Cotton Company and ‘the United Textile
Workers in Salem, Massachusetts /_' .

In the late 1920s, when labor cost got serlously out of line,
the local union proposed cooperatign for reductlon of waste
and inefficiency. In 1928, as the - situation worsened,
managemth proposed new work assignments entailing some
dismissals and demotions. While the workers were unen-
thusiastic, the union leadership recognized the need to_cut.
costs for survival. . . >

. With management’s consent the union leadership hired
prominent englneer to study plant operations. His recoiit~
mendations fog improving labor utilization led to 4 unjon
proposal for a joint Waste Elintination Committee to deter-
mine new worksassignments. A technician who had been
associated with union-management cooperation in the/ gar-
ment industry carried out a required joint research program
and reported his findings and a plan to the CoOmmittee. The
result was a stretchout of workloads with more dismissals
and demotions, but workers with greater workloads also
received pay mcreases

Although the company’s compet1t1ve position improved,
the strengthening. was only temporary. As the depression
deepened in 1931, the company was obliged to propose wage
cuts. The workers demurred; they would go along.only if the
stretchout was discontinued. This counterproposal was
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refu'sed and additional wage cuts were made. The strikes
that followed sealed. the fate of cooperation and of the com-,

pany. .~ -

Labo;‘?,\lanagement Committees .
orld War I .

The drlve to become the “arsenal of democracy during
World War II provided.a unique focus fgr civiliah American
energies. Cooperation of labor and management was gpon-
taneous and voluntary, and government had merely to steet

I

Three months after Pearl Harbar, the chairman of the
War Production Board (WPB) appealed to employers and
unions to organize joint labor-mt.nagement committees ‘in
plants, mines, and shipyards to speed product1 n of needed
material. The head¢ of national ° unlons and employee
assoc1atlons encouraged full part1c1patlon, hav1ng already
agreed to the president’s proposal for malntenanc of in-
dustrial peace during the war. The governiment set gui idelines

" for .the comnyttees, offered technical assistance, and

monitored progress, leaving the development of the in-house,
programs to the parties themselves. )

“~ About 20,000 defense plants had been urged by mail to set

up labor-management production committees; and about
5,000 did so during 1942-45, with about 3,000 the maximum ,
functioning at one time. The.5,000 plants employed 7 million
..workers, about 40 percent of the target workforce registered
with WPB. Although the response may appeargmall, these
considerations should suggest otherwise: the gover’nment’
low priority on the program and minor investment in it, the
immaturity of collective bargaining at the time, the historic
_distrust of government 1n1t1at1ves thafmay include reporting,
the voluntariness of participation, and the intense an-
tigovernment sentiment that pervaded the business com-
magRity in particular during the New Deal ‘‘revolution’’
preceding the war. ’

«
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It is easy to imagine that management in plants experienc-
ing unstable relations with labor just before the outbreak of
war might have construed the WPB guidelines as biased. The
committees, accordmg to WPB, were to deal ‘with in-
terferences to productiory, not with issues normally within
the purview of collgCtive bargaining and established -
grievance pfocedures.. On the other hand, recognized
, D2rzaining agents were to choose committee members on the
labor side. Active unions—the Steelworkers, Machinists,
Auto Workers, and Electrical Workers—were espec1ally well
represented op committees, but the plants with these com-
mittecs comprised only a small portion of the total number

-under contract with'thése unions.

Perhaps only 1 OQQ of the 5,000 committees really dealt
with productivity improvement and the conservation of
scarce materials and energy. The others were primarily con-
cerned with the bobsting of general morale, practical matters
like carpoolmg, or a show of patriotic fervor without func-
tioning at all. On the other hand,, even in this dominant
hig on production
ch as absenteeism,
f, employee sug-
fectively also in-

safety, and provision for; and utiliza®
gestions. The comrhittees that did operat

cluded indirect supports to production (e.g., the health and

-training of workers) within the scope of their concerns while
they centered attentlgn on: efficient use of raw materials, the

" reworking of damaged products,¢ the salvage or waste

materials, redesign of tools and products to facilitate
manufacture, fuller use of available capacity, better
maintenance and repair of equipment, improvement of
product quality through analy51s of defects and change in in-
spection methods, change in methods of work assignment,
and so forth. ‘

For believers in cooperation as a socigl end rather than as
an instrument to be chosen or ignored, the denouement is
disappointing. When World War II ended, it was as though

2
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Cinderella had reached midnight; most of the committees
simply vanished. With wage and price controls lifted, a wave
of strikes swept the country in 1946 and 194%; Few tears were

shed over the end of an intérlude of cooperation ren’lmxscegt,f

of, and more enthusiastic than, the collabozg;we eff6rt of
World War I. Labor and management returned to their basic
adversarial qpostures in quest of a new modus vivendi ap-
propriate to peacetime and to the unsettled state of industrial
“relations obscured by the war. =~ ‘
’ R \ '

The 1950s: Consolidation ’ . N

gnd Reflection

In a review of industrial relations in tiisd950s, two themes
stand out. These themes are also discernsble in the subse-
quent decades; and their importance is underscored, rather
than gainsaid, by such adverse developments as the flurry of
“‘wage inflation’” in the middle 1950s and the crippling steel
strike of 1959

One of these two themes was the elaboration of collective
bargaining between managefnentand unions beyond the nas-
cent state of the 1930s. The Séredtions of elaboration were
determined, in part;-by tlie wartime opportunities of union
afid business leaders to work at closer range. They werealso
influenced by a public wish for release from sustained ten-
sion, a wish expressed in the election of a presidential can- ~
didate who vowed to end the stalemate in Korea.

The second theme was the inéreasing concern of
thoughtful students of the econOmic scene to discover and
prescribe formulas for ‘‘civilizing”’ the interaction of labor
and management. The.costs of disruption to the two parties
and to society at large were recognized as excessive; and even
a mild inflation, associated with a propensity for peaceable
wage settlements to outrun productivity advance, was
perceived as dangerous to personal well-being and to
economic and social stability if allowed to become virulent
through mindless neglect
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With respect to the. first theme, some tendencies in
bargammg deserve mention. Conttacts were extended to sub-
jects not. prevrously covered. Contract perrods were increas-

ed, and .provision was made for arbitration, medratron, and

conciliation in thg expectation that work stoppages would be
reduced thereby in frequency and severity. Similar benefits
were imagined from the more general linkage of wage ad-
yustments to the past long term annual advance in the na-
tional roduct1v1ty trend, whether or not the trend was
matched by new annual changgs in output per hour.

Although many of the contracts of the decade were prefix-
ed by pledges of cooperation on behalf of efficiency, rarely
was machinery introduced for enlisting the active participa-
tion of workers or their unions. The Korean conflict, in-
cidentally, did not sufficiently burden the economy to re-
‘quire a call for orgamzatrdn of labor-management commit-
‘tees as part ‘of a national scheme of industrial mobilization.
True, some participatory programs were installed in the
1950s, such as Scanlon Plans in various companies and Ten-
nessee Valley Authority’s system of cooperative committees,
but these did not inspire the founding of a fashion.

Labor economists and specialists in labor-management af-
fairs did, however, recognize and articulate the desirability
of a heavier accent on cooperation, the next ‘‘higher’’ step in
a perceived progression beyond the conflict and cg’mpqit_i\on
of the parties. They appreciated the potential of workers and
unions to contribute to the upgrading of company perfor-
mance.’ ) . A,

Management, however, was inhibited. One of its reserva-
;zons was that union and worker participation would

rengthen labor in bargaining. Another was fear of dilution
of prestige and authority. Still another was doubt that
workers and unions could actually contribute much of value.
In newly decentralized corporations, plant managers were.
unsure that they could initiate change without approval of
headquarters. Furthermore, corporate officials still har-

2
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ored the desire to commumcate directly with employees
over the heads of unions. Fmally, where bargammg was ac-
cepted with some reluctance in the first place, there was no
disposition to enlarge the scope of negotiations.*

Labor leaders, especially those of impermanent tenure,
also had réservations about formal cOogerative ar-
rangements. Among their attributes is memory of labor
hrstory——for example, of the futility of extending an open
hand to employers bent on ‘‘unionbusting’’ in the 1920s.
They have traditionally been wary of seeming to bc ‘‘too
cozy’’ with management, too disposed to ‘‘class collabora-
tion”’ with the ‘“‘enemy.” Accordlngly, union leaders were,
often content, in the 1950s as in other times, to concede the
burdens of production to management and to fight for
“more”’ at the bargaining table—a fight that itself has been
rationalized as contributing to technological improvement
and to the upgrading of worker qualifications.

The 1960s: Technological Threat -

The ‘‘automation’’ scare, real and exaggerated by jour-
nalistic hyperbole, prompted a few vulnerableindustries to
establish joint study groups  and other cooperatiye
mechapisms in the 1960s to help them cope with large-scal

displacement. These ad hoc entities seemed necessary as sup-
plements to ‘“‘normal’’ collective bargaining.

As a rule, problems of labor displacement are addréssed
through contract clausés relating to seniority in layoff and
transfer and to scverance pay. But the changes contemplated
in the meatpacking, longshoring, steel, railroad, and prin-
ting industries in the 1960s were so extensive that they.re-
quired special preparation for easing human hardship. Ac-
cordingly, joint study groups were set up to consider advance
notice to employees, retraining, interplant transfer, early
retirement, attrition, relocation, and so forth, as elements of
a mitigative program.’ In 1963, the Secretary of Labor
observed that the complex issues could be addressed ‘‘only
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by a process of accommodation and arrangement which is
almost impossible in the countdown atmosphere\ of the 30
days before strike deadline.’’!° \

Armour Study Committee' ' \

To assist 5,000 workers released by the closmg of six ob-
solete plants and the opening of modern plants elsewhere,

Armour and Cdmpany set up a joint study commltteg and a_

special fund in 1960. Many of these workers were unskilled,
poorly educated, and elderly—as in so many other cases of
required adjustment to the combined pressures of GO peti-
tion,and technological 0pportumty

The committee had nine members. Two, representeci the
_union of meatcutters and butchers; two represented the
packinghouse workers; four were company employe®s; and
the ninth member was a distinguished neutral from acade
(Clark Kerr at first, later George P. Shultz).

The committee was given responsibility for designing, in-
itiating, and administering programs for training and in
terplant transfer, and it also could originate additional cor+
tective measures. A fund of $500,000 was provided.

Over a five-year period, a tailored program was developed \
for each of the closed plants. The aim in each case was to

retrain displaced workers for greatern. employability. Con-
sideration was also given to relocation and placement in the
light of labor market opportunities and the workers’
characteristics. Experience gained in one locality was used in
the design of programs for others.

The committee’s work helped the company to take addi-
tional steps that could not be foreseen as useful or necessary.
Thus, ‘“flowback’’ rights were granted in the bargaining con-
tract to disappointed workers who had relocated. Liberalized
early retirement benefits were provided for older workers
who could not compete in productiveness., What Armour
learned also proved valuable in the demgn«!f government’s
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own active manpower policy. The committee was disbanded
in 1966; the cycle of closings had been completed. »

Kaiser Steel Long-Range Committee'?

Another social invention of the 1960s was the Long-Range
Committee established by Kaiser Steel Corporation and the
Unjted Steelworkers as part of their separate agreement to
end the 1959 strike. The prime purpose was to find a-way to
avoid future strikes, but the .Committee also served to
facilitate the modernization of company plants and ‘the
reduction of costs to meet foreign competition. The respon-

sibility actually assigned to the Committee was to devise ‘‘a-

long-range plan for the-equitable sharing of the company’s
progress between the stockholders, the employees, and the
pubhc » A unique feature of the Committee was the inclu-
sion of three public members in its total of nine. The three

were distinguished mediators and arbitrators.

After more than two years of deliberation, the Committee
in 1963 presented a plan that was overwhelmingly endorsed
by the employees It was a four-year program providing for
virtual guarantee of job security through transfer with
maintenance of wage rates; workforce reduction through at-
trition, and a new group mcentwe system giving par-
tmpatmg employees 32.5 percent of any reduction in the unit
cost of production. The group incentive was intended to sup-

. plant gradually an older scheme that had developed

disparities in pay between skilled and unskllled workers.

At first, the program gave gratifying results, but the new
incentive was unable to pay adequate bonuses, sO some
workers were allowed to return to the older individual basis.

The program lastéd for two four-year terms. During its

lifetime, .it lessened resistance to modernization, allowed

. reduction of crew size on existing equipment, and relieved

the parties of crisis bargaining.

ley
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The 1970s: Breakdowns
and Breakthrough

An upsurge of labor-management and popular interest oc-
curred in the 1970s in various styles of cooperation at the
workplace. This upsurge was manifested in a veritable flood
of professional and anecdotal literature,'* produced under
both governmental and private auspices, on programs and
experlments" relating to worklife quality, the ‘‘humaniza-
‘tion”” of work, participatory management, “shopfloor
democracy’’ and so forth. These topics were also treated in
Congressmnal hearings and at numberless conferences,
seminars, workshops, and panels. Newspapers magazines,
radio, and television played duat roles, as in the case of the
‘‘automation’’ scare of the 1960s: they not only provided
news but also competitively ‘‘educated’’ the public with
‘human. interest feature stories and in-depth interviews.
Among the mass media, television was particularly influen-
tial in dramatizing cooperatlve schemes .

Apart from attributing some of the new ‘interest in
cooperation in the 1970s to the volume and character of
public information, we should take cognizance of three addi-
tional (but not independent) influences:

1. A striking change in the tenor of our economy and
society, d1scouragmg to the automatic optimism that long in-
spired a sense of kniqueness among nations. '

2. An apparent alteration of attitudes toward work: “a
disposition to reexamine its nature, purposes, and rewards in
the larger cosftext of human values and possible life styles.'®

3. The proliferation of organizations—governmental,
private nonprofit, and academic—available not only for
research and information but also for assistance in the
design, establishment, and conduct of cooperative labor-
management committees. The rest of this section (and
chapter) elucidates these three statements in turn.

~
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Among the blows and disappointment suffered by the
American economy during the 1970s were several that hud a
bearing on the need for cooperatnon ) .

1. A rising rate of prnce inflation that at first was expected
to be a temporary nuisance but finally had o be acknowledg-
ed-as a psqblem of first magnitude.

2. The coexistence of high unemployment rates with high
inflation.

3. A'revolution in the price of petroleum (and other fuel),
with growing uncertainty over its availability.” ,

4. The failure of wage settlements to be keyed to produc-
tivity, which advanced less rapidly than m the 1960s and even
showedl occasional reverses.

5 The loss to foreign competntors of sizable shares of
markets, at home and abroad, that used to be dommated by
goods of American orxgm )

6. The difficulty of raising funds for new equlpment in
inflation-wracked equity and bond markets.

Confidence in the American futuré and its leadership was
also shaken by political scandal, adverse international
developments, and disturbing social trends. In the new en-
vironment of instability and turmoil that marked the 1960s
and 1970s, it no longer seémed unnatural to question long-
accepted modes of work and lon'g-establish‘ed workplace
spractices, The constants that guided in the “past came to be
seen as tentative and fluid, subject to reappransal and revi-
sion. In particular, the hard economic facts themselves
argued the desirability of ¢rying to improve output per hour
and the quality of products, at low cost and with limifjed new
capital outlays, by resort to “‘soft technologies’’—fér exam-
_ple, by alteration of individual work schedules, reward
systems, job content, worker skills, plant layout, and work
flows., The same economic consnderatlons led management in
some cases. to allow more latitude in decnsnonmakmg and to
test cooperative ventures that hitherto had seemed imprac-
tical or phnlosophncally offensive.

122
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Many somologlsts have attached considerable weight to
évidence of a rising ““new breed’’. of self-indulgent labor
force participants uncommitted to the ‘‘work ethlcj skep-
tical of ‘‘material’’ culture, scornful of ‘‘bourgeois’! institu-
tions, sensitive to ‘‘dehumanization’’ of work, and desirous
of more autonomy in the workplace. They made much in the
1970s of ‘‘blue-collar blues” and ‘‘white-collar, woes,”
worker ‘“alienation,’’ and signs of dissatisfaction with the
‘tyranny of the assembly line (as in the Lordstowxll Ohio
strike of 1972). Whether disaffection with work 1tself had in-
creased in comparison with earlier years, however, was not
clear. Again, we must refer to television—this time to the im-
pact of addictive viewing of disparities in wealth and well-
bemg on standards of reference and on modes of expression.

‘Studies conducted for the U.S. Department of Labor in
"1977-78 by the University of Michigan s Survey Research
Center did not disclose any crisis of job dissatisfaction. Only
about 12 percent of the respondents reported bemg ‘‘not too
satisfied”’ or ‘‘very dissatisfied’’ with their _]ObS Further-
more, comprehensive measures of the actual behavior of
workers—labor force participation rafes, quit ,rates,
absenteeism, and strikes—showed no symptomatic depar-
ture from trend in the 1970s.¢

The Michigan survey did, however, report a substantial
proportion of workers dissatisfied with particular
noneconomi¢ aspects of their jobs. About a third to.a half of
the workers cited lack of control over days that they work
and their job assignments; rules and regulations inhibiting
" speech and behavior; underutilization of skills; and lack of .
feedback on quality of job performance. These discontents
are potential sources of ‘‘avoidance’’ behavior (absenteeism,
tardiness, grievances, sabotage, low morale, poor workman-
ship, and indifference to customers® detrlmental tg organiza-
tional efficiency.

As the first section of the documentary appendlx shows,
the federal government had a visible hand in encouraging
employers and unions to consider collaboration to mutual
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advantage. One of the relevant\aggchies, the National Center
for Productivity and Quality of Working Life, helped
(before its demise in 1978) to increase awareness of the
potential of joint plant committees. In addition to endor¥ing
the committee concept, providing information on pros and
cons, compiling directories of existing committees, holding
conferences, and contributing to demonstration projects, the
Center stimulated the establishment of several counterpart
agencies on the regional and state levels."’

* The Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service (FMCS),
working .ouf of field offices around the country, offered
assistance, through its mediators, in setting up plant-level

. committees. Its functions were expanded by the Labor-

Management Cooperation Act of 1978 (Section 6(a) of the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act Amendments
of 1978). It was empowered to make grants for the start and
support of committees, but no funds were available for the
purpose until fiscal year 1981, when $1 million was ap-
propriated and grants were plade td 14 projectd(see Appen-

. dix B).

Other federal agencies were also involved in the 1970s in
the support of pertinent research and, demonstration pro-

jects. Among these were the Economic Development Ad-
ministration and the Appalachian Regional Commission of
the Department of Cominerce, the Department of Labor,
and the National Institutes of Health.

~ Nonprofit, impartial organizations were also active in pro-
moting labor-management cooperation. Among these were
the Institute of Social Research at the University of
Michigan, the American Quality of Work Life Center, Work
in America Institute, the American Productivity Center, and
the Harvard Project on Technology, Work and Gharacter.
These organizations received grants from the federal govern-
ment, private industry, and/foundations. They also obtained
fees from companies and unions for consulting services, «con-

ferences, publications, and research.

124
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Finally, centers were established in various parts of the
country to offer services for facilitating cooperation in their
geographic areas. Some of the centers were associated thhv
schools of business administration at state umversmes as in
Maryland, Arizona, Texas, Pennsylvania, and Utah; some
were located at schools of industrial relations, as in Califor-
nia, Illinois, Ohio, and New York. The Massachusetts and.
Michigan centers were set up as nonprofit organizations
separate from universities. The boards of directors of the
centers usually include members representing business,
uniors, and the public. As for'financing, the federal govern-
ment prov1ded start-up funds for some centers, while state
agencies, unions, private industry, and foundations made
additional contributions or paid fees.'*

*
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As the preceding “swing’’ chapter anticiﬁated, this one is
deveted to labor-mapagement initiatives ‘that are intended
primarily to help companies keep or 1mprove" their economic
wtahty It is concerned with arrangements that aim at con-
- tinuity of produgction, higher productivity,,or better product

quality. In addition to providing general descriptions of such

arrangements, it offers a few examples. Material included in
the documentary appendix amphf’ ies the d1scuss1on

»

. ~ Joint Consultation
Entities that are formed to facilitate two-way communica-
tion in a company or plant are called by wvarious
names—e.g., joint consultatlon committees, joint study .
committees, plant coordinating’ councils, or simply labor-
management committees. They provide channels . for
: dialogue on matters’of mutual .interest. -Some of these mat-
+ .« ters-require early dddress; they cannot be disposed of by
bemgn neglect. “Timely sharing of opinions or 1nformat10n
informaly and at will, can help’ mamtam unmterrupted pro-
duction. - ) -

119 . ) ¢
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‘ As entities desrgned to deal wrth a wide range‘f toprcs ac-

K becpme mdrstmgurshable from some other committees
N difcussed later in this chapter and in the next one. Another,
olutronary variant, to which further reference is_made
ater, is the entrepreneurial team, in which workers share a
igh- level decrsronmak_mg responsibility with management.

Where Umons Exist =~ - -

Joint commlttees can be especially useful in union settings.

he opportunity to discuss problems as they arise permits the
defusing of potentially -explosive situations. Serious
grievance and breach-of-contract cases can be diminished in

, number or avoided during the life of a negotiated agreement.
The experience of dialogue, furthermore, may incline both
sides to accommodate or compromise more readily the next
time they come to the bargaining table.

¢

In a unionized q‘ompa_ny, a joint consultation committee
may be negotiated into existence or be given formal bilateral
recognition through a contract clause or through a specral
letter or memorandum of understanding. Such a legalistic
formulation has the added purpose of precluding committee

. interference in the bargaining process or in the operation of
regular’ grievance machinery. Advocates of cooperation,
especially on the union side, are sensitive to the danger that a

.o committee might appear as an alternative to bargammg,
rather than as a complement to it.!

Nevertheless, the potential effectrveness of a jéint con-
sultation committee as an instrument Of ‘‘prebargaining’’ or
N “continuous bargaining” is recognized and_welcomed. A

committee may contribute to industiial peace by stmjlying
complex issues outside the context of deadline bargaining.

\

e

¢
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These issues may already be included within the purview of
bargaining, or they may be expected to become candidates
for inclusion. An analysis of 1,536 major bargaining
agreements (i.e., covering 1,000 or more workers) by the
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics in January 1978 found that

. 62, covering some 340,000 workers altogether, proviced for

labor-management committees déaling with ‘‘industrial rela-

_tions issues.”*?> Among these issues are job classification,

"éontrgq;ing-out, fringe benefits, pensions, and equal
employment opportunities.

A Federal Contribution

The Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service (FMCS),
as noted earlier, has long encouraged joint consultation as a
means of reducing the emotional content of labor-
management relations. In fiscal year 1979, mediators were
involved in establishment or administration of 375 labor-
management committees, 36 more than in the preceding
fiscal year.® This role of ‘‘preventive mediation,’’ authorized
by ‘the Taft-Hartley Act of 1947, has received high ratings
from students of industrial relations.* , ”

“Relations by Objective’’ (RBO), a technique used by
FMCS to promote cooperation,® involves a step-by-step ap-
proach to identification and solution of in-plant problems:

1. The process starts with a mediator’s help to each side in
proposing what the other side should do to improve relations
and in determining wl':z;t\gch side could do itself.

2. After such a separate Session, a joint meeting is held to
discuss opposing views and to develop a mutually agreeable
objective. The meeting is attended by all relevant manage-
ment officials, from top executives down to line supervisors,
and all relevant union officials, down to shop stewards.

3. Separate discussions of the list of agreed-upon objec-

tives then lead to a joint session onj‘agtjpn steps” for
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achlevmg each objective, assignments of responsxblllty, and
a time schedule for achlevement

4. The process culmmates in establishment of a consulta-
tion committee to continue and extend cooperation.

The consultation committees vary in composition and
mode of operation. FMCS recommends that each side have
five members of high rank; it also calls for regular monthly
meetings, rotation of chalrmanshlp, an advance agenda, and
discussion of the agenda, item by item. In practice, some
committees are much larger, having as many as 16 members.

Although committee recommendations «re only advisory,
the inclusion of the plant manager as a member often helps
to secure company implementation. Supervisors and rank
and file workers usually do not attend committee meetings,
but relevant departmental representatives may be invited to
particular sessions.

Example: A Minneapolis Newsp;:per.6

A perision in the 1972 contract between the Minneapolis
Star and Tribune Company and Local Z of the American
.Newspaper Guild established a joint Guild-management
committee for monthly consultation during company time
on workmg ;condmons not otherwise covered by contract
and grievance machinery. This committee has been used as a
forum for discussing subjects ranging from such routine of-
fice matters as a shortage of telephones, office temperature,
quality of cafeteria food, and eyestrain due to poor lighting
to such policy issues as the quality of reporting and the con-
fidentiality of sources. The committee is also consulted on
the selection of supervisors below the city editor level.

The 1976 contract expanded the committee’s function to
include discussion of ‘‘matters relative to the introduction

and operation of new automated equipment and the effects
of such equipment on the job duties of employees who

131




Consultation, Productivity & Quality 123

operate such equipment.’”’ These matters have subsequently
been addressed in collective bargaining negotiations.

A Wisconsin Paper Mill 7

The establishment of a labor-management committee in
1970 .at a paperboard plant employing 80 in Marinette,
Wisconsin followed a period of unrest and discontent over
the terms of the collective bargaining contract between the
company and its Teamsters union local. With the help of an
FMCS mediator, a labor-management committee of three
management and three union representatives was established
to seek solutions to mutual problems before they became
formal grievances. Committee discussions have covered such
shopfloor problems as early leaving of work stations by
employees, scheduling of shift work, and allowance of days
off during the deer hunting season. Contract negotiations
reportedly have become sinoother, with quicker resolution .
of r’gcognized issues.

A Paper Mill in Michigan® -

After a six-months strike in 1976 .involving 800 hourly
employees at its Escanaba, Michigan plant, the Mead Cor-
poration decided to hire a consultant to initiate a ‘‘conflict
reduction’’ program. A problem action committee, compris-
ed of about 40 members from management and four union
locals was formed. It now meets monthly to discuss and
resolve millwide problems, while five departmental subcom-
mittees meet regularly on their own concerns. Consultants
have conducted ‘‘organizational development’’ traihing
seminars for committee members. After a year, several con-
crete results were reported, including revisions of the
employee parking system and of grievance procedures, and
establishment of a multicraft maintenance trades program.
Opinion surveys_are conducted; findings are fed back, and
the labor relations climate has been greatly improved.
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Evaluations ‘ ‘

In general, members of joint committees consider their ef-
forts to be productive. They particularly cite a reduction of
grievances and the contribution -of easier two-way com-
munication to a lessening of frictions and of demoralizing
rumor propagation. The fragility of committees, however, is
candidly recognized too. )

One of the favorable evaluations refers to five cases in
which the RBO technique of conflict management was used.
The parties achieved progress toward specific goals they had

_jointly selected.® Another survey, addressed to union and

management representatives on 26 joint committees in Il-
linois, found-all but four respondents satisfied; they deemed
their committees either moderately or very successful, suffi-
ciently so to warrant continuation.'®

On the other hand, joint consultation committees are ad-
mittedly vulnerable to both apathy and continuing conflict
over fundamental issues of economics and power. One in-
vestigator, who had studied 38 committees, found frequent
complaint regarding absence of commitment to common

. goals and only perfunctory attendance at meetings. He also

noted a ‘‘spillover’’ of attitudes and issues of the bargaining
table. Effectiveness, according to participants in the 38 com-
mittees, depended not only on the degree of probiem solving
behavior of the numbers but also on the strength of outside
pressures, the relative strengths of union and management in
bargaining power, support from the top, the educational
level of the workforce, and length of experience in collective
bargaining."! . "

From the foregoing, it is not difficult to conclude that pro-
longed and sharp disagreements between the two parties on
wages, fringes, and layoffs could provide occgsion for ter-
minating a committee as well as for establishing one. Not
everywhere or at évery time are the parties ready to-adjust
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their adversarial imperatives to the constructive potentials of”
joint problem solving. The necessary ¢‘attitude
restructuring”’ could be induced by overriding economic
necessity. It would help, perhaps, if schooling in group
dynamics and organization development were part of the
background of persons already skilled in the arts of negotia-
tion and bargaining.'?

Bilateral recognition of the need for attitudinal change is
only the first step toward accomplishing such change. When
the two sides have undergone such change, they are readier
to form an effective committee. In 1978, the National Center
for Productivity and Quality of Working Life distilled 10
points for guiding the formation of effective committees on
the basis of discussions with participants. The first point
says:

_ The parties have a mature, open felationship. Each
is willing to listen to the other side. Both agree to
concentrate on finding answers to problems at
hand and discovering opportumtles for collabora- .
tion.!?

The other nine points are shown in the documentary appen-
dix.

Joint Productivity Committees

Like consultation committees that start or remain con-
cerned with general purposes, production or productivity
committees aim at maintaining or improving a company’s
competmveness—lts survivability gnd profitability. While
engineers have traditionally shouldered the explicit respon-
sibility to look after production and productivity, it has also
been evident over the years that workers have relevant
“*know-how,”” acquired by experience, for reducing waste

. and otherwise cutting costs. Ample testimony has been

recorded on this point. Here is an illustrative statement on/
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the hidden reserves to be tapped in appropriate cir-
cumstances, a statement by a graduate of Yale Law School
who spent five months working i in a Western Electric fac-
tory:

I am certain that workers could increase production
if they wanted to. Workers are mgemous at finding
_short éuts to beat rates set by productlon engineers.
Factory workers, not surprisingly, know. a great
deal about their own jobs. They have a reservoir of
knowledge that is underutilized, since little in the
current work structure encourages workers to share
their knowledge. There is some sharing among
workers but the knowledge is usually withheld from
management. Management is aware of this and
hopes that instituting changes in the environment
and jobs will make workers 'more receptlve to shar-
ing what they know.'™

) Through joint productivity committees, management
could benefit from employee knowledge of virtually costless

ays to improve company performance. Such a prospect
ought to be especially attractive in an inflation-ravaged
economy of high interest rates and uncertainty about the
near term and longer term business outlook. Furthermore,
labor-management ;uooperatlon is good, whenever and on
whatever topic it can be achieved, in the interest of continu-
ity of operations with less turnover and less emotional stress.

Unlike management, workers and unions are troubled by
meéntion of the work ‘‘productivity’’ in connection with joint
undertakings. The word still commonly stirs up images of
speedup, skill erosion, and labor displacement. A Gallup
poll of 800 workmg adults in 1980 revealed that most ex-
pected relatively little benefit to people like themselves from
“imptoved performance and productivity.””'* A 1974
Yankelovich survey of union officials showed a preference
for redefining ‘‘productivity’’ incorrectly—to shift emphasis
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from output-input ratios to productivity-related ideas deem-
ed Iéss threatening to workers, i.e., to highet output quality
and to the reduction of waste, absenteelsm, and turnover.'®
Nevertheless, they largely agreed that ‘it is p0551ble for the

tu'nion and management to cooperate on specific pllograms

‘which will improve productivity.”’
[ ‘

The numerical evidence available, referfing tp firms that

have unions and employ 1,000 or more workers, does not*
reflect any strong movement there to establish formal pro-
grams. The 1978 Bureau of Labor Statistics analysis cited
earlier, disclosed that only 83 out of a total of 1,536 major
collective bargaining agreerg ents provided for labor-
management committees on ‘qductlvny —committees that

““meet periodically to discuss u;-plant productlon problems
and to work out methods of improving the quantity and
quality of production.”” The 83 agreements covered about
1.3 million workers, more than half of whom were concen-
“trated in the automobilé and steel industries.'” Furthermore,

they accounted for many, many more than 83 committees, as

®

the followirig remarks, confined tolsteel will indicate.

The declining fortunes of the steel industry and its bleak
prospects of rec0very led in 1971, and agam in 1974, 1977,
and 1980, to provisions for collaboratlon in the bargaining
agreements. Jn 1971, plant comm‘lttees were formed to ad-
vise manageme'nt on ways to taise efficiency and to promote
the us F of domestlc steel. In 1974, the entities were called
“‘emp oymedt security and plant producmv1ty committees.’
An -overarching industrywide joint comimittee was also

‘established. 18 3

About 230 joint productivity committees were said to be in

‘operation in 1974, but many apparently existed only on

paper. From the very start, the efficacy of the approach was
doubtful because of poor preparation, uneven and insuffi-
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“cient commitment at the plant level, and suspicions felt by

each party that the committee format was being used for
purposes incompatible with the negotiated contract.”
Another adverse factor was the resistance of workers in the
Chicago region to the program, in defiance of the national
leadership. The’ Chlcago faction lost its fight against the Ex-
pefimental Negotxatmg Agreement and other national
policies of accommodanon in the decisive 1977 electhn

In the 1980 contract, the employment security and produc-
tivity committees were replaced by a system of labor-
management participation commlttees and teams.?® These
would operate at plant and mill ﬁoor levels and deal with a
wide fange of job-related issncs. ‘They are intended to, assure
the teamwork essentlal to the smooth flow of good: in pro-

_cess from one stage of production to the next. An important

departure from the earlier initiative is that the local union
and the plant manager are free to participate in the program
or stzy out. They’are not obliged by a central office to
become involved. In addition, the program is conceived as
experimental, to be continued or discontinued after a three~

. year trial.- . ; .

The 1980 plan envisaged two tiers of organization. At the
department level or below, ‘‘participation teams’’ would
function; on the planf level, a ‘‘participation committee”

“would provide coordination.. The teams are authorized to

““discuss, consider, and decide"" issues relating to the use of
equipment, the quality of output and of the work environ-
ment, safety and health, scheduling and reporting,

"absenteeism aftd overtime, incentives, job alignments, con-

tracting out, energy conservation, and transportation pools.

Both supervisory and production worker members of the
teams must agree on all decisiqns In the event of disagree—
ment. trade-off bargaining isg contemplated—a nice
ackno wledgment of the complementanty of the cooperative
and adversary principles. The teams are authorized to make




Consultation, Productivity &QUality 129

proposals concerning bonus payments and changes in the in-
centive scale. They cannot, however, alter terms of the basic
¢ contract or interfere with the grievance machinery. \

Although company and union headquarters may designate
plants to be considered for the experimental program, the
final decision is local. A joint review commission will, upon
request, provide assistance to plan: committees or teams.
The international vnion representative will provide. for ex-
chanpge of informaiion among locals and evaluate the plan’s
performance. As was noted in the opening chapter, training
‘hias begun for teams set up at < .ected plants on a trial basis;
and, as has so often been reported, ‘‘the biggest problem” is
. to teach f#tst line supervisors to ‘listen to the suggestions of
workers instead of merely barking orders.”

Examples of “Entrepreneurial
Participation” )

A variant of the joint production or productivity commit-

- tee features the involvement of workers in organizational

decisionmaking—i.e., above the job or bench level. In the in-

terest of job security, they may cooperate in matters relating

to plant layout, product design, or marketing. So-called “‘en-

trepreneurial teams’’ include these workers with managers in
task forces aiming at specific objectives.?!

~ In Jamestown, one such in-plant team has contributed to
the area’s job development program by helping its own spon-
sor. A small shop making hospital equipment was the site of
a deal between labor and management to cooperate in a
quest for new products needed io keep the staff of 200.
workers or, still better, to increase their number. Manage-
ment agreed to avoid short term layoffs, and the union, a
local of the International Association of Machinists, agreed .
to help improve productivity and product quality. Wwnen an
opportunity arose to bid on a new. product, the management
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proposed to the joint committee that an ad hoc task force.of,

experienced workers and the industrial engineers should take
responsibility for preparing a bid. The resulting bid was

significantly below those of competitors, and a contract was’

won for a new product representing about 30 jobs.?? Unfor-
tunately, this cooperative arrangement has not survived a
change in company leadership.

A second example of ‘“‘entrepreneurial participation’
refers to a plant of the Carborundum Corporation that had
about 400 employees making cast refractories for the glass
industry. The plant manager called on the'12-member labor-
management committee, which normally meets bimonthly to
consider production problems, quallty control, and safety,
to work with an engmeermg consulting firm on the revision
“of plant layout. The committee solicited employee 0pm10ns
through small group meetings on company time in each
department and shift. The information thus obtained was
used in recommendations on machinery placement,

_ materials flow, etc in redesign and expansmn of the

facility.?

.

Eﬁ’ectzveness: Yes, But —

As in the case of joint consultation, members of produc-
tivity committees generally testify favorably on their ex-
perience, but it is obvious that the realization of significant
productivity benefits rgqu‘ires strong commitment of both
parties. Directly traceable, benefits are often difficult to

assay, and they could easily be outweighed by the indirect

contributions of cooperation through improved communica-
tions and labor-management relations. A study of the
records of 262 meetings of employees and managers in a
unionized foundry over the period 1969-1975 concluded that
the productivity impact of a worker participation program

was positively associated with the degree of active involve-

ment on both sides and was probably greater than that

derivable from a group bonus plan linked to productivity.?* .

A
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Although rare in the literature, case studies of failed produc-
tivity committees would also be instructive; they would
“underscore the fragility of the cooperative process and the
strains that often destroy it, such as the rejection of new
ideas by management union indifference to a plant’s com-
petitive posmon, and the chilling spillover effect of conflict
over contract issues. The experience of the steel industry with
the committees established under the 1974 agreement should
not be ignored. .

- (iuality Control, :

Japanese successes in productivity and marketing in such
important export industries as automobiles, steel, and elec-
tronic products created a surge of interest in the 1970s in the
strusture and operation of quality control circles. The
creative and prolific use of statistical quality control—a
system developed in the United States and brought to Japan
by American consultants after World War II—was widely
credited with a major share of the responsibility for transfor-
ming a nation once identified with low-quality goods into a
formidable competitor, even on our own turf.

Because the statistical technique has American roots and
because of the demonstrated ability of the Japanese to in-
tegrate it so effectively into their own system of production,
the superficial conclusion has often been drawn that the
Japanese quality control circle is really acultural and is readi-
ly duplicable elsewhere. Sight should not be lost, however, of
continuing high esteem in Japanese society for pre-industrial
institutions and values, such as the stable family, respect for
authority, conformity, loyalty, and reciprocity. In the
business world, these values translate into a preference for
lifetime employment with a major firm, managerial pater-
nalism and worker conscientiousness, progression’ by age,
low absenteeism, and so forth. In the United States, where
status has largely been displaced by contract, it is hard to im-

1ay
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'agme hteraL adoption of the Japanese quality circle, as

dlstmgulshed from-adaptation without s1gmf1cant reshaping
by the adversary principle, independent unionism, and col-
lective bargaining. If transplantation were easy, competitive

. -imitation would surely have led to-adoption and adaptation’
on a much grander scale than we have yet seen.

Quahty control circles were actually first introduced in

‘1962, and,<'a national movement to propagate them

throughout the productive system was spearheaded by the

- " Japanese Union of Scientists and Engmeers (JUSE). Much

preparatory work had been -done in the preceding’ decade,
beginning with the missiondry work of W. E.. Demmg and
Joseph Juran, who helped train thousands ‘of "company
directors, managers, and supervisors in the-concept and ap-
plication of quality. control.?* They also helped to establish
the principle of total quality control, requlrmg all
employees, not only engineers, to assume responsibility for
quality and to take training , accordmgly, in statistical qual-
ity control. By 1980, about 600,000 quality control circles
were in operation in Japan; over 6 million employees, or
about. 12 percent of fhe labor force, were members.?® A

reader.who is impatient with the American ““lag’’ in follow-

ing the Japanese example should ponder this paragraph and
reflect, on the dominant characteristics of our people, in-
dustry, and society and on the long interval between the
Demmg lectures and action, even in Japan.

American Programs s

Even before the Ja;;anese phenomenon gripped popular -
fancy in the United States, some smaller firms here were €x-
pcrlmentmg with participative shopfloora“cncles” intended
to raise quality of output while also improving job safisfac-
tion and productivity. Critical emphasis was not placed,
however, on a particular statistical approacb The impetus
was provided by the same indigenous managerial
philosophies that have animated other joint programs
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Y
described in this book: the worker is a person, not just a

source of “‘labor power,’’ and the more fully his capabilities
are enlisted in the workplace and the more fully his aspira-
tions are served there, the better will be his performance.

In 1972, d1rectly inspired by the Japanese example, the
‘Lockheed Missile and Space Company started a quality cir-
cle program that attracted wide -attention in American in-
dustry. ‘Lockheed’s experience stimulated other aerospace
companies to follow suit. The diffusion was aided by the
availability of managers who had organized the Lockheed
program as consultants to other firms. It has been estimated
that, by 1981, 2,000 to 3,000 quality control circles were
operating in the United States*’—a trivial number compared
to Japan’s total, and also frequently.different in character.

éuality control- circles commonly have about 10
volunteers from the same work group who meet weekly,
biwéekly, or monthly for one hour on company time.?*
Headed by a supervisor or a senior employee, the par-
ticipants 1dent1fy, and discuss remedies for, problems of pro-
duct or service quality. These problers may involve, say, re-
jects or customer complaints. Propbsed remedies are im-

_plementable by management upon approval.

A distinctive feature of a real quality control circle is that
the participants, as in Japan, are explicitly trained in the
theary -and practice of problem analysis and solution (in-
cluding the use of Pareto diagrams, histograms, and other
devices familiar to the industrial engineer). The group
leaders also receive instruction in leadership, communica-
tion, and adult trammg methods. A company\“facﬂltator”
plays a vital role in orgamzmg the circles angl providing in-
itial orlen,tation ) oot

While many employees.prize highly the Opportumty to use
their talents more fully and tc make presentatlons to com-
pany officers, monetary rewards are not overlooked as in-
centives for continuing part1c1pat10n A suggestion that
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results in substantial savings may rate a cash awa}r°d under the
company suggestion program, but all members of the circle
share equally. .

.k

Z'he Westinghouse Program®

In the spring of 1978, Westinghouse Corporatlon decided
to use-quality control gircles at its Defense and Electronics .
_ Systems center in Baltimore. The'word “control’’ was drop-
ped from the title of the program (to eliminate the possible
connotation of coercion},-and the program was placed under
manufacturing, operations rather than under conventional
+ quality assurance.

The new program required intensive orientation. ’I“op, ex-
ecutives were included in this effort, as well as middle
,managers and line supervisors. The leaders of the three
unions representing hourly and salaried workers were in-
formed about the aims and nature of the program and
. assured ‘that their roles as representatives of employees in
disputes over contractual matters and working conditions
were not under challenge ' :

.- Trammg for superv1sors and employees is an important
element of the Westinghouse program. Each tircle leader or
supervisor was given an intensive two-day course in group
problem solving. Next, all employees in work units where

. supervisors had volunteered to be circle leaders were in-
troduced to -quality control concepts and invited, to become

/‘\ circle members. Ten volunteers from each unit were selected

for one-hour training sessions over a. period of six to eigh
weeks. Among the topics coyered was the use of varjous
measurement techniques familiar to mdustrlal engmeer ‘

_ pinpointing product defects. v

o

Westmgho,use is satisfied with results. Only seven .circles
were formed when the program started in 1978. By 1981, the
number had risen to 60. The favorable experience at the
Defense and Electronic Systems Center has persuaded top
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. management to extend the concept to the rest of the com-
pany s operations.

Beneﬁts and Barriers )

| Whenever substantial benefits are claimed for change in.

industrial practice (in this instance, the introduction and use
of quality control circles), two questions are appropriate.
First, how do the realized benefits compare to the costs en-
tailed in operating thé installed program? Second, while the
change is under contemplation, how do the expected benefits
compare to the expected costs? Both of these questions in-
volve reckoning in nonmonetary, as.well as monetary, terms;
and the nonmonetary reckoning is subjective, unpredictably
different for labor and management.and for the people who
comprise these two categories. ) ‘

circlescite monetary and nonmonetary net gains, direct and
indirect. At the'end of its first three years of experience with
quality circles, Lockheed estimated that the savings of the
‘program were about four times the cost of operating it.** An
attitude survey conducted at Westinghouse found
unanimous support for continuation and extension of the
circle program. In addition to the accomplishment of their
explicit primary purpose, circles are credited with contribu-

improved communications and morale, greater safety, fuller
utilization of worker capabilities, and development of
leadership skills transferable to other settings.

What about the second question, which is more 1mportant
to the future of the quality circle movement in the United
States? Despite the enthusiasms of ‘‘agents of change,”
those who have to carry the costs of change are cautious with
good reason. These costs are, as already suggested,
psychological and institutional, as well as financial. Labor

-~ and management are usually inclined to keep a status quo
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they understand; they, in Hamlet’s words, would “‘ratiter’
bear those ills we have than fly to others that we know not
of.’>"Managers fear loss-of authority,.and unions commonly
suspect that cooperative endeavors not originating with them
could lure workers away in addition to yielding productivity
gains in which workers do not sufficiently share. The costs of
uncertainty and of power redistribution are reducible in
some measure by.advance cooperation of a company and a
.union in the planning of a program and in the selection of
~ areas of most promising application. In the automobile and
. aerospace industries, this wise course has been pursued.
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Company-Level Arrangements:

Worker Satisfaction,

Well-Being, and ‘Security

Roughly speaking, we may say that the arrangements treated
in this chapter are worker oriented in the first instance, while
those considered in the preceding chapter were company
oriented in the first instance. The phrase “‘in the first in-

stance’’ is not-gratuitous; it is meant to imply a ‘‘second in-,

stance’’ in which something needs to happen if cooperation
. is to prove successful. Elaboration of this point follows.

A program intended, say, to enhance the quality of work-
ing life (QWL), to increase worker participation, or to
“‘humanize’’ work ought also to offer some positive inciden-
tal payoff to a company, whether or not this prospect is in-
itially advertised. This ulterior payoff may be an improve-
ment in intracompany communication, in the climate of in-
dustrial relations, in rates of absenteeism and turnover, in ef-
ficiency of operations, or in product quality. Similarly, a
program intended in the firsf instance to meet company
needs of the kind just cited ought also to hold forth the
likelihood of financial or other benefit to the worker in the
shorter or longer run, Accordingly, many of the ar-
rangements described below and in the preceding chapter ac-
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quire a strongﬂfaml tﬁemﬁlance as the total benefits to the
two parties, immediate and ulterior, are taken into account.

This convergence is basic to successul cooperation. Each
party should expect a benefit to accrue to the ofher as we‘ﬁ‘as
to itself; indeed, it should welcome this“‘double plus,’*'since
mutuality is a more dependable foundation for effective cal-
laboration than is altruism or selfishness. An untempe{ed .
adversary spirit is shortsxghted in its indifference to the com-
plementarlty of benefits, in its aspiration simply for a gainto |
itself that leaves the other party to accommodate and to °

cope. This spirit, is shortsighted in making demands for ]
“‘rights’’ without ~also recognizing “‘duties’’ of C

- “‘obligations,”” which really stand for the rights-and, béhefits .
to which the second party and the public %nay reasonably feel
entitled.

Adversarial language is often used as a face-saving cloak
y or disguise by labor or management as either takes tentitive’
first steps toward cooperation. The tempering of the adver-
sary spirit cannot always be comfortably conceded as ‘
awareness of the potential benefit of collaboration dawns.
. Whatever ]anguage is used, the most v1able and rewarding of .
joint ventures are those that frankly seek benefits for both .
parties from the outset.' -

Quality of Wo;king Life

.

The térm ‘‘quality of working life’’ (QWL) pays a price
for popularity. The more widely it is used, like the term¥
“productivity,’’ the less definite is its meaning. It is used in-
terchangeably with ‘‘humanization of work,” ‘“work
reform,”’ “‘work redesign,”’ and ‘‘work improvement.”’ It is
too frequently used loosely to characterize almost any joint
program that'requires a committee, but.it ought to be confin-
ed to joint ventures that in the flrst instance aim at satisfying
workers’ desires or needs for restructurmg of the workplace.

! ¥
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" This restructuring should allow greater participation in deci-
sionmaking ‘on the job, constructive interaction with one’s
fellows, and opportunity for personal development and self-
realization. :

The writings of many industrial psychologists,
sociologists, and management theorists have inspired
piecemeal efforts toward work reform (e.g., job enrichment
and sensitivity training for foremen) without, however, of-
fermg a new integrated vision of work improvement, which
N the originat hallmark of QWL. According to one of the
leading spokesmen of the QWL movement, ‘‘the, systemic *
of work systems involves the way tasks are pack-
aged into jobs, the way workers relate to each other, the way
performance is measured and rewards are made available,
the way positions of authority and status symbols are struc-
tured, the way career paths are conceived.”’? Two other
students of the participative “‘work culture emphasize that

a program of significant work 1mprovement{

. requires a climate and structure that differs from ,
the traditional hierarchical organization. It calls for 4
an open style of management, such that informa- ‘
tion is shared and challenges or suggestions related ’
to improving the existing modus operandi are gen-
uinely encouraged. It'also requires expeditious,
respectful and appropriate responses to inputs of
thoseé kinds. Finally, it requires that the QWL im-
provements not be imposed from the top down.
Rather it calls for a partnership betWeen manage-
ment people and representatives chbsen by non- ,
management people—or in unionized situations a . R
coequal union-management structure—for plan- ‘
ning, developing, and implementing the agreed-

I L upon process and program, . . Such” a par- .

, ticipative and responsive style of management pro-

' . vides a springboard from which a la\;ge variety of

|
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«

'‘improvements in the desig:., structure and
organization of work can_be developed.’

From stafements such as these, which are only two of very

many that could be quoted, it is easy to anticipate frequent

disappointment of expectatiohs. Despite best laid plans,
piecemeal improvement is far more probable than a holistic
reconstruction oftthe work system within a relatively short
period. Without prior preparation of a relationship of deep
trust on both sides, the realization of any integrated
cooperative vision is most unlikely; so the usual practical
question is really how to develop that trust, no matter what

‘collaborative scheme one has in mind. Furthermore, it is well

to recognize that the worker may not be as dismayed by the
current limitations of the workplace as the sociologist who
cannot imagine himself in the same setting; and that the
worker ploes not concentrate his total life on the work rela-
tionship, but may wholesomely regard the economic nexus as
a means to consumption off the job, in leisure at home or in
a tavern, with family, friends, television, etc. All things con-
sidered, perhaps a sound enough guide to wr.. G WL means
is provided in a definition included in a news report of an in-
ternational conference that ended in Toronto in early
September 1981:. ‘“many forms of new work
organizations . . . involving workers in shop-floor decicions
through problem-solving committees.’’¢ .

Two Decades of Growing Intérest
Experimental QWL projects initiated 1n the 1960s at-

tracted wide attention in North America, United Kingdom, )

and Scandinavia. Europe is commonly regarded to have led
the way. The principal techniques tested in the experiments
of the 1960s required changes in the division of {abor: the in-
troduction of self-managed, autonomous work teams that
take collective responsibility for performing a set of tasks;
the organization of simple tasks into more complex wholes
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requiring more knowledge and skill; and the use of flexible
assignment patterns, such. as progressive movement of
workers from one set of tasks to the next in order to master
an increasing segment of the work of a team.®

In the 1970s, QWL experiments were started at the
manufacturing plants of a number of large U.S. corpora-
tions. The plants, however, were not among the biggest, and
newer ones were well represented. Two researchers have
estimated that between 1970 and 1976, 75-90 projects had
been set up, mostly in nonunion plants of fewer than 500
employees. Of these, 25-30 were begun in new settings,
where established work procedures did not have to be over-
come.$ , .

In additien to background factors cited for rising interest
in QWL in the 1960s, corporate executives were responding
in the 1970s to concerns over flagging productivity. Union
leaders at the top tended to cling to their preference for
bargaining as the best way to improve the work environ-
ment, but less rigidity was evident down the line. A survey
conducted by Cornell researchers in 1975 showed that 63 per-
cent of 211 local labor leaders and union_activists favored
joint action with management on QWL issues, while 52 per-
cent favored a joint approach on productivity issues, and
only 23 percent favored joint programs on traditional
bargaining issues (e.g., wages, fringe benefits, hours, and
job security).” In 1979, conferees from 20 international
unions expressed a need for more challenge, satisfaction,
and recognition in work; for more training within the union
at all levels and more sharing of experience; and, above all,
for greater union initiative in stimulating, planning, and im-
plementing QWL 1mprovement programs lest management
4act alone anyway.* . .

Few major labor figures have endorsed the view of a vice-
president of the United Auto Workers that improvement of
QWL ““is essentially an extension of the basic goals of
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unionism.””® Nevertheless, some unions did, in the 1970s,
cooperate with management to establish joint QWL pro-
jects, egardmg such participation pragmatically as an ad-
junct to collective bargaining. Most notable for size,and in-
fluence were the programs set up in the automobile, steel,
and telephone. industries (see Appendlx A). >

Symptomatic of the growing mterest in QWL is the con-
trast between attendance at the Toronto conference in 1981
and attendance at the first international meeting at Har-
riman, New York in 1972. On this earlier occasion, delegates
numbered 50, mostly from universities. In 1981, delegates
numbered more than 1,500; and, of these, 200 were unionists
and 750 represented management. Although labor participa- )
tion in suth meetings has usually been scant, this was not the
case at Toronto. Local officers from the automobile industry
were especially evident: ‘‘More than 80 unidn and company
officials from Ford Motor Company algne ‘were at the con-
ference,’’ a reflection of the-fact that Jomt QWL efforts of
varying levels were under way in about 100 manufacturing
and assembly plants.’’'®

General Motors Experience '

Having just mentioned Ford, we should go on to consider

the joint national program started by General Mdtors and

UAW in 1973. This program originated out of a common
concern about employee discontent with working conditions
that could not be resolved through normal machinery of col-~
lective bargaining.

Union and management had long ago agreed that produc-
tivity improvement was a ‘‘sound and mutually beneficial
objectlve ’* The contractual provmon for an annual im-
provement factor, first introduced in 1948, stated that this
wage gain ‘“‘depends on technological progress, better tools,
methods, processes, and equipment, and a cooperative at-
titude on the part of all parties in such progress.”’ Manage-

'l
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ment decisions on issues affecting productivity (such as the
pace of the line), job security, health and safety, and shift
work were often a source of disputes, but these could be
resolved in the process of colfective bargaining and grievance
settlement.'’ But low morale and discontent with the work
environment (reflected in high rates of absenteeism and turn-
over and in wildcat strikes that especially impeded produc-
tivity on production lines involving: sequential Operations)
continued to trouble both the compar.y and the union.

Exper,lments to irhprove communication were launched in
the early 1970s by the director of orgamzatlonal‘research and
develupment, but without union participation. In 1973, at
the UAW’s request, a two-tlered arrangement for union-
management cooperatlon at the national and local levels was
formally established in a memorandum of agreement in the
national contract.'? This arrangement included a National
Committee to Improve the Quality of Worklife, with two of-
ficials of the international union and two personnel officers.
It-operated as a catalyst in creating interest among local
planf managers and union officials and providing informa-
tion on the meaning and implications of the QWL concept;
and it also monitored and evaluated local projects. The ar-
rangement included a second tier at the local level: the union
“shop committee” (which handled grievances and bargain-
ing) plus local management. At this level, the groundwork
was laid for pilot QWL projects; a climate of mutual respect
was developed, and a commitment of both sides to the QWL
concept was promoted. Instead of a separate QWL commit-
tee, the union shop committee was used to avoid ‘‘any con-
flict in determining which-subjects fall within the purview of
adversariai collective bargaining and whici are subject to the
cooperative effort of quality of worklife.”’!? v

As distrust lessened, both parties proceeded to organize
pilot projects involving workers on a voluntary basis in prob-
lem solving and in decisionmaking with regard to the

H
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workplace. The guidelines, usually agreed upon in advance,
assured that workers in-the.projects would not be subject to.
speedup or layoff and that the national bargalnlng agree-
ment-would not be violated. Third- -party consultants, usually
employed at company expense, facrhtated establishment and

-

operation f the projects.’, - .

Over 50 QWL pI'OJeCtS “have been started in General
Mo}ors-UAW bargaining units throughout the nation. The K
pecxfic designs vary from plant to plant, according to the
_ concerns and objectives of local unions and managements.
The program has expanded steadily since 1973 despite
several changes in top management . .

¥

A hlghly successful project was organized in 1975 at the
Tarrytown, New York car assembly plant, which had one of
the poorest records of labor relations and productian in GM
and was in danger of bemg shut down. With the support of
top management and UAW officials, plant managers and of-
ficers of Local 664 undertook joint exploration and discus-

‘sion of common goals. The upshot was participation of
employees in planning a major plant rearrangement and in
organizing a joint training program in team problem solving.
By 1979, nearly all 3,600 employees had voluntarily par-
ticipated. The program was followed by intense exchange of.
ideas among workers, supervisors, and technical people in
the most efficient ways of setting up jobs on the assembly
line to produce a radically new automobile model. After an
investment of $1.6 million, both management and union
believe that successful worker involvement will yield enor-
mous long term advantages. The organizational benefits
already derived—in efficiency, cost savings, lower
absenteeism, and fewer grievances—are reported to be
substantlal

' The demonstration that QWL could work in an auto
. assembly plant stimulated other producers in the troubled in-
dustry to engage in joint projects with UAW. At Ford, a

£
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plant-level program S1mllar to GM’s wds launched in 1980
under the gu1dance of a National Joint Committee on
Employee Involvement (ED). The agenda of local EI commit-
tees included product quality as well as workers’ atténdance
and worklifé: quality. By 1981, company and union
spokesmen were already able to report significant ga1ns in
product quality.'¢ ) . ,

OWL at Harman Intei'nationa o :

The Work Improvement Program at Harman Interna-
tional lndustrles, Inc. attracted consxderable professional |
and media attention inthe early 1970s as a pioneer experi- &
ment in gooperation at a unionized plant. Previous QWL ex-
periments had taken place in nonunion settings, so one goal
at Harman was to create a model acceptable to unions.
Located at Bolivar, in 4 rural section of west Tennessee, the
Harman rlant employed about 1,000 workers in the produc-
tion of ,auto mirrors under a collective bargaining agreement , ;
thh the Unlted Auto Workers.

The or1g1nal 1mpetus and plan for the project came from
the company- president, the UAW vice president, and a
leading QWL consultant. All were strongly committed to an

_experiment in'restructuring the work of the entire plantin ac-
cord with four principles—‘‘job security, equity, worker
democracy, and individuation.” This commitment at the top
was recognized as essential for the required substantial
changes m attitudes, organization, and management prac-
- tices. /

A ‘shelter agreement” protected workers from possible
“adverse effects. The company and the union stated that *“the
" purpose is not to increase productivity. If increased produc-
tivity is a by- product of the program, ways of rewarding the
employees . will become legitimate matter for inclusion
in ‘the program ”” Funds from foundations, government
-agencies, and the company enabled employment of a team of
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behavioral scientists for technical assistance to both sides. In
many circles, the whole program was regarded as idealistic
and academic. . , ' :

A cominftee including plant managers and local union
leaders was set up to oversee the design of specific work im-
provements by small core groups of workers and foremen. In
one instance, a core group decided.that a task could be ac-
complished more quickly through teamwork’ managerent

. agreed not to raise the production standard and allowed

workers who finished early to go home. Another cooperative
project involved union and management participation in
establishing efficiency rates. Still other projects focused on
worker participation in bidding on a particular product; in-

‘'plant training; and internal communication. .

The progress of the Bolivar exﬁgriment was closely studied.

by University of Michigan researchers over a six-year period.
They found that jobs became more secure; that productivity
and product quality-improved; that accidents decreased at a
faster rate than the industry average; that minor accidents
and short 'term absences due to illness declined, while minor
illnesses increased;” that machine, downtime increased; and
that employee earnings held steady. Some indicators of work
satisfaction showed declines, but others indicated gains or
showed no change. A large proportion of the employees did,
however, express satisfaction with the QWL program, its im-
pact, and their union’s effectiveness in representing their
concerns.

Rushton Coal Mine

. A

A QWL project was started in 1973 at a small coal mine of
the Rushton Company, employing 180" workers, in north
central Pennsylvania. It was developed by a joint labor-
management committee with the guidance of a team of
university experts.'* The president of the company had
become interested in finding a system for giving miners more

157
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responsibility, autonomy, and influence over how they did

their job; his aim was to attract younger workers to Rushton

‘in the future. The president of the United Mine Workers en-

dorsed the project since it was also concerned with improv-

ing safety conditions and practices. Because.of its-broad im-

plications, the federal government provided the initial fund-.
ing for the research team.

s
B v

13
The experiment involved major restructuring of the way
mine work was performed. Five goals were established: safe-
ty, mcreased productivity, higher earnings, greater job
skills, and greater job satisfaction. An experimental section -
was established in the mine with 27 volunteers, 9 to a shift. )
Responsibility for daily production and direction was asmgn- .
ed to the crew instead of to the foreman, whose primary )
respons1b111t1es became safety and coordmatlon The crew,
in effect, became an autonomous work group. Each member
of the experimental crew was expected to learn the jobs of his
fellow workers. All received the same top rate of pay since
they could perform multiple tasks. A major part of the
" ¢hange effort was a training program on safety, ventilation,
roof control, and the requirements of new legislation. Day-
to-day oversight of the experlment was performed by a small
joint group.

Intensive evaluation of the first 18 months of the experi-
ment by an independént team of behavioral scientists found
several positive gains: significantly fewer safety violations,
increased jobs skills, higher pay, strong team spirit, greater
feeling of responsibility, more interest in work, and more
communication (vertical and horizontal). Productivity did

" not significantly increase, nor were labor-management rela-
tions improved. Supervisors and middle managers suffered
increased stress, and confhct within the umon over pay d1f—
ferentials broke out.

. From the mine operator’s point of view, the experiment
proved the feasibility of a new form of work organization. . \
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Despitea close ne@_e vote by union membership, he decid-
ed to extend the syStem to the entire mire in 1976. Although
the experiment continues at the Rushton mine, it has so far
had no imitators in the industry.

o Pros and Cons

General appraisals of the outcomes ygtf experiments in
work restructuring reveal the expected kinds of: benefits, but
cautions should also be observed. First, the good news
reported in an assessment of 25 cases:

Increases in productivity seem to result from about
half the projects, while in the other half no change
occurs. Most of them_seem to create more skilled
and flexible workforces. Most projects also seem to
‘ result in increases in job satisfaction and in feelings
Y of personal growth job involvement and Jorganiza-
tional commitment. Absenteeism, turnover and
lateness of arrival at work seem to be very much
! reduced with most of the projects; this tallies with

the finding that job satisfaction increases.'’

Another favorable evaluation, based on 36 projects, found
them distributed ‘“along a broad spectrum of effectiveness,’’
but concluded that ‘‘the average effectiveness of these in-
novative work systems is higher than the average of more
conventionally organized but otherwise comparable

%Mﬁla-'t's DN -

o Now, the bad news. A leading QWL researcher has em-
_phasxzed the fraglllty of the new work systems. His review of
various projects in operation at least five years disclosed that

’ . they, too,.eventually succrimbed, despite initial success.
Among the causes of failure were the loss of key sponsors,
conflict between orgammtlonal elements inside and outside
the QWL project, insufficient commitment in the company
asa whole, and decline through time in the attractiveness of
avallable rewards and in the pristine exc1tement of novelty.'?

153




Satisfaction, Well-Being & Security 151

?

Mention was made earlier of the wariness o1 labor, so it is
appropriate to add that managers at the plant levdl also have
doubts and qualms. A study of work restructuring projects
. in eight firms found managers concerned about possible
deterioration of relations with labor, the high cost in terms
ofv’/u{anagerial time and effort, the risk of raising expecta-
ticns of benefits that could not be sustained, and the ex-
ploitation of experimental results in the process of collective
bargaining. Although first line supervisors recognized that
they might continue to play a constructive role if they had
been involved in the design of a project, they were fearful of
loss of authority or of their jobs.?°

At this juncture, it is well to observe that not all nonsuper-

visory employees would necessarily welcome the graduation

of a QWL experiment to a plantwide norm. Many workers
do not mind routine jobs under the present dispensation and
would regard the changes required in the name of work im-
provement to be unduly stressful. For a majority of workers,
the center of gravity of life does not lie in the shop; money
income remains a very potent salve for the subcritical bruises
endured by the psyche in the ‘usual, less-than-ideal
.workplace.

Resistance to change from current systems of work is very
evident in the startup phase of a new QWL project. Two
researchers who have studied the dynamrics of 10 such under-

takings found that ‘‘the existing negative forces in a

workplace are usually stronger than the forces that favor
joint projects.’’** The obstacles include insufficient
knowledge and experience; lack of a clear model appropriate
to company conditions; threats to entrenched status and
authority; uncertain impact on collective bargaining; and a
lengthy and costly gestation period that may outlast initial
enthusiasms. Where successful projects are nevertheless
launched, the critical elements are typically supplied by the
intervention of neutral, informed consultants acceptable to

i
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the two sides. These third parties prov1de needgtbmforma—
tion and guidance, serve as communications lmks, uncover
common goals and effectively verbalize them, and allay
. unders$tandable fears.

It is a healthy slgn that ‘‘skeptics’’ were reported among
the part1c1pants in_the 1981 Toronto conference mentioned
earlier. Although many delegates told of bilateral benefits of
cooperative ventures (e.g., improvements in efficiency,

costs, and even in the climate for bargaining), concern was ,

also expressed ““‘whether QWL will become just a passing fa/d
or a long term commitment by both management and
labor.”” In particular, in the automobile industry. yhere

QWL 'has been taken very seriously, the willingness of @\

two sides to continue their collaboration with the restoration
of profitability ‘‘in a year or two’’ is a matter / conjecture.

Flexible Work Schedlges

“‘Flexitime,”” another recent innovation intended to meet
the needs or desires of workers for greater autonomy in the
workplace, has been eyed with favor by many employers as a
device for reducing absenteeism, tardiness, and turnover.*
In response to rank and filé interest, a few unions have join-
ed with management m efforts to develop flexible work
schedules without 1mpau;ment of operations®

A typxcal flexible work schedule allows an employee to
begin work at any time within specified limits in the morning
(7 A.M. to 9 A.M.), and to leave work at any time within
specified limits in the evening (4 P.M. to 6 P.M.). All
employees, however, are expected to be on the job during the
corc periods (9 A. M. to 11:30 A.M. and 1:30 P.M. to 4

P.M.). Lunchtime may also be left to the employee’s discre-
tion, the length being set by management.?*

There are many variants, depending on the degree of flex-
ibility permitted by company operations. Sometimes hours

’
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in excess of, or fewer than, the contractual workweek may be
carried to other days: looser systems allow employees to
determine their own daily and weekly hours, provided a
monthly target is met. Compressed workweeks of 4 days and
40 hours or 3 days and 36 hours have not been adopted wide-

ly.

Diffusion

After introduction at the Messerschmidt Research and
Development Center in West Germany in 1967 as gleitzeit
(gliding time), flexible work schedules were adopted rapidly
by banks, insurance companies, and .other white-collar
employers in Western Europe.?* It came to the United States
in 1973 and since then has become fairly common. The
Bureau of Labor Statistics estimated that, in 1980, over 7.6
million full-time employees, or 12 percent of the full-time
labor force, were on some kind of flexible work schedule.

-

Although trade unions played a leading role in earlier
reforms of worktime (e.g., introduction of the 8-hour day,
the 5-day week, and paid 'vacgtions and holidays), they have,
on the whole, taken an ambivalent position regarding flex-
ible work schedules. At first, they opposed the idea on the

. ground that it threatened Qvertime pay provisions of the Fair

Labor Standards Act. In 1978, leading representatives of six
U.S. unions conferred with union officials and workers
about flexible working hours and other job innovations at
various worksites in England, West Germany, and Sweden,
they then reported, in Innovations in Working Patterns, a
recognition of potential benefits if unions are involved in in-
* itial discussions, planning, implemg¢ntation, and evaluation.
They also recommended that gains in productivity from flex- .
“ible work schedules should be shared with employees
through collective bargaining. They concluded that
American unions ought to become aware of alternative
working patterns, not only to protect employees from pos-

»
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sible pitfalls but also to take advantage of new bargaining

options. * \ s ,,

[}

‘Except «for the Communications Worke 'S Unwn, few
unions in the private sector have becotme involved in
cooperative experiments with flexible work schedules. The
Commumcatlons Workers Umon, having a high propdrtion.,
of women clerical workers in its membership, has made fléx-
ibility .of work schedules, wheré feasible and desired by
employees, one of its goals in bargaining with the Bell
System. Agreements on flexitime have been reached with
Michigan Bell, Mountain States Bell, and Pacific Bell. These
provide fqr joint committees to_plan the introduction of
changes in work schedulipg=*",

A,ssessments

s usual, bilateral benefits of flexitime are often realized,

itended, by both workers and employefs, but failures
and abuses are also reported. Case studies show reductions
of absenteeism, lateness, and overtlme, but little effect on
turnover; and they also indicate gains in productivity and job
satisfaction. Workers are better able to meet family respon-
sibilities and to conduct personal business; they may also
make better transportation arrangements and reduce the
stresses of everyday living.2*

Organizational efficiency can also be diminished if com-
munications and continuity of operations are disrupted by
injudicicus scheduling or failure to honor the roufines,
established. Some kinds of work can be_performed more in-
.dependently than others; typing, filing, accounting, com-
puting, and many other office jobs are easier to perform
with little or no interaction, while this is not the case for
assembly line and other sequential blue-collar tasks. Flex-
itime is also difficult to apply to shift work.?

Experts in labor-management relations commonly endorse
flexible work scheduling. For example, in the 1976 presiden-

163




's " Satisfaction, Well-Being & Security 155

tlal address at the annual meeting of the Industrial Relations
N Research AsSociation, an emment scholar declared: ¢

. From the standpoint of improving the quahty of
.working life, nothing could be healthier‘than these_
exercises in manipulating working hours. The ,
*  United States, with its highly decentralized systems?
of industridl relations and collective bargaining, is |
" an excellent settmg,for this experimentation.*

sou . !
Safety and Health

-

e
-

Three stages are discernible in the protection of workers
against industrial hazarcls. First, employers assumed sol
responsibility. Second, with the advent and growth -of
unions, occupatlonal safety and health have been promment
ly treated in collective bargammg agneements Third, labor
and management have, in recent years, gone beyond earlier
approaches to safety and health issues by establishing joint
committees to discuss problems and to propose Qolutlons
About one-third of the major bargamlpg agreements in force
on January 1, 1978, covering 3 million workers, had provi-
sions for such committees.?® Federal legislation has played
. an important role in this evolutlon

Although their alertness to occupational hazards has been
rising, workers continue to assign highest priority to
economic goncerns. Rising health and safety consciousness
has influenced, and been influenced by, the standards and
regulations of the federal Occupational Safety and Health
Administrafion. In the U.S. Department of Labor’s 1977
Quality of Employment survey,” 78 percent Qf responding
workers noted one or more hazards in the workplace, com-
pared to 38 percent in 1969.”° When, however, workers were
asked in 1977 to state their choice between a 10 .percent pay
raise, and working conditions that were ‘‘a little safer or
healthier,”’ only 33 percent of the respondents preferred
safety over pay. For workers exposed to seriaus hazards, the

i
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figure was 42 percent. By way of contrast, 66 percent of the
surveyed workers expressed a preference for increased retire-
- ment benefits over a 10 percent pay raise. Furthermore,
when unionists were asked where their organizations should
concentrate, ‘‘handlin~ grievances®’ ranked first, while ‘‘in-
creasing worker input in business decisions’’ ranked tenth
and last and “‘increasing occupational sa,fety and health”’
ranked seventh. .
Two Forms of Cooperation.
Pledges and Commmees

The statistics just cited reﬂect the priorities of people who
are obliged to earn a living and to provnde for old ageand are
used to working conditions tt at are far from ideal. They do
not indicate indifference to safety and health so much as a
need to put ““first things first.”” Advocates of QWL ex-
perlments may find this fact of life—or of other people’s
hves—-dxsappomtmg, but management and unions, for-
tunately, have drawn the socially useful conclusion that they
have to exercise a responsibility of stewardship according to
their capabilities. Evidence of acceptance of the challenge is
offered in collective bargaining agreements.

About 16 percent of all major agreements in the BLS
analysm of 1978 contain a pledge ‘that. the two parties will
work together to achiieve safe working conditions and that
the union will participate in thé operation of the company
programs. Such programs usually provide for safetv equip-

!

ment, training, information, proper use of hazardoixs‘

' _ materials, accident reports, safety suggestions, etc. The in-

itiative rests mostly on management, and uniens have a
relatively inactive and subordinate role.

A second type of cooperation, exemplified in about one-
third of major contracts and covering 40 percent of employ-
‘ment, involves establishment of special union-management
committees. These joint committees deal with safety and
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health problems on a continuous basis—in the primary
metals, rubber, auto, and mining industries. Representation
usually includes three union members and three management
members. Meetings are held at least once a month, and full
pay is commonly aliowed for time spent on commlttee ac-
tivities during working hours.

The joint safety committees have important advisory func-
tions, and final approval of their recommendations is up to
management. Recommendations are adopted’ by majority
.vote of committee members; they are likely ““to involve
negotiation and compromise, particularly if the management
representatives must consider the effects of safety solutions .
on costs or efficiency.””?!

Indicative of the scope of joint committees is this descrip-
tion of the functions of the one established in the Fontana,
California plant by Kaiser Steel Cory oration and the United
Steelworkers: .

The function of the safety committee shall be to ad-
vise with plant management concerning safety and
health and to discuss legitimate safety and health
matters. In the discharge of its function, the safety
committee shall: consider existing practices and
rules relating to safety and health, formulate sug-
gested changes in existing practices and rules,
recommend adoption- of new practices and rules,
‘review proposed new safety programs developed by
the company, and review accident statistics and
trends and disabling injuries which have occurred
in the plant and make recommendations to prevent
future recurrences.*?

What Makes a Good Committee

Like other kinds of committees, those concerned primarily
with safety and health vary greatly in robustness and actiy-
ity. Outside infiuences are pertinent to effectiveness—for ex-
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ample, pressure for enforcement of OSHA regulations, the .
state of technical knowledge, and the vigor of research on.
problems affecting particular firms or industries. Some light

on pertinent internal factors—such as the quality of commit-

tee members, ambient conditions, and modes of opera-
tion—is shed in a study made by three Cornell researchers of
committees in about 50 New York Stateﬁcompanies having
contracts with the Machinists union.*

The Cornell study indicates that committees tend, as might
be expected, to be more effective where the local union is ..
strong, the rank and file care about matters of health and
safety, and management is disposed to deal with these mat-
ters.They are able to operate on a higher plane if union
representatives have a wide range of skills, if first line super-
visors are included, and if management members have deci-
sionmaking authority. They can also perform better if they
meet monthly, precede meetings with walkaround inspec-
tions, review past recommendations and progress toward im-
plementation, keep minutes, and have procedures for repor-
ting results of committee recommendations to the rank and
file as well as to top management. '

Localization of OSHA !

The role of joint safety and hedlth committees may be ex-
panded significantly by OSHA’s decision to decentralize
some of its operations in response to business criticism of, .
and reduced funding for, government inspection of
workplaces. Where appropriate, federal inspection will
presumably be replaced by self-inspection by labor-
management safety and health committees. This innovation
is being tested at a nuclear power project by Bechtei Cor-
poration and the California Building and Construction
. Trades Council.** Instead of federal and state surveillance, a
joint safety and health committee will conduct inspections
for compliance with OSHA construction standards and try
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to assure that hazards are quickly corrected. Where the par-
ties cannot agree, OSHA will make the final decision.

Labor-management cooperation is also being strengthened
by OSHA's expanded support for the education and training
of union safety and health officials. A joint program spon-
sored by the Construction Employers’ Association of
Chicago and the Chicago and Cook County Building and
Construction Trades Council is training thousands of ap-
prentices and journeymen in a variety of safety and health
areas of an industry with one of the highest accident rates.?*

Alcoholism and Drug Abuse

Over 4.5 million persons in the workforce are estimated to"
be suffering from alcoholism, and tens of thousands from
drug dependency. The economic cost of problem employees
to a firm, as well as to themselves and society, is con-
siderable. Under many collective bargammg agreements,
both parties agree that employees who report to work under
the influence of alcohol or drugs, or who bring drinks or
drugs into the plant, are subject to disciplinary action, in-
cluding discharge.'®* Any employee who is disciplined has the
right to file a grievance against the action. The local union
representative usually tries to defend the worker against the
employer’s charges and to prevent dismissal. This adversary
proceeding assures due process or fair play to employees
charged with drunkeness but does little to solve their prob-
lems.

The shortcomings of disciplinary action have led some
companies to establish supplementary rehabilitation pro-
grams without waiving their rights under the collective
bargaining agreement. A basic premise of these recovery
programs is that alcoholism and drug dependency are correc-
tible illnesses—treatable, once detected, through education,
counseling, and medical care.
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While management often takes the main responsibility in
introducing and operating recovery programs, joint planning
and administration have been established in an increasing
number of companies, notably in the steel and auto in-
dustries, and the postal service. Of the 1,724 major
agreements in force in 1978, 53, covering about 1 million
workers, provided for joint programs. Many additional pro-
grams have been established under memoranda or letters of
agreement. Employees are more likely to participate in a
recovery program proposed by management when a, union
can assure the protection of job security rights and the con-
fidentiality of consultations with medical officials.

Guidelines' Jor Cooperation

Broad guidelines for union-management programs have
been developed by the Labor-Management Commitcee of the
National Council on Alcoholism, which consists of seven
union presidents and seven corporate leaders.’” This body
has recommended the formation of two kinds of labor-
management committees in large multiplant corpora-
tions—at the corporate level and in each plant.

The principal functions of corporate committees are to

__establish a written policy on confidentiality, job security, in-

surance coverage, and the disease concept; “develop an ap-
proprlate training program for all supervisors and union
representatives; determine budgets for local committees; and
act as a clearinghouse within the « ympany on prevention and
treatment. A full-time program coordinator, paid by the
company, would carry out the committee’s decisions.

The'local plant is assigned the responsibility of developing
procedures for supervisors and union representatives to
follow in identifying and motivating workers to seek
diagnosis and in referring diagnosed alcoholics to approved
community treatment centers. The suggested procedures
begin with interviews on job performance with the super-

-
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visor and the union representative. Employees who accept
the offered professional services are assured of job security
and confidential handling of their records. Plant union-
management committees in some instances exert an impor-
tant influence in »st.engthening community treatment and
educational services for alcoholism and drug abuse.

Examples of Joint Programs

A number of joint union-management programs have
been organized on the model proposed by the Labor-
Management Committee of the National Council on
Alcoholism. Among the early ones were those at American
Motors and Deere (in cooperation with the United Auto
Workers) and American Airlines (in cooperatlon with the
Transport Workers Union).,

[

A joint program of broad counselmg services for ‘“trou-
bled emplayees’” was organized in the 1970s at Kennecott
Copper.®® All employees and their family members were af-
forded the opportunity to obtain professional help, not only
on alcoholism and drug abuse, but also on family, financial,

and legal troubles, by_ telephoning a unit called INSIGHT.

One of the most extensive programs.is the joint Substance
Abuse Recovery Program developed by General Motors and
the United Auto Workers. Originally called the Alcoholism
Recovery Program, this effort was enlarged, as a result of
the 1676 national negotiations, to cover drug abuse.** The
local committee is called a ‘‘team.’’ The union representative
functions with no loss of pay under supervision of the plant
medical department.

Although many_thousands of GM employees have been
helped by the Substeynce Abuse Recovery Program, one of its
goals has remained elusive: unwarranted absenteeism con-
tinues., In response to complaints from members who resent
burdens imposed by absentees, the UAW, declared in 1979
that ‘“‘unwarranted casual absenteeism is wrong,”’” and it

3
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signed a ‘‘Memorandum of Understanding on Attendance””
with General Motors to organize joint local pilot projects
‘‘to reduce and minimize unwarranted absences.”’4°

Job Security and Reemployment Aid

The experience of plant shutdowns and employee
shakeouts in the 1970s and the prospect of very much more
of the same in the 1980s have alerted labor and management
to the desirability of contingency arrangements.*' The re-
mainder of this chapter deals mostly with private efforts to
provide for job retention and reemployment assistance
through bargaining clauses, ‘‘redundancy plans,”” and
buyout of plants marked’ for closing or divestiture by af-
fected workers or communities. No/account is taken of
legislative proposals to prevent or slow down abandonment
of obsolete or unprofitable facilities; or to require employers
to give workers early notice of intent to shut down, to pro-
vide separation pay, to maintain health benefits, and to com-
pensate communities for tax loss.*?

Collective Bargaining Clauses
Under the National Labor Relations Act and various ar-

. bitration decisions, the unrestricted right of employers to

relocate remains a controversial and unsettled issue. Various
provisions in collective bargaining agreements seek to clarify
the rights and obligations of the contracting parties in the
event 0. significant technological change or shutdown. For
example, employers may be required to: give advance noticv
of change; follow seniority rules in layoffs or transfer; pro-
vide severance pay, supplementary unemployment benefits,
or relccation rights and allowances; and pay benefits to
displaced workers who ‘wish to retire e?rly. Some contracts
contain “‘rio layoff’’ attrition clauses for reduction of the
workforce in continuing plants by turnover.
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" Protectinn by contract, however, is spotty. For example,
fewer than half of the workers covered by major agreements
can draw supplementary unemploymént benefits, severance
pay, or relocation allowances. Only about 10 percent are
covered by contracts with advance notice in plant shutdowns
or relocation.** In a troubled and uncertain economy,
employers have naturally been reluctant to extend contrac-
tual job security and eager to maintain maximum flexibility
for themselves.

Redundancy Planning

A number of companies and unions collaborate in
“redundancy planning,”” which involves anticipation of
structural changes and preparation of retraining and job
search programs for workers no longer needed.* Through
such programs, companies can demonstrate social respon-
sibility, protect prior investments in ‘‘human capital,”’ and

*reduce outlays for severance pay, supplementary unemploy-

ment benefits, and tax payments under unemployment com-
pensation merit-rating. Union participation is essential for
protection of seniority rights of workers transferred to other
plants. .

Joint Planning for Technological Change. Since the in-
troduction of the dial telephone in the 1920s, the Bell System
has planned adjustménts to minimize labor displacements
due to technological change. Its plan featured advance

. notice, attrition, reassignment, relocation allowances, and

early retirement.

In 1980, the Bell System and the Communication Workers
Union agreed to establish a formal joint Technology Change
Committee in each company of the system. These commit-
tees discuss the nature and impact of any impending major
technological change at least six months in advance. They
also plan and recommend programs to protect the job secur-
ity and pay of employees and measures for retraining and

~
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reassignment,‘ Covering over 300,000 employees, this venture
in joint planning is one of the most extensive in ‘..e United
States. (See documentary appendix for excerpt from agree-
ment.) ! .

In 1979, UAW and the major automakers agreed to
establish National Committees on Technological Progress to
consider adjustments required (e.g., in work assignments
and skill training) by the introduction of new processes,
methods, or equipment. The contracts obliged the com-
panies to give advance notice of such innovations as early as
possible. These committees, or their successors, will play an
important fole in the design of appropriaie manpower
measures for easing the changeover to robotization and
other techniques intended to enhance the competitiveness of
American cars. . - \

Transfer and Retraining. The planned shutdown of a large
,tobacco plant of the Brown and Wiiliamson Company in
Lou1sv1lle has occasioned ‘‘one of the most comprehensive
and ambitious readjustment programs undertaken by a large
" U.S. company.’’** A three-year program for closing out an
old plant with 3,000 employees and concentrating produc-
tion in a new plant at Macon, Georgia was worked out in col-
legtive bargaining in 1979 with the Tobacco Workers Union
and the Machinists. .

The agreement required 18 months of advance notice of a
plant closing. It also provided several standard types of
financial assistance: graduated severance pay based on ser-
vice, early retirement benefits for those 55 and over, and a
guarantee of life and medical insurance up to six months
* after the shutdown. For-employees desiring to transfer to the
new Macon plant, the company paid moving expenses and
offered a trial period of 60-90 days. Over 400 slots were

reserved for Louisville employees b -

More innovative were the provisions for training and
placement assistance. Maintenance workers with skills

o

.




2

Satisfaction, Well-Being & Secu}ity 165

unique to the tobacco industry were helped to take retrainipig
courses for skilled jobs outside the industry. Others were
given classroom training on company premises for the pigh
school equivalency test. Group counseling was provided\for
all employees by persons from management and the union
trained in appropriate techniques. The company also wro
to a large number of firms recommending its employees for
vacancies and assisted in the preparation of resumes.The
whole program was paid for by the company.

Outplacement Assistance. Several large companies, in
cooperation with their local unions, have organized- pro-
grams for improving the skills of displaced employees in
searching and applying for jobs. Many blue-collar workers,
having had work experience limited to one company or in-
dustry, feel handicapped in actively looking for jobs, they
lack know-how in writing resumes, making telephone in-
quiries, and participating in interviews with prospective
employees. !

-

Shortly after Goodyear Tire and Rubber announced in
September 1980, six months in advance, the shutdown of its
Los Angeles and Conshohocken plants, it' engad%ed an out-
side consultant to prepare a voluntary ‘“career continuation
program’ for about 1,000 employees who were to be laid
off.*¢ This program covered a variety of informational,

/ counseling, and training services. About 850 employees par-
ticipated in a series of small workshops on skil} and dptitude
assessment, the labor market, self:awareness, job-targeting,
hidden job markets, resume writing, and employment inter-
viewing. Individual counseling was also offered with group’
followup for 60 days after plant closing. From the begin-
ning, local leaders of the United Rubber Workers were con-
sulted about the process although the program was outside
the scope of the contract. According to the consultant, ¢‘this
support from the union turned out to be very valuable in
.alleviating initial skepticism on the part of employees.*’
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The Dana Corporation often stated that ‘‘people had a
right to expect continued employment with the
corporation,’’ but it was forced to shut down its Edgerton,
Wisconsin plant in mid-1980 because of lack of orders for its
light truck parts.® Since employees had considerable ad-
vance knowledge of the plant’s difficulties at Edgerton from
their participation in the corporation’s Scanlon Plan, the
decision was not wholly unexpected. Under a preferential
hiring program negotiated with UAW, any employee per-
manently displaced had the right to a job in any other Dana
plant, with a moving allowance and relocation assistance of
two months’ pay; but unfortunately, the shutdown of other
Dana plants and layoffs elsewhere in the company 11m1ted
this option. . e

An outplacement tralnlng program, s1m11ar “to
Goodyear's, was developed by Dana staff for all employees,
covering a skills i ventory, resume wrltlﬂg, and communica-
~ tion skills, In addition, advice on financial planning was of-
fered. A unique feature df the program was the close work-
ing relationship established with the public job service of
Wisconsin, which supplied information on work available in
different parts of the country.

. The whole process was facilitated by a long history of
cooperatlve industrial relations and the firm commitment of
management and the union to help d1splaced employees to
find new jobs quickly. A survey of opinion after the shut-
down found that workers still held favorable perceptions of
Dana “‘due to the corporation’s efforts to assist in the ad-
justment problem.’’*?

Tripartite Cooperation in the Steel Industry. A unique
program to assist dislocated workers was organized in 1979
by the steel companies, the union, and government agencies
after a series of plant shutdowns. The Steel Tripartite Ad-
visory Committee, discussed in chapter 3, acted as monitor
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of programs administered at the local level. Under the collec-
tive bargammg agreement, dislocated workers were ent1tled
to unemployment and supplementary unemployment
benefits, early retirement, and relocation and retraining
7allowances Some workers were also ellglble for benefits
under the Trade ReardJustment Assistan~e and CETA pro-
grams. ° \

Shortly after the announcement by U.S. Steel and Jones
and Laughlin, in the fall of 1979, of plant shutdowhs affect-
ing 13,000 workers at 15 sites, a Task Force of the Commit-
tee was sent to each site to review the progress of readjust-

- ment programs and to report on any obstacles and delays.*°
The Task Force was especially effective in coordinating
local, state, and federal retraining efforts, in opening up
communications among participating public agencies, and in
breaking bottlenecks impeding needed training services.
However, efforts of the Task Force to encourage local labor
and managemerit leaders to organize joint community com-
mittees achieved little success. In many cases, resentment
over the shutdowns proved insurmoungable.

A pilot project initiated by the Task Force at’a plant of
Crucible Steel involved outplacement assistance {or workers
.scheduled to be permanently laid off. Job search training,
along with intensive efforts to develop jobs by the employer
and unions, was, provided before the plant closed. The pro-
ject was funded by Crucible Steel, the Steelworkers Union,
state and local employment services, and CETA programs.

. The work of the Task Force has contributed to a bétter
understanding by government officials of how management,
unions, and, government agencies could cooperate in re-
sponding to plant closings, not only in the steel industry but
in'other industries as well. In its 1980 report to the president,
the Steel Tripartite Advisory Committee recommended the
assignment of a local federal adviser to work as a catalyst
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with local goverﬂment labor, and management officials in

planning assistance to workers. scheduled to be laid off.

Employee Ownership Plans. /{n a°*number of cases of
threatened plant shutdown durjng the 1970s, employees and
their unions departed frc;m traditional accommodation and
joined with local business and government leaders to prevent
loss of jobs and tax revenués by purchasing the facilities and
cpntinuing operations. Mosf of these actions occurred in
small towns, where alternative employment opportunities
were scarce and where the plant or firm was a major tax-
payer. The shutdowns generally represented divestitures by
‘“‘absentee corp }atlons", the local plants no longer fitted in-
to overall financial or product schemes .

/

The accompanylng table shows ten cases of dlvestlture in
which trade unions were involved in direct purchase—a small
fraction of the thousand or so enterprises reported by the
University of Michigan Institute of Social Research to have
some form of direct worker ownership.*’ (Only a small
percentage of the equity of these thousand firms,however, is
owned by nonmanagerial employees About 90 companies
have been identified in which a majority of the assets are
owned by employees, mainly under, Employee Stock Owner-
ship Plans (ESOP) described in the next chapter.)

A major problem of employee and community buyouts
has been to convince outside investors that they were not
risking their funds in ‘‘unprofitable’ enterprises. In some
cases, the appearance of failure might be in the eye of the
beholder rather than in the balance sheet.*? Conglorherates,
for example, may divest themselves of subsidiaries despite
profitability; they may originally have had unrealistic expec-
tations of even higher profit, or they may have decided to
change their output mix. Furthermore, gross mismanage-
ment by absentee corporate owners cannot be ruled out; in
such instances, transfer to local managers and employees
could revive a failing entity. The experience of 16 employee-
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owned plywood plants in the Pacific Northwest in maintain-
ing a level of productivity’and profit higher than the industry
average has been cited as evidence of the potential for suc-
cess.” A still broader study by the University of Michigan® s
Institute of Social Researth, of 30 firms, also found hxgher
profit rates than for comparable companies in their respec-
tive mdustrles M

The main source of capital has been the savmgs of ‘the
employee: whose jobs were at stake, but outside financing
has also been necessary—with sales of 'stock to local banks,
businessmen, and the public. In thie case of the Mohawk
Valley Community Corporation, which bought the lerary
Bureau from Sperry Rand, 0 percent of the stock was
bought by investors outside the firm. The federal govern-
ment has assisted in the financing of several employee plant
purchases through low-interest loans or loan guarantees by
‘the Small Business Administration, the EConomic Develop-
ment Administration, the Farmers’ Home Administration,
and the Housing and Urban Development Department.*
“Some states have also provided support through _loan
guarantees.

The case of the Campbell Works of the, Youngstown Sheet
and Tube Company illustrates the enormous difficulties con-
fronting employees whd'try to buy a large-scale enterprise Q
protect their  jobs.*® The closing, which meant the loss of
4,100 jobs, led to formation of the Ecumenical Coalition of
200 religious leaders which, with the local steelworkers
union, organized a campaign for community-worker pur-
chase of the huge mill. Several private studies for the Coali-
tion suggested that the reopened mill could become
economically viable if workers, union, and management
cooperated in a drive to reduce labo:, energy, and material
costs of production. The Economic Development Ad-
ministration at first set aside $100 million in loan guarantees

for vne stdge of the project, but_in March 1979, it decided to *
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' Some Employee-Owned Unionized Firms 3
. — ‘
No. of Year of . Government .
Firm & Location Industry Employées  Conversion Union - Assistance  * w
¢ )
- Bates Fabric Textile, 1,100 1977  Amalgamated Textile Farmers Home Admin. =
Lewiston, Maine _ bedspread & Clothing Workers Union guaranteed 90% of =
y $8 million loan a2
S
Chicago & l'orlhwcsl‘crrf Railroad 15,900 1972 13 railroad unions None “
Transportation : - §
Chicago, 1l =
. o ) tw
Jamestown Metal Products  Metal cabinets . 100 1973 International Association $0.4 million loan by SBA 5
Jamestown, N.Y. of Machinists °£°
Mohawk Valley Library furniture 250 1976 International Union of $2 million EDA loan g
Commuanity Corp iy Electrical, Radio & =
E Herkimer, N.Y. . g Machine Workers , g
ri * ; . . .
Okonite Corp. Wire and cable 1,700 1976  United Rubber Workers & $13 million EDA loan;
S Ramsey, N.J. . ‘ International Brotherhood $4 million loan guaranteed .
of Electrical Workers by N.J. Development
Authority
Pacific Paperboard - Cardboard box 900 1977 Association of Western $5.5 million EDA loan
’ Products Pulp & Paper Workers
| Stockton, Calif.
]
j * Rich-SeaPak Corp. Seafood processing 1,300 1977 National Maritime Union $S million EDA loan

Brunswick, Gi.

El{lC L Ve

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -
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Rath Packing Co. Meat packing . 3,000 1980 United Food & Commercial $4.6 million HUD loan

Waterloo, Jowa “ . Workers International Union
South Bend Lathe ‘Machine Tool 500 1975 United Steelworkers None
South Bend, Ind. .
Vérmont Asbestos Group Asbestos Mining 178 1975 United Cement, Lime & SBA guaranteed $0.4
Eden, V1. Gypsum Workers million loan; State
International Union authority guaranteed $1.5
million Joan

>
.

SOURCE Based on infurmation from the New Systems of Work and Parucipatuion Program of the N.Y. School of Industrial and Labor Rela-
tions, Cornell University, and Kal Frieden, Wurkplace Demucracy and Productivity, Nauvnal Cenier for Ecunomie Ahcmanvcs. Washwgion,
1980, pp. 75-18. .
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withdraw entirely from financing the venture on the ggounds . -

of infeasibility and high risk in a declining market for steel.
The project was subsequently abandoned altogether.

SomeResults. Employee and community buyouts of the
1970s appear to have succeeded in many instances in preserv-
ing jobs and in producing at a profit—at least for a while.
For example, the Library Bureau earned a substantial profit
in the first year, then wound up in the red in the next two
years, and recovered in 1980.°” The Vermont Asbestos
Group pruspered because of high labor productivity and a
sharp increase in the price of asbestos.** Whether or not such
enterprises survive in the long run depends not only on their
own new capabilities but also on market, financial, and
other conditions outside their control. In other words, the’
price of revival is to become as vulnerable in the future as
any other competing firms.

Appraisals of the implications of employee ownership for
worker involvement have varied  widely. University ,of
Michigan researchers found, in one study, better com-
munication, higher morale, fewer grievances, and greater
job satisfaction becauge of changes in managerial attitudes.
Other studies, however, report disappointment " that
employee ownership has not led to greater worker and union
influence over management decisionmaking. In some cases,
the same executives have continued to direct operations with
little change in style. In the Vermont Asbestos Group and the
Library Bureau, employees sit on boards of directors with
representatives of local banks and other shaieholders, but
they seem to have little or no control over decisions of the ex-
ecutive committee.** In negotiations to save firms and jobs,
employees and unions appear generally to have paid little at-
tention ‘to devising arrangements to give employee
stockholders a special voice in managi’ng company affairs.

The role of unions becomes ambivglent in employee-
- owned firms. While unions have supported employee-
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ownership programs as a pragmatic means of saving jobs in
areas with few alternatives, they have-continued to represent
the interests of employees in interactions with management
on ,wages, hours, and working conditions.®® They
presumably could extend their value to employces qua
stockholders by providing education programs on worker
“rights’’ in relation to those of members of boards of direc-
tors—if workers really cared.

Against a historical background of organized labor's op-
position (and general employee indifference) to worker
ownership of enterprises, the attitude and behavior of local
unions should occasion no surprise. The American Federa-
tion of Labor.was organized partly as a result of the disen-
chantment of wage earners with the efforts of the Knights of
Labor in the 1880s to form producer cooperatives.®' Many
small labor-sponsored enterprises in the shoe, mining, cigar, -
foundry, and other manufacturing industries were set up in

"those days\to provide jobs to members blacklisted by
employers after unsuccessful strikes. Although these
cooperatives appeared successful at first, many later failed
because of lack of capital, inefficient managers, and *‘in-
judicious borrowing of money at high rates of interest upon
the mortgage of the plant.'’¢* Others that proved more suc-
cessful became joint stock companies in which the wage
earner was treated as in any other private enterprise.
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Company Level Arrangements
: Monetary and
Quas1-M0netary Supplements

Sypplements to wages and sa_laries (and to the ordinary -
fringes) are usable as inducements to employees to cooperate
with management on behalf of company survival,
autonomy, and profxta\)xhtyu Some of these supplements are
monetary, paid as cash; others are quasi-monetary, paid as ,
claims on company income. Some are currently realizable;
others are deferred. All are contingeit, rather than certain,
as to payability at all or as to cash value. Four varieties of
supplements are treated in the four sections that make up

_this chapter: group bonuses, profit sharing, employee stock

ownership, and pensions.

. Group Bonuses

’

Among the best-known group incentive programs are the
Scanlon Plan, the Rucker Share of Production Plan, and
Impro-Share.' The first of these has features that qualify it
for . special attention in a book on labor-management
cooperation. It not only entails greater employee (or uninn)
participation than do the other two but it also proceeds from
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a sincere philosophy of reconcilability of labor and manage-
ment interests without disparagement of adversarial bargain-
, ing_ .

Group bonuses reward employees, not as individuals per-
forming specific assigned tasks but as members of an ag-
gregate responsible for a correspondingly broad concept of
output. The group may be as large as the whole workforce of
‘a plant or company, in which case prime emphasis is placed
in bonus payment on final salable output or on total value
added. The payment system is intended to overcome the
disabilities that have plagued earlier programs of individual
incentive pay. The latter fostered competition among
workers, rather than cooperation, and discouraged informa-
,tion sharing. They often led to grievancés and low morale,
especially where difficulties in assessing individual contribu-
tions to output (e.g., in the chemical process industries and
in sequentially dependent operations) impeded establishment
of fair standards. An obvious virtue of the group bonus is

that it keeps in constant view the ‘‘bottom line’’ of all pro- -

ductive activity: workers have to perform well in making
their specific subproducts because, in so domg, they are also
enhancing the output of end products, which are the source
of company revenues and of their own extra compensation.

Y

The Scanlon Plan .

In the late 1930s, Joseph N. Scanlon, steelworker and
local union president, had a vision of harmonizing manage-
ment's concern for productivity with labor’s for a fair chare
of 'the gains—within the framework of collective
bargaining.? He tried out his idea in a small company that
was hard, pressed to make ends meet while paying union
wages. lﬁrmg the rest of his short Tife, he refined his con-
cept, first as head of the production engineering department
of the national steel union and later as an assoclate of
Massachusetts Institute of Technology.

15y




Monetary Supplements 181

The Scanlon Plan rests on three legs. First, employees are
expected to generate and communicate ideas continuaily for
improving the plant’s total performance. Second, a suitable
way of measuring the company’s changing performance over
time is required. Third, an acceptable formula is needed for
determining the company’s productivity surplus and for
distributing this bonus pool between employer and
employees.

The three legs ml‘fgt rest on a floor: the advance willingness
of the two parties to agree to consider the plan and to adopt
it on a trial basis. This initial impulse to cooperate is ex-
pected to find reinforcement in the subsequent experience of
operating under the plan and to culminate in a modus vi-
vendi.’ .

The two parties may first come to a Scanlon consultant (0
seek help after, say, an individual incentive program has
become mired in sluggish productivity and poor morale. A
committee of labor and management representatives is then
'set up to review other company plans in the next four to six
months and to devise a version that is applicable to their own
organization on a trial basis. For operational test of the trial
plan for a limited period, the consultant is likely to require a
positive vote of 80 percent of the employees. If the results of
a trial are deemed satisfactory, the employees or their union
sign a formal agreement with management to institute the
plan. A sample contract is provided in the documentary ap- -
pendix.

Joint Scanlon Committees

Two kinds of committees are utilized under the Scanlon
Plan. Close to the rank and file are the production commit-
tees, which receive and discuss employee suggestions for im-
proving methods, raising output quality, reducing costs, and
so forth. Overarching these is a plantwide screening commit-

tee.
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At plants of the Dana Corporation, which embraced the
Scanlon concept relatively early, production committees
comprised of elected workers and appointed managers were
set up .n every department for each shift.* In one of the Dana
plants, as many as 16 committees have been known to exist

at one time. An attempt is made to have every employee
serve on a committee as well as to offer suggestions. UAW
locals endorse -the full participation-of their members. The
production committees meet monthly on company time to
review the suggestions. Approved proposals requiring very
small outlays are eligible for immediate implementation.
More costly proposals of merit, or those impinging on more
than one department or shift, are passed on to the higher-
level screening committee. Rejected suggestions are returned
with explanations or with requests for revision.

The screening committee has additional major tasks.
Comprised of tffﬁ plant manager and sup.rvisory staff plus
two representa)wes from each production committee, it pro-
vides a forum for discussion of company goals, the com-
petitive situation, technological developments, and other
matters affecting the health and viability of the enterprise.
One more function of the committee is its most redeeming
feature from the standpoint of the average employee: review
of company accounting data to determine and announce the
monthly productivity bonus pool.

Scanlon bonus. A major difference between Scanlon pro-
duction committees and the joint productivity committees
discussed in chapter 6 is that participants are promptly
rewarded by cash bonuses based on measured performame
of the enterprise as a whole. Since the main objective is to en-
courage teamwork and coordination to improve the produt,
tivity of the enterprise, bonuses based on departmental or in-
dividual performance are ruled out. The plan thus
discourages * supoptlml :ing"’ rivalries among departrients,
shifts, maintenance and production workers, and engineers.

N
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These rivalries are often inimical to **bottom-line’’ produc--

tion. The bonus is distributed among all employees, in-

cluding supervisors, managers, clerical, and service"
workers—groups usually excluded from individual incentive

plans.

The bonus computation requires joint establishment of a
simple quantitative standard or yardstick for determining
whether any monthly gains have been made.* An outside
Scanlon, consultant often helps in deriving an acceptable
measure from company accounts. The most commonly used
standard is the ratio of payroll costs to sales value of produc-
tion. Labor and management jointly, determine the scope of
company operations embraced in the standard ratio and
select a representative past time period, when the ratio was
fairly stable, to serve as the basing point. Payroli costs usual-
ly include total wages and salaries plus fringe benefiis of
both supervisory and nonsupervisory employees. Sales value
of production covers the dollar value of sales plus or minus
the change in inventory. Returns, allowances, and discounts
are subtracted from sales value te encourage quality produc-
tion. The base ratio is fixed at a level that does not jeopar-
dize the firm’s competitiveness and is also perceived as
equitable to all. L. '

-

The base-period ratio of payroll to sales is applied to the
sales value in a given month to-derive allowed payroll costs.

If the actual payroll costs aré lower than the allowed ,

amount, the difference constitutes the available bonus pool
for the month. From time to time, the base-period ratio may
require adjustment to reflect changes in technology., product
mix, degree of plant integration, prices, wages, and inven-
torics. Some vargaining between labor and management is
mvolved in all decisions relating to changes in the standard
ratio.

Although the bonus is derived from data on financial per-
formance expressed in ‘‘current’ (rather than ‘‘constant’’)

.
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dollars, the Scanlon Plan is usually called a ‘‘productivity”’
incentive program. The payroll-to-sales ratio, however, is
not a true measure of ‘‘physical’’ productivity (or strictly, of
the reciprocal of labor productivity). Actually, changes in
the dollar ratio of sales to payroll correspond to changes in
physical productivity only if the ratio of average .1ourly earn-
ings to the unit value or price of output remains constant
over time.* While not-a true productivity measure, the dollar
ratio does have bilateral acceptance, and it does focus the at-

managers and einployees have some control.

The Scanlon Plan provides a formula for distributihg
monthly savings in I#bor cost—the bonus pool ~between™ ’
employer and employees and 4lso among the employees
Labor and management aggee on the formula when the Plan
is first installed. A reserve Of one-quarter of the bonus fund
is first set aside to cover possible deficits diiring the year or
to be paid out as a"year-end bonus. Of the remaining three-
quarters, 75 percent is paid to employees and 25 percent to
the company. Each employee receives a percentage increase
in pay based on the percentage that the bonus fund com-
prises of the payroll. All employees receive the same percent

A borius increase.

The monthly bonus paymen( is the linchpin that holds the
Scanlon Plan together. Money is the ‘‘bottom line’” for
workers who are not yet suff1c1ent'ly affluent qr secure in af-
fluence to give top priority fo other rewards of work. In
other kinds of joint arrahgements, the sine qua non of a’
planls survival is usually the continuance on the job of a key
supportive manager .or union official.” A monthly bonus
check, on the other hand, provides everyone with a visible,

" measurable stake in the plan’s continuation. Conversely, the
failure to produce bonuses regularly, despite employee ef-
forts, weakens credibility and may become the mam factor

«  for'breakdown of the plan.

. A
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The bonus, incidentally, may be sizable. At a Dana plant

in Wisconsin, monthly bonuses avéraged 14 percent of .

payroll in 1974, 22 percent in 1975, and 20 percent in 1976.
For the average worker, the bonuses amounted to $1 221 in
1974, $2,176 in 1975, and $2,153 in 1976. >

While the bonus formula is intended to harmonize the
goals of employees with the goals of the organization, the
Scanlon Plan is not conceived as a substitute for collective
bargaining. The determination of wage and fringe benefits,
the definition of worker rights and obligations, and the
handling of grievances are still subjéct to adversarial negotia-
tions. The plan is exphcnly kept out of the process of collec-
tive bargaining.® A union’s bargaining strategy, oR the other
hand, may be tempered by a climaie of amity and by a
deeper knowledge of the firm’s circumstances and ability to
pay. .

Advantages and obstacles. Case studies made over the past
30 years or so give high marks to the Scanlon Plan. A review .
of 22 studies made between 1947 and 1972, which covered
the experience of 44 firms, found that 30 were apparent suc-
cesses and 14 were faflures.® This favorable rate may be
somewhat overstated, however, since successful firms are
more likely to allow their experience to be reported than
those firms that fail. Consultants, in particular,.are naturally
more eager to talk of positive than negative results.

The tangible benefits of the Scanion Plan, where effective-
ly applied, appear to be substantial. Studies show rates of 50
to 80 percent of the workforce contributing suggestions; in
contrast, a participation rate of about 30 percent is indicated
for 1.nd1v1dual suggestion systems.'® Furthermore, the quality
of Scanlon suggestions, as neasured by acceptance rates,
seems to be at a higher level. Output per manhour
presumably increases in response to brisk suggestion activity,
which management may seek to sustain by feeding problems
for solution by the product1v1ty commlttees

%
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The intangible benefits are more difficult togocumént or
measure, but they are real. Athong these are greater coopera-
tion among departments and between supervisors and

" employees, closer identification of employees " with their
firms, and ‘higher job motivation.'* Also to be expected in
Scanlon companies are diminished resistance to

_ technological change, a vigilant interest on the part of
employees in better management and planmng, and greater
flexibility in the administration of collectlvc bargaining con-

S - tracts, " '

.
- > o

It wouId be wrong to overlook some dlsadvantages of the
Scanlon Plan for individual employees. High performers
under individual incentive plans may suffer losses in pay in
shifting to a group btonus system. Highly productive groups
under the Scanlon Plan, moreover, may resent payment of
thé same bonus percentage to service and other indirect
workers whose contribution -is not directly evident. Finally,
individual employees who are less interested in cash bonuses
than their fellow employees may be subjected to intense peer
pressure to increase their pace of work. Such unavoidable in-
equities in group incentive plans require acknowledgment
and explanation by union and management lest they become
sources of serious discontent.

Despite the many publicized advantages of the Scanlon
Plan, only “about 400 firms usc it.'? Most firms cited in
studies are unionized, with the steelworkers, machinists,
auto workers, and rubber workers the principal partners.
Herman Miller, Inc. , an internationally known furniture
company in Michigan which adopted the Scanlon Plan in
1950, is nonunijon; it perceives the plan as ‘‘the central
management: process’’ for integrat'mg the work of all
employees to meet the company § economic obJectlves In
another honunion company in Mlchlgan, Donnelly Mirrars,
the Scanlon Plan is part of a participative management pro- -
gram that features interlocking work teams, salaries for all
employees, and a less hierarchical authority structure."’

19,
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A .

Thé Scanlon Plan seems to flourish best in moderate-size

.and small manufacturing plants where communications are

goad and employees can see more readily the connection be-
tween their own job performance and the achievement of the
firm’ s»g;)als The plan is also- more workable where credible,

simple performance measurgé can be derived; this criterion

would rule out firms with frequent changes in product lines
and costs. Furthermaore, the company must be willing and
able to pay-substantial consulting, bookkeeping, and clerical
costs, as well as bear the cost of time spent in committee
meetings. Finally, and above all, a high degree of trust-is
essential; without such trust on both sides, management
would be most ‘reluctant to disclose cost data and to d1scuss
business prospects with employee representatxves -

Talking of trust brmgs us back to .the fundamental re-
quirement of good. communications throughout a plant or
company A behavioral scientist has described theé Scanlon

. Plan as “‘a complex means for improving intergroup rela-
tions”” and.has declared its effectiveness to be ‘‘directly -

related to the already existing maturity of relations within
and between labor and management.’’'4

In closing, we should note that internal conditions do not
suffice to determine a plan’s success. Adverse external

. bus1rf38s conditions can destroy a plan even. more readlly

than it destroys a firm. In chapter 7, we referred to havoc
wrought at Dana by the collapse of American automobile
production. . .

t £

. Profit Sharing

Throughout the troubled history of American labor-
management relations, an idyljic dream has frequently recur-
red: the blunting, if nnt elimination, of *“‘class’’ antagonisms
by conversion of the worker into a minor “capltallst ” Com-
pany efforts to translate this dream into a workaday reallty

<
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. have actually been llmlted and, wheére tried, they have hard- -
ly succeeded in bridging the economic and psychological (not
s to say social) chasm that separates employee from employer.
~ On the other hand, where tried, they have certainly helped to
strengthen the sense of mutuality.that coexists with a latent,
tanifest, or sublimated. disposition toward conflict.
Perhaps, the reinforcement of mutuality in particular places
at particular times is as ‘much as ought to be expected from,
“the regular administration of necessarily small doses of pro-
f1t and equlty ownership. After all societies that have gone”
through major revolutlons professing to transform workers
into “*collective owners of the means of production’ have
v egreglously failed to jnstjll an intended “‘confusion of *

! gean'sz ’_in the psyches of their sullen toiling masses. « A .

In chapter- 1, it was noted that, during the 1920s,

employers astutefy challenged the growing labor movement

~for the loyalty of workers. Among the devices used were pro-

ﬁrams of proflt-sharmg aﬁ stock ownership. Two authors
of a’standard text on labor-management relatlons look back

¢ s

[

.. . - on the experience of the decade as follows: T N
Profit-sharing' plans continued to mamfest their .

_ traditionally high birth rate as well as their equally

' high death rate, and employee stock ownership, i in-

troduced on a wider jcale than ever before, wus.ex-

pected- to (and frequentlydld) ‘cement the faith of

».the workers in the existing order, entrench their
reverence for the institution of private property, in--

culcate the belief that strikes against the firms

employing them were strikes against themselves,

and convince them that the economic interests of

* : the wage earners were, fundamentally harmonious

W1th tilose of the employmg ‘and investing class.!'’

Many of the programs collapsed during the Great Depres-
sion, which also saw a resurgence of unionism. Unions have
‘seldom endorsed profit sharing, and they have alsp taken a
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generally negative view of employee stock ownership.. In
contrast, they haye included the establishment and ad-
ministration of private pension plans in their bargaining
agenda.

Nature-and Prevalence of Plans

Profit sharing plans are arrangements by employers to set
aside a fixed percent of the annual net profits, if any, té
distribute as a supplement, annually or eventually, to each
employee’s wage or salary. The plans usually do not involve
employee part1C1pat10n in management decisionmaking or in
shopfloor consultation. Since profits are highly volatile, sub- -
. Ject to market forces and the competence of management as
well as productive effort of the workforce, annual cash
d1strxbutlons have often. proved disappointing.

A more popular type of prof1t ’sharmgcls the ‘‘deferred”
plan which is often adopted in place of, or as a complement
to, a company pension program. Instead of making annual
cash payments, the deferred plan accumulates an
individual’s shares of company profits in a fund usually in-
vested in the company’s stock and makes payouts upon
retirement, death, disability, or resignation. Unlike a forrlral
pensioq program, deferred profit sharing may not promise a
definite set of benefits and need not rest on an actuarially
sound basis of employer contributions.,

The Profit Sharmg Foundation has estimated that; as of
the.end of 1980, about 15 million employees were enrolled in
some 286,000 deferred and combination plans and
80,000-100,000 cash plans.'® Profit sharing is practiced in a
wide varietv of manufactl.ring and nonmanufacturing in-
dustries, in compames both large and small. If is obwously

not apphcablc% to publlc serwces and nonproflt organiza- . '

tions.- - @

Only about 29 out of 1,550 major contracts studied by the
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics in 1980 had provisions pers

- 193
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(3

taining to profit sharing. Union leadyrs have generally
preferred to concentrate on gains “‘in thepay envelope,’” and
few seem to have followed Walter Reuther’s suggestion that
profit sharing might be a particularly useful/ nonmflatlonary .
arrangement for unions ‘‘to get their full equity.”

A unique case of profit sharing under collective bargaining
'is provided by the experience of the American Velvet Com-
any and the Amalgamated Ciothigg and Textile Workers. '’
he company, the last major ?elvet producer in New
ngland, employs about 500 people and has kept.its plan in
rce since 1940. The plan requires 27 percent of net profits
efore taxes) to be paid intd a fund from which an annudl
onus is distribuied to eligible employees on the basis of each
employee’s anpual earnings. One-third of the profit sharing
bonus is paid in cash; another third is invested in a retire-
ment trust fund; the final third is left to the employee’s
choice. The cofﬂpany has not missed a bonus since 1939. In
addition to its profit sharing plan, American Velvet Com-
pany and the local union engage in a program of union-
management cooperation that has fostered the commumca-

- tion of cost-saving ideas, intense loyalty, and sufficient pro-’
ductivity improvement to help the company remain com-
N petmve : ) , .

-

A pprazsal -

A seasoned observer of the mdustrxal scene has hsted a
number of virtues of profit sharing. Plans do encourage

smore positive attitude by employees towatd their work and

their firm.” Furthermore, they prov1de useful econorhic
education: There is no such thing as a free lunch, rewards be-
ing distributable only ‘‘when they can be afforded.”’ Finally,
“profit sharing as a retirement plan can often provide ade-
quate benefits under a more flexible method of financing
than the usual funded plan with mixed benefits.”’'* For a
long-service employee, the benefits cotld substantially supy
plement those obtained thro.ygh Social. Security.
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These remarks do not, of course, imply that the benefits to
workers are economically exciting enough to inspire serious
ideological defection. Besides, as already mentioned, a
worker’s effort is only one of many elements that determine
the availability and size of his profit share; 2e may fail to ob-
tain the supplement he thinks he has merited,.in which case

the program provides only a negative or doubtful incentive, .

) Employee Stock Ownership ’

Two eras or styles, which might be designated classical and
maodern, need to be distinguished in the discussion of

employee stock nwnership programs. The classical era began

before the turn of the century. The modern era, marked by
the enlistment of the federal government as a fiscal third par-
ty with a visible Jhand, began in the 1970s. -

The Classical Approach

In 1893, the Illinois Cenfral Railroad offered workers an
opportunity to purchase company shares below market price
on the installment plan. Until the end of World War I,
relatively few other firms follpied this lead. One that did
was United States Steel, which established its huge stock
ownership program in 1903./

During the 1920s, employers found stock ownership more
appealing than profit sharing (the roots of which trace to the
1870s) as a means of linking together the fortunes of com-
panies and their workers. By 1916, fewer than 50 companies
were reported to have ownership plans in place; by the time
of 'the stock market crash in 1929, the number had risen to

more than 300, with perhaps 1 million employees par-

ticipating as owners of shares estimated to.be worth about $1
billion. Among the weli-known corporations with stock pur-
chase plans were Standard Oil of New Jersey, Pennsylvania
Railroad, American Telephone and Telegraph, General

¢
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Motors, Figes‘t{ Rubber, Eastman Kodak, Intg:rnational
-Hadrvegster, and Philadelphia Rapid Transit."

The crash of the stock market taught workers that share
ownership entails the risk of depreciation of asset values as
well as the happier prospect of appreciation. Profit sharing
programs, on the other hand, do not require workers to
share losses. Fortuhately, employees had so little equity in
their new.jole as capitalists that they could not have lost sight
of the continuing future importance of wages or salaries in
their life plans. It is also pertinent to: add that New Deal
legislation (with respect to Social Security, unemployment
compensation, housing, etc.) and the later G.I. bills for
World War II and other veterans pointed to far more prob-
able ways for a worker to improve his scale of living or even
‘to build 2 modest estate. 7 :

Enter Federal Government
as S(ponsor y

A new-impetus was given to the formation of programs of
stock ownership by federal législation of the 1970s that made’
them financially attractive to employers via tax deductions.
Among these laws were the Employee Retiremént Income
Security Act of 1974 (ERISA), the Tax Reduction Act of
1975, and the Tax Reform.Act of 1976. The $o-called ESOPs
(effiployee stock ownership plans) spurred by these federal
enactments already exceeded 5,000 by 1981.2°

The new ESOPs do not necessarily require stock purchase
by workers.?' The basic model calls for establishment of a
company trust to which a company makes payment of exter-
nally borrowed funds foy the explicit purpose of acquisition
of newly issued company stock. As the company repays the
(\)utside f‘énder, the stock is retained in the trust. The com-
pany may elect to augment the trust’s assets with additional
paynents of stock or cash. Each year, the trust’s accruals are
allgted to accounts of pafifsipating employees (according
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to their wages or salaries) for eventual distribution upon
retirement or death.

‘The U.S: Treasury benignly supplies a subsidy in the form

f “‘tax expenditures’’ (i.e., forgone revenues) to encourage

ﬁae setup and operation of ESOPs. It allows two deductions

from the employer’s taxes—for interest paid to lenders and

also for repayments of principal. The employee or hls estate
is not subject to tax until distribution.

variant on this basic model is treated even more
.generously by the federal government. Under this version of
ESOP, an émployer may claim an additional investment fax
credit of 1 percent for an additional equivalent setaside of its
~ common stock; or an extra.credit of one-half percent if
employees match additional employer contfibutions.
Employees are generally prohibited from withdrawing their
own payments into an ESOP for/seven years.

Federal sponsorship of ESOPs will broaden considerably
as a result of liberal provisions of the Economic Recovery
Tax Act of 1981. The net effect of the new changes in Iaw
will be to encourage more rapid acquisition by employees-of
larger percentages of company stock. One amendment alters
the basis of employer contributiond to ESOPs in 1983 from a
small percentage of investment (qualified. for the investment
tax credit) to a smaller percentage of payrolls. This shift will
make ESOPs as attractive to labor-intensive (e.g., white-
. collar) firms as they have been to capital-intensive enter-
prises. Furthermore, employers will be able to carry back for
3 years and forward for 15 years any unused ESOP credit in
a current year. Another change allows an employee to use an
ESOP as an IRA (individual retirement arrangement); thus, |
begmnmg in 1982, he or she may.pur;chase up to $2,000 of
stock in an ESOP and take a personal income tax deduction
for this amount.

{
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Creative Uses of ESOPs

The ESOP concept is adaptable to many purposes, such as
community development, the funding . of producer
cooperatives (which may include the combination of workers
for the advancement of *“‘workplace democracy’’), the con-
tinuity of small family businesses experiencing loss of key
members through retirement, or the defense of larger enter-
prises. agamst hostile takeovers.?* In" 1981, however, the
management and employees failed in their effort 'to keep
Continental Airlines out of the grasp of another carrier. The
joint strategy; foiled by lobbying on the state level, envifaged
" issuance of $185 million of new stock to an ESOP trust
(enough for 51 percent control) to be ‘““bought’ through
voluntary pay cuts and productivity improvements over a
number of years. A board of directers would have included
employees associated with three unions and one nonunion
organization, three management representatives, and eight
persons elected by all shareholders. If the scheme had suc-
ceed<d, Continental Airlines would have become the second
largest majority employee—owned company.

While unions: sare generally wary of ESOPs that are
unilaterally established, stock ownership became a bargam—
ing chip for the United Auto Workers in the deal with
management to keep Lhrysler operating. The Chrysler Loan
Guarantee Act of 1980 requiréd substantial wage conces-
sions, but it also provided for the acquisition of 15 to 20. per-
cent of the company’s total stock by employees.

Cost and Benefits
The immediate cost of ESOPs in lost government revenues

is impressively high. If such plans lead, say, to higher pro-

ductjvity, greater profit, and more stable employment than
would otherwise obtain, the long term accounting picture
would become far more favorable. In any case, estimated tax
expenditures for investmept credits claimed by corpqrations

. RUg
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' for ESOPs have been set by the Office of Management and
Budget at'$695 million for fiscal year 1980, $770 million far
1981, and $820 million for 1981.% -

. i
The short-run cost to stockholders couid also be high. The
issuance of new stock to an ESQP trust represents a dilution
of the equity intcrest. of current shareholders. At a
minimum, this enlargement of the volume ‘of outstanding
shares means a reduction of dividends in the near term as
well as a probable decline in market price. . ) .

For the employee also, the establishment of an ESOP may
not constitute an unambiguous gain. Riskier returns of
dividends and asset appreciation have to be weighed against
greater wage increases and the probable alternative of a pen-
sion’ program.

Apart from tax advantages, the employer looks for other
gains—for example, in motivation of workers, reduced
absenteeism, and smoother labor relations.?* The incentive
effect may be small since stock .or cash dividends are only a
small fraction of total compensation. The worker also has no .
right, as a rule, to vote his stock; and doing so would have
little effect on corporate policy anyway. Provision for
_ ' employee participation in problem solving -on the shopfloor

would appear to have significantly greater motivational

force. Where unions exist, labor-management relatlons
could be adversely affected by suspicions that ESOPs are
risky, cheap, unilaterally designed alternatives to sound pen-
sion plans; by appraisals that they tend to favor higher-paid
mahagerial employees; and by fears that they accentuate the -
" differences in concerns of older and younger workers in
negotiations over wages, and that they may give employers
another device for countering union attempts at further
organization or for encouraging decertification petitions.”

¥
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. E Pensions

»The pioneer in private industrial pension plans fas
Baltin}cre and Ohio Railroad (1884), but it had few
followers until the first two decades of the present century.
In 1916, some 117 plans were noted in a government report,
with 69 of thern established bétween 1910 and 1916. The pace
quickened after World War I, an exhaustive count showing a
total of 466 plans in exisfence in the United States and
Canada in 1927. A later estimate, for 1933, indicated over
600 companies in the United States with plans covering
about 5 million employees 25

After World War 11, the number of plans increased con-

, siderably as employers sought, in the presence of a broad

new system of Social Secyrity, to identify employee interests
with the fortunes of particula? companies. .By 1977, the
estimated number of private plans exceeded 450,000; they
covered nearly 50 mllllon current or retired workers, and
their assets had a mar alue of more than $300 billicn.?¢

Unions have recogmzed their mémbers’ concern for ade-
quate retirement income and have sought to extend bargain-
ing beyond its ‘““normal’’ frontiers to include negeot%fierkand
joint consultation on pensions. The Labor-Management
Relations Act of 1947 provided that all trust funds of multi-
employer pensign funds be piaced under joint employer-
union management. Joint boards with equal representation
of the two parties are responsible for day-to-day administra-
tion; they deal with problems of eligibility, contributions,
and benefits and try to settle conflicts between the parties.?’

Single-employer plans, on the other hand, are usually
designed and operated with little input from the unions. A
report of the AFL CIO Industrial Union Department, issued
in 1980, recommended that unions ‘‘should use the collective
bargaining process to obtain as much of a voice as possible in
the management of benefit funds.”’?* Jointly administered

L
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lrgpanfz Tunds,might, for example, be directed more readily
avestments in residential mortgages in communities
where workers live, in firms that have large domestic v/
workforces or that have good labor relations, and in 'many ~
companies other than the one that has set up the pension
plan.

"The 1981 tax law has 1mportant implications for private
pensions—and also for the relation of these to Social Secur-
ity, which faces an uncertain future as a result of
demographic changes, inflation, and the expansion of
benefits with inadequate actuarial and tax provisions for
fmancmg Under the new law, a company pension plan may
.qualify, just like an ESOP, for annual, voluntary, tax deduc-
tible, employee contributions up to $2,000. On the other
hand, an IRA m ! be set up by a worker independently of
any existing company plan. It is nhot unlikely that the new law
signals a future tilt toward security inold age through greater
reliance on federal tax expenditures and less on tax levies. In
such a case, not only will state and local governments
become increasingly involved jin complementary programs
but so will labor and management at the company level. °

*
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1. The Rucker Pldn, like the Scanlon Plan, provides for a suggestion system, employce
committees and a plantwide gamn sharing plan. The Rucker standard ratio, howeven is
«alculated on the basis of value added instead of sales value of production, thereby en-
<ouraging savings in materials, supplies, and eneygy purchased, as well as labor. Much less
emphasis 15 given to labor-management coaperapion and employce participation. 1mpro-
share, which siands for **improves productivity through sharing,"* is a relatively new group
incentive pian developed by Mitohell Fein, a leading industrial engineer, it bases bonuses on
improvements in labor productivity of the entire plant. Usudlly, no formal committee
structure or employee participation is involved®For description of these plans see study by
. the staff of the General Accounting Office, Productivity Sharing_ Programs Can They
" Contribute to Productivity Improvement, U.S. General Accounting O#fice, W ashington,
March 3, 1981, pp. 9-12. Also, on Rucker Plan, see T. H. Patten, Pay, Employee Compen-
sation and Incentive Plans (New York: Free Press, 1977), pp- 423-425.

2, For an actount of Scanlon’s philosophy and objectives by his associates, see articles by
Clinton Golden, Fred Lesieur, Douglas McGregor, Joseph Scanlon, and G. P. Shultz, in
The Scanlon Plan. A Frontier in Labor-Mahagement Cooperation, F. G. Lesieur, ed.,
(Cambndge. The MIT Press, 1958). Also reprinted in this classic book is the famous article
by R. W. Davenport, ‘*Enterprise for Everyman,” from the January 1950 issue of Fortune.
For a more recent interpretation, ficm a behavioral science viewpoint, see C. F. Frost, J.
H. Wakely, and R. A. Ruh, The Scanlon Plan for Organization and Development. Identi-
1y, Prticipation and Equity (Lansing: Michigan State University Press, 1974).

3. For an account-of Scanlon’s method of enlisting the partigi'pation of management and
employees in the development of the plan, see G. K. Krulee, ““The Scanlon Plan. Coopera-
tion Through Partlcxpauon,” Journal of Business, April 1955, pp. 100-113.

4, Sec Recent Imtiatives in Labor-Management Cooperation, National Center for Pro-
ductivity and Quahty of Working Life, Washington, 1976, pp. 43-46, also sce case study of
Parker Pen Company, pp. 46-50.

S. For details on bonus calculations, see B. E. Moore an® T. L. Ross, The Scanlon Way to
Improved Productivity. A Practical Guide (New York. Wiley, 1978), pp. 45-96. Various
alternatives to simple ratios are presented. See also E. S. Puckett, "Mcasunng Perfor-
mance under the Scanlon Plan,” in Lesicur, ed., Scanlon Plan, pp. 65-79.

6. See 1. H. Siegel, Company Productivity. Measurement for Improvement (Kalamazoo.
The W. E. Upjohn Institute for Employment Research, 1980), p. 87.

7. See W. L. Batt and Edgar Weinberg, *‘Labor-Management Cooperation Today,"’ Har-
vard Business Review, January/February, 1978, p. 102.

8. The Unmited Auto Workers has cstabhished guidelines for dealifig with Scanlon Plans.
Sce statement by Don Rand of the UAW in Breakthroughs in Union-Management
Cooperation, (Scarsdale, NY: Work in America Institute, 1977), pp. 28-29.

9. A Plant-Wide Productivity Plan in Action. Three Years of Experience with the Scanlon,
Plan (Washington. National Center for Productivity and Quality of Working Life, 1975),
p. 37. In addition t» a detailed case study of the Scanlon Plan at the DeSoto Company paint
factory, this report reviews published research studies of the.Scanlon Plan.
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10. Ibid., p. 40. For wase studics showing the positive impact of four Scanlon Plans on pro-
. dulivity, see Michael Schustet, Labor-Management Productivity Programs. Their Opera-
ton and Effect on Employment and Productivity, a report to the Employment and Train-
ing. Administration, U.S. Department of Labor, 1980. . |

11. I'Igid., pp. 19 and 41. Also E. E. Lawler 111, “‘Reward Systcrﬁs," in J. R. Hackman and .
J. L..Suttle, eds., Improle?:g foe at Work (Santa Monica, Goodyeat, l977), pp. 205-207.

12 Productlvfiy Sharing Programs, p. 9.

13.See R. S. Ruch The Sganlon Plan Gt Herman Miller (Zeeland, MI. Herman Miller,
1976), also, J. F. Donnelly, “Pamcxpauvc Management at Work," Harvard Business’
- Rewew, January/Fcbruary 1977, pp. 11-12.

14. See Lawler, "Rcward Systems,”” pp. 206-207; also, C. P. Aldcrfcr, “Group and In-

tergroup l(clatldns," in Improving Life at Work, p. 289. A review of Scanlon Plan .
Literature by a Michigan State University researcher concludes that a high level of success P
depends heavily on managenal support, employee partmpanon and time. Sec J. Kenneth
White, *The Scanlon Plan. Causes and Correlates of Succcss, Academy of Management

Journal, June 1979, pp. 292-312. .

15. H. A. Millis and R. E Montgomery, Orgamzed Labor (New York. McGraw- Hill,

1945), P 158, .

16. lnformzmon supplied by Bert L. Metzger, president of Profit Sharing Research Foun-

dation, Evanston, [llinois. . )

17. Improving Productwity. Labor and JManagement Approaches, Bulletin 1715, U.S. N

Burcau of Labor Statistics, 1971, p. 19; also H. R. Northrup and H. A. Young, ““The
Causes of Industrial Peace Revisited,” Industrial and Labo? Relations Review, October

1968, pp. 31-47. — —
18. Peter Henle, I orker Participation and Ownership in Ameruan Business (Washington.
Library of Congrcss, 1974), pp. 9-10. .

19, This paragraph and the prcccdmg one are based on C. R. Daugherty, Labor Problems
in American [ndustry (Boston: Houghton-Mifflin, 1936), pp. 757, 758-761.

20. I;f;nployee Qwnership, June 1981, p. 4. (This new periodical is published by the Na-
tional Center for Employee Ownership, Arlington, VA.)

21. ESOPs are cxplamed in two publications of the Senate Committce on Finance.

Employee Stock Ownership Plans. An Employer Handbook, 1980, and ESOPs and —
TRASOPs. An Explanation for Employees, 1978. For background studies on ESOP
legislation, sec Robert Hamrin, Broadening the Ownership of New Capual. ESOPs and
other Alternatives, A Staff Study, Joint Economic Committee, Congress of the United
States, June 17, 1976, and The Role of the Federal Government and Employee Ownership
of Businéss, Select Commttee on Small Business, United States Senate, January 29, l.979.

{ -
22. Imaginative uses of ESOPs may be found in varnious issues of Employee Ownership {sce
footpote 20). - .
23. Special Analysis, Budget of the United States Government, Fiscal Year 1982, Office of
Management and Budget, Washington, 1981, p. 228. R

24, For a critique of ESOPs from various points of view, see G. M°Sa]tzman, Employee
Stock Ownership Plans (ESOP's). An Economic and Industrial Relations Analysis, Office
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of the Assistant Secretary for Policy, Evaluation and Research, U.S. Department of Labor
September 1979. For a strong advocacy of ESOPs, see speech by Senator Russell Long,
zponsos of S. 1162, Expanded Ownership Act of 1981, in Congress:onalRecord May 12,
1981, pp. $4772-84795. Part of §.1162 was incorporated in the Economic Rccovcry Tax -
Actof 1981, - . - . b
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25. Daugherty, Labor Problems, p. 745, oo
6. Prelininary Estimates of Participants and Financial Characteristics of in;t"e' Penston
Plans, 1977, U. S Department of Labor, Lab~r-Management Services Admmxstrat:on,
1981.
‘. »

27. Admlmstram;n of N;gonated Pension, Health and Insurance Plans. Major Collective
Bargaimng Agreements, Bulletin 1425-12, U.S, Bureau of Labor Statistics, 1970, p. 1.

_ 28. Pensions. A Study of Benef t Fund Invesunent Policies, Washmgton Industrial Umon

Department, AFL-CIO, 1980,"pp. 4-5. p
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" Some Comﬁafégohs with Private Sectdt

Scope for labor-management cooperation:in, the‘public': sec-

tor (federal, state, and ldcal) appears even greater than in the

private sector. Although unions and employee associations -

there include a larger propprtlon (over two-fifths).of the
total. number of workers (about 16 million) than in the
private sector, they do,not perform their negotiating func-
tions as fully, freely, or surely.' Many of the labor organiza-
tions are relatively new and inexperienced. Collective
bargaining, furthermore, is still unevenly accepted by public

‘employers, in some instances having been rejected outright.

The strike, too, is.commonly forbidden in the public sector;
the summary dismissal of federal air traffic controllers who
walked off the job-in August 1981 is bound to encgurage or
reinforce ‘‘hard-line”’ positions in other jurisdictions. Where
strikes or other voluntary interruptions of service are legal or
tolerated the inconvenience and resentment felt by ordmafy
citizens may nevertheless act as a partial deterrent. Fmally
machinery for impartial and bmdmg arbitration is still ng
used routinely or as a last resort for the settlement of

disputes that threaten to erupt into open hostilities.?
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All these circumstances point to the desirability of labor-
management forums for peaceful exploration and adjust-
ment of differences and for the realization of mutual
benefits at low cost to both sides. This chapter illustrates t

_ variety of cooperative media already used in the public sector

for consultation and problem solving. It takes special ac-
count of the Tennessee Valley experience, which has incor-
porated labor-management arrangements in a larger
framework of regional development. :

As“in the private sector, the committees formed for joint
corsultation’ or problem solving in the _public sector range
wiazely, may overlap, and differ in v1gor, efficacy, and
longevity. Also as-in the private sector, a bilatera] disposition
to temper the adversanal impulse is a prerequisite condition
for constructive collaboration. This condition, though
necessary, is not sufficienf. It cannot be repeated too often;
that leadership, persisten&{ience, knowledge, and skill

are also.required.

EN

% Many. collective bargaining agreements already mclude
provisions for labor-management committees. "Indeed, such
committees are far more prevalent than in the private sector,
where they may be acknowledged in only about 5 percent of
the major contracts. A study made by the U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics (BLS) of 286 bargaining agreements in forcc
in 1970 in 39 of the nation’s larger cities showed provision
for joint committees in 19 percent of the casec.’ Another
BLS study, for the federal agencies and a similar date, found
.a much larger incidence: 44 percent, or 314 of the 671 ex-
amined agreements.* Although many of the committees must
have been only ‘‘paper’’ construcglons, the figures nevér-
theless reflect an awareness of their -potentials and a will-
ingness to experiment. "

-
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Productivity Committees

3

The expansion of public needs and services, the concomi-
tant increase in payrolls and staff, gnd the aggravatio
normal taxpayer resistance by a rele?atless inflation—these
developments have made productivity-a I'vely issue of public
debate since the late 1960s. Thﬁa/ts to solvéncy at all levels of
government have inspired efforts to devise and apply means
of economizing, such as the elimination of less essential ser-
vices, reduction of waste, and 1mp,’rovement of personnel
utilization and-performance.? K

At first, in the early 1970s, ‘‘productivity bargaining”
seemed a practical way toward more effective use of

.workers. The idea was to allow management to ““buy out’’

certain work rules as part of the wage settlement—and

_thereby to reduce unit labor cost and the upward pressure of

jects were set up to improve performance and to cgnsider the
proper division of savings. Although clear befiefits were
discernible from work-rule refc')rm,‘ the design of mutually
acceptable payoff formulas often proved elusive.¢

cost on pr1ces In Nassau County (N.Y.) and elsyere, pro-

An alternatlve approach to product1v1ty advancement hds
entailed the establishment of formal committees through col-
lective bargaining. Some of the committees engage in the
estimation of 'savings attributable to\productivity gain, but
others do not have such duties. A fevsgfathe federal and local
initiatives are briefly described below.

Federal Committees

In 1975-1977, joint productivity councils were set up at
four defense depots.” Civilian employees at each of the
facilities numbered about 6,000. In each case, local officials
of the American Federation of Government Employees and
the Laborers’ International Union signed a memorandum of

A s
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agreement with military commanders. These memoranda,
developed with consulting assistance supphed through the
National Center for Productivity and Quality of Working
Life, outlined common goals, which had to be endorsed by
high authdrity in union headquarters and in the Department
of Defense.

4

Eight committee members selected by each council met
weekly on government time to consider impediments to effi-
cient performance. The recommendations of these commit-
tee§ were forwarded to commanding officers, who then ad-
vised the councils of their decisions. The committee delibera-
tions were conducted with full appreciation that failure to
achieve cooperative cost control could lead to contracting-
out of in-house activities and a consequent loss of jobs.

Expérience over several years has indicated both tanglble
and 1ntapg1ble benefits from the committee system. Perfor-
“mance standards were raised, absenteeism and abuse of sick
leave were reduced, mutual trust between labor and manage-
inent grew, and team work became more natural. Ground-
work was laid for the later use of quality circles at various
«depots. .

One exploratory study, relating to six joint undertakings
in a large ‘midwestern city in the early 1970s, reported
favorably on the work of federal productivity councils and
committees.* It particularly stressed the contribution of open
chanrels of communication to reduction of labor-
management disputes; the two-way flow of information pro-
vided a basis for effective problem solv1ng

Despite such positive features,, another survey, made by

~

the Office of Personnel Management has disclosed a hlgbﬁ

mortality rate.® By 1980, only 4 out of 25 committees set up
in the 1970s under collective bargaining agreements were
reported to be still active. The remainder had either been

abolished or had deteriorated as a result of labor-
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management conflict or indifference to thelr recommenda-
tions. .

G
Local Government , ;

,Joint productivity committees have sprung up in varjous
towns and cities caught between the tide of rising costs "and
the rocks of relatively static and uncertain revenues. The
committees are typically confined to particular agencies or
deﬁartments of government and may fogus on. pafﬁcular
facilities or activities.'® Two examplea are described briefly
below for New York City, which attracted considerable na-
tional attention a few years ago as it teetered on the brink of

™ bankruptcy—-—not alone, but very visibly.

New York Transit Authority. In the 1971 contract negotia-
tions between the New York Transit Authority and the
Transport Workers Union, the two parties agreed to
establish a “‘special joint committee’” for dealing with inade-
quate productivity in bus maintenance.'" This activity, which
engaged about 5,000 workers. had been the subject of long,
intense contention. .

The committee was chartered to review work practices and
schedules, the adequacy of materials and tools, and so forth.
It had an impartial chairman empowered to make binding

“decisions in case of disagreement. Initial success in projects

involving bus maintenance encouraged establishment of
similar committees in other departments. As productivity
improvements led to reduction of manpower requirements,
workers were transferred to other jobs without loss of pay
and more repair work was done in-house rather than con-
tracted out..

Both sides agreed that good resuits had been obtained
under the joint program but felt that fuller rank and file par-
ticipation was essential for maximum benefit. Union fears
that workers would resist employment savings proved un-

-
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warranted. The program prepared the Transit Authority for
participation in the citywide venture describe -\next.

COLA-Productivity Linkage din New York.\ A broader-
based program of cooperation was introduced and pursued
as New York City’s financial prostration neared jrreversibil-
ity. Sweeping readjustments were required in pay and in
union-management relations affecting soml%/ 250,000
employees. Piecemeal approaches to productivity stimula-
tion had proved inadequate. More thorough reforr\p,became
a prerequisite to federal and $tate assistance and to continu-
ing credit-worthiness ingeneral. X

" The new citywide program, begun in the latter 1970s under
the eye of a state monitoring board, has entailed a stay of
wage increases, lowering of employment ceilings (through at-
trition rather than layoffs), and defrayal of COLA (cést—bf-
living adjustments) through productivit\* gains and other
cost savings rather than reduction of serv}ces. Top city, and
union officials make up a Joint Labor-Maragement Produc-
tivity Committee that is chaired by a representative of’the
public and sets broad policy guidelines. Lower tiers; of
similar committees were established for 26 city departments

to plot the conservation of cash outlays without dilution ‘?

services.'? |

A survey of program participants conducted in 1977 found
that sufficient money savings were frequently achieved for)\
payment of the cost-of-living allowances.’* It was felt,

~ however, that the incentive effect would be of short duration
and that commitment would flag as a sense of crisis :
diminished. Union. officials voiced the expected criticisms

that the program infringed on collective bargaining, paid in-
sufficient attention to improvement of employee morale as a
route to productivity gain, and was shaped primarily by
management.

At each_of 16 major public hospitals included in a city ad-
ministration employing a total of about 35,000 workers,va

s
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labor-management committee proposed revenue-yleldlng
projects to meet COLA goals.'* Among the successfu! in-
itiatives requiring no increases in personnel were the installa-
tion of more rigorous systems for collection of fees for out-
patient services, major expansion of auxiliary pharmacy
business, and the more economical use of medichl supplies.
A top level labor-management committee provided informa-
tion and technical assistance to individual hospitals in addi-
tion to setting common policy and’ acting as coordinator.

The contracts negotiated in 1978, between the city and
municipal unions cut the link of COLA and ‘productivity,
ut the committee structure was, retained. Attention shifted
\tbo\ﬁxatters like training and absentee®m, which, of course,
also dear on productmty )

Despite the C1ty s financial straits and the invocation of
cooperati’ve arrangements, the adversarial spirit has remain-
ed very much alive. A fresh example is provided by the com-
ments made on.a cost-of-living award to some 35,000 transit
workers in October 1981; the award was based on a program
designed to yield $16.9 million in $avings.'* The mayor opin-
ed that the decision of the three-man productivity panel to
approve the payment was a ‘‘sham.’’ The head of the Transit
Authority, whowas one of the three panel members, also
had grave m1sg1v1ngs even though he cited savings 1n car
cleaning, consolidation of operatlons in one of the shops,
and a substitution of trucks for trains in picking up fares col-
lected at tfain stations. The productivity panel concept, he
stated, was ‘“‘flawed.”’ Credits, he felt, were being given
where no tangible saving occurred and where workers carried
only the workload expected under approved job
assignments. The union head, also a panel member, was
satisfied with the decision, claiming that it justified the con-
tention that the workers had ‘‘earned and paid for’’ the full
COLA. Savings were cited in the use of energy and in car
maintenance. The neutral member considered the decision
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“fair’’ in the lxght of contract prov1sxons and the facts on
cost-savings and productmty disclosed in a. review lasting
““several weeks.’

3

Qu:ility Circles 5

From defense contractors in the aerospace industry, quali-
ty circles quickly spread to the ,contracting agencies

themselves. A survey made in 1980 by the Office of Person-

nel Management found them in existence at regional or field
installations of the A1r Force; the Navy, and the Federal
Aviation Agency 16 As in industrial practice, the circles com-
pris al m/o ary groups of about eight employees, led
by supe s, who meet weekly. All group members receive
in problem solving. Reported ac-

ents usually feature reductions in rework, error

rates, fuel consumption, and other specific sources of cost.
At the Norfolk Naval Shipyard, which has 12,000
employees, 36 circles are expected to be in operatlon in 1982.
In the initial year, the program included only nine. Although
the program was developed entirely by shipyard manage-

ment, union representatives sit on the committee that directs
it. : A

<

Worker Satisfactibn and Well-Being

Labor-management arrangements that are directed toward
worker concerns and needs are at least as necessary in the
public sector as in the private. First, as already mentioned
earlier in this book, such arrangements may have favorable
splllover effects on productivity. The activity of govemment
is typically labor-intensive, makmg heavy use of services to
create and deliver other services, so worker morale and
motivation have an important bearmg on output quantity
and quility. Furthermore, the products are usually not sold,
so feedback from the marketplace is minimal.*The products

4
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also offen are intangible, preventive, or contingent, so it is
easy for a government worker to lose a vivid sense of the
realities of the competitive external environment of the
customer. Finally, since pay is regular and the job relatively
secure, the daily discontents and frictions of the internal
workplace acquire great psychological momeiit.

Before’ such ircitations can manifest themselves in indif-
férént service or disruptive ‘‘job actions, A they may be
détected for joint address by means of attitude and opinion
surveys. One study, for example, completed for the National
Center for Quality and Working Life in 1978, cited public
worker dqubts about the competence of. management and
discontent with lack of recognition for good perfor-
mance-—while managers appeared satisfied.'” Another exam-
ple a survey made by University of Michigan researchers for
the U.S. Department of Labor and reported in 1980, found
Mnchlgan teachers more unhappy than American workers in
gdperal over various aspects of their jobs. The researchers
concluded that ‘‘school effectiveness may be enhanced if in-

. creased resources are used to establish appropriate problem

solving structures (e.g., strong channels for vertical com-
munication) and those channels are actively used by school
personnel to solve problems e.8., instructional methods).’*'*

»
-

Quality of Working Life . -
Two experiments conducted ik municipalities in the 1970s,

in which consultants to the Quality of Worklife Program at
Ohiq State University’s Center for Human Resource

N Research assisted, illustrate the collaboration of unions.and

management to upgrade work, the workplace, and the
worker with benéfit to performance

Sprmgfzéld Project. In 1974, the district director of the
union (APSCME) representing municipal employees pro-
posed a project’to defuse tense labor-management relations
in Springfield, a city of 80,000 people.’* The union saw an

b
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) opporiunity to improve the public perception of organized

government employees, while the city manager saw an op-
portunity to provide better service. A written agreement,
ratified by 470 union members, established guiding prin-
ciples: twin goals of improving,the work environment and
delivered services; avoidance of issues belonging to the do-
mains of collective bargaining and grievance handling;
setaside of contract provisions for the duration of the project
only if both parties agree; and avoidance of layoffs or
downgrading as a result of the project.

A central cgmmittee, half top management and half union
leaders, moved tc involve rahk-and-file workers in five
departmental mini-committees. These mini-committees, in

“turn, coordinated work groups.at the worksites. Under the

supervision of a foreman, each work group met weekly, over
a month, to identify problems of common concern and to
make recommendations. Over 300 people took part in this
self-examination. The work groups fed back their reports to
the mini-committees, which analyzed the data and presented
the results with recommendation$ to tmployees in their
departments.

The system permitted more open communication and in-
formation exchange throughout the city government and
gave workers a chance to advise on the purchase of equip-
ment used in their jobs. It also permitted work restructuring,
with more responsibility and autonomy for teams—and con-
comitant increase in productivity, reduction of overtime,
and shortening of the actual workday. It allowed enlarge-
ment of the jobs of motor equlpment operators to include
training in welding for in-house repalr work instead of con-
tracting out. ' :

Columbus Project. The Springfield venture led the
regional director of the government workers’, union
(AFSCME) and the Ohio State University consultants to
propose a similar project to the mayor of the much larger

N,
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neighboring city of Columbus. The mayor readily assented,
and a two-yedr agreement was signed (see documentary, ap-
pendix). Necessary funds were supplied by the city, the..
union, and the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and

Welfare.?°

Both sides pledged to keep “adversarial issues outs;de}he
project. Management guaranteed that no reduction of jobs
or pay would be sought, that time for meetings would be
compensated, and that needed training would be provided.
Furthermore, it agreed to work with the union to develop a
plan for sharing with employees any productivity gains
achieved through the project. The union pledged to_make
every effort ‘‘to resolve any grievances filed in contract items
set asxde for trial periods outside the formal grievance pro-
ceduire.”

The same structure was adopted as in Springfield—a top
level committee, mini-committees, and unitary work groups.
Again, communication was greatly facilitated, and problem
. solving at the group level was encouraged. It was recognized
that broad participation in decisionmaking conduces to
broad acceptance of the erﬁerging decisions.

Many different aspects of worklife quality were addressed
during the first two years of the Columbus program. Among
these were: improvement of employee lunchrooms, pro-
cedures for equalization of overtime (as required by the col-
lectlve bargaining confract), design of a system for
evaluating performance, and experimentation with flexible
work scheduling for maintenance personnel. More impor-
tant than the concrete results was the demonstration by the
Columbus and Springfield projects that cooperation could
create an atmosphere and the instrumentality for in-
vestigating alternative modes of organizing work in public’

. services with advantage to both employee satisfaction and
productivity.

s
Do
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Skill Improvement

1

Both parties have long recognized that skill improvement
through training of employees could be a win-win game. In a
number of cities with strong unions and sophisticated
management, innovative training programs have been jointly
planned and organized. These efforts, however, do not ap-
pear to have been as W1dely imitated as they presumably
deserve to be.

An early venture was one §ponsored in 1968 by the district
council of a union of local government employees and New
York City officials for upgrading workers in municipal
hospitals.?! This joiht undertaking, which depended heavily
.on federal funds, provided in-service training for low-rank
employees, enabling some to move into licensed occupations
without interruption ofetheir employment or jeopardy to
their seniority,and other rights. If dramatized the possibility
of caregr development for the dlsadvantaged in public in-
stitutions.

A more recent example is the joint program set up in Troy,
Michigan by the Department of Public Works and Parks and
the AFSCME local.?? The proposal originated with manage-
ment; it started with a general idea about preductivity im-
provér.:ent, but, in the discussion that ensued, training in
health and safety came to the fore as a matter for primary
emphasis. A survey of employees convinced the joint Job
Enrichment and Productivity Committee to accord priority
to training in first aid, the operation of equipment, and
supervision. Further development of this training initiative
followed a detailed work analysis of each job by the person-
nel department and a review of employee recommendations
for improvement. The union withdrew from co-sponsorship
for lack of direct benefit, but it continued to participate with
the Department in furtherance of membership trgining.

v
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Flexzble Work Schedules

‘By 1980, according to the Bureau of Labor Stat1st1cs a
fifth of the employees in public administration were eligible

%-{or some type of flexible work scheduling. Impetus to the,

~

spread of novel arrangements that allow for worker conve-
nience ‘without impeding organizational -operations was
given by passage of thé Federal Employees FleXible and
Compressed Work Schedu es@ct of 1978 (P.L. 95-390). This
law authorized a three-year period. of controlled experimen-
tation for federal civilian émployees to determine the advan-
tages and disadvantages of various alternatives to traditional
uniform work schedules. This experimentation was accom-
modated by temporary modification of certain premium
pay, overtime pay, and scheduling provisions of the Fair
Labor Standards Act.

About 1,500 experifients, involving about 325,000
workers, were under way in federal agencies throughout the
country by 1982. The most popular plans allowed maximum
carryoverf of hours from one pay period to the next; a shorter
“workweek with longer hours per day (4 days, 10 hours per
day), and alternation of the standard and shorter

workweeks.

Although union headquarters have.looked askance at flex-
ible work schedules (as potential threats t0 hard- won stan-
dards. respecting premlum pay and as arrangements that
ought to be accommodated within. the cxiting legal
framework), loc4l unions at federal agencies have been less
circumspect. They have participated with management in
selecting plans and sites for experimentation. In the U.S.
Department of Labor, at least one labor-management task
group has met regularly to monitor the program’s effect on
productivity and to work out answers to technical questions

In ,1981, the Office of Personnel Management found
W1despread approval of flex1t1me among employees and
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supemsors after three years-of experlence, but continuation
‘of the program was not assured. A view strongly held in the
new federal administration is that flexitime should be limited
to cases in which clear benefits in product1v1ty or serV1ce to
the pubhc would result. - . .

" Health and Safety ..

Since the Occupatlonal ‘Safety ‘and” Health Act does not
cover public employees, their protection on the job and
against alcoholic disablement has been-an important topic of
labor-management cooperation. Two urban examples are
briefly considered below. 5

In the District of Columbla, joint committees exist in at
least two departments.of the local government t under the um-
brella of collective bargaining.** A comprehensive and conti-
nuing Jomt program seeks to eliminate dangerous equip-
. ment, to 1mprove safety in the workplace, and to promote
safety consciousness in the repair shop of the Service Depart—
ment. Significant reductions of acadents,énd mjurles have
been reported as well as gain$ in ‘productivity. ,The union and
management also cooperate in dealing w1th tardiness,
absenteeism, and morale, with the union taking major
résponsibility for helping problem workers. In another D.C.
department, concerned with water supply, the union and
management have cooperated in counseling and rehabilita-
tion programs for workers afﬂlgted with alcoholism. This
condition, described as a major “deterrent to productivity,
has affected about 15 percent of the workforce. In the same
department, a joint safety committee is said to have been
notlceably successful in accident prevention. .

3

In the 01ty of Memphis, labor-management committees
were set up in 1971 to combat health and sajety hazards in
the sanitation, public works, and public service departments,
employing about 2,600 workers.** Since high accident rates
were ascribed mainly to poor. maintenance of equipment,
joint committees promoted the timely reporting ‘of malfunc-
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strictér inspection of city izehicles figorous' investiga-
of accidents, and installation .of safety devices. In the
pinion Qf both parties, the comrmttees have had construc-

v

tive influence.- = . . -7 S

. Eniploiment S'ecuri,t; s

- ,!

The fiscal travaxl of the 1970s exposed the vulnerabxhty of
“secure” jobs in the state and local “‘civil se ”” The
1980s will apparently underscore the same u‘:%cunty in
federal employment. Bargau{mg contracts in the public sec-
tor have seldom provided for severance pay; and, in a period
of government retrenchment, the general public and elected
politicians are much more mclmed to 'seek the retention of

§ customary services than the jobs of the “‘bureaucrats’’ per-

forming them. Accordmgly, some interest has developed in
joint programs to anticipate and to allevxate ‘the problems

_,,‘facedhbyh_pubhc sector personnel when budgets are cut and

work is extensively reorganized.
2

New York State C’ommzfttee E 3 -

As an example of the kind of cooperation entailed, we
briefly consider the prografh established by the State of New
York and the Civil Service Employees Association in 1976,
A keyrolein. this program was given to a Jomt committee for
““continuity of employment.”’ This committee included five
management representatives, five union representatives, and

A neutral academic chairman (assisted by a staff of two). Its

work was regarded as adjunct to, and parallel with, the col-
lective bargaining process. The committee’s charter was set
forth in the bargaining agreement, as in the case of the Ar-
mour automation committee descrxbed in chapter 5. Its
assxgnment was to:

a) Study worker dlsplacement problems arising from
*, economy RIFs, programmatlc reductioiis and cur-

P -
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tailments, ctosedowns, relocations, consolidatiorfs,
technological changes, and contracting, o1t; and

b) Make recommendations for the Solution of these
problems, including but not limitéd to the use of nor-
mal and induced attrition (e.g.; early retirements),
sharing of available state job opportunitied (e.g.,

* transfers) indemnification (e.g., severance pay), and |

transition to work in the labor market- beyond state

employment (e.g., retralnmg) N —_

In- 1ts first three years, the committee studied the status and
adjustments of 10,000 workers already laid off, proposed
remedial actions, made policy recommendations on job
security, and conducted several demonstration pro_uects on

f,,
avoidance of layoff by workforce plann;ng and reassign- Y
ment. ~

The committee’s efforts to help laid off workers were only
__ ““minimally effective.’”’ Of the 10,000 in the original cohort,
1,200 remained unemployed or were underutilized. A'center
was accordingly set up, at state expense, to assist through
counseling, referral retraining, and outplacement in the .
private sector. The target group, however, was not generally
receptive; it consisted largely of older workers, and only

about 10 percent clearly benefited

The committee Was more suc\gsful in devwmg an alter-
native to the state’s layoff policy. It proposed workforce
reductan through attrition and the offer of retraining for
other JObS in the same-arga at comparable grades. These con-
cepts were subsequently applied to state efforts to, de-
. . institutionalize mental health care.

In 1979, New York State and the Civil Service Employees
Association agreed to extend the scope of cooperatlon
beyond continuity of employment. A’ Commiftee on the
Work Environment and Productivity ‘was established with
nine members repreSentlng labor, rr.anagement and the

ooooo
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and recommendations concerning performance evaluation,
productivity, and quality of working life. A major goal set
for 1979-1982 was ‘‘enhancing the lives of employees at the
workplace and improving productivity through cooperative
labor-management committees.”’*¢ A sum of $2 million was
appropriated for demonstratlon prOJects employee surveys,
etc. :

Tl Pensions’

Provision for retirement income now exists for public
employees at all levels of government. The contributory
federal program for civil servants was enacted in 1920.
(Federal pension and related benefits for war veterans trace
back to 1792.) The first city pension plan, set up in New
York.in 1857, was confined to policemen. New York City

~ was also the site of the first mutual aid program for teachers,

established in 1869; employer contributions did not begin
until 1898. Among the states, Massachusetts led the way in
setting up a pension program for all its employees (1911).
With the growth of the merit system, the scope and number
of public plans has increased steadily during the present cen-
tury.?” :

The expansion of public pension plans in the past two
decades has been enormous, especially at the state and local
levels. Public employee unions have been active in seeking
pension gains as part of total compensation. By 1975, 6,698
public plans were in force, including 68 at the federal level;
and over 90 percent of public employees were covered (10.4
million full-time and part-time state and local employees ard
5 million others on federal civilian and military payrolls).?*
Union officials are included in retirement boards that ad-
minister state and local plans; they participate in. mvestment
decisions.

Fiscal difficulties at all levels of government have invited
closer scrutiny of pension benefits, financing, and ad-

13
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ministration. Unions have negotiated with administrators

and legislators on proposed changes intended to reduce

costs. Studies of the management of state and local pension

funds—assets amounting to more than $46 billion in

1976—have revealed widespread inadequacies tending to

reduce investment income and accordingly to increase the
. burden on taxpayers.?®

In the mid-1970s, 'when New York City could no longer
sell its bonds on the open market or refinance existing debt
without guarantees from the state and federal governments,
-municipal unions approved the use of employee pension
fund money for purchase of large amounts of the city’s notes
and bonds. According to a leading industrial relations
scholar, *‘this made the unions de facto partners in the
management of the city.”” He also noted, however, that
“‘there is little evidence that unions in New York City have
abandoned, or even diluted, in a gignificant way their ag-
gressiveness and intensity OF effort in collective
bargaining.’’*? -

Tennessee Valley Authority

To developing nations, the Tennessee Valley Authority
(TVA) has, for almost half a century, served as a model of
integrated planning for the economic and social development
of a ‘‘backward’’ region. In the United States, attitudes
toward this gem of thé New Deal has been ambivalent and
inconstant—except, perhaps, with regard to its brilliant
record of labor-management cooperation—over several
decades. This record commands our attention not only
because of the durability of the collaboration but alsc
because of the size of the organization (more than 40,000
employees), the number of unions and states involved, and
the extensive tie-ins with the private sector. Very recently, in
1981, the historic harmony appeared ready to end in Bitter

~discord; and this development, too, is reason for taking
special notice of the TVA phenomenon.
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Committee System

The design for cooperation at TVA proceeded from a vi-
sionary idealization of economic democracy, but it also tcok
account of a worldly precedent: the B&O plan discussed in
an earlier chapter. A guiding premise was that collective
bargaining-and cooperation are not only compatible but-also
essential to effective operation.®' Article X of the contract
negotjated between TVA and the Trades and Labor Council
_of 16 craft unions in 1940 called for a two-tier committee
structure:

1. TVA and the Council, having recognized that
cooperation between management arid employees is
indispensable to the accomplishment of the purposes

. for which TVA has been established, maintain and
support a Central Joint Cooperative Committee and
local joint cooperative committees as an effective
meéans by which to foster such cooperation.

2. These cooperative committees give consideration to
such matters as the elimination of waste; the conser-
vation of materials, supplies, and energy; the im-
provement of quality of workmanship and services;
the promotion of education and training; the correc-
tion of conditions making for mlsunderstandmgs, the
encouragement of courtesy in the rélations of
employees with the public; the safeguarding of
health; the prevention of hazards to life and property;
and the strengthening of the morale of the service.
The committees shall, however, not consider and act
upon subjects or dlsputes the adjustment of which is
provided for by Articles VI, VII, and VIII of thlS
agreement(_lurlsdlct}on grievances, wages).

Later, .similar provision was made in the agreement with
unions representing white-collar workers (e.g., the TVA
Engineering Association and the Office and Professional
Employees International Union). Additional information on
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the committee system is given in the last entry of the
documentary appendix. :

In 1980, the Central Policy Corﬁ'r?ﬁfiee oversaw 119 en-
tities—64 ‘‘conferences’ including white-collar workers, 15
‘‘committees’® including: workers in the 16 building trades,
and 40 “‘groups’’ including both blue-collar and white-collar

workers. Each of these entities has 15-30 members (both

labor and management), and each member represents 8-15
employees. Meeting monthly, each committee or conference
deals with proposed solutions to problems of morale, pro-
ductivity, quality, housekeeping, etc. that cannot be settled
by the bargaining process.

The committees and cYOnferences solicit suggestions for im-
provement (from- managers as well as hourly workers!),
Many of the suggestions are offered by groups of employees.
Approved suggestions do not earn cash awards; instead, they
are given wide publicity. Most of the suggestions relate to
work methods, quality of service, and waste; others relate to
safety, health, training, morale, and the work
environment.3?

Relation to Collective Bargaining

In principle, the committees and conferences are required
to steer clear of matters subject to formal contract negotia-
tion, like pay, and grievances for which machinery already
exists. In practice, however, these extra-normal entities have
naturally engaged in discussions of issues that eventually are
decided in contract negotiations. In 1975, the contracts were
amended to allow recommendations on negotiable matters.

Negotiations concerning wages and fringe benefits, while
conducted separately from committeée-conference delibera-
tions, are not intensely adversarial as a rule. TVA employees
are supposed to be paid according to area prevailing pay
rates. Surveys of these scales are conducted jointly—a pro-

cedure that has normally reduced, even if it does not
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eliminate, the acrimony so common in conventional bargain-
ing. '

; A Quality of Worklife Venture

In 1974, a joint experiment was begun to expand the scope
of, and to create more interest in, the cooperative con-
ferences of white-collar employees.** The Chattanooga of-
fice of the Division of Transmission and Engineering was
selected as the site; it employed 300 persons, including
engineers, draftsmen, supervisors, and office workers. The
aim of the project was to determine organizational changes
that would create a more satisfying work environment and
conduce to higher productivity.

With the assistance of independent consultants, the com-
mittee in charge conducted interviews, made surveys, and
held meetings and workshops to encqurage interest in pro-
jects that could lead to greater employee influence over daily
work. As might be expected, first-line supervisors at first

‘resisted, fearing transfer of decisionmaking authority on

technical matters to their staffs. Some projects were
stimulated on work restructuring, flexible scheduling,
recognition of merit in pay, and performance evaluation. An
important result of the venture was to enlarge the scope of
cooperative conferences in all TVA divisions.

In.addition to the committee-conference system, there are
programs for joint address of special topics of mutual in-

~ terest. Thus, joint training committees develop and ad-

minister courses for operators and apprentices. A joint
health insurance committee monitors the medical insurance
plan. A joint committee eychanges ideas on job classifica-
tion. s .
The New Dishermony

While officials of TVA and the many unions involved
have consistently and strongly supported the committee- /




222 Public Sector Collaboration .

conference system, the era of goc feeling may have come to
an end in 1981. In September, the TVA Board and five
white-collar unions, representing 17,500 employees, sharply

" disagreed over new contract terms affecting pay and promo-

tion. Pro-strike sentiment was tempered by fresh memory of
the fate of federa] air traffic controllers, who were summari-
ly dismissed after their August walkout.** A settlement was
finally reached, but the unions decided to cancel their par-
ticipation in the voluntary program of cooperative con-
ferences begun in 1947. For the time being, the blue-collar
workers continued to support their cooperative committees.

The unusual bitterness of the dispute reflected a major
shift in labor-management styles over the past few years: In-
flation and budgetdry constraints have motivated greater
management stress on productivity and cost-cutting. Unions
appear to have become less 1nc11ned to cooperate in these
regards and more inclined to concentrate on ‘“‘maintaining
gains won during the past through the only effedtive

.mechanism available—collective bargaining.’’*

)
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Looking Ahead

This brief chapter comments on the near term outlook for
labor-management cooperation in the light of past
developments-and current signs. Accordingly, it leans heavi-
ly on the content of earlier chapters. On the whole, it sug-
gests a considerable quickening of the tempo, and extension
of the range, of collaborative activity at the industry, enter-

‘prise, and community levels.
- 'We should recall first what amounts tp a necessary, but

not sufficient, condition for the quickening and extension
just mentioned: the American style of industrial relations has.
already proved hospitable to pragmatic, even creative, prob-
ings for collaborative opportunity. The preceding chapters

{(and the documentary appendix) amply attest to the trial and

practice of many varieties of joint activity that have counter-
parts in West Europe and Japan. They also should alert the
reader to the possibility of underestimating the actual level

~of labor-management cooperation in the United

States—because of the prevalence, open-endedness, and
adaptability of decentralized collective bargaining.

The Americén style of industrial relations promises to

‘become still more hospitable to collaboration in the near

future as: (1) its usual adversarial thrust is restrained (not

227
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abandoned) and (2)’,,the federal government abdicates or at- .
ténuates various roles it had assumed in the past few decades
as a third party representing the perceived ‘‘public interest.”
The moderation of the adversarial spirit (which animates‘the
“‘normal”, competition and conflict of labor and manage-
ment in the United States) and the federal retreat will leave
" greater scope for the co-e)ustmg voluntaristic impulse to
joint endeavor. : S

Future reinforcement of the voluntary.disposition' to
cooperate is suggested by .a number of pervasive cir-
. cumstances. Among these are: .

1.A proneness to (a) intolerable rates of price inflation
and (b) wage increases far in excess of productivity gains.

2. Slow, uncertain, and uneven economic growth in a set-
ting of very high interest rates and huge defense demands.

3. Intense foreign competition for markets in the United
States as well as markets abroad.

4. Aging of the labor force, which will (for this and other
reasons) become more security-oriented. a '

5. Attrition of the economic base of once-prosperous
areas.and regions of the country.

6. More determined automatization and robotization of
production, threatening various conventional skills and ex-
isting jobs. ¢

7. Budgetary stringency at the state and local levels
diminishing the bargaining power of public service unions.

L Efforts to reduce drastically the federal presence in

“‘regulation’’ and in social welfare arrangements may be ex-
pected to encourage labor and management to (1) minimize
disturbance to existing equilibria and to (2) expand the cur-
rent range of topics for negotiation and cooperation.
Presumably, the two parties will wish to limit the new uncer-
tainties surrounding the devolution of federal responsibilities
to lower jurisdictions and nongovernmental bodies. They
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will also have to fill gaps left by the weakenmg of federal
commitment to worker health and safety, pollution conttol,
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training, and so forth. Incidentally, the shifting of burdens |

from the federal government to local jurisdictions will con-
tribute to the budgetary stringency c1ted in the preceding
. paragraph . ae

)

The seven perJvaswe circumstances listed above may be ex-
pected to prorhote collaboratlon along these hnes

1. The sharing’ of financial and cost 1nformatlon with
unions by.companies in dire stralts (a conditional ““opening
of the books™). . PR N

2. The placement of labor leaders on _more company
boards of directors.!

3. Retention, insofar as practxcable, of . otherwise laid off
workers for training in problem solving techniques and in gc-
cupations rieeded for future productlve activities.?

4, Pr0motlon of company, industry, and area products
- and lobbymg for import limitations.

5. Borrowing from pens1on funds to help ailing local.-

,governments

6. Company assistance to empFoyees in the acqulsmon of
relinquished facilities (e.g., through stock ownership plans)
and also in the operation of them for short initial periods
(e.g., through supply or sales contracts). “

7. Grudging acquiescence of unions in wage concessions,
work-rule changes, etc., intended to cut costs and save
jobs—in return for future profit sharing.’ :

8. Increased agreeableness of unions, a5 they become less

able to win substantial gains in wages and fringe benefits, to

cater to the interests of younger and better educated workers
in QWL, participative, and problem solving programs.

9. Greater readiness of unions and employers to enter,
under appropriate conditions, into joint programs for rais-
ing productivity, improving. product quallty, and safeguard-
ing health and safety.

-

-
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10. Greater willingness of national labor leaders to par-
ticipate in a credible price-wage stabilization program in the
event of a federal reversal of proclaimed policy.

Despite the anti‘c_ipated quickening of the tempo of col-

. « laboration and the anticipated extension of the range, dif- ¢
ficulty will continue to be experienced at the enterprise, in-
dustry, and community levels-in starting up, maintaining, or
expanding specific joint programs. Enthusiasm of the two

. . O § )
parties for cooperation’is far more relevant than the en-
thusiasm of academic observers and media commentators.*

. It is easier to assert.the basic requirement of mutual trust

than to show the two parties how to revise their attitudes

fundamentally.. Where mutual trust. has already led to

_ cooperation, a ‘recession can wreck a _successful

program—e.g., by forcing the layoff of ‘workers in quality
circles or other problem solvini:;programs whose jobs were
supposed to be protected.’ This ‘cautionary paragraph could
be extended to point to other problems, such as the uncer-
tainty of getting sustained top-level leadership and commit-
ment. External economic,_ pressutes and federal retreat,
however, will improve the probability of attitudes and ¢
_behavior favorable to meaningful coopération. ’

3
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1. Douglas Fraser, “Labor on Corporate Boa:ds," ghallenge, July/August 1981, pp.
30-33. . ) c

2. See remarks by R. J. Conklin and S. P, Rubinstein in Business Week, January 11, 1982,
pp. 108-109, ’

3. While this book was being processed for publication, UAW concluded new agreements
with Ford and GM that could greatly assist revival of the American automobilé industry.
The agreement negotiated with Ford andl approved by uniort members in February 1982 1s
included in-the documentary appendix. ; .

4. Ivar Berg,.Marcia Freedman, and Michael Freeman, Management and Work Reform. A
Limited Eng8gement (New York: The Free Press, 1978), pp. 260-261.

5. The remarks cited ig f5'qtrgotc 2 appear in an article titled “Will the Slide Kill Quality
Circles?” .
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Appendix A K
Documentary Appendix .

.
-

For easy reference, the 25 selected documents that follow are

arranged in five sections: the national scene (I), the industry

level (I1), the community level (III), the company. level v,

and the pubhc sector (V). Some items appearing in one sec- )
tion, howewer, could reasonably have been classified in -
another—as tke ngxt paragraph make&clear .

" Two categorles of documents are distinguished in the flI‘St
section. One category (illustrated by three itemns marked with
the prefix IA) refers to cooperative entities established under
public or private auspices to deal with broad policy issues of
natienal import. The documents in the second category (ten
demgn‘ated by the prefix IB) .emanate from a national
body—public (e.g., the Congress) or private (e.g., a national
association or nonprofit foundation)—=but really focus on
coopeation at the.level of the company or a plant. Accord-
ingly, a reader interested in' the documents grouped in IV
may also wish to consult those in IB. .

- < N Id

Contents of Documental:y Appendl,x

I. The National Scene
IA:1 A Presidential Advisory Commlttcc (1981)
! 1A:2 A anate Policy Group (1981)
IA:3 An Earlier Presidential Committee (1961)
[B:1 National Productmty and Quality of Working Life Act
© of 1975
' IB:2 Comprehensive Employment and Training Act
) Amendments of 1978

.. 1B:3 Full Employment and Balanced Growth Act of 1978
v 1B:4 A Joint Economic Committee Report
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II.

I1I.

Iv.

1B:5 A Policy Statement of the National Commission on
®  Productivity and Work Quality

IB:6 Guidance for Company Committees—National Ccnter
for Productivity and Quality-of Working Life

IB:7 . Sample of Committee Bylaws—Federal Mediation and

“ 7 Conciliation Service

IB:8 Sample of Committee Contract—Federal Mediation
and Conciliation Service

IB:9 A Policy Recommendation on Alcoholism

IB:10 A Policy Statement of a Committee to Fight Inflation

&

Industry Level

1I:1  Letter of Cochairmen of Steel Tnpamte Advisory

- Committee
II:2  Outline of Agreement on Retail Food Committee

' II:3  Memorandum of Understanding on St. Louis

Construction L
11:4 Agrcement ona C‘ lifornia Nuclear Project

Commumty chcl
III:1 Report on Jamestown (N.Y.) Commlttee

Company Level .

IV 1 'GM-UAW Letter of Agreement on Quahty of Worklife
Program

IV:2 United States Steel-United Steclworkcrs Agreement
on Participation Teams

IV:3 AT&T-CWA Agreement of 1980

1V:4 AT&T-CWA Statement of Principles on Worklife

- Quality

IV:5 . Mountain Bell-CWA Letter of Understanding
on Flexitime -

IV:6 Scanlon-Plan Agreement at Midland-Ross

IV:7 UAW-Ford Agreement, February 1982

v

Public Sector * )

V:1 Bylaws of Committee of New York State and Civil
Service Employees Association 3

V:2 Columbus-AFSCME Agreement on Quahty of
Worklife Committee

Vi3  TVA-Tennessee Valley Trades and Labor Council
Agreement on Cooperative Committees
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Section 1
- : The National Scene

IA:1

: Execufive Order
Establishing the National Productivity
Advisory Committee (1981)

By the authority vested QOe as President by the Constitution of the
United States of America, and in order to establish in accordance with
the provisions of the Federal Advisory Committee Act, as amended 6]
U.S.C. App. 1), an advisory comimittee on strategies for increasing na-
tional producuvxty in thé United States, it is hereby ordered as follows:

Section 1, Establishment. (a) There is established the National Produc-
tivity Advisory Committee. Theé Committex shall be composed of
distinguished citizens appointed by the President, only one of whom may
be a full-tlmc offi ccr or employee of the chcral Government,

(b) The Presndent shall designate a Chairraan from among thc
members of the Committee.

Section 2. Functmns. (a) The Committee shall \dvise the President and
the Secretary of the Treasury through the Cabini:t Council on Economic
Affairs on the Federal Government’s role in achieving hlgher levels of
national productivity and economic growth. ,

(b) The Committee shall advise the {President, the Secretary of the
Treasury and the President’s Task Force on Regulatory Relief with
respect to the potential impact on national producuvnty of Federal laws
and regulations. . -

(c) The Committee shall advise and WOrk closely ‘with the Cabinet
Council on Economic Affairs (composed of the secretaries of the
Treasury, State, Commerce, Labor, and Transportatlon, the United
States Trade Representative, the Chairman of the Council of Economic
Advisers, and the Director of the Office of Management and Budget),
the Assistant to the President for Policy Development, and other govern-
mental offices the President may deem approprlate

(d) In the performance of its advisory dutxes the Committee shall con-
duct a continuing review and assessm/ent of national productivity and
shall advise the Secretary of «the Treasury and the Cabinet Council on
Economic Affairs. /
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Section 3. Administration. (a) The heads of Executive agencies shall,
to the extent permitted by law, provide the Committee such information
with respect to productivity as it may require for the purpose of carrying
out its-functions,

(b) Members of the Committee shall serve without compensation for
their work on the Committee. However, members of the Committee who
are not full-time officers or employees of the Federal Government shall
be entitled to travel expenses, including per diem in lieu of subsistence, as
authorized by law for persons serving intermittently in government ser-
vice (5 U.S.C. 5701-5707):

(c) Any administrative support or other expenses of the Committee
shall be paid, to the extent permitted by law, from funds available for the
expenses of the Department of the-Treasury. .

(d) The Executive Secretary of the Cabinet Council on Economic Af-
fairs shall serve as the Executive Secretary to the National Productivity

" Advisory Committee. N .

Section 4. General. (a) Notwithstanding any other Executive Order,

" the responsibilities of the President under the Federal Advisory Commit-

.ce Act, as amended, except that of reporting annually to the Congress,
which are applicable to the advisory committee established by this Order,
shall be performed by the Secretary of the Treasury in accordance with
guidelines and procedures established by the Administrator of General
Services.

(b) The Committee shall terminate on December 31, 1982, unless
sooner extended. .

RONALD REAGAN

THE WHITE HOUSE,
November 10, 1981.
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New Lal)gr»M;l‘mg/en::toGroup Formed (1981)

a) Press Release

WASHINGTON, D:C., March 4—The formation ,of a newly conb
stituted Labor-Management Group was announced today at a press con-
ference here. The new group represents an attempt by both business and
labor to'maintain a continuing dialog.

John T. Dunlop, Harvard Lamont University professor and former
Secretary of Labor, is coordinator of the group: Lane Kirkland, presi-
dent of the AFL-CIO, is chairman of the labor group and Clifton C.
Garvin, Jr., chairman ‘of the Exxon Corporation, is chairman of the
management group.

" Both the labor and nfanagcmcnt members of the new. group ‘have .

agreed upon a Statement of Purpose which will guide the group’s ac-
tivities. (Note: Statement attached to this press release.)

In addition to Mr. Kirkland, the labor leaders who have been involved
are: Thomas R. Donahue, secretary/treasurer, AFL-CIO; John H.
Lydns, president of the Iron Workers; Lloyd McBride, president of the
United Steel Workers of America; Martin J. Ward, president of the
United Association of Journeymen & Apprentices of the Plumbing &
Pipe Fitters Industry of the U.S. & Canada, and William H. Wynn,
president_of the United Food and Commercial Workers. Additional
labor members will be added.

In addition to Mr. Garvin, the business leaders who have been involv-
ed are: James H. Evans, chairman and CEO of the Union Pacific Cor-
poration; Philip M. Hawley, president and CEO of Carter, Hawley,

Hale Stores, Inc.; Dr. Ruben F. Mettler, chairman of TRW, Inc.; Irving .

S. Shapiro, chairfhan of the board, E. I. duPont deNemours & Co.;
George P. Shultz, president of the Bechtel Group, Inc.; Roger B. Smith,
chajrman and CEO, General Motors Corporation; John F. Welch,
chairman-clect of the General Electric Company, and Walter B.
Wriston; chairman of CitiCorp.

e \ b) Statement of Purposé

¥

The U.S. faces a period in its history when non-inflationary economic
growth and full employment are essential to the maintenance of a free
and healthy society. . . .

b
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American labor and business see these as necessary mutual goals to pro-
vide our society with new and expanded job opportumtres, increased liv-
ing standards, international compctrtrvcncss in an interdependent world
and the capacity to meet social commitments.

With these objectives in mind, the Labor-Management Group will meet
on a voluntary basis to.search for solutions. to a wide range of i issues.

The pnncrpaT focus of the Group’s discussions wﬁ} be in the area of
economic policy in which its collective experience is widely. based. In
framing its drscussrons, the Group is mindful that it is but one of many
groups whose opinions may be sought in shaping the nation’s policies.
The Group s recommendations must considér its obligations to the
asprratrons of all Amerrcans, intluding the Just demands for equity by
inorities, women and those for whom social justice is still a dream.

The Qatronal interest requrrcs a new spirit of mutual trust and coopera-
tion, even though management and organized labor are, and will remain,
adversaries on many issues. . -

~
The uniqueness of America lies in the vitality of its free institutions.
Among these, a-free labor movement and a free enterprise economy are
essential to the achievement of social and political stability and economic
prosperity for all. It is destructive to society and to business and organiz-
ed labor, if in our legitimate adversarial roles, wexquestion the right of
.our institutions to exist and perform their legititnate functions. In per-
forming these functions, we recognize that both Yarties must respect
deeply hcld views even when they disagree.

One rccognmon of the legitimacy of our respcctrve institutions is
demonstrated in the process of free collective bargaining. We believe that
both the democratic right of employees to determine the issue of,
representation and the process of collective bargaining must not be
thrcatcned by occasions of excessive bchavror by employcrs or unions.

The Group will use the wider relatronshrps its individual members have in
the business and labor communities to broaden its knowledge of issues,
to improve the-sxerall labor-management climate and to communicate
the results of its deliberations to its respective assaciates.

The complexity of issues suggests the Group ma} not find complete con-
sensus on all the issues it explores. When it docs‘it will communicate its
views publicly. Otherwrsc, the partrcrpants° reserve to themselves the
privilege to address issues in their individual capacities.

.The Group intends to.look closely at the issues it knows best and how
they are affected by public policy. These are the issues that grow out of
our experiences in industries and localities. Further we intend to explore
a wide range of issues wrth particular emphasis on revrtalrzing the
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1 nation’s economic base, rebuilding the private and public infrastruct
‘ ori which our productive capacity as a nation wcpends, and stimula
safe and efficient means for meeting the nation’s energy needs.

Febtuary 3, 1981
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Executive Order No. 10918

. . - Establishing The President’s Advisory
Committee on LabokManagement Policy

By virtue of the authority vested in me as President of the United
States, it is ordered as follows:.

Section 1. There is hereby established the President’s Advisory Com-
mittee on Labdr-Management Policy (hereinafter referred to as the Com-
riittee). The Committee shall be composed of the Secretary of Labor, the
Secretary of Commerce, and nineteen other members who shall be
designated by the President from time to time. Of the nineteen
designated members, five shall be from the public at large, seven shall be

. from labor, and seven shall be from management. The Secretary of
Labor and the Secretary of Commerce shall each alternatively serve as |,
chairman of the Committee for periods of one year, the Secretary of
Labor to so serve during the first year following the date of this order.

Section 2. The Committee shall study, and shall advise with and
make recommendations to the President with respect to, policies that
may be followed by labor, management, or the public which will pro-
mote free and responsible collective bargaining, industrial peace, sound
wage and price policies, higher standards of living, and increased pro-
ductivity. The Committee shall include ameng the matters to be con-
sidered by it in connection with its studies and recommendations
(1) policies designed to ensure that American products are competitive in
world markets, and (2) the benefits and problems created by automation
and other .technological advances. .

Section 3. All executive departments and agencies of the Federal
Government are authorized and directed to cooperate with the Commit-
tee and to furnish it such information and assistance, not inconsistent
with law, as it may require in the performance of its duties.

Section 4. Consonant with law, the Department of Labor and the
Department of Commerce shall, as may be necessary for the effectuation
of the purposes of this order, furnish assistance to the Committee in ac-
cordance with section 214 of the act of May 3, 1945, 59 Stat. 134
(31U.S.C. 691). Such assistance may include detailing employees to the
Comnmittee, one of whom may serve as executive officer of the Commit-
tee, to perform such functions, consistent with the purposes of this
order, as the Committee may assign to them, and shall include the fur-
nishing of necessary office space and facilities to the Committee by the
Department of Labor. , . ’

JOHN F. KENNEDY

THE WHITE HOUSE
February 16, 1961
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IB:1

tion 204 of the National Produciivity -
and Quality of Working Life, Act of 1975 (P.L. 94-136)

BN

This section 'stated 15 *‘functions’’ of the new National Center for
Productivity and Quality of Working Life that it established. Two of
these functions are particularly relevant to this book, viz., to: .

(6) encourage, support, and initiate efforts in the public or

private sector specifically designed to improve ¢ooperation

between labor and management in the achievement of con-

tinued productivity growth: Provided, however, That no ac-

tivities of the Center involving consideration of issues includs, ,

ed in a specific labor-management agreement shall be under- *

taken without the consent and cooperation of the parties to

that agreement; ' : ,

(12) encourage and coordinate the efforts of State and local ,
governments, and institutions of higher education, to im-
prove productivity; ) .




: . IB2
. Section 6 of Comprehensive Employment & Training Act
‘Amendments of 1978 (CETA)

-~

Assstance to Plant, Area, and Industeywide
Labor Management Committees ~ - .

‘ Scc. 6 (a) This section may be cited as the ““Labor Management
Coopcratlon Act of 1978.”
% (b) It is the purpose of this section—
. (1) ta improve communication between representatlves of labor
and management;
(2) to provide workers and employcrs with opportunities to study
and explore new and innovative joint approaches to achieving °
organlzatlonal effectiveness;
(3) to assist workers and employers in solvmg problems of mutual
concern not susceptible to resolution within the collectlve bargain-
- ing process;
. (4) to study and explore ways of eliminating potentlal problems
which reduce the competitiveness and inhibit the economic’
development of the plant, area or mdustry,
(5) to enhance the involvement of workers in making decisions that
. «  affect their workmg lives; 3 ‘
(6) to expand and improve working relationships between workers
and managers; and ;
(7) to encourage free collective bargaining by establishing continu-
ing mechanisms for communication between employers and their -
employees through Federal assistance to the formation and opera-
i"‘ . tion of. labor management committees. )
(&) (1) Section 203 of the Labor-Management Relations Act, 1947, is
amended by adding at the end thereof the following new subsection:
‘(e) The Service is authorized- and directed to encourage and
support the establishment and.operation of joint labor manage-
inent activities conducted by plant, area, and 1ndustryw1dc commit-
tees designed to improve labor management relationships, job
sccurlty and organizational effectlveness, in accordance with the
provisions of section 205A."’.
(2) Title II of the Labor-Management Relations Act, 1947, is amendcd
by adding after section 205 the following new séction: .
“‘Sec. 205A. (a) (1) The Service is authorized and directed to provnde
assistance in the establishment and operation of plant, area and in-
" dustrywide labor management committees which—
© “YA) have been organized jointly by employers and labor organiza-
tions representing employees in that plant, area, or industry; and

-
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*(B) are establishéd for the purpose of improving labor manage-*

ment relatlonshlps, job security, organizational effectlveness,
enhancing economic developmcnt or mvolvmg workers in decisions
affecting their jobs mcludmg improving communication with
respect to-subjects of mutual interest and concern.

*“(2) 'rhe Service'i§ authorized and-directed to enter into contracts and
to make grants, where necessary or appropnate, to fulfill its respon-
sibilities under this section.

““(b) (1) No grant may be made, no contract may be entered into and

no other assistancé may be provided under the provisions of this section
to a plant labor management committee_ unless the employees in that
plant are represented by a labor organization and, there is in effect at that
plant a collective bargaining agreement.
" "¢(2) No grant may be made, no contract may be entercd into and no
other assistance may be provided undér the provisions of. this section to
an area or industrywide labor management commitfee unléss its par-
ticipants include any labor organizations certified or recogmzed as the
representative of the employees of an employer partlclpatmg in such
committee. Nothing in this clause shall prohibit participation in an area
or industrywide committee by an employer. whose employees are not
. represented by a labor organization.

“(3) No grant may be made under the provisions of this section to any
labor management committee which the Service finds to have as one of
its purposes the discouragement of the exercise of rights contained in sec-
tion 7 of the National Labor Relations Act (29 U.S.C. 157), or the i in-
terference with collective bargaining in any plant or industry.

*!(c) The Service shall carry out the provisions of this section through
an office established for that purpose.

*(d) There are authorized to be appropriated to carry out the provn-
sions of this section $10,000,000 for the fiscal year 1979, and such sums
as may be necessary thereafter.”’.

(d) Section 302(c) of the Labor Management Relations Act, 1947, is
amended by striking the word *‘or’’ after the semicolon at the cnd of sub-
paragraph (7) thereof and by i ingerting the following before the period at
the-end thereof.*; or (9) with respect to money or other things of value
paid by an employer to a plant, area or industrywide labor management
committee established for one or more of the purposes set forth in sec-
tion 5(b) of the Labor Management Cooperation Act of 1978"’.

(e) Nothing in this section or the amendments made by this section
shall affect the terms and conditions of any collective bargammg agree-
ment whether in effect prior to or entered into after the date of enact-
ment of this section.

REPEALER

Sec. 7. Section 104 of the Emergency Jobs and Unemployment .

Assistance Act of 1974 (Public Law 93-567) is hereby repealed.
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‘ : IB3
Excerpt from Full Employment and Balanced Growth Act of
1978* (P. L‘ 95-523)

f

’ a. \Scctlon fO9 amends Employmcnt Act of 1946 by adding a new Sec-_

tion 8, of which 8(c) (4).cites this “structural policy” to “rcducc the rate
of mﬂatlon” , ,

@) cncouragcmcnt to Iabor and managcment to increase produc-
tivity within the national framework.of full cmployment through
voluntary arrangements in industries and- cconomxc scctors

b. Section 111 adds a new Secfion 9 to the Employment Act of 1946
that calis for “advxsory boards” to the President, the Council of
Economic Advisers, and: federal agencies: N

b) Such advisory board or boards shall include appropriate
representation of labor, small and large businesses and industries,
agriculture, commerce, State and local officials, and the public at
_large, and shall advise and consult with respect to matters related to
‘this Act, the Full Employment and Balanced Growth Act of 1978,
and other appropriate matters rclated to nat:onal economic pro-
,grams and policies. :

e
.« - >

éAlso known as Humphrey-Hawkins Act.
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Excerpt from The 1981 Midyear Report: Productmty, Report
of the Joint Economic Committee, Congress of the Umted
Statw, July 23 1981 '

14

-

Recommgndation No. 9: Encourage Labor and Management to
Cooperate in Improving Long-Run Productxvxty and Competitiveness.

Cooperatjve activities by labor and management may significantly
enhance government efforts to smooth adjustment problems and pro-
ective uses of human resources. In hundreds of individual
plants as well as several dozen industries and local communities, commit-
tees composed of worker and employer representatives have been formed
to find acceptable solutions to issues of common congern.

At the plamt level, for example, labor-management committees have
arranged for trammg programs to meet changing skill requirements of
employers and to alleviate labor bottlenecks. In other cases, labor and
< Management have worked together to redesign production processes or
deal with special workplace problems such as absenteeism. Commumty-
wide committees have sought to encourage cooperative activities in local
plants-and create conditions that foster economic development. Labor-
management committees in the retail food and steel industries have dealt
with regulatory problems; in the railroad industry, cooperatlve projects
have experimen ed with manpower and other changes to increase the ef-
ficiency of certain routes, While the scale, mjx of activities, and success
has varied from committee to committee, the initiatives have helped to
improve productivity and strengthen labor- managcment relations in' a
variety of industrial settings. P
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Excerpt from A National Policy for Producttvtty, A Statement
by the National Commission on: Productmty and Work Quah
ty, October 1975

Labor-Mmgement Relations '

. The Commission believes that greater cooperation between labor, and
management offers 31gnrficant and mainly- untapped potential for in-
creasing productivity in all sectors of the economy. ‘‘Cooperation’’ in
thi§ context refers to an open exchange of ideas between labor and
management, occurring outside the-formal collective bargaining process
and in a nonadversary environment. Improved cooperation requires, on,
management’s part, a recognition that labor can contribute important
know-how, imagination, and 1ngenu1tydn such areas as increasing out-
put, reducing waste, improving morale and job satisfaction, and reduc-
.ing counterproductlve behavior such as absenteeism or alcoholism. Of
equal importance, a cooperative approach to productivity improvement
I'CQUII'CS an acceptance by labor of its rcspon51b1hty for sharmg in the ef-
fort to improve productivity. .

. Collective bargaining has_proved to be an’ effective mechanism for
_resolving differences between labor and mandgement; however, the
Commission believes that opportunities also exist for labor and manage-
ment to identify and pursue common objectlves outside the collective
bargainjng process, and.that the pursuit of these objectives can serve
their mutual interests without threatening the viability of collective
bargaining.

The identification and promotion of areas of cooperation should

prove equally useful in those sectors of the economy where employees are
not represented by unions, and where nio other formal mechanism exisfs
for communication between management and employees on productivity
Jssues. . s

In promoting the potentlal of expanded. labor- management relations
to achieve productivity improvement, the Commission fels that our na:
tionat policy should place particular emphasis on the pubhc sector. The
public sector (Federal, State, and local government) now accounts for
approximately one-fifth of the total national employed work force.
However, many units of government lack administrators with adequate
skills, tralnlng, and experience in labor relations. In addition, collectlve
bargalnmg is often new and quite fragmented and ‘many pubhc service
unions have less expetience than their counterparts 1n the prlvate sector.
Therefore, the Commission believes that opportunities to improve lahor-
management progedures—including grievance-settling. methods and

(1
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communications on productivity improvement issues—and to expand the
skill levels of those responsible for labor relations s.ould be vigorously
pursued. : )

In addition, the Commission believes that managers in almost.every

, area of the economy can take more initiative and can contribute more to .

the process of productivity iiprovement. Accordingly, efforts to pro- ..
! mote the value of increased productivity and to disseminate techniques
_for_improving_productivity. should .involve every employee. This is
especially true in the public sector, where the need for administrators to
take an active role in productivity improvement is not as widely

-understood as it might be.

PR

e

Quality of Working Life >

In its broadest sense, the concept of quality of working life embraces
many of the areas covered elsewhere in this §tatemerit—labor-
mandgement relations, job security, the quality of education and training
provided to workers, and other factors associated with maintaining the
capacity and motivation of the American work force. In this broad
sense, the Commission believes that quality of working life is vital to our

o

national productivity. .

In addition, increased national attention has been focused recently on
experiments designed to improve quality of working life in the more
f'spccific sense of the atmosphere in which work is conducted. The Com-
mission endorses these efforts and believes that they offer promise in
providing an atmosphere conducive to productivity improvement. In the
view of the Commission, further experimentation should place more em- )
phasis on seeking a better understanding of the relationship between pro-
ductivity and the quality of a worker’s environment and on learning
more about which concepts of “‘quality of working life”* seem most con-
ducive fo stimulating productivity improvement.

ERIC. | 255
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Excerpt from Starting a Labor-Managemen: Committee in
- Your Organization: Some Pointers for Action, National
Center for Pyodll’cﬁvity and Quality of Working Life, 1978

Ten Summary ‘Points for an Effective Labor-Management Committee

success of the enterprise and the community, even though they may
have conflicting goals in other matters.

. Both sides want to make the labor-management committee work
and have realistic expectations of what it can accomplish. Par-
ticipation in regular sessions symbolizes this commitment, which is
known throughout the organization. )

e Labor members of the joint committee are believed and trusted by
the rank and file; the management members have sufficient status
and authority.

. Maximum voluntary participation is encouraged; employees, in-
cluding supervisors, are kept informed and involved in matters con-
sidered by the labor-management committee and have oppor-
tunities to express their views on its reccommendations.

. The joint committees do not take up matters which infringe on the
rights of .either party as established under the collective bargaining
agreement or the grievance procedure.

. Job security is recognized as basic to the program’s success.

e The parties have a mature, open relationship. Each is willing to
listen to the other side. Both agree to concentrate on finding
—_ answers to problems at hand and discovering opportunities for col-
laboration. o

. The joint committees are promptly informed about the status of
their recommendations. If they are not, the committees will lose in-
terest and stop operating. ,

.

3 3 ~ 0
. Numerous channels of communication are encouraged, and an at-
mosphere of mutual respect prevails. However, communications
must be accompanied by substantive recommendations.

o New ideas are encouraged, and their value weighed objectively.
Concrete problems of interest to both management and labor must
be pursued by the committee if it is to continue to function produc-
tively. .

. Both parties share mutual interests in the long-term survival and\
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Excerpt from Labor-Management Committee: Planning for
Progress, Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service,
1977—Sample Format of Committee Bylaws
Joint Labor-Management Committee
Purpose

To investigate, study, and discuss possible solutions to mutual

" problems affecting labor-management relations.

Representation

Union .
Five members: president, business agent, secretary-treasurer,
and two stewards.
Ci’)mpany
Five members: Top management representatives, department
head, two industrial relations representatives, and one other
operating member from the departments working under the
union contract. .

The company’s genéral manager and the international representative
of the union are ex-officio members.

Substitutes may be chosen by mutual consent, but it is recognized that
a continuity of membership is required. The operating members from
management and the two representatives from the union, other than the
president, business agent, and secretary-treasurer, will be rotated every
12 months.

Chairmansliip .

Chairmanship shall alternate monthly between the union and manage-
ment. Each party will determine whether it will have a permanent chair-
man or rotating chairmen.

Reporting

Topics will be recorded as they are discussed. Any procedures or
recommendations developing from these meetings will be communicated
to the proper group; i.e., Operating Department, Joint Standing Com-
mittee, Negotiating Committee, etc.

Drafts of the minutes of meetings will be refined’ by one designated
representative from each party.
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Date and Time of Meetings

Meetings shall be held once a month, and they shall be limited to two
hours. An agenda shall be submitted 48 hours pnor to the meetings to
both parties. At the first meetmé a specific day and time shall be selected
for future meetings. Every attempt shall be made to keep such a

5 schedule, realizing that some flexibility is necessary.

) " Topics not on the agenda shall not be discussed_but rather shall be
placed on the following month’s agenda. The agenda shall include a brief
description of each item to be discussed. Emergency items may be added
to the agenda by mutual consent.

Discussion of agenda topics will be alternated, with the party occupy-
ing the chair exercising the right to designate the first topic.

General Guides |
1. It is recognized that recommendauons grmeg out of these
meetmgs are not binding. .
2. No grievances shall be discussed and no bargaining shall take
: place.

3.  Topics that could lead to grievances may be d|scussed
4.  Each person wishing to speak shall be recognized by the chair-.
man before speaking. .
5.  The chairman shall recognize a motion from either party to table
a topic for further study
6.  Either party may initiate a request to the Federal Mediation and
Conciliation Service for assistance,
7. Each topic shall be discussed fully and action reached before
. proceeding to another topic. Topics requiring further study may
be tabled. Where mutually satisfactory decisions are not reach-
ed, the topic shali be cancelled, reverting to its proper place in
the labor-management relationship—for instance, grievance
procedure, negotiations, etc.
\

s o s s it e e o e -
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Excerpt from Labor-Management Committee: Planning for
Progress, Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service,
_ 1977—Sample Format of Contract Language

2.51

2.52

2.53 .

2.54

2.55

‘explored and studied.

* -~

2 Joint Study Committee .

The Company and the Union, desiring to foster better day-to-
day cominunications, and to achieve and maintain a mutually
beneficial relationship through the use of a continuing com-
munications program to effectively maintain stable labor-
management relations and avoid controversies, do hereby
establish tflcse'bylaws for a Joint Study Cominittee.

The purpo§e of the Commité%;,isdo‘agguss, explore and study
problems referred to it by=fife parties to this Agreemsnt. The
Committee, by mutual agreement, shall be authorized to make

recommendations on those problems that have been discussed,

In\order éo have a frank and open discussion, the Committee
shall have no authority to change, delete or modify any of the
terms of the existing Company-Union Agreement, nor to settle

grievances arising under the Company-Union Agreement. Com- .

mittee “discussions shall not be publicized except for those

_recommendations that have been mutually agreed upon.

The Committee shall be composed of ten members, five
representing the Union and five representing the Company. The
Union Committee shall include the President of the Local
Union, the International Representative or Business Agent and
the three Chief Stewards. The Company Committee shall in-
clude the General Manager, Industrial Relations Manager,
Manufacturing Manager and two other Management represen-
tatives appointed by the Company.

A representative of the Federal Mediation and_ Conciliation
Service may be invited to attend and participate in Committee
meetings.

The Chairmanship of the Committee shail alternate betweep a

. representative appointed by Management and a representative

appointed by the Union. The representative appointed as Chair-
man shall serve a term commencing with the close of the meeting
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at which his appointment is announced and contmuc under the
end of the next meeting. .

Meetings shall be held on a day designated by the Chairman
dunng the first full calendar week of the month. However, in-
terim meetings may be held if mutually agreed to by the Coni-
mittee. .-

Meetings shall be conducted in the plant unless othcrwnge agrccd
to. " =~
AN .
Meetings shall begin at a time agrccd upon by the paitiest”
The, Chairman shall cause-an agenda to be prepared for!the

mcctmg and distributed to all members at least two working
days prior to the meeting.
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Model Joint Union-Management Statement of Policy on
Alcoholism Recommended by the Labor-Management Com-
mittee of the National Council on Alcohelism ‘

* " Joint Union-Management Statement of Policy

Judgfng by the combined experience of the most successful programs,
the following principles should be considered for inclusion:

(1) Alcoholism is recognized as a disease for which there is effective

;  treatment and rehabilitation. .

(2) Alcoholism is defined as a disease in which a person’s consump-
tion of_ any alcoholic beverage definitely and repeatedly in-
terferes with that individval’s health and/or job performance.

(3) Persons who suspect that they may have an alcoholism problem,
even in its early stages, are enccuraged to seck diagnosis and to
follow through with the treatment that may be prescrived by
qualified professionals, in order to arrest the disease as early as

. possible. -

(4) Any persons having this disease will receive the same careful
consideration and offer of treatment that is presently extended,
under existing benefit plans, to all those "having any other
disease. :

(5) The same benefits and insurance coverages that are provided for
all “other diseases, under established benefit plans, will be
available for individuals who accept medically approved treat-
ment for alcoholism. -

(6) This policy is not concerned with social drinking, but rather with
the disease of alcoholism. The concern is limited to those in- ) ]
stances of alcoholism which affect the job performance of the

. individual. The policy is designed solely to achieve restoration of
health and full recovery. :

(") It will be the responsibility of all management and union person-
nel to implement this policy and to follow the procedures which
have been dgsigned to assure that no person with alcoholism will

¢ have cither job security or promotional opportunities jeopardiz-
ed by a request for diagnosis and treatment.

. - . 3 .
* (8) Neither supervisors nor union representatives have the medical
" qualifications to diagnose alcoholism as a disease. Therefore,
referral for diagnosis and treatment will be based on job perfor-

Q 281
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mance, within the terms, conditions and application of the
union-management agreement.

The decision to request diagnosis and accept treatment for
alcoholism is the personal responsibility of the individual. ,

An individual's refusal to accept referral for diagnosis or to
follow prescribed treatment will be handled in accordance with
existing contractual agreements and union-management
understandings with respect to job performance.

The confidential nature of the medical records of individuals
with alcoholism will bé strictly preserved. °

Persons participating in this program will be expected to meet
existing job performance standards and established work rules
within. the framework of existing union-management
agreements. Any exceptions to this requirement will be- by
mutual agreement between the union and management.

Nothing in this statement of policy is to be interpreted as con-
stituting a waivef of management’s responsibility to maintain
discipline or the right to take disciplinary measures, within the
framework of the collective btgaining agreement, in the case of
misconduct that may result from alcoholism.

<~
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Excerpt from A Policy Statement Issued by a Bipartisan Com-
mittee to Fight Inflation* through American Enterprise In-
stitute for Public Policy Research, June 23, 1980

We urge that other feasible means be adopted to increase the productivi-
ty of our economy. These should include larger private and public
outlays for research and development; more carefully” designed man-
power training programs; productivity councils in individual plants,
shops, and offices in communities across the country, in which
employees and employers can pool their ideas for improving the efficien-
cy with which their tasks are discharged; and other means of encouraging
cooperative efforts of labor and management in furthering their com-
mon interest in greater efficiency.

2

*The Committee included ¢ former Secretaries of the Treasury, 2 former Chairmen of the
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve System, 1 former Undersecretary of the
Treasury, 1 former Chairman of the Council of Economic Advisers, and 4 former members
of Congress.
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: Section 11
’ Industry Level

18}

Letter of Co-Chairmen Transmitting Summary of Findings
and Recommendations of the Steel Tripartite Advnsory Com-
mittee, September 25, 1980

Dear Mr. President:

In our capacity as joint chgirmen of the Steel Tripartite Advisory
Committee we herein summarize the findings and recommendations of
the Committee and transmit its working papers for your review and con-
sideration. N

The Steel Tripartite Advisory Committee was sstablished on July 26,
1978, in conjunction with the Administration’s acceptance of the recom-
mendations of the Solomon Report. The purpose of the Committee is to
serve as a mechanism to ensure a continuing cooperative approach to the
problems and prospects of the American steel industry. Its current
membership includes:

Government ' N

Secretary of Labor Ray Marshall

‘Secretary of Commerce Philip M. Klutznick

United States Trade Representative Reubin.O’D. Askew
Environmental Protection Agency Administrator Douglas M. Costle
Assistant Secretary of Treasury-for Economic Policy Curtis A.

Hessler

United Steelworkers of America

President Lloyd McBride

Vice President Joseph Odorcich
Director Paul Lewis

Director Edgar L. Ball

Director Buddy W. Davis

Director Frank J. Valenta

Director Howard Strevel

Assistant to the President John Sheehan

Steel Industry

William J. DeLancey, Chairman, Republic Steel Corp.; Chalrman,
American Iron and Steel Institute
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Harry Holiday, Chief Executive Officer, Armco Steel Corp.
Edgar F, Kaiser, Jr., Chairman, Kaiser Steel Corp.
William H. Knoell, President, Cyclops Corp. .
Robert B. Peabody, President, American Iron and Steel Institute
David M. Roderick, Chairman, U.S. Steel Corp.

George A, Stinson, Chairman, National Steel Corp.

Dopald H. Trautlein, Chairman, Bethlehem Steel Corp.

Shortly after it was established,.the Committee concluded that the fun-
damental problems of the industry could best be addressed by focusing
on five areas: capital formation, trade, environmental and regulatory
matters, worker and community adjustment, and technology. Working
groups were established in each area and assigned the task of developing
findings and recommendations. The results of the working groups were
then reviewed by the full Committee members. Qur report is based upon
this process.

On behalf of the Committee we have endeavored to summarize the
condition of the industry, its basic problems, objectives to guide action,
and the major findings and recommendations Committee . members
believe are necessary to revitalize the steel industry. All represent tripar-
tite views. The summary of the findings and recommendations is
organized according to the five working groups mentioned above.
Although there has not been agreement on all matters, we have been im-
pressed by the substantial consensus that has emerged among labor,
business, and government nmiembers of the Committee.

At the outset we wish to emphasnzc four points that we believe are cen-
tral to understanding how to improve the performance of the domestic
steel industry.

First, steelmaking constitutes a foundation for a substantial portibn of
our industrial base. Metals continue to be essential to industrial produc-
tion, and steel represents about 90% of all metals consumed.

Second, the problems of th steel industry, although varying from firm
to firm, are fundamental. At the same time, the inher=nt strength of the
industry as a whole provides major opport.nities for long-term progress.

Third, the problems of the industry reflect failings on the part of
government, management, and labor. None has been sufficiently respon-
sive to the-changes affecting the industry. All share responsibility for
contributing to a more vital industry.

. And fourth, remedying the problems of steel will require a substantial
period of time. A coordinated and integrated set of initiatives, maintain-
ed for a 3 to 5 year period, or longer, will be necessary to set the industry
on a new path, '




%0

We believe that the conciusions of the Steel Tripartite Advisory Com-
mittee provide useful guidance towards developing policies and pro-
grams that will foster modernization of the American steel industry.

Secretary of Labor Secretary of Commerce

5o
oo
L
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E Description of the Initial Objectives and Proposed Activities
| Agreed upon by Union and Management Leaders at Forma-

[,?‘ tion

)

@)

3

Food Industry, March 29, 1974 .

of the .z)int Labor-Management Committee of the Retail

The Committee shall serve as a forum for initiating and maintain-
ing wage and benefit data collection programs and for the exchange
of information to strengthen the ability of the industry (labor gnd
management) tg reach constructive decisions-in collective bargain-
ing. Labor, n)%;agemcng public and government representatives
recognize that the information presently available on collective
bargaining settlements, wage rates and wage patterns, fringe
benefits, noneconomic contract clauses, and bargaining time tables
is not always as accurate, available or useful to all parties as it
should be. This can be improved. Programs in this area have
already been initiated, with the help of the Cost of Living Council,
and these should be refined, continued and expanded. The Cost of
Living Council is prepared to defray the costs of assembling the in-
formation and of designing ways, with the assistance of
managements and the unions to present the data in a useful and
understandable form.

If the Committee is to make.a constructive contribution to the in-
dustry, it will have to be sensitive to interference with normal col-
lective bargaining and respect the autonomy of the individual
organizations. The Committee cannot and should not be a man-
datory industry settlement organization. However, . with reliable
data that is kept current and utilizing its role in encouraging open
communication and exchange of information on a national basis,
the Committee may be able to assist the industry in key contract
discussions that might otherwise lead to major confrontations.
Such procedures as encouraging early discussion of difficult prob-
lems, supplying information for such discussions, and bringing to
bear nctional experience on local problems should be a part of this
functic.. These kinds of procedures have increasingly been used by
a variety of other industries to encourage constructive and respon-
sible'collective bargaining. All of this activity must be closely coor-
dinated with the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service.

The Committee shall be a ngtional forum for discussions of a vari-
ety of longer range industry problems that often surface in local
negotiations and which may benefit from national attention to
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secure mutually beneficial resuits. Among these problems, but by
nc means an exhaustive list, are the following:

(a) Relationship between top management and the interna-
tional unions—the need for a better understanding of the
scope and limits of authotity and responsibility on both
sides.

{b) International and local unions’ relations with }'ank and
file.

(¢) Understanding lines of management and union authority
at the bargaining table.

(d) Technological change.

{¢) Government regulation.

) Managcmcnt and union work practicés.

() Fragmented bargaining.

(h) Contract administration. . -

() New types of dispute settlemient mechanisms.

The parties have themselves indicated that most of these items have
a high priority on their list of concerns.

(4) Overriding all of the above, and implicit in the fundamental work
of the Committee, would be to use the Committee as an ongoing
forum to broaden the base of communication between labor and
management at all levels and on all subjects of mutual concern to
labor and management. Therefore, in setting priorities the agenda
must reflect the role that individual' members play outside of the
Committee and the concerns of those that do not participate in its
regular meetings—the local and regional representatives on both
sides.

(5) The international unions and the major national retail chains have
expressed their willingness for a period (such as the rest of 1974) to
cooperate with the aboyve procedures, to serve on the operating
committee, to meet regularly, and join in a procedural voluntary
agreement to thjs effect.
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Memorandum of Understanding Signed by Union, Contractor,
and Other Groups, Construction Industry, St. Louis, 1977

1. Preamble:

The parties signatory to thIS Understandmg recognize the problems
confrontmg the construction industry in the Eastern Missouri Area and
pledge their cooperation and support to the provisions of this Under-
standing and other mutually agreed upon policies and programs which
will tend to eliminate these problems and promote a healthy growth of
the construction industry in this area.

A

II. Custor%ners:

1. Owners shall conginue to show increasing personal interest in their
coristruction before and after their contracts are let. Wherever
possible, owners agree to conduct prebid, conferences to explain
what is expected of contractors and prejob conferences to resolve
possible jurisdictional disputes:

.Owners shall pursue more thorough job design to insure that jobs
| can be built economically and efficiently with a minimum of
changes.

3.,’ _ Owners shall set completion dates as realistically as possible.
Owners shall enforce the terms of the contract and work with prime
contractors for best possible results. Owners shall make every ef-
fort to render prompt decisions.

4.  Wherever possible, owners shall avoid and discourage scheduled
overtime or other actions that mitigate against effective and
economical construction,

-

I Designerss . ..,

1. Archltect:, and Engineers will provide professmnal services’ to
.Owners in the most feasible way within the limitations of the
Owners needs and established budget. .

Architects and Engineers will prepare plans and specifications
which will clearly define the scope and details of the project
necessary for bidding and construction. For convenience of
reference and to facilitate letting of subcontracts by the Contrac-
tor, these documents will conform with general building gractlce
rolating to jurisdictional matters. "

!‘J
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3. Architects and Engineers will consult with the Owner advising him
of reasonable bidding.and ¢onstruction time schedules in accor-
dance with local construction industry practices.

4.  Architects and Engineers will recommend that Owners follow
recognized industry standards and procedures for bidding projects,
award of contracts, observation of the work and progress payment
procedures. Wherever possible changes resulting in extra costs and
multiple punch lists will be minimized.

1V. Contractors:

1. All Contractors shall make installations in accordance with plans
and specifications and recognized contract procedures.

2. All Contractors shall exercise their managemenf rights. These
rights shall include planning, directing, hiring, firing, layoff,
transferring, appointing foremen and general foremen and other-
wise directing the work force.

3. As part of the planning and execution of management procedures,
all Contractors shall provide their craftsmen with necescary plans,
employer furnished tools, cqunpmcnt and materials in order for the
craftsman to perform his duties m the most efficient and ex-

- peditious manner. ,

4. Prime contractors shall be responsible for the job progress of their
subcontractors and they shall coordinate and support the project
operations of their subcontractors. .

5.  All Contractors shall follow all recognized and ethical standards
and procedures in bidding on, soliciting bids and performing all
work. .

’

/

V. Unions (Craftsmen): ' /

1. The importance of workmen remaining on a job from starf tq com-
plctlon is recognized by both parties. Contractors musf be able to
give reliable completion dates to contract lcttmg agencxes and
owners. To meet this objective, it is pledged that lllegal work stop-
pages and strikes will not occur.

2. Unions further pledge that no picketing or strikes will be used in
jurlsdlcuonal disputes. After obtaining all necessary facts the par-
ties involved will resolve the dispute off the job site as expeditiously
as possible. If necessary, the Council of Construction Employers
and the Building Trades Council will render all assistance in these
discussions. If the dispute cannot be settled in this manner, the ap-
plicable contract provisions for settlement of jurisdictional disputes
will be followed.

/21!.)
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Alleged violations of union contracts or disputes over interpreta-
tions of union contracts will not be the grounds for unions to picket
or strike until the followiqg occurs: (1) The parties in this dispute
will meet off the job site to resolve the disputes. (2) The Council of
Construction Employers and the Building Trades Council will be
given opportunity to participate’in the discussions. Failure to settle
such disputes in this marther will necessitate the use of the grievance
'proccclurc and/or arbitration provisions in the applicable labor
agresment.

Incrcascd producuvnty is the key to puttmg contractors who employ
union workmen in a more competitive position. To accomplish this
objective, the individual workman shall be made to. realize the im-
portance of his role in the Construction Industry through both oral
and written communications from the Employers, Employer
Associations, the Building Trades Council and the Union. Workers
will 'be made aware of their responsibility. The necessity of per-
forming a day’s work for a day’s pay will be emphasized.

Where stewards are appointed by respective unions, the steward
shall be a qualif iew workman performing the work of his craft who
shall exercise no supervisory functions. Thcrc shall be no non-
working stewards. . .

Ll
Workmen shall be at their place of work at the ?cgular starting time
and shall remain at theix place of work until quitting time. There
shall be no limit 0., production by workmen nor restrictions on the
use of tools or equipment other than that which may be required by
safety regulations.

VI. Joint Contractor-Union:

1.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

Unions and contractors will work in harmony with the objective of
demonstrating to c¢ontract letting agencies and owners, that
organized labor and their employers will strive to produce the best
quality installation for the money-spent by the consumer.

It is recognized that prolonged periods of overtime tend to reduce
productivity and, therefore, is undesirable and not in the best in-
terest of the industry, the craftsman and the consumer. Therefore,
except in unusual circumstances, overtime will not be worked.
Where unusual circumstances demand overtime, such overtime will
be kept to a minimum.

Unnecessary and/or inefficient work practices, where they exist,
shall be eliminated. Slowdowns, standby crews and work rules
which cause same and featherbedding practices increase costs and
place the contractors who employ union labor at a competitive
disadvantage. Elimination of these inefficient work practices is a
necessity and will be diligently pursued by both parties.

. : o,



266 . ‘ .

VII. Suppliers: , .
1. Suppliers will, to the best of their ability, seek to deliver materials
_ and equipment according to project schedules. )

2. Suppliers will counsel with owners, architect-engineers or contrac-
tors so as to advise the appropriate party of necessary procedures

J and requirements leading to order placement, so that project
schedules may be maintained. ~

3.  Suppliers will work in close harmony with their contractual partner
on the project so as to provide the most economical price for
materials necessary to meet project requirements,

4.  Suppliers will expedite erection plans, shdp details, and installation
instructions for:approval and project distribution to insure project
schedules, *

5.  Suppliers will furnish materials of a quality to meet or exceed
mutually agreeable plans and specifications. )

6. Suppliers will attempt to maintain stock items which are used on a
" regular basis, to minimize delays in obtaining such items.

. A harmonious working relationship ‘between all parties using this
Understanding as a guide should result inthe healthy growth of the con-
struction industry in the Eastern Missouri Area.

The Memorandum of Understanding will be developed and im-
plemented in accordance with the varioys existing labor agreements and
will be fair and equitabie to both labor and management, as well as the
property owners and the public in general. .

Signed this 28th day of November, 1977.

t

£y

Council of Construction Employers .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

ERIC

A ——

St. Louis Building & Construction-Trades Council

.

Consulting Engincers Council of Missouri

St. Louis Chapter, American Institute of Architects

:

St. Louis Area Construction Users Council

St. Louis Chapter Producers’ Countil, Inc.

r
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Excerpt from National Constructors Association/
California Building & Construction Trades Council
Joint Voluntary Cal/lOSHA Self-Inspection Program
for ‘the
San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station, Units 2 & 3

at ] .
San Clemente, California

It has been shown that governmental inspection/enforcement programs
alone are not effective in reducing job injuries and illness; hence, a
significant percentage of such occurrences are not inspection prcvcntablc
by routine compliance inspections.

Therefore, The National Constructors Assocmtlon/Thc Cahforma
Building & Construction Trades Council have jointly agreed to a pilot
program which will enable a joint Labor/Management Committee, com-
prised of persons employed on the project, to function in such a manner
so as to provide a continuing assurance that compliance with the
. Cal/OSHA Construction Safety Orders is maintained.

Introduction” . n\g

i

Voluntary Seli-Inspection Program

The purpose of the jobsite committee is to assist the employer, as re-
quired, in the implementation of the Voluntary Self-Inspection Program.
The committee will function as outlined below. The committee’s ac-
tivities will be monitored by the National Constructors Associa-
tion/California Building and Construction Trades Council Joint Com-
mittee on Voluntary Self-Inspection.

Orgaﬁization of Jobsite Voluntary Program Safety Committee

I. A four-member committee, comprised of two employer represen-
tatives and two employee representatives will be established. ,

2. All committee members must be current employees on tife project.

3.  All employee committee members will be appointed by the local

Building Trades Council having jurisdiction.

Employee committee members-may not be union stewards.

Employer members shall have field supervisory responsibility ex-

cepting the employer Safety Representative who shall be a perma-

nent member of the committee.

6. Committee members will be permitted to perform committee

business.

bl
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7.  Participation on the committee shall not preclude discharge for
cause or reduction in forge for valid reasons. Participation on the
committee does not guarantcc continued employmant.

Y

" Functions of the Jobsite Committee

1.  The committee shall meet on a weekly basis at a time and plade
agreed by the nicmbcrshlp

2.  The committee will assist in the 1mplemcmatron of the Voluntary

. Self-Inspection Program at the SONGS 2 & 3 site.

3. Asan adjunct to the bn-going safety programs, the committee shall \
conduct inspections' to assure continuing compliance with the
Cal’OSHA Construction Safety Orders. General (project-wide) in-
spections shall be conducted on montmy basis. Other inspections
will be conducted as required by committee action. The abatement
measures taken on violations noted during lnspcctrons will be
reviewed by the committee. |,

4, The committee shall review-ail Report of Safety Problem forms
submitted by employees to the tontractor®s safety department since
the last meeting. The follow-up action taken by the employer will

© . bereviewed by the committee. :

5.  Other outStandmg or unsolved safety matters relating to com-
pliance with the Cal/OSHA Construction’ Safety Orders will be
considered.

6,  Minutes will be kept of each commntcc meeting. .

o

»

Nonf cation of Voluntary Self-Inspection Program to Pro;ect Employees

1. * Current employees will be advised through “a prmtcd notice
disseminated to each employee at the tool box meeting prrot to te
effective date of the program, The program will be the princi, .l
topic of this meeting. .

2. New hires will be givEn a printed notice at time of hire. The Vo@r

. tary Sclf—[nspectron Program will 'be discussed thoroughly at the
new hire safety orientafion meetings.

3. Coprcs of the printed notice will be posted in consplcuous foca-
te0ns.

4. The program will be discussed periodically in all safcty meetings.

5. The function of the program will be reviewed with each newly
assigned foreman and supervrsor .

Monitoring of Vo!qntzry ‘Self- Inspect{on Program

1.  The National "onstructors Association/California Building and
Construction Trades Council Joint Committee will monitor the im-
plementation of the Voluntary Self-Ihspection Program thraugh
periodic on-site audits of the jobsite committee’s activities.. .
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. 2. Cal, OSHA will monitor. the program through periodic on-site
audits by designated personnel.

Documentation of Committee Activities v

1.  Minutes will be kept of each meeting.
2, Compliance inspection reports, noting violations of Cal/OSHA *
Safety Orders will be forwarded to management for review and ac-
. tion zs necessary. Corrective actions/abatements will be reviewed
Sy the committee.
3 Report of Safety Problem forms submitted to the Safety Dcpart
ment will be rcvncwcd

Notice of Safety Problem Form
This procedure s intended to be utilized after a verbal notification of the

alleged problem. condition has been made to responsible personnel, or
when extenuating circurastanges exist.

1. Copies of the Notice of Safety Problem will be available in the
Safety Department, in the.change rooms, ar.d from craft stewards.

2.  The notice will be logged in upon receipt, reviewed by the Safety
Department, appropriatc action taken, and the resulis
documented.

3. Those employees who elect to identify themselves will be advised of
actions taken.

4.  The jobsite committee will review all Notice of Safety Problems
recelvcd by the Safety Department.

. 7
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Section IIT .
Communi_ty Level

1 -

Excerpt from Commitment at Work, the Five Year Report of
the Jamestown Area Labor-Management Committee (1977)

Community Programs—A Comment

The original basis for the Jamestown Labor-Management Committee
was as a community level program. It was believed that sufficient pro-
gress could be made in altering the industrial relations climate at the
commumty (leadership) level so that a genuine change in the image and
attractiveness of Jamestown would induce a new gcne:huon of private
industrial development. This belief has proven to be supported by the ar-
rest in the outmlgrauon of plants, the attraction of Cummins Engine
Company, the refinancing of five local companies which otherwise
would have disappeared, and many subsequent plant expansions and
modernizations.

Nevertheless, the community basis as the sole approach for effective
labor management cooperatjon wa;}eﬁzctcd by the leaders of the com.
mittee in 1973, They made an explicitdecision to expand and decentralize
the participation in the committee, through their support for both the in-
plant committee structure and the skills development programs. While
the in-plant work has matured suff'cncntly into a program in its own
right, the skills development program remains as the cornerstone of the
community-based activities. It is this program which pulls together
organizations in the community, such as Jamestown Community Col-
lege, the County Manpower office, the Manufacturers Association of
Jamestown, and the County Industrial Dcvclopmcnt Agency. In a very
real wa} the continuing need to pull these organizations together serves
asa rcalny check™ on the efficacy 'of the entire Jamestown operation.
Meetings, feedback, and action plans which would otherwise be pursued
on a unilateral basis are, through the medium of skills development,
coordinated within this diverss set of organizations. The process appears
effective and is one of the most compelling features of the Jamestown ex-
perience upon which visitors comment.

New initjatives on the community basis mclude the following:

— Training of secondary school teachers in a model curricflum of
labor-management cooperation and quality of working life ap-
proaches to industrial organizations.

]
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—  Planning of a regular series of monthly workshops and seminars on
topics of current interest.

— Regular exchange, both formal and informal, of approaches

" developed in in-plant committees. This exchange is exemplified by
visits of union and management leadcrs to other plants within the
Jamestown area.

,— Community based documentation is planned, using videotaping as
a method. This was suggestcd by the union president of Local #27,
I.B.F.&O., Carborundum, in March, 1977.

- Dlstnbuuon of a bi-monthly newsletter to members of the
Jamestown Labor-Management Committee. The first newsletter
was distributed in December, 1976.

—  Broadening of participation in the regular dinner meetings and an
nual conference. The Fourth Annual Conference took place March
31-April 2, 1977.

—  Technical assistance to director of Y.W.C.A. Child Care Ccmer »

The Jamestown area desperately needs additional child care .

facilities, especially in light of the findings of the Manpower Over- .

view report produced by Larry. Carter, Labor-Management Cont-

mittee staff consultant, which points out the likelihood of a severe

manpower and skills shortage in the Chautauqua County area in

approximately 1981-82. It is expected that this shortage will in-

crease the demand for child care by workmg mothers who will be

attracted to the job openings. '

—  Technical assistance to a unique energy conservation program
whose initial phase was a thermography based study of existing
energy losses in Jamestown industry.

—  Participation in the planning of a major industrial corridor
rehabilitation program, being planned by the City of Jamestown,
and likely to be funded by the Economic Development Administra-
tion. This program will include a process of “‘self design®’, in which
participating manufacturers, located along the Chadakoin River in
Jamestown, will design changes in the immediate physical environ
ment of their plants which will help them in their operation. Ex-
amples include changing traffic patterns to facilitate better ship-
ping and changing the slope of city streets to eliminate water run
off problems. .

In summary, the community based programs continue to reflect both
the credibility and the relevance of the Labor-Management Commmee as
a focal organization for community redevelopment. .




Section IV
Company Level
' Vi
Letter of Agreement between General Motors Corporation

and United Auto Workers Establishing Quality of Work Life
Program, 1979

GENERAL MOTORS CORPORATION
September 14, 1979

Mr. Irving Bluestone;

- Vice President and Director

General Motors Department
International Union, UAW

Solidarity House

8000 East Jefferson Avenue
Detroit, Mfohigan 48214

Dear Mr. Bluestone:

During the course of the current negotiations, General Motors and the
International Union, UAW reaffirmed the matter of the Corporation’s
letter of November 19, 1973, regarding the National Committee to
Improve the Quality of Wor.. Life. The text of that letter is as
follows:

“In discussions prior to the opening of the current negotiations for a
new collective bargaining agreement, Genzral Motors Corporation and
the UAW gave recognition to the desirability of mutual effort to
improve the quality »f work life for the employes. In consuitation
with Union represeatatives, certain projects have been undertaken by
management in the field of organizational development, involving the
participation of represented employes. These and other projects and
experiments which may be undertaken in the futuie are designed to
improve the ruality of work life, thereby advantaging-the worker by
making work a more satisfying expcncncc advantaging th
Corporation by leading to a reduction in employe abscateeism and
turnover, and advantaging the consumer thrcugh improvement in the
quality of the products manufactured.
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““As a result Of these earlier discussions and further dlscussmns dunng
the course of the current negotiations for a new collective bargaining
agreement, the parties have decided that a Committee to Improve the
Quality of Work Life. composed of representatives of the International
Union and General Motors will be established at the national level.

‘““This Committee wnll ‘meet penodn.ally and have responsibility for:

1. Rcvncwmg and cvaluatmg programs of the Corporation which
involve improving the work cnvu'onment of employes represented
by the UAW.,

2. Developing experiments and projects in that area.

3. Maintaining records of its meetings, deliberations and all
experiments and evaluations it conducts.

4. Making reports to the Corporauon and the Union on the resuits
of its activities.

' 5. Arranging for any outside counseclling which it feels is necessary
or desirabie with the expenses thereof to be shared equally by the
Corpboration and the Union.

{
““The Corploration agrees to request and erncourage its plant
managements to cooperate in the conduct of such experiménts and
projects, and recognizes that cooperation by its plant floor supervision
is essential to success of this program.

‘“The Union agrees to request and encourage its members and their
local union representatives to cooperate in such experiments and
projects, and recognizes that the benefits which can flow to employes
as a result of successful experimentation is dependent on the
cooperation and participation of those employes and the local union
representatives.”’

,

Very truly yours,

~ George B. Morns, Jr.
’ Vice President

¥

Q 2. ;
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Memorandum of Agreement between United States Steel Cor-
poration and ‘the United Steelworkers of America,
Establishing Labor-Management Participation Teams, August
1, 1980: ’ '

.

The following understandings have been agreed upon regarding an Ex-
perimental Agreement for Labor-Management Participation Teams.

The strength’and effectiveness of an industrial enterprise in a
democratic society require a cooperative effort between labor and
management at several levels of interaction. The parties hereto recognize
that if steelworkers are to continue among the best compensated
employees in the industrial world and if steel companies are to meet in-
ternational competition, the parties must pursue their joint objectives
with renewed dedication, initiative an'd cooperation. -

Céllectivc bargaining . .s proven to be a successful instrument in
achieving common goals and objectives in the employment relationship
between steel labor ard steel management. However, there are problems
of a continuing nature at the level of the work site which significantly im-
pact that relationship. Solutions to these problems are vital if the quality
of work for employees is to be enhanced and if the proficiency of the
business enterprise is to be improved.

The parties recognize that a cooperative approach between employees
and supervision at the work site ir. a department or similar unit is essen-
tial to the solution of problems affecting them. Many problems at this
level are not readily subject to resolution under existing contractual pro-
grams and practices, but affect the ongoing relationships between labor
and management at that level. Joint participation in solving these prob-
lems at the departmental level is an essential ingredient in any effort to
improve the effectiveness of the company’s performance and to provide
employees with a measure of involvement adding dignity and worth, to
their work life. ,

In pursuit of these objectives, the parties believe that local union and
plant management at a plant can best implement this cooperative ap-
proach through the establishment Qf Participation Teams of employees
and supervision in departments or similar units at the plant: According
ly, it is agreed that the following experimental program will be under-
taken with respect to Participation Teams.

1. The Company and the International Union will select a plant, or
plants, on a pilot basis to be covered by this Experimental Agree-
ment and will determine the date, or dates, during the term of this

3
i
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Basic Labor Agreement on which the program shaﬁ commence.
These determinations shall be made in consultation with local plant
management and the local union and subject to their concurrence.

. A Participation Committee will be established at the plant level to
coordinate the activities of the Participation Teams at department
or unit level. A Participation Team wilf be made up of a manage-
ment co-chairman, an employees’ co-chairman, and employec and
supervision members of the department or unit. Employee
members and supervision members need not be equal in number,
and may be rotated periodically to permit broader cmployee in-
volvement. The employees of the department or unit will select
their Participation Team co-chairman and members.

. Each employcc member of a Participation Committee or a Par-
tlcmatlon Team shall be compcnsatcd for time spent away from
work in Committee or Team activities at his average straight-time
hourly rate of earnings as calculated under Section 11-D-1.

. Participation Teant mcctmgs shall be called by the co-chairmen
d_yring normal working hours as often as the employ¢e and supervi-

or unit performance, employee morale and dignity,
of the work site. Appropriate subjects, among others, which a
Team might consider include: use of production facilities; quality
of products and quality of the work environment; safety and en-
vironmental health; schedulmg and reporting arrangements;
absenteeism and overtime; incentive coverage and yield; job
alignients; contracting out; and energy conservation and trunspor-
tation pools. The Participation Committee and the Participation
Teams shall have no Jurlsdlctlon over the initiation of, or the pro-
cessing of, complaints or grievarces. The Participation Committee
and the Participation Teams shall have no authority to add to,
detract from, or change the terms of the Rasic Labor Agrecuient.

- A Participation Team shall be free to consider a full range of
responses to implemented performance improvement, mcludmg,
but not limited to, such iteras as bonus payments or charges in in-
centive performance pay. A Participation Team may also consider
one-time start-up bonuses for employees on new facilities who
reach target levels in specified periods.

. To facilitate the establishment of theése Participation Copnimittees
and Participation Teams, and to assist them, a Participation Team
Review Commission will be established comprised of a head-
quarters representative of the International Union and a head-
quarters representative of the Company.
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Excerpt from 1980 Agreement between the Communicatiofx‘\
Workers of America and the American Telephone and
Telegraph Company -

Technological Displacement*

If during the term of this agreement, the Company notifies the Union-
in writing that technological change (defined as changes in equipment or
methods of operation) has or will create a surplus in any job titie in a
work location which will necessitate reassignments to regular employees
to different job titles involving a reduction in pay or to lacations requir-
ing a change in residence, or if a force surplus necessitating any of thé
above actions exists for reasons other than technological chafige and the

_ Company, deems it a»ppropriate, any regular employee -- .

- who is in the affected job titles and work locations; and

- who is not eligible for a service pension may elect not to accept such
reassignment to a job title involving a reduction in pay or to a location
requiring a change in residence and shall be paid termination allowance.
Any such regular employee who refuses to accept a transfer to a’job title
having the same or greater rate of pay and which does not requjre a
change in residence shall not be paid a termination allowance. .

*Western Electrn Manufa»mnn'g lateral sransfer and bumping procedures in aniverses with
muluple utles at the same grade level already provide multiple protection for employces
under ssmilar vircumstances. Western Electric Manufacturing will follow its regular con
ravtual provedures, Huwever, the reassignments to locations requiring a change residence
would apply. ’ . ¥

.Technology Change Committee

The Company and the Union recognize that technological changes in
equipment, organization, or methods of operation have a tendency to af
fect job security and the nature of the work to be performed. The parties, -
therefore, will attempt to diminish or abolish the detrimental effects of
any such technologjial change by creating a joint committee to be known
as the Technology Change Committe¢ to oversee problems and recom
mend solutions of problems in this area as set forth below.

It is agreed that a Technology Changt: Committee be constituted :n
cach Company. Such Committee will consist of not mote than three
representatives of the Compsany and net more than three representatives
of the Union. Such Committee may be convened at the option of either
party at mutually agrzeable times.

sThe purpose of the Committee is to providc for discussion of major
tevhnological changés (including changes in equipment, organization, or

e
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methods of vperation) which may affect employees represented by the
Union. The Company will notify the Union at least six (6) months in ad-
varice of planned major technological changes. Meetings of the Commit-
tee will be held as soon thereafter as can be mutually arranged. At such
meetings, the Company will advise the Union of its plans with respect to
the introduction of such changes and will familiarize the Union with the
progress being made.

The impact and effect of such changes on the employees shall be ap-
propriate matters for discussion. The Company will discuss with the
Union:

(a)What steps might be taken to offer employment to employees af-
fected:

1. In the same locality or other localities in jobs which may be
available in occupations tovered by the collective bargaining
agreements between the parties;

2. In other occupations in the Company not covered by the collec-
tive bargaining agreement; .

3. In other Bell System companies:

(b)The applicability of various Company programs and contract pro-
visions relating to force adjustment plans and procedures, in-
luding Supplemental Income Protection Plan, Reassignment Pay
Protection Plan, termination allowances, retirement, transfer pro-
cedures and the like.

(c)The feasibility of the Company providing training for other

as.ignments for the employees affected. (Example. sponsorship of ¢

typiag training on Company time)

The Comn.mittees shall not formulate policy or arrive at binding deci-
sions or agt ements, but rather shall be charged with the responsibility to
develop facts and recommendations so thatthe Company can make well-
informed decisions regarding the matters covered by this provision.

Occupational Job Evaluation Committee

In the changing environment ' resulting from technologiczl and
organizational developments, the Company and the Union recognize the
need to create new jobs, job titles, and classifications, as weil as to
restructure and redefine existing ones as necessary. They further
recognize that employees performing such new jobs, as well as existing
jobs, should be fairly compensated based on the work they do.

Accordingly, the Company and the Union agree to form a committee
to be known as the Occupational Job Evaluation Committee. The
membership of such committee will consist of six persons, three each to
be designated by the Uniopn and the Company.

& . .
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The purpose of such committee is to research, develop and recommend
a job evaluation plan using common:measurements of work that can be
uniformly applied so that all job titles and classifications (both existing

. and newly created) in the bargaining units can be properly evaluated. The
Committee will be charged with the responsibility to develop and make
recommendations regardi:.g a job evaluauon plan and its implementa-
tion to the respective bargaining representatives of the Union and the
Company who shall constitute an overall policy and advisory group for
the Committee. The final recommendations and report of the Committee
shall be delivered not later than June 1, 1981. Such recommendations
will not be binding on either the Union or the Company, but will be for
the purposc of allowing such representatives to form well-considered and
intelfigent opinions regarding the adoption and implementation of a job
evaluation plan.

If the Committee determines it to be advisable, it may contract with
wonsultant(s) to assist it in developing a Plan and an implementation pro-
«edure to be recommended. The cost of any such consultant(s) shall be
borne one-half by the Company and one-half by the Union.

This provision and the respongibilities of the Committee do not en-
«+ompass or apply to job titles or grades or the job evaluation plans in the
Westcm Electnc Company

‘Joint Working Conditions and Service
Quality Improvement Committee

Recognizing the desirability of mutual efforts to improve the work life
»of employees and enhance the effectiveness of the organization, the
Company and the Union express their mutual belief that activities and
experiments initiated and sponsored jointly by ...anagement and the
Union can prove beneficial to all employees and the Company, and that
by encouraging greater employee participation, work can be made more
satisfying and organizational performance and service quality can be im-
proved. .

,The parties agret to continue cooperation in developing a spirit of
mutual trust and respect and establishing structures to support
cooperative participation by creating, at the national level, a Joint Work-
1ng Conditions and Service Quality Improvement Committee, composed
of three representatives each of the Union and the Company. The com
mittee will meet periodically and have responsibility for:

1. Encouraging and assisting local Union officials and Company
managers to uaderstand and implement the principles onwhich this

agreement is based.

-
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2. Developing and recommending principles and objectives relative to
working conditions and service quality improvement which will
guide experiments or projects such as quality circles, problem solv-
ing teams, and the like, in various work situations. These should be
designed to encourage teamwork, to make work more satisfying,
and to improve the work operations.

3. Reviewing and evaluating programs and projects which iuvolve im-
proving the quality of the work environment.

4..Maintaining records and making,reports to the Union and the
) Company on its actiyities.

5. Arranging for any catside consultants which it feels are necessary
or desirable to assist it. The expenses thereof will be shared equally
by the Company and the Union. .

The parties agree that organizational and technological innovations
are necessary and desirable, that every individual has the ability to con-
tribute to the objectives of the organization, and that work should satisfy
personal needs for self- respect and fulfillment as,well as service and
financial objectives.

The parucs recognize that voluntary involvement by managcment and
the Union is essential for the success of mutual efforts. The Company
and the Union agree to encourage all levels of their respective organiza-
tions to cooperate in the design, development, and implementation of
participative experiments, projects, and programs, in a spirit of mutuali
ty and responsible leadership.

o 2 8 J
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Statement of Principles on Quality of Work Llfe
from the .
CWAJAT&T National Committee .
+ on Joint Working Conditions
and Service Quality Improvement

The 1980 ! VauonaL emorandum of Understanding between CWA and

. AT&T states - recognizing the desirability of mutual efforts to im-
prove the work life of employees and enhance the effectiveness of the
organization, the Company and the Union express their mutual belief

“that activities and experiments initiated and sponsored jointly by
Mamagement and the Union can prove beneficial to all employees and the
Company, and that by encouraging greater employee participation, work
«an be made more satisfying and organizational performance and service
quality can be improved.” °

The foilowing principles provide the framework for the activities of the
join. Union,’Management Natanal Committee to encourage arc sup-
port the spread of the kind of actjvities referred to above:

(1) The essential component of a Quality of Work Life (QWL) effcrtis
a process which increases employee participation in the decisions
which affect their daily work and the quality of their work life.
Specific local concerns ang local problem-solving should be the
basis of QWL efforts

(2) The goals of QWL efforts are:
(a) to employ people in a profitabie and efficient enterprise.
(b) to create working conditions which are fulfilling by providing
opportunities for employees and groups at all levels to in-
fluence their working environment.

The pursuit of these goals is guided by the basic human values of
security, fairness, participation and individual development.

(3) QWL holds as a basic tenet that employees are responsible,
trustworthy, and capable of making contributions when equipped
with the necessary information and training. Management and the
Union seek to better acknowledge, employ and develop the poten-
tial of all employees and are committed to providing the necessary
information and training to encourage maximum contribution to
the success of QWL.

(4) QWL efforts must be viewed as a supplement to the collective
bargaining process. The integrity of the collective bargaining pro-
cess, the contractual rights of the parties and the workings of the
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grievance procgdure must be upheld and maintéine,d. The precess

of implementing an improved quality of life at work shall not in-
fringe upon existing employee, union, or management rights.

Authorized representatives of the Union shall participate in the
planr..ng, development, implementation, and evaluation of specific
QWL activities which involve Union-répresented employees.

Voluntary involvement by Management, the Union, and employees
is essential to the success of mutual efforts. Participation in specific
QWL activities shall be voluntary. Individuals shall have the right
ta participate in or to withdraw from such activities without penal-
ty.

Innovations which result from the QWL process will not result in
the layoff of any regular employee or negatively affect the pay or
seniority status of any Union eligible employee, whether he or she is
a participant in the process or not.

The success of QWL efforts requires a spirit of mutual respect and
trust among emp'-~vees, Management and the Union. Each party
must give serious attention and consideration to the needs and
values of the other parties. Management, the Union and employees
must respect one another’s legitimate needs and constraints. The
success and maintenance of Quality of Work Lii. requires flexibili-
ty and continuing support and leadership from Management,
Unions and employees at all levels.

Quality of Work Life is not a “‘program'*: there is no universal or
one best approach. It is a process which has great potential, but it |
.an’t be the answer to all the problems of employees, the Union, or
the Company.

April 17, 1981
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Letter of Understanding between Mountain Bell and Com-
munications Workers of America, District 8, Establlshmg
“Flextime” Program

% < Mountain Bell

930 Fifteénth Street Room 1060
Denver, Colorado 80202
Phone (303) 624-4287
Robert D. Thompson
Assistant Vice President

August 13, 1977

Mr. J. E. Murphy

Assistant to the Vice President
Communications-Workers of America
District 8

8085 East Prentice

Englewood, Colorado 80110

Dear Mr, Murphy: - e

This letter is intended to set out our understanding of the future ap-
plication of the ccncept known as ‘‘flex-time™ in work groups made
up of employees represented by the CWA during the term of the
August 13, 1977 Collective Bargaining Agreement.

Manag..ment will decide when and under what circumstances ‘‘flex
time" will be allowed. The nature of the business is such that ““flex-’
time”* s inappropriate for certain units and specific employees within
a unit. For example, twenty-four hour shift operations cannot operate
efficiently under the ““flex-time"’ conccpt In addition, a.supervisor
must be present in the unit or nearby in the office or building. This
serves to insure that questions can be answered and a safe working en
vironment maintained. After Management has analyzed the operating
requirements of the office.or work group to determine what hours of
work are required and what levels of coverage are necessary within a
given time frame, if ““flex-time"" is to be allowed, the following will

apply:

I.  The supervisor will determine the earliest and Iatest time
employees will be permlttcd to work. Normally, these hours will
be between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., altifough service re-
quirements may require other hours.
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2.  Thgre is certain ‘“‘core-time’* during the day when all employees
mustbe present. The supervisor will determine these hours dur-
ing which all employees must be present. Included within this
‘““core-time’’ will be one fifteen minute break in each half tour of
the day. These break pefiods may not be taken consecutively so
as to provide a half hour’break; neither can they be taken con-
sccutivelz withja one half hour lunch period which will be pro-
vided during th&-‘“‘core-time’’ period. ¢

3. The difference between the time that employees will be permitted
to work and the ‘‘core-time’’ will be the flexible time allowable.
The ‘“flex-time’’ at the start of the shift will be equal to that at

“the end of the shift. ~ ‘

4.  Each employee is given freedom and responsibility in deciding
upon reporting-in and checking-out time. The employees must
work a full tour of duty during each day and will be considered
late jf they have not reported at the start of the “‘core-time’’.

5.  No differential will be paid for any tofir unless the “gdre-time”
begings before 7:00 a.m.’ or ends after 7:00 p.m. Under no cir-
cumstances will a split shift dil‘f&ntial.bc paid as the result of

““flex-time”’ schedule. . .
6. ‘“‘Core-time’’ may be changed by giving 24 hours’ notice to
employees. .

¢
If this letter accurately sets out our understanding, please initial in the
space.provided and return one copy for our files.

©

Yours very (rGIy,. . . .

Labor Relations & Employment . ,
CONCURRED: C /
Assistant to the Vice President

Cgmmunications Workers of America ‘ K
District 8 .
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Memorandum of Understanding bétween Midland-Ross Cor-
poration, Electrical Products Division, Athens, Tennessee,
Planf and Local Union No. 175, Intérnational Brotherhood of

(Electrical Workers (AFL-CIO)—Agreement to Fstablish a

Scanlon Plan” .
. } ' ’ ’ .
This agreement is a supplement to the basic labor agreement between

the company and the union, and can in no way invalidate or confliet with
any of the provisions therein. . ‘

1. Plantwide Incentive Plan . .

This memorandum of understanding establishes a plantwide incentive
plan designed to epable all employees of the Athens, Tenngssee, plant of
Midland-Ross Corporation, Electrical Products Division, up_to and in-
cluding the plant manager, but excluding over the road truck drivers, to

* benefit from their increased cooperation and efforts as reflected in in-

creased produgtivity.

. " In order to assure full participation in the benefits of the increased

productivity which should result from the employee-management
cooperation plan, a plantwide monthly productivity bonus shall be ap-
plied,*effective July 19, 1974, to remain in full force and effect for a trial
period of one (1) year, after which time its continuance will be subject to
the approval of both the management and theauniox}. .

7,

II. Basis of the Plan ’

;I‘he Productivity Ratio

Records for. the twelve (12) month period ending June 21, 1974, were
used in the development of a ratio of 29.31 cents in payroll costs to each
dollar in standard cost production value. Therefore, in"each month 29.31
percent of each dollar of standard cost production value will represent
the allowed payroll cost. Whenever the adjusted actual monthly payroll

is less than the allowed payroll, the diffeience will constitute the bonus-

pool. Howevet, in order to protect the company’s interest in aiy month
w hen the adjusted actual payroll exceeds the allowed, causing d deficit, a
reserve will be accumulated in months when bonuses are earned. For this
purpose twenty-five (25) percent of the bonus pool will be set aside. If
this reserve fund should, in twelve (12) months’ time, exceed the amount
requited to restore the ratio to the established norm in thé deficit
months, the excess shall then be’distributéd asa ‘‘year-end bonus,'’ to be

»




shared in the same manner as the monthly bonus. If the deficits for the

Scanlon Plar trial period exceed the amount in the reserve fund, this

deficit shall béjferminated at the end of the Scanlon Plan trial period and

shall not be charged against any bonus earnings of the next’year. After

Laefreserve, has Reen set aside, the balance of the bonus pool shall be -
divided, with sevduty-five (75) pércent going to the participants and

twenty-f' ive (25) perdgnt being retained by the'company.

In calculating the diS\ribution of the pamcnpatmg employges’ portion,
their aggregate share wlll appear as a certain percentage of their total
earnings for the month. [This percentage will indicate the bonus earnings
of each partlclpant required by Fair Labor Standards leglslanon,
total earnings for the sfionth will include all stralght time hourly earning$
and any shift bopdfSes and/or overtirhe premium paid. Vacation pay,
hollday pay, furferai leave, and jury duty pay will be considered as earn-
ings for bonus distribution. For purposes of bonus dlstrlbutlon,
however, total earnings will not include the following: (1) earnings of
* 7 new employees who have not yet been in the employ of the company for

" sixty (60) days; and (2) lost-time earnings of employees whose pay goes

*T on while they are sick or absent for personal reasons.

The productivity bonus ratio is derived from the record of perfor- )
mance for the twelve (12) month period ending June 21, 1974. Substan- 1
°  tial changes in the ,condmons which prevailed (with respect to such )
variables as wages, standard cost of production, product mix, ,
technology, etc.) in establishing the ratio may necessitate changing this
ratio in order to protect the equity of either party. Accounting practices
and procedures may ascertain the adjustment to be made.

+ The plan is designed to compensate all employees for their ideas and
efforts. Technological change requiring capital expenditures may alter
the ratio by reducing labor costs without any increase in productive effi-
ciency on the part of the _participants. It is understood that in the event .
the employec representatives suggest mechanical changes which eliminate
a job or jobs, the employees and the company will meet and make an
earnest effort to place the employees affected on other jobs.

Substantial fluctuations inthe product mix, with its various labor con-
tent proportions, may create inequities requiring a ratio revision.
However, not every change in the variables affecting the ratio should re-
qurc a ratio adjustment, since the devefopment of the ratio itsélf reflects
certain fluctuations which prevailed in the base period with respect to

o Wage structure, labor turnover, product mix, standatd costs, etc.  w—

R When the bonus amounts to less than 2 percent, payment will be defest

" red and added to subsequent bonuses and paid when the accumuiation

equals or exceeds 2 percent. However, at the end of the Scanlon year any
bonus, even if less than 2 percent,. will be pzid out.

-
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° . JI1. The Committee-Structure
The heart of this plantwide incentive plan is participation implementgd
by’ the creation of joint committees of management and employees to -
promote increased, productive efficiency. The gommittee structure in- °
cludes, production committees and a screening co miftee.

-

. A .
Production Committees . & i .

. There shall be & production committee established for each of the
following plant divisions or departments:

% . « 4 M

1. Stamping

2. Finishing - °° R}

3. Assembly ! - -

4. Die Casting, Secondary,(and"Scrcw Machines - )
5. Fittings Assembly ~ . . \
6. Material Handling - . ’ \
7. Maintenance .. 7 > -

8. Tool and Die, Machine Development
9. Office Department

Composition: Production committees shall each be composed of one
management and tw:» or more union or employee representatives. Union
or employee representatives chosert in the first election shall serve for the
trial périod of the plan. It is desirable to have experienced committeemen
serving on the production committees at all times, consequently, after
the trial period of the plan, a method to alternately elect representatives
to the production committees will be instituted.

Functions: Production-committees shall meet in their divisions at least
once each month, or more often if deemed necessary, for the specific
purpose of discussing ways and means of reducing waste and increasing
productive efficiency. Every effort will be made to schedule in advance
of such meeting a ‘specific production problem which will be placed on
the agenda for discussion. Committee embers may call ypon those
emPloyees in their division who are most familiar with the specific prob-
lem outlined to patticipate in the scheduled meetings. In no event,
however, may a committeeman call in more than fwo members. It shall
be the responsibility of the production committeemen to record and ex-
plain all suggestions intended to increase productive efficiency or reduce
waste which are made to them by the employees in their division,

The production committees shall keep accurate minutes of their

"meetings showing all suggestions designed to increase productive effi-

ciency or reduce waste together with their disposition of the same. An ap-

proved copy of the minutes shall be transmitted immediately to the.

screening committee. ‘ .

-
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The func.thﬁs of the production commmees shall in no way conflict .
with the responsnbllmes and duties of the dqu~ele«.ted grievance commit-
™ “tees. The grievange committeeman may, if he deems it advisable, attend
all meetings of the production committee cdnducted in his department or
the unit fo which he belongs. :

-«

The Screening Committee

Composition: The screéning committee shall consist of seven manage-
ment and nine union ot employee representatives. The chief steward, by
virtue of his office, shall be a member of this committee. The remaining
eight members of the screening committee shall come from the pfoduc-
tion committees. Each production committee, shall elect one of the
elected represeMatives on the production committee to ssrve as a scregn-

, mg committee re})resentatwe N . ,

* Functions: This committee shall screen out. throuzh joint discussion all
suggestions.that are designed to increase productive efficiency or reduce
waste. Those that have been placed in effect at the production committée
level shall be placed in the record, and decisions shall be reached con-
cerning thgse suggestions which have not been disposed of at the pr.Oduc-
tion committee level. A <

.

It wjll also be the function of this committee to go aver the facts and
figures used in the calculation of the\bonus for the ptrevious month
before it. isannounced, in order to establish” the greatest degree of faith

' and confidence in the calculated results. The productive efficiency bonus .
will be announced on or before the 15th day of each month and will
represent the bonus for the previous month:

“
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12.

Method of Bonus Calculation and Distribution

Assume that in the 12-month base period the payroll
cost of making each dollar’s worth of production
value was 29.31 cents. This establishes a productivity
norm or ratio against which to measure your perfor-

- .mance each month:

¥ For example
Assume that in this. mofith the valye of

Production COMES 0. .o v errereneneerreneenrans

If-performance had beei-no better this month

than the average for the base period, the payroll
would havecometo .......o0cvviiiiiiiienan,
-This is your allowed payroll (81,053,444 x 29.31%)

Say the adjusted actual payroll for thlS month,
however, figuredoutto........... S

This would mean an lmprovemcnt over the norm of .

-This is your bonus pool: %
Now set aside 25 percent of this as a reserve ........

Which leavcs forimmediate dtstnbuuon the sum of .
Deduct the company s share (25 pcrcent) ..........

And the employecs share (75 percent)is...........
Eligible payroll for theperiod................. e

This share for the emnployeeis...........coivunu..
_ of the eligible payroll,

-This is your bonus percentage paid

($32,522 + $250,500) » -

Suppgse your own pay rccord for the month looked
like t}(zls .
H

Total Including
Hours - Overtinte Hourly

2 Name Worked Hours *  Rate

)
$1,053,444

$ 308,764

250,946

57,818

14,455

43,363
10,841

32,522
250,500
12.98%

.

Total
. Pay

John Doe 190 30 $3.00

Bonus Bonus , , J
- % $

12.98% $79.83

$615.00 .

"

90
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° . Joint UAW-Ford Summary of Terms

of Tentative National Agreement,
February 1982

The tentative new UAW-Ford natlonal agrecment mcludes the follow-
ing features:
---A 24-monith moratorium on outsourcmg-related plant closings
---Outsourcing commitments aimed at maintaining job opportunities
equivalent to those now ericompassed by the total UAW national
bargaining unit
"---A pledge by Ford to manage non-volume related plant closings by
the principle of attrition
---Pilot employment guarantee projects at selected facilities based on
the “lifetime employment’* concept
---A guaranteed income program for high seniority Ford workers
which is a disincentive for the company to layoff workers
---A profit sharing plan
--A strengthened supplemental unemployment benefit (SUB) program
with prompt résumption of payments to eligible laid off workers
---Equality of sacrifice provns:o s
---An economic reopener in the event of an unexpected major upturn
in Ford sales -«
. ---New training-programs
---An expanded~UAW participation and voice in decnsnon-making
. ---Improved semorlty and early retirement provisions
---No paid personal holidays or.bonus Sunday payment .
---Vacation entitlements were preserved unchanged from 1979 agree-
ment . .
---Personal absence allowance days were maintained unchanged
---COLA deferred in first three quarters will be restored later in agree-
ment. There will be no annual improvement factor incrsases
*---Life insurance increases
---Health, surgical, medical, drug, dental, vision, hearing and other
benefit.programs were ‘maintained . ,
---Duration to September 14, 1984 )
---Changes in wage rates and benefits for new hires

Plant Closings: There will be a moratorium for 24 months on plant
closings that would ‘have occurred as a result of outsourcirg the product
manufactured in the facility. The moratorium involves a commitment by
the company not to-close, beyond those for which announcements
already have been made, any plant,: parts distribution center or depot,

+
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tractor supply depot or other facilities constituting a UAW bargaining
unit under the agreement. Closings would be permitted for volume-
related reasons attributable to market conditions or internal company
consolidations of operations within the units represented by the UAW. If
such a volume-related permanent closing were contemplated, the com-
pany when possible, will provide the -.ion with at least six months ad-
vance notice of the closing. < T .

1

Outsourcing: The union won a commitment from the company that
Ford will use every effort to maintain employment opportunities
equivalent to those now encompassed by the total national bargaining
unit. Ford agreed to a commitment to employ its best efforts to replace

s
-

jobs which may be lost by outsourcing action.

The company also pledged to strive to manage {fidefinite workforce
contractions, other than those related to volusie ¢ psiderations, by the
principle of attrition rather than layoff. In addition, the company and
the union have agreed to experiment at two locations with a pilot
“‘employment guarantee’’ project, which will incorpordte a “‘lifetime job
security’’ concept which will apply to 80% of the workforce at each
facility. : \ . .

Ford also agreed to review major outsourcing decisions implemented
during the 1979 agreement and to provide timely information to the
union on any future major sourcing decisions. >

The union also won a commitment th fox'ﬁ will join with the UAW
in supporting the princjple that manufacturers who participate in the
U.S. market should provide jobs, pay taxes and support the economy of
the market in which they sell. Ford committed to support government ac-
ceptance of that principle, so that foreign producers will be encouraged
to make their fair contribution to actions that will restore jobs to
American autoworkers.

Preferential Placement Opportunities: New preferential placement op-
portunities will be provided to workers affected by plant clositigs, but
who are not covered by other transfer agreements or who cannot move to
any other unit through seniority rights. Under the new program, a
seniority worker will have the right to apply within 30 days of layoff-for
;preferential placement on available work, or to “bump’’ probationary
.workers if there is no work available. The work must be in jobs for which
they are qualified or for which they could qualify in a reasonable period
of time. The job must be either in another plant covered by the Agree-
ment in the same labor market, or a plant covered by the Agreement ina
different labor market as might be agreed to by the company and the

union.
If a worker takes preferential placement, he or she will have the right
for 30 days to return to layoff status. If a worker does this, however, or
s

~
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if a worker refuses ag initial offer of work, his or her eligibility under the
program will be sharply curtailed.

Duratron. The new agreement, if ratified, would remain in effect, until
September 14, 1984, '

Reopener: TO protect UAW/Ford workers in the event of an unex-
pected upsurge in Ford’s sales, the union negotiated a reopener clause.
The UAW will be able to reopen the new contract and bargain on all
economic matters any time on'or after Jan. 1, 1983, if retail deliveries in
the U.S. of new cars and trucks produced or imported by Ford in any
consecutive six months exceed, 1,925,000 units (roughly comparable to
the average six-month rate during 1977- 78) If the two sides cannot reach
agreement on economics, then the provisions prohrbmpg or limiting the
right to strike no longer ‘will be in effect.

Paid Personal Holidays: There will be no paid personal holidays (PPH)
during the agreement except for the run-out of the current period

{3/82).

Vacation: No changes. The existing vacation plan continues as it was in
the old agreement.

Paid Absence Allowance: No changes. The five PAA days each year
were maintained.

Bonus Sundays. In the past agreement workers recelved one day of ex-
tra holiday pay in December that will not be made under the new agree-
ment. L

Health Benefits: All health, surgical, medical, Qrug, dental, vision,
hearing and other benefit programs in the past agreement are maintained
for current-workers. There are modifications phasmg in benefits for new
hires. :

Health/Group Insurance; In the event of future layoffs, health and
group insurance continues for those with 10 or more yehrs of service for
up to 24 months (currently coverage continues for up to 12 months).

Life Insurance: Life insurance will increase in November 1982. The in-
crease is likely to be $6,000, but wrll be determined by inflation.

Equahty of Sacrifice: The company has agrced that all economic ad-
justments made by_hourly workers will be applied comparably to salaried
personnel. In addition, the company will automaticaily restore to UAW-
represented workers any specific wage and benefit items which may be
restored to the salaried workforce during the term of the tentative agree-
ment. .

The company also noted that at times in some locations, the union has

been concerned about supervisor,/worker ratios~ which have often seemed
out of line—workers get laid off, but supervisors stay on. As a result, the
f




292

company agrcca that the union may provide local management with data
on excessive numbers of supervisors. The local management will then
meet with the union to discuss the information provided. If the local
union does not feel that local management has addressed the concerns
adequately, and the claims are not settled, the matter may be referred to
the National UAW-Ford Department which will take the matter up with
the company’s labor relations staff. If the matter remains unresolved, it
may be referred to the Vice President and Director of the UAW-Ford
Department and the Vice President of labor relations for resolution.

* Ramification and Implementation: None of these changes will take ef-
fect until the temative agreement is ratified by @ majority of the UAW-

. Ford membership, and only thcn on the appropriate cffectlvc dates

specified.

Supplemental Unemployment Benefits (SUB): SUB payments will
resume promptly for workers who are currently laid off, but who are not
receiving SUB due to assets having fallen below minimugn levels recently.

Workers with 10 or more years of seniority will be eligibile to earn
credit units for up to 104 weeks Of SUB pay, up from the previous
52-week maximum.

. The overall strength of the SUB plan will be bolstered by increasing the
company\contribution—to the fund by 3° for every hour of compensation.

The resumption of payments will be financed by an advancc credit of
up to $70 millicn from the company to keep the fund in payment status
and to pay benefits due. When a level of 70% of maximum funding is
reached, the company will recover this credit advance at a rate of 5° per
hour of compensation.

Pensions: Current pension benefit levels have been maintained, agd an
increase due on August 1, 1982 will be paid as provided for under the
previous agreement. The company, in its initial proposal, had wanted to
eliminate pension increases due on Fcbruaff 1, 1982 and August 1, 1982.

There will be an improved special early retirement provision which will
be helpful in plant closings and in facilitating reductions in the workforce
through attrition. Workers will now be able to receive a special early
retirement benefit of $15 per year of credited service for up to 30 years of
service, rather than the previous maximum of 25 years. This is added to
their regular retirement benefits for all years of credited service.

Laid off UAW members who are_eligible for early retirement will now
have five years from the date of layoff—instead of the current two

" years—to decide if they want to retire early and receive the early retire-

ment supplement. Workers who choose early retirement with the supple-
ment will lose all seniority. Workers who don't take early retirement
thhm the time specified will lose their opportunity to receive the supple-

.
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ment, worth several hundreds of dotlars monthly. This thrée-year exten-

sion gives a Jaid off UAW-Ford workcr a great deal more flexibility in his
or her retirement decisions. .

Medicare Part B: The benefit pay to help people pay Medicare PartB
premiums will be increased to $12.20 as of August 1982, $13.00 as of
Aug. 1983 and $13.50 as of Aug 1984. The paymcnt will not be more
than the actual Medjcare premium.

Worker Counseling and Outplacement Assistance Programs' The com-
pany will provide counseling and outplacement assistance to workers
who are affected by plant closings. The primary intent of the programs is
that the company work aggressively in an effort to find suitable alter-"
native for workers who will be displaced by plant closings. The union will
have approprlate input into the development and execution of these pro”
:grams. .

Local AgreementS' The unl&nd the company agreed that local
bargaining committees should be given the option of conductmg local
negotlatIOns Consequently, should either side wish to engage in bargain-
ing, it must make its intentions known within fivé (5) days followmg the
effective date of the new National Agreement. If approval is granted by
the UAW National Ford Department and/or the Ford Vice President for
Jlabor relations, bargaining must commence within ten (10) days, and
must be completed within sixty (60) days after approval is granted.
H >wever, if an agreement is not reached, the present agreement will re-
main in effect for the duration of the new National Agreement.

* Profit Sharing

The new UAW-Ford a-reeinent provides for the first time in UAW-
Ford hlstory, a profit-sharing program for eligible UAW members.

\ Eligibility -
U.S. hourly workers with one-year seniority at the end of any plan

year will be eligible to participate, except for those who. quit or are
discharged during the plan year.

Effective Date

The first profit-sharing plan year will begin Jan. 1, 1983, and eligible
UAW members employed at Ford will share in the profits for that calen-
dar year.- -~

L4

Formula

Those participating in the program will share in profits whenever
before-taxes profits exceed 2.3% of tofal sales by U.S. Ford operations
(excluding T ord Aerospace anid Ford Motor Land Development Corp.). |

2
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The amount shared will be a percentage of the profits over that 2.3%,
and the percentage to be shared will increase as profits measured against
sales increase.

. / _ Distribation
The amount of money in the profit-sharing pool will be divided be-
tween hourl) workers covered by *he plan and salaried workers who do
not receive bonuses. (In general, since hourly workers comprise about
70% of the total workforceg, they will share in about 70% of the profit-
sharing pool.)

Each eligible worker will receive a profit-sharing check at the end of
the first quarter following the plan year. The amount distributed to each
will be pro-rated on the proportion of each worker’s yearly earnings
compared to the total annual hourly payrj)ll. -

°

‘Wages—-No UAW/Ford worker’s paycheck will be reduced. Wages
will increase substantially over the course of the agreement. If inflation
averages 7.5 percent, for example, a Ford assembler now earning an
hourly wage of $11.67 would receive $13.66 by June, 1983. A toolmaker
(skilled trades) now earning $13.84 would receive $15.83 by June, 1983.
Of ceurse, .a different inflation rate would result in different wage in-
creases. . ., -

Base ratés would remain unchanged during the agreement. There will
be no annual improveme% t factor increases. Both the COLA prlncrple
and current 0.26 COLA fi rmula are maintained.

COLA. adjustments due in March, June and September, 1982 are
deferred and restored in September, 198§)ecember, 1983, and March,
1984, respectively. Regular COLA. adjustments will be ‘made each
quarter begrnmng‘ln December, 1982..In the three quarters in which
.deferred COLA is recovered there will be an increase that includes the
regular COLA BLUS the deferred COLA. There is a two-cent diversion
from each.of the first three COLA adjustments which are deferred. The
diversion means that the amount of the COLA increase generated for
ei(ample, in March, 1982, is reduced by two cents when it is restored in
September, 1983. The first two diversions would have been required
under ‘the old agreement

To protect UAW/Ford workers in the évent of an unlikely massive
surge in inflation, the total amount of the deferred CQLA during the
first three quarters will not exceed 60 cents. Thus, if high inflation
generated 68 cents over that period (after the three 2° diversions), 8 cents
would be added to the hourly rate in September, 1982. . v

»
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New Hires: A new hire will receive 85% of the hourly rate for his or
her job and will receive 5% increases every six months until reaching the
going rate. Rehires are not affected. Certain benefit programs will also
be phased iq for new hires.

Guaranteed Income Stream

. Eligible UAW members employed at Ford Motor Co. will be eligible
for a guaranteed income in the event of layoff, until they reach age 62 or
until they retire—whichever is earlier. In addition to the income protec-
tion, the program provides a disincentive for the company to lay off .
workers and an incentive to help workers who are laid off to find
employment. !
>
Eligibility
To be eligible, an employee must
o 1. Have 15 or more years of seniority at the time of layoff.

2. Be working on or after the effective date of the agreement.

3. Be able and available for work, unless disabled, maintain registra-
tion with the state employment service, and accept employment arranged

.

by the company or state agency. .
Paymefits*

The minimum Guaranteed Income Stream payment, for workers with
15 years of seniority, will be SGWoo\fghe employee’s hourly rate as of the
last day worked. °

For each year df seniority over 15, the rate increases byo\ne percentage L
point; i.e., a worker with 25 years of seniority would receive 50% + 10%
for a total of 60%.

The maximum benefit will be either 75% of the employee's weekly -
wage, or 95% of the employee's weekly after-tax base pay, minus $12.50,
whichever is less. ¥

Health insurance and life insurance benefits will be provided for
employees in the Guaranteed Income Stream program.

i
Upon retirement, an employee in the Guarantged Income Stream will
receive pension and other retirement benefits as if the employee had
maintained employment until the date of retirement.

Other Provisions

Guaranteed Income Stream benefits will be reduced by other contrac-
tual or gove.nment benefit payments received, income replacement
benefits, and/pr 80% of earnings from other employment.

Falsification of informatfon can be grounds for termination or suspen-
sion from the Guaranteed Income Stream program.

Disability benefits will be provided under the program.

e
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’/ ‘Training and Retrammg Program )

The new UAW-Ford agreement addresses the problem of retraining
both displaced and present workers by providing for the establishment of
_an Employee Development and Training Program.

Scope ,

This Program will be empowered to:

-—Arrange for or provide ‘‘training, retraining, and development g
assistance for employees displaced by new technologies, new production
techniques, and shifts in customer-produce preference.”” If also could
undertake similar efforts for ‘‘employees displaced as a result of facilit
closings or discontinuances of operations.”’ .

—Provide present employees with a program so that training/egduca-
tional courses can be made available to upgrade/sharpen presefit j
skills, provide updating on the state-of-the-art technology for skilled and
semi-skilled employees based on present and anticipated gob re-
quirem%l:, and improve the job satisfaction and performange of all
employets.”’

l Governance

The Program will be under the jurisdiction of a new UAW-Ford Na-
tional Development and Training Center that will .

—Be governed by an equal number of representatives of the union n and
the company, and

—Initially employ an Executive Director and full-time staff of at least
six persons.- . \ o

N
Programs

The Center could “make avallable a wide rang?of educational, train-
ing, and retraining services” and, for example, could provide local on-
site classroom training and outside consulting services, etc., when needs
can’t be met through existing internal and external resources.

,’/ " Mutual Growth Forums

UAW members employed at the Ford Motor Co. will get new input in-
to the management decision-making provess through a framework ‘of
Jomt union-management bodies called Mutual Growth Forums, which
will operate at both the local and national leyels.

.

\ Scope

3, The Mutual Growth Forums will be empowered to undertake “ad-
»ance discussion of certain business developmen{s that are of material i m—
terest and significance to the union, the employges, and the qompany

-+
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- - Nauonal Level vd

An equal number of union and company representatlves will comprise
the national Forum which will be empowered among other things, to
discuss the company s general operations and certain business
dewelopments examine government relations matters, and take other ac-
tions. The Director of the UAW National Ford Dept. may address the
.company’s board of directors twice yearly

Local Level

At the plant level, it is suggested that the Forums meet at least quarter-
ly to discuss such things as ‘‘the plant’s general operation and certain
business developments.”” The local Forums will get periodic financial
and business presentations from management and the union. .

~
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* pose of mtegratmg and evaluating the policy proposals of the sub-
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I -

. Section V
o Public Sector‘

- Vil .
Provisions of 1979-82 Agreement betvicen State of New York
and Civil Service Employees Association Establishing Con-,
tinuity, Evaluation, Productmty and Quality of Working foe

.Committee

4

VI. Bylaws of the Continuity, Evaluation, Broducﬁviiy and Quality of
Working Life Committee - ‘ .

Article I. The Committee

Section One. The Committee shall be comprised of twenty-one (21)
voting members to be appointed as follows:

A) Three (3) lmpartlal members shall be jointly appointed by and
serve at the joint pleasurc of the Director of the Office of
Employee Relations (heremafter ““O.E.R.”’) and the President
of the Civil Service Employees Association, Inc. (hereinafter

. “C.S.E.A.”), and —

B) Nine (9) members shall be appomted by and serve at the pleasure

of the-Director of O.E.R., and
) Nine (9) members shall be appointed by and serve at the pleasure
of the Presndcnt of C.S.E.A.

Section Two, The Committee shall study and make recommendations to
the Executive Committee concerning prospective mechanisms for the im-
provement of the work environment of State employees pursuant to its
enabling provisions in the 1979-82 State of New York/CSEA collective
bargaining agreements.

.Section Three. The Committee shall meet at least annually for the pur-

commx{tees, preparmg an agenda of topics to be analyzed by the sub-
committees in the ensuing year, and making recommendations to the Ex-
ecutive Committee concerning policy and programs. Special meetings of
the Committee may be called by the Chairperson upon ten working days
notice to the members at a time, date and location mutually convenient
to the members of the Committee,

304 .
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Article II. The Chairperspn and thé’gf(ecgﬁve Committee

Section One. The Chairperson of ttﬁ)ﬁgi;t‘ge shall be jointly ap-
pointed by and serve at the joint pleasure of t irector of O.E.R. and
the President of C.S.E.A. frbm among the impartial members appomted
pursuant to Article I, Sl(A) of these Bylaws. .

Section Two. There shall be an Executive COmmittee compnsed of ‘he
President of C.S.E.A., the Director of O.E.R., and.the Chalrperson of
the Committee. )

Sectlon Three. The Executive Committee shall approve or reject, upon
recommeiidations from the Committee or sub-committees thereof or,
upon its own mntnatwe, any expenditures of monies appropriated to the
“‘statewide major issues study fund’’ established pursuant to the 1979-82
Staté of New York/CSEA collective bargaining agreements.

Section Four. Upon authorization from the Executive Commnttee pur-
suant to Section Three, the Chairperson or his designees may authorize
disbursements, hire employees and execute dontracts to assist in the per-
formance of Committee or sub-committee functions (as set forth in Ar-
ticles I and III hereof, respectively). All employees of the Committee
shall report directly to the Chairperson or his designees for purposes of
attendance and leave.
=

Article III. Sub-committees

Section One. The Committee shall have three (3) Standing sub-
committees, as follows:

A) Contmunty of Iémployment .
B) ‘PerformancéEvaluation, and _ R
C) Quality of Working Life and Productnvuy -

Section Two. The mefibers of each standing sub committee shall be ap-
pointed as follows:

A) The chairperson of the sub-committee shall be appointed jointly

by the Director of O.E.R. and the President of C.S.E.A. from

among those impartial Committee members appointed pursuant
to Article I, S1(A) ,of these Bylaws,

B) Three (3) members af the sub-committee shall be appointed by
the Director of O.E.R. fram among.those Committee members
appointed pursuant to Article I, SI(B) of these Bylaws, and

C) Three (3) members of the sub-committee shall be appointed by
the President of C.S.E.A. from dmong those Committee
members appointed pursuant to Article I, S1{C) of these Bylaws.

D) No Committee members shall be appomtcd to morc than one

sub-committee.
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Section Three. Each sub-committee shall be empowered to make recom-
mendations concerning programs and the funding thereof directly to the
Executive Committee. . .

Sectign, Four. Each sub-committee shall submit, at least, an annual
report to the Committee on or about March 1 concerning the results of
studies undertaken By the sub-committee. s

Section Five. All actions and recommer.dations to the Executive Commit-
tee, by the sub-committee, including any reports and recommendations
concerning programs shall require a majority vote of the sub-committee
‘taken at a meeting of the sub-committee. The chairperson of the sub-
committee may vote only in the event of a ti¢ among the other members.

Section Six, Each sub-committee shall meet at least quanerly and any
meeting may be called by the respective chairperson upon ten working
days notice to the members of the sul.g_-_committee at a time, date and
location mutually convenient to the members. No meeting may be con-
vened and no business transacted unless a majority of the entire member-
ship of the sub-committee and an equal number of members appointed
pursuant to Article I, S1(B) and members appointed pursuant to Artlcle
I, SI{C) of these Bylaws are present. ] s p

Article IV. Procedures . >

Section One. Except as otherwise expressly provided by these Bylaws, the
meetings and bysiness of the Committee and standing sab-committees
shall be conducted, m;ofar as practlcable, in accordance with Robert's
Rules of Order.

.
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Columbus/AFSCME

Quality of°Working Life Agreement:
R July 26, 1976

Agreement among the ci@' of Columbus, Ohio, Local #1632 of the .

American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees, and
The Ohio State University Quality of Working Life Program of the

Center for Human Resource Research to undertake a quality of working
ilfe demonstratlon effort in Columbus.

-

I Background

I
Discussions w1th city admlmstramors, city councxlmen, and employee
representatlves in the city of Columbys, Ohio,.have indicated an interest
in efforts to improve both the quahty of the work environment of
municipal employees and the services provided by the city government.
. This mutual interest suggests the basis for a successful quality of work

demonstration pro_|ect in the city. This agreement outlines the steps .

which are involved in undertakmg a quality of work effort and defines
the nature of the participation of The Ohio State University Quality of
,Workmg L:ife Program (QWLP].

IL. F undmg

The QWLP, 1mmed1ately upon the signing and ratification of this
agreement, will forward a request to the U.S. Department of _Health,
* . Education, and Welfare to. release funds allocated to the Columbus ef-
fort for the period of October 1, 1976, to September 30, 1977, and for:
the period of October 1, 1977, to Septembcr 30, 1978. The city of Colum-
bus will contribute 325, 000 a year for a 2-year perlod beginning October
1,°1976. Payments will bc made quarterly beginning on January 1, i977.

Local #1632 will make $1,000 payments on October 1, 1977, and October .

1, 1978. These funds w1ll be used to cover QWLP questlonnalres, sup-
plles, seminars, educational services, etc. Should the U.S. Department of
Health, Educatlon, and Welfare not release the funds specified, thlS
. agreeiment is invalid..

III. Duration and Approvals

The agreed upon duration of this project is 24 months beginning on

" October 1, 1976, or, if agreement has not been reached by October 1 on
the new labor contract, on the day following ratification of the new con-
tract. Only 24 months of funding is being requested at this time. By the
end of the project’s 15th month, the city Quality of Working Life Com-
mittee will decide whether to continue the projeci for an additional

o
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18-month or 2-year period. If so, the OSU QWLP will request additional
funding and will continue to provide technical-assistance for the addi-
-tional period. Before the project can begin, ratification by the member-
. ship of Local #1632' and approval by the city council is required.?

1. The proposal will be put before the membership of Local #1632 at thc nc_)‘(t/mcmbcrsﬁ’/f

meeting, which will be held in September. - .
2. This proposal will be taken before city counuil for,apprdval aftcr it has been ratified by

the membership of Local #1632. / . .
' N IV.. Scope *

A. Experimenting Groups. This prOJcct will start with the establish-
ment of one division level Quality of Working Life Committee in a divi-
sion to be selected by the Public Service Q ality of Working Life Com-
mittee and one working level committee in part of this division to be
selected by the Division Quality of Working Life Committee. From
there, the goal js to create additional experimenting groups (working
level Quality of Working Life Committees) as rapidly as is feasible. The
rate of spread will be determined by staff resources and the judgment of
the City and Public Service Quahty of Working Life Committees. The
method will be the provision of technical assistance to city, department,
dms:on, and working level committees in structurmg worker participa-
tion to improve the quality of the working environment and the quality
of services provided to the public. The first experimenting groups will be
selected and formed on the basis of existing knowledge of the operation
and of the receptivity of workers, middle managcmcnt and first line
supervision. Subsequent experimenting groups will be selected on the

basis of questionnaire and productivity measurement results and other

relevant factors. «

B. Questionnaire. A questionnaire will be administered to all of the
approximately 2,000 hourly and salaried employees in the Public Service
Departnient mcludmg supervision and middle and top management.
Some form of feedback, either written or oral, will be provided to all
employees taking the questwnnalre by Quality of Working Life Program
staff. The results Qf the questionnaire will serve as a basis for selecting
additional experimenting groups. Productivity information will also be
gathered for all employées of the department.

Y. Structure

A. City Quality of Working Life Committee. A City Quality of Work-
ing Lifé Committee will be formed consisting of the mayor and two or
three management representatives appointed by him (including the direc-
tor of the Public Service Department) and the president of Local #1632,
the director of District 53, the president of the council, and one or two
other union officials appointed by them. This committee will meet at

303
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least once each month to sanction and keep apprised of all quality of

work life actwmes in the city. The mayor and the top officials of

AFSCME Dist é’lct 53 and Local #1632 agree to give top priority to their
personal atten

provide a part- nme executive secretary to the committee who will be
jointly responSIbIe for preparing the agenda, developing staf: proposals
for the consideration of the committee, and doing ths necessary staff
work to assure that all commiittee decisions are implemented. They will
report to the chairperson of the committee and will be assisted by such
interns and clerical personnel as are considered necessary by the commit-
tee and assigned by the city. f

B. Public Service Quality of Working Life -Committee. A labor-
management Public Services Quality of Working Life Committee will be
formed and will meet at least once each month. Its composition, nature,
and functions are as follows:

1. Composition. The director of tHe Public Service Departmeiit
+.and the chief union official of that departinent will each sit on
" this committee. Its chairmanship will rotate every'6 months be-
tween management and labor. Management and the president of
Local #1632 will each appoint four or five other management

and union members.

2, Nature This is a cooperative committee formed to create a
cooperative relationship in addition to the adversary one. It can
deal with matters on which there is mutual agreement but doee
not deal with grlevanccs, collcctlve bargammg, or. other matters

cept on faith that improved productivity and worker well-being
will follow. .

3.  Functions. Its functions will be to plan a quality of working life
program for the Public Service Department, to provide an um-
brella to protect and preserve the program and assure the
cooperation of all parties, to make such waivers of contractual
and policy provisions as are necessary during the experimental
perlod to form such division- level and working-level commit-
"tees as are indicated, and to monitor the progress of the commit-
tees in reorganizing work and in improving the workmg cnv1ron-
ment in the Public Service Department.

C. Working-Level Quality of Working Life Committees. Thése com-
mittees will be the heart of the Columbus Quality of Working Life pro-
ject and will generally service groups of 30-50 employees. Shop stewards
in the employee groups will automatically sit on these committees. Other

ance at these meetings. The city and AFSCME will each.




304

employee representatives will be elected by a vote of the work group
members and will serve staggered terms to assure continuity. The super-
visor or head of the employee group will sit on the.committee and will ap-
point the other management members. An internal election will be held
by each committee each 6 months to assure that the chairmanship and
secretaryship rotate between labor and management.

D. Additional Department Quality of Working Ltfe Commtttees The
City Quality of Working Life Committee will, as circumstances indicate,
establish additional departmental quality of working life committees.

. VI. Technical Assistance

A. An Ohio State University QWLP staff member will sit with the Ci-
ty Quality of Working Life Committee, Public Service Quality of Work-
ing Life Committee, Divisional Quality of Workmg Life Committee, and.
workmg-level committees at their meeting and offer any possnble

s, assistance.

B. Educational and infqrmational services will be available at the re-
quest of the committees. Such services include:

1.  in house seminars led by nationally rccogmzcd experts in the
field of work restructuring.

2. visits by committee members and others to organizations where
successful experiments  have taken place.

3. provision to the committee of reading material and research ser-
vices by the Ohir State University Quality of Working Life Pro-
gram. .
trammg conferences for workmg-level commlttee members and
others in communications, supervisory practices, and charging
roles in quzlity of working life situations.

VII. Procedures

Phase I - Six Months.

The following steps will be taken under the guidance of the City and
Public Service Quality of Working Life Committees.

A. Questionnaire. On a voluntary basis, all Public Service Depart-
ment employees will fill out the questionnaire which appears as Appen-
dix A to ““The Quality of Work and Its Outcomes’’ (Ohio: The Academy
for Contemporary Problems, 1975). Questionnaires will be completed
during working hours in groups of approximately 20-25 employees. Data
will be used in aggregate form broken down by organizational unit. In-
dividual responses will be held strictly confidential. -

B. Formation of First Working-Level Committee. As soon as the
questionnaire has been administered, the Public Service Quality of




Working Life Committee will decide on the first unit to have a working-
level committee and will take the necessary steps to establish this ex-
perimenting committee and any intervening committees Wwhich are
necessary to assure an umbrella for the expériment. By the time the ques-
tionnaire report is made to the Public Service Quality of Working Life
Committee, it will have some experience with one working-level commit-
tee and will be able to select the next units to have working-level commit-
tees'and schedule their formation. ’

.

C. Feedback. Summaries of questionnaire results will be presgnted to
employees in writing with a statement from the Public Service Quality of
Working Life Committee informing them of the working-level ¢ d>mmit-
tees that have already been formed and the Public Service Commiittee’s
plans for expanding and including more employees in the experiment.
The results will be discussed orally with all employees who are fp ex-
perimenting units covered by working-level committees as these commit- .
tees are formed. g ; n'\

_ D. Productivity Data. Working with the various committees, the dSU \
QWLP staff will develop criteria for measuring productivity and/or khe
quality of services and make baseline measurements according to the
criteria agreed to by the City Quality of Working Life Committee. {’

E. Report to City Quality of Working Life Committee. The OS ‘
QWLP will furnish a report to the City Quality of Working Life Com;
mittee summarizing and commenting on the questionnaire results.,
Preparation of this ceport is estimated at 8 weeks from the time all ques-
fionnaires are complete. ‘ i \

L4

Phase II - Two. Months. \

Quality of Work Plan. Upon receipt of the questionnaire report, the
next steps will be in the hands of the City and Public Service Quality of
Working Life Committees. Based on the information provided and on
the educational seminars conducted during the first phase of the project,
the Committee will develop, agree to, and implement whatever kind of .
quality of working life plan it deems appropriate. \

Phase III - 16 Months.

. While a number of work restructuring activities may already have
begun during Phase I and II, Phase III will be the ‘“‘implementation®’
phase. Educational activities and assistance will continue as requested by
the Public Service Quality of Working Life Committee. \

'

4
Phase IV - Remeasurement, \

A remeasurement will occur 18 months from the date the question-
naires are initially administered. This will begin a regular program of
keeping aware of employee attitudes toward working conditions. The

311



306

2

remeasurement will also include some form of feedback mechanism. If it
is mutually decided to continue the program beyond the 2 years which
are now tentatively funded, remeasurements will continue at 18-month
intervals. .

V1. Additional Provisions

A. All parties understand and believe tht a project of this type offers
potentially significant benefits to all concerned. These benefits arise, in
part, from the creation of a forum for the discussion of situations and
solutions, which is free from the tensions inherent in the traditional
labor-management relationship. Therefore, this forum will not be utiliz-
ed-for discussing or dealing with issues and questions which are properly
in the province of existing, formal, collective bargaining institutions. All
parties also agree to accept the working assumption that improvements
in the working environment will benefit both services to the public and
worker well-being and so do not have to be justified on an individual
quid-pro-quo basis.

B. The following procedures are agreed to with regard to project train-
ing expenses: ‘ ! .

1. Any lost time for activities of employees (management and non-
management) in connection with the project (on or off of the
job) will be borne by the city.

2. Travel, expenses, and fees of city employees (management and
nonmanagement) representatives for offsite activities will be
borne by the city. .

3. Travel, expenses, fees, and lost time for AFSCME staff not
from the local union will be borne by AFSCME. ’

, 4. ‘The city will budget $22,000 per year cash for travel, expenses,
and fees in connection with this training and $24,400 per year
for lost time. The $22,000 will be included in the $25,000
payments mentioned in section I of this agreement.

IX. Dissemination of Experience and Results

A. Experience Sharing. Management and AFSCME people from the
city of Columbus agree to participate in conferences and seminars as re-
quested to share their experiences (when feasible within workload and
time constraints) with other cities, states, etc.

B. Publication. Management and the union agree that, after each
measurement process, the OSU QWLP can use the data gathered in
published accounts of the experiment in order to assist other cities in
their efforts to improve worker satisfaction and productivity.
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- X. Commitments
+
A. Management guarantees that:

1. No employee will be laid off or have his compensation reduced
as a result of the QWLP..

2. It will ““free up” city employees for the time nece$sary for com-
mittee meetings, training (both on and off the job), team
building and comm:unications. It accepts the possnblllty of ari in-
itial loss in productivity due to thlSéOSl time in hopes of an even-
tual increase due to these activitie

3. Management agrees to work with the union and employees in ex-
plormg and developing a means of sharing any productnvnty
gains achieved through this project with the employees involved.

4. Management accepts the policy of utilizing productivity in-
creases by expanding services to the public rather than reducmg~
employment.

B. The union will make every effort to resolve any grievances filed on
contract jtems set aside for trial periods to facilitate work activity outside
the formal grievance procedule

C. Marnagement and union commit themselves to:

1. Keep adversary issues out of the quallty of work project and
continue the project and the cooperative relationship in the face
of such issues—difficult though this may be.

N 2. A willingness to try new things—with the understanding that ef-
forts which do not work to the satisfaction of both parties can be
terminated without prejudicing the whole program.

The signatures on this agreement indicate a commitment to cooperate
on a program, the purpose being to seek new approaches and, where in-
dicated, implement these approachcs in order that the employees of the
city of Columbus can experience increased satisfaction and productnvnty
They also indicate a joint commitment to improving conditions of securi-
ty, equity, individuation, and participation for municipal employees

Signed by the following:

Tom. Moody Phil Chevallard
Mayor, City of Columbus President, District 53
Warren Jennings Don Ronchi

v Director, District 53 The Ohio State University

Robert C. Parkinson Quality of Working Life Program

Director, Public Service Department

Themistocles Cody -
President, Logal

.
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Exceri)t from Agreement between TVA and the Terinessee

' Valley Trades and Labor Council (revised through March 15,
'1981) on Organization of Central and Local Cooperative Com-

mittees .
. . \\

Gooperative Committees o

'lgVA and the Council agree to the followmg statement of organization of
e central and local joint cooperauve committees in accqrdance with,
and for the purposes stated in Article X of this agrecment .

A. Central Joint Cooperative Comiittee

1. The Gentral Joint Cooperative Committee is made up of the Ex-
ecutive Board of the Council and the following TVA represen-
tatives: Manager of Engineering Design and Constru.tion,
Manager of Power, Manager of Agricultural and Chémical .
Development, Manager of Construction, Manager of Power
Operations, and Ditectors of Chemical Operations, Nuclear
Power, Fossil and Hydro Power, Power System Operations, Power
Construction, Property and Services, and the Director of Person-
nel. . g

2. A management representauve on the central committee designated
by the Manager of Management Services and the President of the
‘Council serve as cochairmen on the central committee. A member
of the Division of Personnel serves as secretary of the central com-
mittee. )

3. The central committee develops the basic guidelines for an organiz-
ed program of employee-managément cooperation. It promotes the

* formation of local committees, determines the form or organiza-

tion, and furnishes guidance for the conduct of the committees. It

reviews the progress of the local commlttees, as reported by the
secretary, and acts on any suggestions of TVA-wide significance
which local committees refer to it. In addition, the central commit-
tee -takes up, such matters as.are brought to it by its members,
discusses major TVA: programs and the general policies related to
union-management cooperation, and sponsors suitable programs
to provide information of general interest to employees concerning

TVA activities.

4. The dentral committee meets at least once a year. This annual
meeting shall be held in"conjunction with an annual Valley-wide
conference.of the officers of local joint cooperative committees.

Y
.
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Other meetings of the ccntral committze may be held upon call of
- > the cochairmen.
5. All actions of the central committee are by unanimous concur-
rence. .

B. Local Joint Cocperative Committees

1. Local joint cooperative committees are established by agreement
between representatives of labor and management, and with the ap-
proval of the central committee, on a plant-, project-, or division-
wide basis. Each local committee defines its scope as to plant, pro-
ject, or division, providing for the inclusion of all employee groups
represented by the Council.

2. Management and employees each de51gnatc members to serve on

the local committee; the numbers need not be equal. All members

shall 'be TVA employees. The employee rcprcsentatlves are
dcmgnatcd by the labor organizations participating in the local
committee and must be approved by the Council. The management
members are designated by the top supervisor of the administrative

unit served by the commlttee The top supervisor serves as a

member. -

The local committee elects a chairman and a cochairman, one each

from management and labor. The committee also elects a secretary.

4. The cochairmen and the secretary act as a steering committee which
provides the leadership for planning and carrying on committee
business and which handles matters between-meetings.

5. The local committee schedules regular meetings. Special mcctmgs
are called by the steering committee. Committee members attend
meetings without loss ‘of time.

6. The committee receives suggestions made by either employees or
supervisors. The committee evaluates each suggestion. Action is
taken by unanimous concurrence. Suggestions relating to activities
which extend in scope beyond the unit in which the committee
operates may be referred to another committee or to the central
committee.

w
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. Appendix. B

Awards by the Federal Mediation
and Conciliation Service under the
Labor-Management Cooperation Act of 1978,
Fiscal Year 1981 .

A. Joint Industry Committees

others). The present LMC working in the city’s Housing Authority
would expand to include at least four new city departments and rele-
vant unions for the purpose of improving public service and employee
relations. (§54,494)

. Houston Belt and Terminal Railway/Unitéd Tranportation Union
and Brotherhood of Railway and Airline Clerks. The Houston-based
and FRA-financed labor-management committee would develop a
training program so that railroad companies belonging to labor-
management committees in Houston and Buffalg can implement the
LMC concept in their own companies. ($88,142)

. Indiana University/Fraternal Order of Police and the Professional
Fire Fighters Union. This existing statewide LMC consisting of
representatives of the Indiana Association of Cities and Towns and
police and firefighters would be strengthened. ($57,247)

B Regional and Community-Wide Joint Committees

|
. City of San Francisco/Service Emﬁloyees International Union (and

. Chautauqua County Labor-Management Committee. This nevly
created,area LMC would create eight in-plant committees and attempt
to reduce man-days lost to strikes by £0 percent. (844,000) ¢

. Chemung County Labor-Management Committee. This upstate New:
York LMC would expand its activities and establish up to six new in-
- plant committees. ($40,750) o

por
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strengthened and enabled to create at least three new in-plant commit-
tées while reducing local workdays losi to labor disputes. (379,753)

would expand present LMC efforts and create at least four new in-
plant committees. ($73,753),

. Michigan Quality of Work Life Council. The Council would be en-

abled to establish up to six new area LMCs throughout the state of
Michigan over an 18-month period and prométe the LMC concept
through trammg sessions and confere1ces ($150, 000)

. Northeast Labor-Management Center This Boston—based LMC

would establish five in-plant compittees in five different major in-
dustries in the state of Massachusetts as pilot demonstration pro_|ects
for those industries. (398,275)

. Philadelphia Area Labor-Management’ Commitiee. This . newly

established LMC would, hire permanent staff and develop what may
become the nation’s largest lgral area LMC whose goals include the
creation of both in-plant and industry committees w;thln the

"“Phlladelphla ared.($150,000)— - -~ .

8.

S:ouxland Labor-Management Committee. This Sioux Clty,-Iowa

. Clinton County, Pennsylvania. This existing LMC would be”

. Janrestown Labor-Management Committee. The City of Jamestown

4

area LMC would expand its operations and create at least three new

in-plant committees. ($76,000)

C. In-Plant Labor-Management Committees

. Diamond International Corporation/United Paperworkers Interna—

tional Union (Palmcr, Massachusetts). Labor-management compjt-
tees would be set up in three sites (Natchez, Mississippi, Red Bluff,
California, and Plattsburgh, New York) to oversee a new and in-
novative employee incentive program. ($37,494)

. Rath Packing Company/United Food and Commercial Womers

Unjon (Waterloo, Iowa), This worker-owned plant would expand the
efforts of its labor-management committee in cstabhshmg Action
Research Teams to improve productivity and reduce grievances.

(524, 400)

. Rome Cable Company/International Association of Machlmsts dnd

Aerospace Workers (Rome, New York). An in-plant labor-
management committee designed to increase plant productivity and
lmprovc the quahty of work life would be established. ($26,010)
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U.S. Govérnment Agehcies N

Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service . .
Kenneth Moffett, Director (202) 655-4000 d

2100-K St., N.W, ) ,

Washington, . DC 20427 - ’ ) *

Labor-Madnagemen: Services Administration
5 Office of Labor-Management-Relations Services
’ John Stepp, Direcior (202) 523-6487 . .
", U.S. Department of Labor ‘ ~ :
Washington, DC 20210

—_ Occupatienal Health and Safety Administration

Ofche of Pohcy Analysis - . e ‘.
Frank Frodyma, Director {202) 523‘8021 ’
U.S. Department of Labor

Washington, DC~ 20210

—— e 0

——
T — <

National Organizations ——

{4
American Productivity Center ) .
Pete Moffett, President (713) 961-7740 ) . N
123 North Post Odk Lane . ~
Houston, TX 77024 )
- American Quality of Work Life Center
Ted Mills, Chairman (202) 338-2933
3301 New Mexico Ave.,, NN\W. _ ,
Washington, DC 20016 . : - .

Association for Workplace Democracy
John Simmons, Coordinator (202) 265-7727
' 11747 ,Connecticut Ave., N.W. }
Washmgton, DC 20009 T ’




Center-for-Prodiictive Public Management
Marc Holzer, Director (212) 489-5030

City University of New York

445 West 59th'St.

New York, NY 10019

Center for Quality of Working Life
Louis E: Davis, Chairman (213) 825-1095
‘University of California ' "
405 Hilgard Ave.
Los Angeles, CA 90024
Harvard Project on Technology, Work, and Character
Michael Maccoby, President (202) 462-3003
* 1710 Gonnecticut Ave., N.W. 5
Washington, DC 20009 ;

Management and.Behavioral Science Center
Charles Dwyer, Director (215) 243-5736
Wharton School of Finance and Commerce
University of Pennsylvania

Philadelphia, PA 19104 .
National Association of Area Labor-Management Committees
John J. Popular, President (703) 777-8700

Box 118 a
‘Fairfax, VA 22030 ' ;

National Center for Employec Ownership -
Corey Rosen, President (703) 931-2757

4836 South 28th St. :

Arlington, VA 22206

L.
National Council for Alternative Work Patterns, Inc.
Gail Rosenberg, President (202) 466-4467-
1925 K St., N.W.
Washington, DC 20006

National Council on Alcoholism, Inc. >
Labor-Management Services Dept.

William Dunkin, Director (212) 986-4433

733 Third Avé., Suite 1405 L€

New York, NY 10017

-
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Ncw Systems of Work and Partrcrpatron Program
"William H. Whyte, Drrcctor (607) 256—4530

Cornell University
Ithaca, NY 14850

" Profit Sharing Reséarch Foundation

. 1718 Shertnan Ave.
- ~Evanston, IL 60201 - °
Quality- of Work Program ’
" -Stanley E. Seashore, Director (313), 763-4064
. Institute for Social Research X
Uiiversity of Michigan
"Ann Arbor, MI. 48106

Work in Amcrrca Institute, Inc. -
Jerome M. Rosow, President (914) 472-9600
¢ 700 White Plains Road
_Scarsdale, NY* 10583 ' R

Regional and State Orgamzatlons

Tom Tuttle, Director (301) 454-5451

Umversrty ‘of Marylarrd . . L
College Park, MD 20742 . "
Michigan Quality of Work Life Council

Basil Whiting, Director (313) 362-1611

.755 West Big Beaver \

- R
'

. Northeast Labor-Managcmcnt Centcr

30 Church St., Suite 301 -
e Boston, MA 02108 ‘

_ Ohio Quality of Working Life Program
Don Ronchi, Director (614) 422-3390
- Center for Human Rgsources ‘Research

Maryland Centar for Productivity and Quality of ‘Norkmg Life

Troy, M1 48084 - 4

Michael J. Brower, Executive Drrcctor (617) 489-4002

-+ Bert L. Metzger, Presiderit (312) 869-8787 ” L)

,;\

The Ohio State University o
Columbus, OH 43201 :
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Productmty Institute

Thomas P. Fulimer, Director (602) 965-7626
.College of Business Administration *
Arizona State University

Tempe, AZ 85281

Quality of Working Life Program
Milton Derber, Professor (217) 333-0981
Institute of Labor and Industrial Relations

_ University of Illinois . . )
Champaign, IL 61820 - ’ V&

Texas Center for Productmty and Quality of Working Life
Barry Macy, Director (806).742-2011

College of Business Administration- .
Texas Tech University ; o

Lubbock, TX 79401 e _ ,

Utah Center for Productivity and Quality of Working Life )
Gary Hanson, Director (801) 752-:4100

Utah State University

Logan, UT 84321 .




