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THE HUMAN RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1977

THURSDAY, MARCH 24, 1977

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC STABILIZATION

OF THE COMMITTEE ON BANKING, FINANCE AND URBAN 
AFFAIRS,Washington,D.C.

The subcommittee met at 10:10 a.m. in room 2128 of the Rayburn
House Office Building; Hon. William S. Moorhead (chairman of the
subcommittee) presiding.
Present: Representatives Moorhead, Lundine, Vento, Barnard,

Watkins Fauntroy, McKinney, Stanton, Kelly, Caputo and Steers.
Mr. MOORHEAD. The Subcommittee on Economic Stabilization will

please come to order.
Today we begin hearings on H.R. 2596, the Human Resources

Development Act of 1977. This is legislation intended to expand
employment opportunities and also to promote job security through
increased productivity. If adopted, the legislation could provide fresh
approaches to improving the performance of our economy. Such a
current problem as cyclical layoffs might be curbed, and more job
satisfaction achieved in its place.
A major concern of this subcommittee is price stability. Productivity

improvement means putting people back to work, but in particular,
it means putting people back to work while maintaining price stability.
With an annual inflation rate of 5 percent and in excess of seven

million unemployed, it is not difficult to understand the worthiness
of the objectives of this legislation, nor the critical nature of the
problems it is intended to help overcome.
H.R. 2596 would provide the Federal Government with a number

of interesting tools with which to work toward improved productivity.
First, through contracts with the Department of Labor, it would

provide for innovative efforts on behalf of improving problem-solving
techniques for management and labor. It would aim at demonstrating
ways of upgrading job skills and redesigning work tasks.
Second, through financial incentives, the act aims to help avoid

,the waste, both human and financial, caused by cyclical layoffs.
It would elo so by encouraging employers to keep workers on the
job and on the payroll during periods of business downturn.
Should small businesses in particular decide to participate in this

type of program effort, they would qualify for guaranteed loans.
This Nation has just emerged from a most trying winter as far as

its immediate impact was felt upon economic production. Moreover,
it seems clear we did not emerge unscathed although we may not
have suffered as grievous a wound as many predicted would be the
case less than 1 month ago.

(1)
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Events of this nature often have beneficial effects. In this case,it has helped focus attention on a number of pressing national policyneeds, one of which is to keep a watchful eye on inflation trends.Productivity can also be seen as a major part of this Nation's anti-inflation strategy and policy. Here we are talking about laggingproductivity and how to overcome it and underutilization of plantcapacity and how to correct it.
Competition for markets, at home and abroad, is formidable. Weknow the emphasis other national economies give to productivitygains. We are increasingly aware of some of the consequences of ourown neglect in not giving sufficient emphasis to the same objectives.H.R. 2596 recognizes the desirability of demonstrating how this canbe done in advance of the kinds of significant capital investmentneeded to bring productivity to the fore.
That this is true was no more clearly demonstrated than throughthe Jamestown, N.Y., program, initiated by the then mayor of James-town, Congressman Stanley N. Lundine.
I will limit my comments on this particular experience since I amsure he will outline it for the members and our witnesses in moredetail.
I will say, however, that the dramatic drop in unemployment inhis city, brought about in large measure through his successful effortsto relate productivity increase to the well-being of both labor and

management, testifies to its effectiveness.
Unemployment dropped from 10.2 percent in 1972 to 4.2 percent

in 1975. That is the kind of record I am sure all mayors of all
America's cities would appreciate having.
[The text of H.R. 2596 follows:]

41
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95TH CONGRESS H
1ST SESSION . R. 2596

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JANUARY 27,1977

Mr. LUNDINE (for himself, Mr. REUSS, Mr. MOORHEAD Of Pennsylvania, Mr.
MCKINNEY, Mr. °WINGER, Mr. HUGHES, Mr. MclIcon, Mr. BEDELL, Mr.
EILBERG, Mr. NOWAK, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. CORNELL,
Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. MARKEY, Mr. FAUNTROY, Mr. STEERS, Mr. RAIIALL,
Mr. FRASER, Mr. DOWNEY, Mr. MINETA, Mrs. SPELLMAN, Mr. MAGUIRE,
Mr. PATTisox of New York, and Mr. LAFALcE) introduced the following
bill; which was referred Jointly to the Committees on Banking, Finance
and Urban Affairs and Education and Labor

A BILL
To provide for a program, to be carried out through the Secre-

tary of Labor, of projects and an advisory council to promote

economic stability by increasing productivity, improving job -

security, encouraging retention of jobs in lieu of cyclical

layoffs, and promoting the better use of human resources in

employment.

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 That this Act may be cited as the "Human Resources Devel-

4 opment Act of 1977".

5 SEC: 2. It is the purpose of this Act to promote eco-
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2

1 nomic stability through the better use of human resources, to

9. increase productivity, to improve job security, to encourage

3 the retention of employees by employers as a policy with

4 respect to counter-cyclical unemployment, to enhance the

5 quality of working life, and to increase employment

6 opportunities.

7 Sc. 3. (a) (1) In order to carry out the purposes

8 specified in section 2, the President, through the Secretary

9 of Labor (hereinafter in this Act referred to as the "Secre-

10 tary") , shall carry out from funds appropriated under sec-

11 tion 4, a program of projects which meet the requirement

12 of paragraph (2) , through contracts with States, units of

is general local government or combinations of such units, in-

14 stitutions of higher education as defined in section 1201 (a)

15 of the Higher Education Act of 1965, and other employers

16 including labor organizations as defined in section 2 (5) of

17 the National Labor Relations Act. In entering into contracts

18 under this section, the Secretary of Labor shall give priority

19 to projects which involve labor-management cooperation.

20 Such cooperation may include the advice, technical assist-

21 ance, and moderation of an organization or agency independ-

22 ent of both labor and management, such as the Federal

23 Mediation and Conciliation Service, or a labor-management

24 cooperative committee, established or designated for that

•

yr
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1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

3

purpose by the party contracting with the Secretary of

Labor.

(2) Each project assisted under a contract under this

section shall be—

(A) a project, involving (i) increased participa-

tion of employees in problem solving and the decision-

making process, (ii) increased participation of employ-

ees, through compensation, or other benefits, in the gains

associated with increased productivity by employees,

(iii) redesign of the tasks, responsibilities, and time

11 patterns connected with particular units of employ-

12 ment, or

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

(B) a demonstration project designed to clearly

demonstrate specific programs, or guidelines under

which employment can be maintained at prescribed lev-

els for a specific period of time and advances can be

made in quality of working life, including a grant, to

an employer in any area where the average rate of

unemployment exceeds the national average rate of

unemployment for a period of three consecutive months,

as determined by the Secretary, for employees retained

as employees who would, but for such grants, be laid

off during periods of cyclical unemployment. Funds

received under any such grant shall be used only for
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4

1 improving the design of the plant or workplace •or of

2 the tasks, responsibilities, and time patterns connected

3 with particular jobs, for improving the level or type of

4 skills of employees, or for solving job-related problems.

(3) The Secretary shall promulgate regulations, con-

6 sistent with the purposes and requirements of this Act and

7 with the requirements of the National Labor Relations Act,

8 under which applications may be made for assistance under

9 this section.

10 (4) A contract under this section may be made for any

ii fiscal year, and payments thereunder may be made in ad-

12 vance or by way of reimbursement.

13 (5) The Human Resources Advisory Council estab-

14 lished under section 4 shall make recommendations with

15 respect to the administration of the projects assisted under

16 this section and with respect to whether or not such projects

17 achieve the purposes specified in section 2. Such Advisory

18 Council shall conduct a specific evaluation of each project

19 assisted under a contract under this section.

20 (6) When requested by the Secretary, the Federal

21 Mediation and Conciliation Service shall-

22 (A) advise the Secretary of Labor with respect to

23 the priorities to be established for purposes of determin-

24 ing the projects to be assisted under contract under this

25 section, and

4%

•
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1 (B) provide technical assistance to labor and man-

2 agement during the period of operation of any project

3 so assisted, and

4 (C) provide follow-up technical assistance, where

5 such assistance is merited, after the completion of any

6 such project.

7 (7) When requested by the Secretary, the National

8 Center for Productivity and Quality of Working Life shall

9 provide technical assistance to any project assisted under a

10 contract under this section.

11 (8) The President shall submit to the Congress a

12 semiannual report which shall contain a description of the

13 projects assisted under this section and the specific contracts

14 entered into thereunder and the results of the evaluations

15 conducted under paragraph (5) .

16 SEC. 4. (a) To furnish advice and assistance in the ad-

17 ministration of the projects assisted under section 3, there

18 is established a Human Resources Advisory Council (here-

19 inafter in this section referred to as the "Council") which

20 shall consist of-

21 (1) the Secretary;

22 (2) the Secretary of Commerce;

23 (3) the Secretary of the Treasury;

24 (4) two Senators appointed by the President pro

25 tempore of the Senate;
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6

1 (5) two Representatives appointed by the Speaker

2 of the House of Representatives; and

3 (6) six public members, appointed by the Presi-

4 dent.

5 (b) The Council shall elect a Chairman, and shall meet

6 at the call of the Chairman, but not less than twice a year.

7 The members of the Council shall be appointed for terms of

8 two years, except that the term of the first Council ap-

9 pointed under this Act shall end on December 31, 1978. The

10 public members of the Council shall be appointed from

11 among representatives of labor, industry, agriculture, con-

12 sumers, and the public at large, who are especially competent

13 by virtue of background and experience to furnish advice on

14 the views and opinions of broad segments of the public on

15 matters related to the purposes specified in section 2.

16 (c) Each public member of the Council shall be entitled

17 to be compensated at a rate equal to the per diem equivalent

18 of the rate for an individual occupying a position at level III

19 of the Executive Schedule under section 5314 of title 5,

20 United States Code, when engaged in the actual performance

21 of his or her duties as such a member, and each member

22 shall be entitled to reimbursement for travel, subsistence, and

23 other necessary expenses incurred in the performance of his

24 or her duties.

25 (d) The Secretary of Labor shall furnish the Council

•
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1 with such personnel, facilities, and services as he or she

2 deems necessary to enable the Council to perform its func-

tions under this Act.

4 (e) The provisions of section 14 (a) of the Federal Ad-

5 visory Committee Act shall not apply to the Council.

6 SEC. 5. Nothing in this Act shall affect the rights guar-

anteed under the National Labor Relations Act.

8 SEC. 6. There are authorized to be appropriated such

9 sums as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

Act.

LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM

SEC. 7. (a) Except as provided in subsection (b) , on

application by any eligible lender, the Secretary may guar-

antee, or make commitments to guarantee, such lender

against loss of principal and interest on any loan made by

such lender to any eligible employer.

(b) The Secretary may not under subsection (a) guar-

antee or make any commitment to guarantee any loan made

by any eligible lender unless—

(1) the rate of interest on such loan is lower than

the maximum rate of interest which the Secretary de-

termines is appropriate;

(2) such lender agrees—

(A) to pay a periodic fee, determined by the

Secretary, for such guarantee; and
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2

3

4

5

6

7

8

10

11

12

13

14 (2) Nothing in this section shall be construed to pre-

15 elude-

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

8

(B) to provide the Secretary with such infor-

mation as the Secretary determines is necessary to

carry out this section with respect to such loan; and

(3) the written agreement providing for repayment

of such loan contains such terms and conditions as the

Secretary determines to be appropriate to protect the

interests of the United States.

(c) (1) In the event of any default on any loan made

by any eligible lender and guaranteed under this section, fhe

Secretary shall pay to such lender, on request of such lender,

the unpaid balance of principal and interest on such loan.

On payment of such balance, the Secretary shall be subro-

gated to all rights of such lender with respect to such loan.

(A) any forbearance by any eligible lender for the

benefit of any eligible borrower which may be agreed

upon by such lender and borrower and approved by the

Secretary, or

(B) any forbearance by the Secretary, after pay-

ment under the guarantee of such loan, in the enforce-

ment of any right under such guarantee.

23 (3) With respect to any payment under any guarantee

24 pursuant to this section as a result of any default on any

25 loan to any eligible employer, the Secretary shall notify

‘t.

•
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1 the Attorney General who shall take such steps as may be

2 appropriate to recover the amount of such payment from

3 such employer.

4 (d) Any guarantee made under this section with re-

5 spect to any loan shall be an obligation supported by the

6 full faith and credit of the United States with respect to

7 both the principal of and interest on such loan. Any such

8 guarantee shall be conclusive evidence of the eligibility of

9 such loan for such guarantee, and the validity of such guar-

10 antee shall be incontestable, subject to any condition stated

in such guarantee, in the hands of any holder of such guar-

12 anteed loan.

13 (e) (1) There is hereby established in the Treasury a

14 loan guarantee fund to be administered by the Secretary.

15 Such fund shall be used to pay all the expenses and obliga-

16 tions of the Secretary in carrying out this section, including

17 any payment required under any guarantee made under this

18 section.

19 (2) The Secretary shall deposit in the fund-

20 (A) fees for guarantees made under this section,

21 and

22 (B) amounts recovered from any employer after-

23 (i) default on any loan made to such employer

24 and guaranteed under this section, and

88-677 0 - 77 - 2
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1 (ii) payment under such guarantee to the

2 lender of such loan.

3 (3) Moneys in the fund not needed for current opera-

4 tions under this section may be invested in direct obligations

5 of, or obligations which are fully guaranteed as to principal

6 and interest by, the United States.

7 (f) For purposes of this section-

8 ( 1 ) the term "eligible employer" means any

9 employer who-

10 (A) is participating in a project approved by

11 the Secretary and meeting the criteria set forth

12 under section 3;

13 (B) as determined by the Secretary, inde-

14 pendently owns and operates a business which is

15 not dominant in its field of operation, and, based

16 on its dollar volume and number of employees rela-

17 tive to other business in its field of operation and on

18 other factors deemed relevant by the Secretary, is a

19 small business; and

20 (C) requires funds from a source other than

21 the financial resources of such business in order to

22 continue participating in such project; and

23 (2) the term "eligible lender" means any bank,

24 savings bank, or building and loan, savings and loan,

25 or homestead association (including cooperative banks) ,

41,

(
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1 credit union, or other financial or credit institution (in-

2 eluding any insurance company) which is subject to

3 examination and supervision by any agency of the United

4 States or of any State, or any pension fund approved by

5 the Secretary for this purpose.
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Mr. MOORHEAD. Before yielding to the author of this bill, Mr. Lun-
dine, I would like to ask if any other members of the subcommittee
may have opening comments or remarks that they wish to make at
this time.
Mr. McKinney?
Mr. MCKINNEY. Mr. Chairman, I apologize for being late, first off.
Mr. Chairman, I am pleased we are conducting these hearings on

H.R. 2596. the Human Resources Development Act, in an attempt
to focus on the relationship between inflation, unemployment, job
security, and productivity.
I think it is particularly timely since this House has, earlier this

week, extended the supplemental unemployment benefits programs.
While the arguments are still fresh in my mind, though, let me again

emphasize that unemployed people of this country want jobs, not
handouts. The legislation we are considering during these hearings
proposes to put Americans back to work.
For years productivity was thought by most people to mean in-

creased profits for businessmen. Recently, however, we have seen
productivity take on a new meaning as the recent recession left an in-
creased awareness that productivity gains are directly related to our
standard of living.
Labor and management in many areas, particularly the steel in-

dustry, have accepted the fact that unilateral adjustments cannot be
expected to provide the solutions to their problems.
As Mr. Lundine demonstrated in Jamestown. N.Y., the benefits of

cooperation can be carried to a new dimension. They can restore vital-
ity to a community.
In our examination of this legislation and the possibility of imple-

menting pilot projects in areas of high unemployment—and I might
suggest, Mr. Chairman, I have a few in my district—I hope that we
will keep several points in mind. It would be foolish for us to think
that a blanket approach can be followed. If the intent of this proposal
is to be fulfilled, we must allow a degree of flexibility to meet the
unique needs of each applicant.
What worked in Jamestown might work in Bridgeport, Conn., but

it may not do a thing for areas outside the Northeast.
What we hope to learn from our witnesses is the answer to some of

these questions about structuring project criteria. the ,types of assist-
ance that the Federal Government can provide, and the costs asso-
ciated with this effect.
I am sure we will all agree on the importance of expanding employ-

ment opportunities, maintaining job security, and increasing produc-
tivity. while keeping prices stable.
If we can make some small progress in addressing this formidable

task. our efforts will have been rewarded.
I look forward to hearing our witnesses. and I look forward to what

I think could be an exciting experiment. Mr. Chairman. in the flexibil-
ity and perhaps test-marketing of some programs,
Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Barnard.
Mr. BARNARD. Mr. Chairmail. Mr. Lundine's firsthand experiment

while mayor of Jamestown. N.Y.. clearly illustrates that improved
productivity is the key to solving the biggest problems of the Ameri-
can economy—inflation and unemployment.

•
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He has incorporated the innovative concept of encouraging labor
and management to work together on a local level to improve pro-
ductivity in the Human Resources Development Act, which I was
pleased to cosponsor.
Chairman Arthur Burns testified before the full Banking Com-

mittee on February 3. He praised Mr. Lundine's bill and said it was a
great contribution dealing with the twin evils of inflation and
unemployment.
I, too, believe that by encouraging local labor and management co-

operation, the results will be improved productivity, which almost in-
evitably leads to growth of job opportunities with no inflationary
impact

Quite simply, businesses are able to expand and hire additional
workers once the performance of the initial workers is improved.
I would like to take this opportunity to commend Mr. Lundine and

to encourage my colleagues on the subcommittee to support the intent
of the Human Resources Development Act.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Thank you, Mr. Barnard.
Mr. Watkins, do you have an opening remark?
Mr. WATKINS. No, thank you.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Stanton?
Mr. STANTON. No, thank you.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Caputo? Mr. Steers?
Do you have opening remarks, Mr. Vento ?
Mr. VENTO. Well, Mr. Chairman, I have looked at the opening of

these hearings with some optimism, because I think that insofar as we
can accomplish what our colleague did in Jamestown in the communi-
ties across this Nation, I think that would be a real accomplishment.
I think that there are some 'changes, some encouragement, some real

emphasis we could give to the attainment of the goals, and of course,
towards full employment, which I think has been a term and a goal
of people in this country for a long time. And I hope that this sub-
committee can make a meaningful contribution to that end.
Mr. MOORHEAD. The Chair would now like to recognize the distin-

guished author of the legislation, the former mayor of Jamestown, Mr.
Lundine.
Mr. LUNDINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I would like to express my personal thanks to you for giving this

matter priority among the many important issues facing this sub-
committee.

It is unfortunate that the administration witnesses scheduled to
testify yesterday could not address the important policy initiatives
contained in this bill at that time. But we look forward to their testi-
mony next Thursday, March 31. I hope that my colleagues have not
been inconvenienced and will be able to attend that hearing.
Today, we are holding hearings on legislation which would en-

courage improved productivity through cooperative labor and man-
agement activity.
This subcommittee could not be concerned with a more critical issue

for the future of the American economy, nor more directly within our
particular responsibility for economic stabilization. Too often our
economic decisions are cast as hard choices between inflation and un-
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employment, as though such a choice were inevitable. I believe that
it is not.
By giving more attention to our human resources, by fully utilizing

the skills and talents of the American workers, by enhancing job
satisfaction and thereby improving productivity, we can put people
back to work and have stable prices at the same time.

Productivity improvement is the key to sustained noninflationary
economic expansion. Certainly capital needs, bottlenecks in supplies
and international trade problems need to be addressed as well. But
experience in our own Nation and in industrialized democracies abroad
has proven that we can achieve really dramatic increases in output
by making work more efficient and more rewarding—regardless of
the new capital investment.
More satisfying work situations, in which employees participate in

decisionmaking at the workbench level, can lead to remarkable in-
creases in plant production. Cooperation between labor and man-
agement can and does improve productivity—in private sector manu-
facturing and in municipal government services. And the results of
such policies are both economic and social, producing benefits not
only in improved economic performance but as measured by a wide
variety of human barometers. Both job performance and family sta-
bility benefit when workers are treated with dignity and respect in
the workplace.
Human productivity is the resource that our technologically oriented

society has not yet fully developed. We must learn—as the saying
goes—to work smarter rather than merely working harder.
Improved performance in an individual company makes it possible

for that company to expand and hire additional workers. Improved
productivity in our national economy will make it possible for Ameri-
can goods to compete more effectively in the international marketplace.
As has been indicated, I was actively involved in Jamestown in the

creation and development of a labor and management committee
which acted as a catalyst in revitalizing the economy of our region.
We developed a program of inplant committees with labor and man-
agement representatives to improve the quality of worklife in mem-
ber industries. The activities of these committees focused on noncon-
tractual issues such as skills development and better work systems.
Several plants established employee participation plans and new incen-
tives for improved security.
The results were extraordinary. In 3 years, we reduced unemploy-

ment in Jamestown from 10.2 percent to 4.2 percent. Existing manu-
facturers increased their output and expanded their employment. For
the first time, new industry began to look toward Jamestown as a
place where they might want to locate.
It used to be said, when the Nation's economy sneezed, James-

town caught a cold. But in this latest economic downturn, our indices
were better than the national average, and people—labor and man-
agement—continued to work together toward these important ob-
jectives.
Now other communities have started their own initiatives, some of

them patterned to some extent on the Jamestown model. These local
efforts have adapted the principles of increased worker participation
and improved quality of work life to their own regional circumstances.
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You will hear from participants in three such efforts in Ohio, Massa-
chusetts, and Maryland.
I do not believe that our national policy should be to replicate the

Jamestown experience everywhere but rather to encourage a wide
variety of local responses to some Of the same concerns we had there:
The need for greater productivity, more jobs, and stable prices.
By encouraging local spontaneity—allowing ideas to bubble up

instead of trickle down—Federal support of productivity-improve-
ment projects would utilize the potential of those individuals in every
community who want to help themselves.
Almost alone among the industrial democracies, the United States

has been slow to give substantial support to the concept of humanizing
work or improving the quality of work life.
Yesterday, a few of us had the opportunity to meet mar Thorsrud,

from Norway, who told us about the truly exciting breakthroughs in
that country. West Germany, with an economy one-fifth the size of
ours, spends the equivalent of $85 million a year on these projects.
Japan paid little attention to problem solving through worker partici-
pation until 1962, when the concept was institutionalized and given
official status. Japanese products were once known as "shoddy goods";
now, they can compete with merchandise of the highest quality pro-
duced anywhere in the world.
Our Government has assisted local initiatives in quality of work

improvement, but in a fragmented and sporadic way. The National
Center on Productivity and Quality of -Working Life was created sev-
eral years ago through legislation written by this subcommittee.
The Center performs a valuable service in monitoring and collecting

data on productivity and quality of work activities. -While we decided
after very serious consideration that it should not be expected to ad-
minister the programs in H.R. 2596, it carries out its own important
functions very well. You will hear this morning from its able Execu-
tive Director, George Kuper.
The Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service also carries out

some responsibilities and has undertaken creative initiatives in the field
of labor and management relations. They were invaluable in the crea-
tion of the Jamestown program. Their experience can be of significant
assistance to local programs. James Scearce, Director of FMCS, is
among our witnesses today.
With 7.2 million people out of work, with inflation still at an alarm-

ing 5- to 6-percent rate, we need a positive Federal commitment to
improved productivity throughout the American economy. We must
begin to think in terms of a consistent, coherent program with funding
adequate to impact a $1.6 trillion American economy, a program which
will encourage economic growth that is at once productive and non-
inflationary.
With a reasonable outlay of Federal funds, a program of the kind

outlined in the bill before you can be a significant investment in human
development for long-lasting economic benefits. Combined with a
progressive fiscal and monetary policy, it can result in real economic
stability.
Thank you.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Our colleague, the distinguished gentleman from

Massachusetts, Hon. Joe Moakley, has submitted a statement, which

z
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he has asked to be inserted in the record, and w
ithout objection, it will

be inserted in the record.
[The statement of Hon. Joe Moakley follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. JOE MOAKLEY, A R
EPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE

STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. Chairman and members of the Commit
tee, thank you very much for this

opportunity to express my support for a thou
ghtful piece of legislation, addressing

major concerns of this Administration. In 
broad terms, the Human Resources

Development Act (HRDA), proposed in H.R
. 2596 by Congressman Lundine,

represents an attempt to reduce unemployment 
roles without inciting new infla-

tionary cycles. Its proposed method is public 
encouragement of greater industrial

productivity.
Before discussing the Act's solution, however, I

 would like first to look once

again at the problem we face. The latest availa
ble figures tell us that the national

unemployment rate hit 7.3 percent during the 
month of January, while the

national Consumer Price Index rose 6.1 percent du
ring the quarter ending that

same month. I quote these figures in the same bre
ath, because economists have

discovered the ties betwen unemployment and infl
ation rates to be multiple and

binding, yet very complex. Our economic policy ef
forts have yet to disentangle

their relationships, and our present macroeconomic
 tools now rarely function to

cure one disease without inflaming the opposite area.
 Simply stated, the ultimate

economic dilemma confronting our present domestic 
financial planning is that of

creating greater employment opportunities without a
lso initiating greater price

inflation.
The solution to this dilemma has so far evaded both 

academian and politician,

and certainly HRDA does not offer a solution in its e
ntirety. Still, I believe the

measures proposed in this Act provide part of the answer to
 our economic distress.

It strikes at an area long neglected by public officials, a
nd its strength lies in its

return to basic economic principles of productivity.

In simple terms, increased productivity results from an
 improvement in a

business' production efficiency. Economic theory has long r
ecognized that promo-

tion of greater efficiency in business operations leads t
o lower costs and in-

creased profits. These profits then permit industrial exp
ansion which in turn

creates new jobs. This chain of events often requires a re
latively small capital

outlay to begin its snowball effect. It is this outlay that H
RDA seeks to provide

through a series of individualized grants, awarded throug
h the Secretary of

Labor.
With respect to our economic constraints, two key points imme

diately highlight

this productivity improvement plan. First, the small size of the
 necessary mone-

tary catalyst (the average grant is expected to be under $50,000; t
he total cost of

the program between $20 million and $40 million) avoids buil
ding inflationary

pressures from public spending. Secondly, the creation of profits thro
ugh internal

business processes, not including price increases, means we avoid 
the present

policy roadblock of job creation through product demand and subsequen
t price

increases. By lowering operating costs through increased productivity, i
nstead.

we gain not only the job opportunities we desire, but also maintain the pri
ce

stability that we would have broken through use of broader macroeconomi
c tools.

The bypass of inflationary ensnarements is an important achievement of this

bill, yet several other points further commend the workings of HRDA to us. For

one, it operates through private, individual businesses. Not only does this policy

reaffirm our individualistic market system, but it also permits careful targetting

of our financial assistance. Admittedly, we cannot induce all businesses to im-

prove their productivity. The technical means are often absent, and our funds are

not great. But neither is there a need for us to establish widespread aid. Large

corporations realize the benefits of efficient operations and willingly devote time

and money to research. The population we need to reach is the small, city busi-

nessman who has little or no free eanital to devote toward operational improve-

ments. regardless of the ounlitY of his ideas. We can help operations such as his.

targetting our aid to areas with higher than average unemployment problems.

Moreover, working through private industry means we are placing our un-

employed into private jobs with prospective futures. Public work programs, with

the government as "employer of last resort." are needed in this time of particular

hardship, but these "last resort" jobs are not the final answers to our employment

4
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problems. Only private industry possesses the jobs with long-term futures and
stable revenues. We need to give our unemployed opportunities for jobs that will
last beyond present public panic about widespread unemployment. We need, there-
fore, to increase the number of long-term jobs private industry offers. HRDA
suggests one effective, controllable, non-inflationary method of lasting job
creation.
HRDA further serves a long-term employment perspective by focussing rather

sharply on problems of job security. Certain economic incentives in the bill,
designed to help employers during financial slowdowns, prevent cyclical lay-
offs of newly (and previously) employed workers. These incentives sidestep past
legislative problems of insuring continuous work for employees just hired under
government aegis. Then, too, general job security for all involved workers is
necessarily pursued with the bill's general goal of operational improvements.
Commonsense assures us that when an industry is flourishing efficiently and
at a lower cost, its employees will be secure in their economic futures.
This logic is not altogether foolproof, of course, since an industry may seek to

lower its production costs by reducing its employment roles. But the bill's safe-
guard against this situation not only prevents its occurrence, but also promul-
gates a new era of governmental influence for better business conditions. The
mechanism itself is a built-in grant priority for productivity proposals developed
jointly by employer and employed. This thoughtful qualification in the bill's
assistance program insures a selection of productivity programs sympathetic to
both sides of the business world. Thus it promotes better management/labor rela-
tions and a closer economic alliance between the actual working forces of a
successful operation and its ultimate financial owners. Specific provisions calling
for "increased participation of employees in problem-solving and the decision-
making process" and "increased participation of employees, through compensa-
tion. or other benefits, in the gains associated with increased productivity by
employees" guarantee employee input into the improvement plans.
Furthermore, these provisions, coupled with the population targetting made

possible by the grant structure, insure that we will not be merely increasing
the wealth of the rich. Instead, we will be helping to close the gap between the
rank and file of a successful business and the executive directors who now reap
the profits from all technical improvements. What is more, by tying the ma-
terial benefits of the increased productivity programs to those workers directly
responsible for its proper performance, we provide automatic incentives toward
maintenance of a more efficient operation. In the end, all sectors of American
society will benefit from such efficiency.

Gentlemen, in conclusion, I feel the Human Resources Development Act is
justly named, for it seeks to develop America's greatest resource, her work-
ing population. Its measures encourage not only improved technology, good
labor/management relations and better profit distribution, but they also provide
for increased employment security and new job opportunities for our many
unemployed.

Certainly, this bill will not single-handedly resolve our unemployment/infla-
tion problem, but it utilizes a promising approach which we have too often
ignored in the past. The economic progression of producing more for less and
then expanding these technically efficient operations has always been the
vitalizing basis of American enterprise. HRDA acts to capitalize on this base
by funding productivity programs in capital-poor areas. protecting the beginnings
of businesses engaged in such industrial improvement, and then assuring that
the resulting profits are enjoyed by all participating workers. In so doing,
HRDA goes beyond the immediate scope of public works programs to nurture
our technical genius and encourage permanent growth in our private sector. This
intelligent, long-range approach to our economic problems taps one economic
component—technical innovation—essential to any healthy economy. We need
HRDA's special focus to help return our country to full employment and thus
to reenter our economic production frontier.

Mr. MooRHEAD. At this time, the subcommittee would like to hear
from Mr. James F. Scearce, National Director of the Federal Media-
tion and Conciliation Service.
Mr. Scearce. I see you have a written statement, and if you prefer,

we will merely insert that in the record and you can proceed as you
wish.
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But, before you commence that, I hope you would introduce your

associates to the subcommittee.
Mr. SCEARCE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I would like to do so

at this time.
To my left is Commissioner Frank Perles. To my immediate right

is Mr. Jerome Barrett, the Director of the Office of Technical Services

for the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service; and to his right,

Mr. Herbert Fishgold, the General Counsel of the Federal Mediation

and Conciliation Service.
I might add, Mr. Chairman. that Commissioner Perles is stationed

in the city of Harrisburg in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania, so

I thought I might make note of that.
Mr. MOORHEAD. That is a very important fact to note.
Ii. SCEARCE. I will also refer to Commissioner Perles a little later.

STATEMENT OF JAMES F. SCEARCE, NATIONAL DIRECTOR OF FED-

ERAL MEDIATION AND CONCILIATION SERVICE (FMCS) : ACCOM-

PANIED BY FRANK PERLES, COMMISSIONER JEROME BARRETT.

DIRECTOR OF OFFICE TECHNICAL SERVICES: AND HERBERT

FISHGOLD, GENERAL COUNSEL

Mr. ScEmzrE. I would like to join with the other members of your
subcommittee, Mr. Chairman, in commending Congressman Lundine
and the other cosponsors for the objectives expressed in H.R. 2596.
I would, by the way, like to read briefly from . the statement and

then make some additional comments that relate to the data that is
contained in our statement.
I share with you, Mr. Chairman, and the members of your subcom-

mittee, the interest in seeking ways to improve our means of fully

utilizing the talents and skills of the American worker through the

cooperative efforts of labor and mangement, which may improve pros-

pects for increased job security and productivity.
My purpose in appearing before you today is not to comment on

the operational structure and machinery as proposed in H.R. 2596.

Rather, it is to share with you my views on behalf of the experience

of our agency of the role that cooperative labor and management

efforts undertaken at the local level can have in stabilizing community

labor and management relationships and in contributing to local eco-

nomic stabilization.
Mr. Chairman, the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service has

long been involved in programs of this sort. Each year our 300 media-
tors help initiate some 100 inplant labor and management committees.

Those, as I say, are located primarily within the plant environment.

For the most part, these committees, once begun, either function auto-
matically on their own or may serve their purpose awl be set aside, or,
in some cases, do not work properly.
In any case, our mediators remain involved in an ongoing capacity

with about 200 inplant labor and management committees. Insofar as
labor and management committees, companywide or industry-level,

these committees, though fewer in number, serve a distinctly different

purpose, and the involvement of the Federal Mediation and Concilia-

tion Service in those types of committees has increased over the past

te,
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several years through our more aggressive role in industrywide or
companywide labor and management committees.
So far as areawide or community labor and management commit-

tees, these deal with the much broader concept of the relationship
between labor and management. Of the 25 existing committees, we
have had a very close personal involvement in the development and
the implementation of about half of those committees.
Last year we were privileged to hold and host the first conference

of area labor and management committees in the United States. The
representatives from those labor and management committees met
and conferred and exchanged information on how best to proceed in
the future.
We were pleased to have Congressmen Lundine, LaFalce, and

Kemp participate with us in that meeting as well as the National Cen-
ter for Productivity and Quality of Working Life.
Mr. Chairman, the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service has,

in the past, is presently—and I would fully expect it to continue in
the future to work in this area. As part of our ongoing responsibilities,
our mediators bold a unique position in the community, which gives
them a special capability to deal with these problems.
They have a very high degree of acceptability by labor and manage-

ment which is based on confidence, trust, and respect that have been
earned at the bargaining table.
I would like to take this opportunity, Mr. Chairman, to cite a very

current example of the involvement of the Federal Mediation and
Conciliation Service in the formation of a labor and management
committee.
To do so, I need a brief backdrop of a set of negotiations. In 1974,

one of our mediators was actively involved in contract negotiatons
between Piper Aircraft and the Machinists Union in Lock Haven, Pa.
Because of poor labor relations and low productivity, there was a

serious possibility that this plant might be phased out. This caused
considerable concern in the community, because Piper was the largest
employer in Lock Haven.
Although the negotiations were difficult, the parties, with the par-

ticipation of the mediator, got through those negotiations and estab-
lished a labor and management agreement that permitted the plant
to stay open in the future.
There is more to the Lock Haven story, however. Key labor and

management leaders in the community, perhaps shocked by the poten-
tial that they saw flow out of these negotiations, in cooperation with
our mediator and others, went to work to help organize an area labor
and management committee for Clinton County, P.
That committee recently received a grant from the Appalachian

Regional Commission to support demonstration projects very much in
line with the objectives of H.R. 2596.
Last month, the parties, including the Federal Mediation and Con-

ciliation Service, sponsored a meeting of 75 representatives of com-
panies and unions in Clinton County. The purpose of this meeting was
to explain and demonstrate the full potential of such a labor and man-
agement committee to the community and to offer our technical assist-
ance on behalf of FMCS in that endeavor.
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The Commissioner, to my left, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Perles, was the
mediator involved in helping arrange and establish the latest. I think,
of the area labor and management committees, and I asked him to
join us today in our testimony before you.
I would like to make a few comments in addition to what I have

said here. I think that it is fair to say that labor and management
committees personify the best possible concept of people helping
themselves.
It is a recognition that the plant, the company, the industry, or

community level of the need for the people to work among themselves
to help resolve problems.

It is fair to say also that no one can understand those problems bet-
ter than the people directly involved.
Now, it is a truism, however, that in our society there is a difficulty

at times for people to communicate with each other for whatever rea-
sons or whatever impediments that block them. For that reason, there
is a need for a catalyst, an assist, someone from the outside to be avail-
able, even if it is for a short period of time, to help the parties to spur
themselves toward self-improvement.
I suppose that Jamestown is the best possible example of that, in

effect.
I submit, Mr. Chairman, that there are many potential Jamestowns

in the United States, where, but for the help of someone taking a look
at the problems and sitting down with the parties in labor/manage-
ment relations at the community level to help develop a far better
relationship than existed theretofore.
I think it is fair to say—and I think Congressman Lundine said

it—that there is no specific pattern of overlay by which anybody at the
plant level or the coMmunity level can make a labor and management
committee. The fact is these have to be pretty much designed in-
dividually, so, consequently there is a need for a very high level of
local involvement in the development of any labor and management
committee.
Mr. Chairman, 6 years ago, I served in a staff capacity at the Depart-

ment of Labor. A call came in to the Secretary of Labor—then, I
believe, Mr. Schultz—from the mayor of a city—and it was not the
mayor of Jamestown. Unfortunately, the call was at the 11th hour in
the 59th minute. The parties to a collective bargaining agreement had
nerrotiated a contract some 6 months to 1 year before.
The company had said to the union that they did not believe they

could stay viable with the terms of the agreement.
Now, this was as a result of an impact from imports from abroad.

There was a lack of communication because there was no forum for
People to sit down and exchange information, and sure enough, at the
11th hour and 59th minute, the company moved to close its plant.
The best efforts that those of us who were asked to come in at the

last minute could not keen that plant from closing. Immediately lost
were 550 iobs, with all of the ramifications and impacts that happen
when a plant closes.
I am sure as I sit before you, Mr. Chairman, that had there been a

labor and management committee, a forum for people to communicate
with each other, that that plant would not have closed.

oft.
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And so, on a very personal basis, I feel a strong need to speak out
in favor of the objectives set forth in H.R. 2596.
I would like to close, Mr. Chairman, by saying that we of the

Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service feel it is part of our on-
going responsibility to assist parties in collective bargaining through-
out the 365 days of the year, that includes the kind' of work that is
incorporated in this bill.
In my opinion, Mr. Chairman, the objectives of H.R. 2596 would do

a great deal to advance the work that is necessary to be done which
would increase not only productivity but also job security.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Myself and my colleagues will be pre-

pared to answer any questions you might have.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Scearce, on behalf of the Federal

Mediation and Conciliation Service, follows:]
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STATEMENT BY
JAMES F. SCEARCE, NATIONAL DIRECTOR

FEDERAL MEDIATION AND CONCILIATION SERVICE

BEFORE THE
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC STABILIZATION

OF THE
HOUSE COMMITTEE ON BANKING, FINANCE AND

URBAN AFFAIRS
March 24, 1977

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Subcommittee:

I wish to commend Congressman Lundine and the

other co-sponsors for the objectives expressed in

H. R. 2596.

I share with you, Mr. Chairman, and the mem-

bers of your Subcommittee, the interest in seekina ways

to improve our means of fully utilizing the talents and

skills of the American worker through the cooperative

efforts of labor and management which may improve the

prospects for increased job security and productivity.

Indeed, in this day and age of seeking ways to combat

spiraling prices, I concur in the sentiments expressed

by many, including Secretary of Labor Marshall, that the

best way to keep prices down is to concentrate on coop-

erative efforts to increase economic growth.

My purpose in appearing before you today is not

to comment upon the operational structure and machinery

at
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proposed by H. •R. 2596. Rather, it is to share with you

my views, on behalf of the experience of our agency on

the role that cooperative labor-management efforts under-

taken at the local level can have in stabilizing community

labor-management relationships and in contributing to

local economic stabilization.

As Congressman Lundine knows from previous close

working relationships with our mediators who serve the

Jamestown, New York area, FMCS mediators are more than

"fire fighters" in labor contract disputes. They have a

professional responsibility to work toward the goal of

labor-management cooperation. Indeed, the mission state-

ment of the Service emphasizes "promoting the development

of sound and stable labor-management relationships; devel-

oping the art, science and practice of dispute resolution;

fostering constructive joint relationships of labor and

management leaders to increase their mutual understanding

and solution of common problems."

These sentiments are translated into action

through the Service's technical assistance program. Aside

from the mediation of labor disputes, our mediators devote

a considerable amount of their time and energy to technical

assistance programs, working with the parties during the
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term of their labor agreements. Last fiscal year, our

mediators were engaged in 1,083 such activities.

Although the term "technical assistance" was

introduced in 1974, the overall objectives of the program

date back to Cyrus Ching,

Every Director thereafter

mediation" program, as t

the

has

was

first Director of FMCS.

supported the "preventive

then called, with staff and

resources. This commitment demonstrates the relationship

between the mission of the Federal Mediation Service and

the objectives of H. R. 2596.

Labor and management's increasing interest in

our technical assistance program is attested to by the

fact that since 1972, the number of technical assistance

cases closed by our mediators have doubled. Every year

our mediators are involved in assisting development of

new labor-management committees, and in working with those

already in existence, now numbering well over 200. Al-

though almost all of these are what we term "in-plant

L/M committees," we have had considerable experience in

helping to organize 13 of the 25 existing area labor-

management committees similar to that of Jamestown, New

York. To the best of our knowledge, the remaining 12

area labor-management committees were organized on the
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committees' own initiative, and required little, if any,

federal assistance.

Last year our Service held and hosted the first

conference of area labor-management committees. Repre-

sentatives of the existing area labor-management commit-

tees were invited to Washington to exchange views and

discuss the elements for success of such committees. We

were privileged to have Congressmen Lundine, LaFalce and

Kemp as speakers at that conference.

FMCS will continue to assist labor and manage-

ment to improve their relationships through the labor-

management committee concept. Our 300 professional medi-

ators have continuing and constructive contacts with prac-

titioners in the field of labor-management relations

throughout the United States. Their experience in labor-

management issues gives them a unique degree of accepta-

bility by labor and management which is based on confi-

dence, trust and respect that havebeen earned at the bar-

gaining table.

I would like to cite two illustrations of how

this actually works in the field. In 1974 one of our

mediators was actively involved in contract negotiations
4

between Piper Aircraft and the Machinists Union in Lock

88-677 0 - 77 - 3
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Haven, Pennsylvania. Because of poor labor relations and

low productivity, there was a serious possibility that

this plant might be phased out. This caused considerable

concern in the community since Piper was the largest em-

ployer in Lock Haven. Although it was touch and go, the

negotiators, with the prodding of our mediator, finally

reached a peaceful contract settlement. Not long after,

FMCS received a most gratifying letter of commendation.

George Kuper, Director of the National Center for Produc-

tivity and Quality of Working Life wrote, and I quote:

"The recent settlement between Piper

Aircraft and IAN Local 734... was essen-

tial to keeping that plant in Pennsylvania

with its 1700 jobs and $22 million payroll..

The work of your mediator was absolutely

strategic to their successful conclusion.

The mediator's optimism of saving the plant

for Lock Haven and Pennsylvania, when just

about everyone else was pessimistic, was an

important factor."

But there is more to the Lock Haven story. Key

labor and management leaders in the community in conjunc-

tion with the mediator went to work to help organize an

1
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area labor-management committee for Clinton County. That

committee recently received a grant from the Appalachian

Regional Commission to support demonstration projects,

very much in line with the objectives of H. R. 2596. Last

month, our Service, in cooperation with the Clinton

County Committee and the Appalachian Regional Commission

sponsored a meeting attended by 75 representatives of

companies and unions in Clinton County. The purpose of

this meeting was to explain and demonstrate the full poten-

tial of such a labor-management committee to the community

and offer our technical assistance resources to that

endeavor.

The other example involved the Whirlpool Company

and the city of Evansville, Indiana. As the largest em-

ployer in Evansville, Whirlpool-IUE had experienced three

strikes, each in excess of 100 days, with its obvious

impact on that community. Furthermore, some Whirlpool

operations and jobs were being shifted to other plants.

FMCS technical assistance at Whirlpool laid the ground work

for significant improvements. In addition to this, a

community-wide labor-management committee was organized

with the assistance of our mediators. Last month, Whirl-

pool and its union reached their first contract without a
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strike in 12 years. It is our understanding that future

work and jobs may be expanded in Evansville. Although

our experience with plant-level labor-management commit-

tees has been successful, in general, and a number of

area committees have shown promise, we should point out

that there have not, to our knowledge, been sufficient

in-depth evaluations conducted on this labor-management

concept and its applicability on a nation-wide scale.

We have all shared the hollow feeling of dis-

appointment when poor labor

in a plant closure, and the

had on the community. But,

relations ultimately resulted

impact that such a loss has

we also know that the prospects

for success are possible. Situations previously written

off as impossible have been turned around through the joint

efforts of labor, management and government. We believe

the "grassroots" labor-management committee concept is one

way in which some local communities can work toward indus-

trial retention and development in their area, as well as

job satisfaction in the plant.

Finally, I should note that the FMCS will con-

tinue to assist labor and management to work toward better

cooperation by promoting stable labor-management relation-

ships contributing to reduced industrial strife and in-

creased productivity.

I appreciate the opportunity to express my views

on these matters and would be pleased to answer any ques-

tions you may have.
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Mr. MOORHEAD. Thank you very much, Mr. Scearce.
It is obvious from your testimony that the Federal Mediation and

Conciliation Service has had a gratifying and successful experience in
connection with labor and management committees and that approach.
You know how they work, what they can do.
You do point out that we can't have one format that applies to every

situation, but nevertheless I gather from your testimony that you be-
lieve that the enactment Of this legislation, or legislation closely sim-
ilar thereto, would be of help in promoting this kind of activity.
Mr. SCEARCE. Yes sir, I do, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Would the FMCS be able to do more if this legisla-

tion were enacted?
Mr. SCEARCE. I think we would.
One of the principal problems—and let me speak now about the area

of labor and management committees—has been the necessary funding
to establish the structure in order to carry on such a committee. And
this requires a commitment on the part of a community in order to say
we are going to commit these many resources to the establishment of
this entity.
I think the fact that there is a potential here to give an assist in the

proper way by the Federal Government to the worker at the local level
will facilitate the establishment of a great many more committees than
have been established in the past, because of the funding problem.
Mr. MOORHEAD. So you would recommend additional funding at the

Federal level, but you would still believe that there should be a local
input in dollars • is that the thrust of your testimony?
Mr. SCEARCE. Well, I don't know. I hadn't really thought about that.
I assume, if you are talking about some kind of matching pro-

gram—and I am not prepared to speak about that—I would say that
the lack of resources at the local level—for example, in a community
that is suffering the loss of industry moving from one location to the
other—it may be the worst possible place to be able to come up with
the resources at the local level to undertake this kind of project.
And I think that that is one of the ways, of course, but only one of

the ways, that the Federal Government can be of assistance to the
parties in the funding area.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Thank you, Mr. Scearce.
Mr. McKinney?
Mr. MCKINNEY. Thank you.
Mr. Scearce, it is nice to have you here.
How much would the additional burden on your organization be if

we were to pass a bill like Mr. Lundine's ? Could you handle it?
Mr. SCEARCE. I would say this: That with the manpower resources

that we have—that is, the positions that we have—I think that we
could haaidle a substantial increase of activity in the labor and man-
agement committee concept, remembering that the Commissioner or
Commissioners who might be involved with that group, either at the
area location or at the plant, is only one person that would be involved.
There are a great many other people who would carry the burden. But
it would be assumed, for example, that if you have established an area
labor and management committee, that there would be a staff person to
do a great deal of the work that would be associated with the labor and
management committee.
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So I would say that at least for the immediate future, yes, I think

we could contribute greater to the formation and implementation of

labor and management committees within our resources.
Mr. MCKINNEY. I think I was one of Mr. Lundine's first cosponsors

on this bill. But I have a problem in the Northeast, in Bridgeport,

Conn. When I was a businessman, I would go around to all our indus-

trial plants, and I would go to Fuller Machine Tool and talk to the

man about money for the hospital, and then I would go to Jenkins and

talk to Mr. Jenkins, and then I would go to Warner Bros, and talk

to a family that started Warner Bros. ''Now I find that Bridgeport

Brass is owned by National Distilleries; Jenkins is part of a corpora-

tion in Texas. And so I am dealing with Texas; or Lexington, Ky.;

you name it.
In other words, what I am dealing with are subsidiaries or totally

owned affiliates of large conglomerates. I don't blame National Distil-

leries really for taking a look at Bridgeport Brass' rolling mill and

saying, close it. I cried a lot and I screamed a lot, but I could not

fight a 110-year-old plant with a certain amount of labor unrest and

fuel bills that were astronomical. I am giving you all this background

to lead up to this point.
Do on feel that this type of labor and management cooperative

dialog, or what have you can work with the subsidiary corpora-

tion or the totally owned affiliate or the small part of a conglomerate

to have the manacrement of that conglomerate pay attention?
Mr. SCEARCE. Mr. McKinney, in the first place, you are very familiar

with your area. I think they are working in that area to try to establish
a labor and management committee.
My feeling is, the people I have dealt with on the management side

and the labor side have a very keen understanding of the problem of

productivity and job satisfaction and worker job security. I do not

personally—and this has to be a personal opinion—think that that
would be an impediment to the carrying out of the work of an area
labor and management committee, or a labor and management com-
mittee—I should put it that way. I have not found too many people
on either side of the table. so to speak, that did not, if a company
could see a way of making the profit, producing a product that had
a future, that they would not be receptive and responsive to any
actions designed to increase their ability to produce. I don't per-
sonally think that would be an impediment. The reaction still has to
be at the local level.
Mr. McKTxxEy. Would you. when the productivity center's in full

swing, coordinate efforts with them on this type of negotiation?
In other words, would you coordinate with a productivity center

to set up some sort of guidelines?
Mr. SCEARCE. Do you mean the National Center for Prgiluctivity

and Quslitv of Working Life?
Mr. MCKINNEY. Yes, the National Center for Productivity and

Quality of Working Life.
Mr. SCEARCE. Of course, we have a close working relationship

with the National Center for Productivity and Quality of Working
Life anyway, and I would say that I concur that there are a ()Teat
many things that the Center can do to contribute to the work of labor/
management committees. I think there are a great deal of things that
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can be contributed by such organizations as Work in America. There
are a lot of organizations that have an interest in what is going on
here.
I would certainly suggest that there is a need for there to be a

clearinghouse for the activities that take place in this regard, and
perhaps the National Center for Productivity and Quality of Work-
inff Life is the right place for this to be focused. But we do not—our
mediators do not have, as the basic charter, the thrust of increasing
productivity. We are neutrals, and we have to stay neutral.
So there is some concern on labor's part at times, whenever they

hear the words "increasing productivity," somebody is going to speed
up the process. But certainly as a tradeoff between productivity and
job security and job enrichment, these things need to take place.
Mr. McKINNEy. It seems to me that, particularly in the Northeast,

where you are up against a hard wall of fuel costs and transportation
costs, land costs, and antiquated buildings, that productivity increase
is probably one of the few places where you can play catchup ball,
so to speak, to become competitive with other areas of the Nation.
What disturbs me now—I guess I am one of those Republicans

with a relatively favorable labor rating—is that labor has really no
place to go now. It has either !got to be cooperation and getting to-
gether, or move. And I have tried to push productivity very hard as
one of the practical answers, along with a lot of other things.
I would congratulate you on what you have done with the limited

resources you have. I think, as someone from the Northeast, competing
with the southerners all of a sudden, I think what you are doing
should also remind us that we are competing with a much bigger
world.
I have to say, Mr. Chairman, in a laughing fashion, that we had

a remark made about Japanese goods, and I think we sometimes take
for granted, or we forget in the course of history that we don't make
small television sets any more; we don't make transistors any more;
the Germans don't make cameras any more—they may keep their name
on them, but they don't make them. I was fascinated in leaving my
dentist in my agony the other day, when I said, "Jeepers, all your
tools say made in Japan. I thought the Germans made the only good
dental tools."

• He said, "Oh, they haven't made dental tools in about 2 years."
So I think what you are doing is what we are going to have to do.

Labor is going to have to get together with management, and vice
versa, if they want to work and sell in the world, and for us in the
Northeast in particular, if we want to compete with the rest of the
country. I am delighted that Mr. Lundine's bill and you are being
heard.
Mr. SCEARCE. Mr. McKinney, by your leave, I will Pass on your

favorable remarks to the people in our organization who really have
done the work.
Mr. MCKINNEY. I unionized the real estate salesmen while I was in

real estate. I have been a union member and I have been a boss, and I
have a terribly hard time as I get older not understanding why every-
body doesn't realize they are on the same ship, and the hole in the bow
is going to take the stern down, also.
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I think your job is an intriguing one, trying to get people to realize
that.
Mr. LUNDINE [presiding]. Mr. Scearce, I have been tremendously

impressed by the work of the Federal Mediation and Conciliation
Service. It is one of the smallest Federal agencies, with some 400 or
so total employees. The thing that is intriguing about it is that your
mediators are in touch with what is really going on in communities
throughout this country. They may be interceding in or mediating a
dispute in the largest company in the country or a whole industry
1 day and in a TV repair shop that next day. With that capacity, and
that experience, do you have any further comments as to whether there
is, in your judgment, a stirring of interest in labor and management
committee cooperation, generally, around the country?
Mr. SCEABCE. Mr. Chairman, let. me preliminarily say—and I will

ask Mr. Barrett to comment on it in more detail—that I think that
there is. And I think, in regard to Mr. McKinney's statement—I think
that labor feels—recognizes the pressure, perhaps internally in the
United States, but certainly from outside, as far as imports, for the
need to do something, to do whatever that something is; that it might
be increasing productivity along with some tradeoffs, but I think there
is a recognition on both sides of the table of the need for us to get on
with some way to make ourselves more competitive and more viable.
Mr. Barrett, do you want to speak to that ?
Mr. BARaErr. Yes. Mr. Chairman, there is clear evidence of increas-

ing interest in that kind of cooperation.
I think the arrangement recently made, within the last couple of

years, in basic steel is evidence of that. I think the negotiations con-
cluded last year in the rubber industry which provide for a continuing
labor and management committee to deal with problems in that indus-
try are other prominent illustrations of the kind of cooperation that we
really observe at various levels. And although the focus of the bill
here is on community labor and management committees, a great deal
of our involvement is at levels below that, at the plant level.
But there is clear evidence that where negotiations themselves have

been protracted and difficult, and the idea of a labor and management
committee is proposed to people by our mediators, we get a great deal
of very positive response to that idea and a great deal of success in
terms of continued better relationships.
Mr. LrNDINE. Certainly, to have value, almost every labor and man-

agement committee has to have an inplant component. I don't want to
let your comment. pass without observing that it is the intention of
this legislation to foster inplant committees, whether on a multi-
industry basis or not, because that is where foremen and the workers
can resolve problems together.
Mr. Scearce, you have commented on the value of some of these

programs and on the need for some increase in Federal support of
this effort.
In your personal judgment, do you have any observations about the

structure or the composition of the advisory council proposed in
H.R. 2596 or any other comment with regard to the administration
of the program?
Mr. SCEARCE. Well, Mr. Chairman, since it is no great secret that

I may not come back before this subcommittee again in the capacity
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that I am in, I feel a little freer to make statements, I suppose, andI would say this: That if there is to be an advisory council, as setout—are we talking about the proposal in the legislation ?Mr. LUNDINE. Yes.
Mr. SCEARCE Then I do think that the Service, the Federal Media-tion and Conciliation Service, certainly should play a role in such anadvisory council.
I do think that the advisory committee needs to recognize, as Itried to allude to in my comments, that each such labor and manage-ment committee with its inplant area industry company will have tobe established for the problems that face those parties at that time,much the same as Jamestown was set up for the problems that arein Jamestown.
So to the extent that the advisory council can be useful in develop-ing ideas and to generate new approaches to possible labor and man-agement committee concepts, I think that it would serve the purpose.And I suppose what I am trying to say is that I would hope that suchan advisory council would not eventually get to the point that it isdictating to the labor and management committee the rules of thegame. I think that that has to be done by the parties who are going tobe most directly involved in the committee itself.
Mr. LUNDINE. I think that is a very worthwhile suggestion.From your experience do you have any opinions as to which of thevarious Federal departments or agencies or centers or whatever mightbest administer the program?
Mr. SCEARCE. Well, fdon't know that I've got that much flexibility,but obviously there is something in it for a lot of different organiza-tions. I would be less than candid if I did not say, insofar as theCommerce Department is concerned, Dr. Harman is someone whohas a great deal of experience in this area. So I am sure from theCommerce Department's standpoint, there is an interest there.
And as you have set it out in the bill, and as is so stated, the De-partment of Labor certainly has an interest because of the interest thathas been expressed in job enrichment and job security in the past.
And I suppose that it goes without saying that the National Centerfor Productivity and Quality of Working Life certainly has a long-range interest in the work that the legislation has set out because of itsdovetailing with its own mandate.
And, finally, we the Service, will play a role in labor and manage-ment committees within the scope of the legislation or otherwise, andtherefore we, as well, have an interest.
I suppose if you could make a joint council to administer the legis-lation, that might satisfy everyone but I a not sure you wouldmove forward with anything from that 

m 
 point. I think that any one ofthose alternatives might be possible. Certainly, the place you have itlocated now, within the Department of Labor, is a viable one.

Mr. LUNDINE. Mr. Kelly.
Mr. KELLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Scearce, I would like to make some inquiry of you about yourviews on why it is that Government feels that if the people, that is, theworkers, and the people that run these industries that should knowmore about running them than anybody in this Congress, if theywant all of this, why don't they just go ahead and do it?
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I mean, if this is such a red-hot idea, why do we need your advice
and the public's money?
Is it that the people lack initiative and ingenuity? They don't want

to make a profit? They don't want to increase productivity? But they
need Federal money and the advice of your agency in order to perform
these miracles?
Mr. SCEARCE. Mr. Kelly, Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service

has been in existence since 1947. It is fair to say that the collective
bargaining relationship between any two parties is their own business,
as well.
We become involved in some 20,000 sets of negotiations every year in

one way or another as a neutral. I suppose the same premise could
hold, that if they want an agreement, the parties should be able to
negotiate themselves. But the fact is that in the business of business,
the people tend to find a place to disagree or an inability to communi-
cate with each other, and therefore, the third-party neutral has taken a
very important role in the collective-bargaining process in the United
States, which happens to be the best in the world.
I feel that in the case of labor and management committees, some-

times someone looking at the situation from a different vantage
point, that is, someone who has no vested interest in one side or the
other, can say to the parties, now, come on, look at the siutat ion here;
let me give you some facts that you might otherwise not have before
you. And I am talking now about the advice; I am not talking about
the funding.
And that, consequently, if that individual happens to be a person

who has expertise in the field and can be trusted, that in an advisory
capacity this individual can add something to the collective bargain-
ing situation between the parties.
Mr. KELLY. Let me be a little more specific. This bill is going to

provide for loan guarantees by the Government in certain situations,
is that true?
Mr. SCEARCE. That is one of the provisions as I understand it.
Mr. KELLY. And this money is going to go to businesses that are in

difficulty and suffering a reduction of plant output and unemploy-
ment and other troubles of difficulty—business difficulty, is that your
understanding?
Mr. Scearce. That is one of the provisions as I understand it.
Mr. KELLY. Isn't this simply old hat, about the Government giving

money to the people that are least productive and then putting a
burden on those that are more productive because the people that
are producing in this country have to pay for all of this and instead
of helping people that—the effective producers that don't have the
problems, we keep giving guarantees to the people that are not doing
well so that we are assisting and rewarding inefficiency and adding to
the burdens of inefficiency. Isn't that the way the sequence is going?
Mr. SCEARCE. Well, Mr. Kelly, in my opening statement I indicated

that my comments really did not go to the structure, the specifics of
the bill, but rather to the overall purpose that H.R. 2596 has before it.
So what I am saving is that I am not sure that I am competent from
my standpoint to respond to you other than to say that whatever is
done, if done at the Federal level which facilitates the ability of
people to remain employed and to produce products that are salable
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in our economy at a competitive price cannot help but benefit theaverage American in the United States. Whether or not grant moneyof the types allowed in this bill would accomplish that or not, I can-not really say.
Mr. KELLY. Well, let me ask you this:
One of the provisions provides that there will be an increasedparticipation of employees through compensation or other benefits,and in effect what this bill is trying to do is to say that there is anopportunity for greater production and greater profits if we have agreater participation of the employees in the management of the plant.And I wonder why this improvement is so subtle that the people thatare out there grubbing for profit and managing this industry, thatthat never occurred to them that if they would let the employees runthe plant or participate in running the plant that then they wouldmake more money.
And then, as an aside to that, if they are going to make more moneyand have more production and more profits, why don't they do it ontheir own if it is such a red-hot idea?
Mr. SCEARCE. Well, I don't know that I can respond to your lastquestion, Mr. Kelly, but I would say this: We, as an agency, havebeen involved with the United Mine Workers and the coal industry

in a way which, believe it or not, can be viewed by some people toassist the union in doing a better job in winning some of the grievancesthat it might have with management.
Well, management is not threatened by that in the coal industry, by

the way, because they recognize that if there is a better balance at thebargaining table that it is less likely for the workers to go on wild-cat strikes.
Mr. KELLY. Excuse me just a minute.
You are saying that this industry has recognized that employee

participation is a good idea?
Mr. SCEARCE. I think that they have, but the Federal Mediation and

Conciliation Service had to help lead them into that understanding and
the fact is that the long-range effect of the work that we're doing with
assisting—hopefully assisting the mine workers in how to process a
grievance and win an arbitration, for example, would be to increase
productivity by cutting down on wildcat strikes, which will not only
benefit the American economy but will also benefit the workers
involved and the industry involved.
Mr. KELLY. Well, now then, let me ask you this:
It is your position that the Federal Mediation and Conciliation

Service, and the National Center for Productivity and Quality of
Working Life, and these other agencies of this kind, that you believe
that you are going to be able to get in there and help the free
enterprise system and American industry to run their business more
efficiently?
Mr. SCEARCE. We have about 30 years experience at that, Mr. Kelly.
Mr. KELLY. So you believe the Government knows best about how to

run the industry?
Mr. SCEARCE. We don't run the industry.
What we do is to facilitate a better exchange of communications

between people in the collective bargaining environment. And if you've
been involved, it is easier for me to explain it to you.
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Mr. KELLY. Then let me ask you one more thing.
Why do you always have to ride in on a wave of the taxpayers

money if you have such a good idea? I mean, if you have such a
(rood idea that this thing is such a fine arrangement, why isn't
industry banging on your doors saying, "Give me sonic?" Why is it
that you have to go in on taxpayers money, because you've got these
loan guarantee provisions and that means that if they are going
to get their money they are going to have to let you help them run
their business, isn't that about the size of it?
Mr. SCEARCE. Well, I don't know whether I can debate with you or

not, Mr. Kelly. I will only add one thing: That my organization has
no authority to go into a set of negotiations. We have to be asked in.
We are asked in 10,000 times a year. If that is the case, then I guess
it is safe to assume that someone in labor and management feels they
can use the help of a neutral in their relationships. And we are
asked in, we do not force our way into a set of negotiations.
Mr. KELLY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. LUNDINE. First, I'm going to explain to everyone about the

procedure.
We are going to recess for a few minutes.
We have a record vote on yesterday's proceedings so we have to

go across the street and accept or reject the record of yesterday. We
have 10 minutes to vote. It is the intention of Chairman Moorhead
to reconvene these hearings immediately following the vote. There
will be an opportunity for questions by the remainder of those
members who are interested in returning to question this witness.
We will then hear other witnesses, and Mr. Moorhead will be returning.
So that you have an idea of our schedule I think it is his intention

to continue, with these necessary interruptions, straight through until
about 1 o'clock this afternoon.
Thank you for your understanding.
{Brief recess is taken.]
Mr. LUNDINE. In order to expedite matters just a little bit, in case

there is another member who has not yet questioned the Federal
Mediation and Conciliation Service, if you gentlemen will hold your-
selves available for a few more minutes, that we will go ahead and
proceed with the testimony from the National Center for Productivity
and Quality of Working Life.
I don't think it's likely that there will be further questions, but I

don't want to cut off anyone's opportunity. Would that be all right
with you? It won't be many more minutes.
Mr. SCEARCE. Can I make kind of a closing statement, then, on

the chance that it may not take place?
Mr. LUNDINE. Certainly.
Mr. SCEARCE. I would just like to say, Mr. Chairman, that the Fed-

eral Mediation and Conciliation Service will stand ready to support
and work with your subcommittee in the legislation when it is passed,
in whatever form it is passed. We feel that this will contribute to an
improvement in the possibility of productivity and job security, and
job enrichment, and to the extent that we can, within our resources,
we will be pleased to work with the legislation when it does come out.
Thank you.
Mr. LUNDINE. Before you leave, I think we do have one member

here who hasn't asked questions.
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Mr. Caputo ?
Mr. CAPUTO. I wonder if the language on page 3 is somewhat restric-

tive.
To paraphrase, it says each project under this section shall be a

demontration project to an employer in an area where employees who.
but for these plans, would be layed off during periods of cyclical un-
employment. Isn't that kind of a preposterously difficult burden to
prove? Some relaxation of the language it seems to me would be in
order.
Mr. SCEARCE. I will ask our General Counsel to comment on that.

He is a bit more familiar with the language.
Mr. FistiGoLD. Congressman, this is an area of the bill wherein Fed-

eral Mediation and Concilation Service's role would be basically one to
advise with regard to whether or not a problem existed of a priority
nature, that would require some kind of Federal assistance in terms
of our mediation involvement.
I agree with you that perhaps, as worded, how to identify whether

this would be a project for these employees in terms of measuring rates
of unemployment could pose some type of a problem. I imagine this
is something which could be worked out if this language were to be
retained on the basis of testimony from agencies or departments that
have more involvement in this area.
I think particularly, for example, the Department of Labor and the

Bureau of Labor Statistics have some involvement in measuring com-
ponents of unemployment figures. From my point of view I think it -
is diffifficult to demonstrate or discuss that aspect of it. I think section
2(a) is more in line with the type of role that we have played in the
past, particularly as to section 2(a) (i) (ii).
I believe Congressman Kelly asked a question about employee par-

ticipation. This is something that is usually left to the parties to re-
solve through collective bargaining. And to the extent that you are
dealing with small plants, we have seen where employees have agreed
to actually take a cut in pay if it meant that the plant would continue
to function for a period of time.
Mr. Ci-ro. Mr. Chairman, for the record, you might want to con-

sider changing the word "would" on page 3, line 22, to "are likely to."
It seems to me verifying that somebody would is pretty difficult and
probably more strenuous a proof than we need.
The other thing I would like to raise is related Mr. McKinney's

a point earlier, and that is that in my experience the reason people leave
New York—employers leave New York City, where I come from, is,
No. 1, not inadequate output per man-hour and not collective bargain-
ing failures, the reasons they give, and there is some systematic data
on this that you can review if you choose, the high State personal in-
come tax.
No matter how you improve productivity you are not going to get

rid of that. That is why people leave New York City and New York
State.
And No. 2, the high State franchise tax.
And No. 3, the high State business income tax. Those are the three

big reasons.
And then there are a range of other things, like our high energy

and transportation costs which seem to offend them, but not predicate
their leaving.
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Now to the extent you can lower costs through productivity improve-

ments, I guess we get more competitive. But you after all are a national

agency and really have a duty to lower costs and improve productivity

on a national basis. So the notion that this is going to somehow help

the Northeast I think is misguided for two reason's:
The first is our problems are not productivity, but local taxes, based

on why employers say they left when they no longer have a motive to

falsify because they are no longer doing business in New York and

they tell us the reason you drove us out, is we couldn't get management

to come here. When they persuade them to come they all wanted to

leave because of the high personal income tax that the State of New

York imposes and no other State does.
The second reason I am pessimistic about your ability to help the

Northeast through this,and I am not saying I am opposed to the bill,

is that notion that you have a national mandate and whatever you do
in the Northeast you ought to be doing elsewhere. And therefore I am
a little concerned that we are misrepresenting what this is likely to do
when we talk about it as relieving problems in the Northeast.
Mr. SCEARCE. Well, Mr. Caputo, if I might just respond, I must re-

spond to one point: We are not an organization that has as its mandate
increasing productivity.
Our role is to facilitate better relationships between the parties.

Certainly if productivity can be increased at the same time that there
is satisfaction given to the worker in job enrichment or increased pay
or whatever, fine. But I think for the record I need to say that because
there is some concern from time to time that people, particularly on the
labor side, say, "We don't want to see the production line sped up."
From our standpoint, our role is really to try to facilitate better

communications, introduce new ideas designed to give both parties a
better share of the pie, so to speak. It is a small thing but one which, if
you don't mind, I would just like to get on the record.
Mr. LIINDINE. Thank you very much, Mr. Scearce and Mr. Perks,

Mr. Fishgold, and Mr. Barrett. Your testimony has been very impor-
tant. It may be that some of those members who were absent may want
to propose further questions in writing, and I am sure you would be
amenable to that.
Mr. SCEARCE. One point in our recent budget presentation:
We developed some data which might be useful to you, Mr. Chair-

man, which has to do with the impact of third party neutrals on eco-
nomics, such as the avoidance of strikes, the shortening of strikes, the
ending of a strike once it is underway, and perhaps we could send that
up for you to at least look at. And if you want to use it in the record
you can do so, but I would let you be the judge of that.
Mr. LUNDINE. Without objection. that information, upon submis-

sion, will be made a part of the record.
[The data referred to by Mr. Scearce is contained in a summary

statement presented before the Labor-Health, Education, and Welfare
Subcommittee of the House Committee on Appropriations, which
follows:]
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Summary Statement by

James F. Scearce, National Director

Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service

before the

Labor, Health, Education and Welfare Subcommittee

of the

House Committee on Appropriations

While it is impossible to determine exactly the

impact FMCS has on the Nation's economy, some rough estimates

are possible. It is estimated that over $400 million in

potential wages lost to strikes were averted when mediators

got the parties to agree to extensions that resulted in con-

tracts without strikes. Another $195 million in wages were

saved due to shortened strikes through FMCS mediation efforts.

And finally, a conservative estimate of $175 million in wages

were saved in cases where mediation smoothed the way to a

new contract without a work stoppage. In total, this comes

to about $775 million in wages alone. The total impact on the

GNP is many times higher.

The savings referred to above only pertain to our

disputes mediation efforts. In recent years the Service has

been expanding and refining its Technical Assistance Program.

Certainly the feedback received from parties who have experi-

enced technical assistance help overwhelmingly supports the

benefits of these programs. Parties with long histories of

strikes at every bargaining cycle have had the pattern broken

through the help of technical assistance.
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PROGRAM EFFECTIVENESS AND ESTIMATED COST/BENEFIT EVALUATION 

There is no question that the labor-management community
is being well served when the need for mediation exists. Each
year the Service receives hundreds of letters from representa-
tives of both labor and management testifying to the effective-
ness of the assistance given the parties in their negotiations.
These unsolicited testimonials are a sound but nonstatistical
indication of the effectiveness of the mediation program.

Endeavoring, however, to relate the cost of operating
the mediation program to the benefits achieved to the economy,
in terms of work stoppages shortened or averted, is quite
complicated because of the many imponderables present. The
Bureau of Labor Statistics, as stated in its "Handbook of
Methods," does not attempt to measure the cost of strikes in
terms of the amount of production and wages lost because of
the many complex and interrelated factors for which infor-
mation is not readily available.

Based on certain assumptions, however, a rough approxi-
mation of cost effectiveness may be attempted although
obviously no precise validation is possible. The following
data, therefore, are presented with this important quali-
fication in mind.

A. Wage Losses Eliminated or Minimized with Active 
Mediator Participation in Dispute Mediation Cases 

1. Cases Settled Without Strikes As a Result of 
Intensified Mediation Efforts

In Fiscal Year 1976, strike deadlines were
postponed and/or joint meetings were held
on deadline dates (on the initiative of the
mediator) in 2,603 cases. In about 2,012
of these cases, involving over 1,125,000
employees in the bargaining units, the addi-
tional time and intensive mediation effort
prevented any strikes from developing. The
potential strike time loss avoided in these
2,012 cases was over 20 million man-days, cal-
culated by the use of the BLS average of 17.9
man-days lost per worker in stoppages for
calendar year 1975 (the latest data available).
Discounting this figure by 50 percent, on the
basis that some postponements and subsequent
settlements would have been reached without a
mediator, or that strike duration would have
been less than the BLS average, a conservative
figure of 10 million man-days saved is estimated.
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2. Cases Settled Without Strikes Prior to Deadline 
Date With Mediator Assistance 

In Fiscal Year 1976, 4,737 additional active
cases with over 1.2 million employees in the
bargaining units were closed by FMCS mediators
without strikes and without the necessity of
postponement of strike deadlines and/or joint
conferences on the deadline date. It is a
conservative estimate that strikes would have
occurred in 20 percent of these cases (involving
20 percent of the workers) without mediator
assistance and that the work time lost (17.9
as in 1 above), would have been over 4.3 million
man-days.

3. Strike Cases In Which Strike Time Losses 
Were Shortened Due to Mediator Assistance 

That actual strike time losses are minimized
by mediator assistance is a fair assumption.
Referring to BLS data for 1974 for purposes
of greater accuracy (Bulletin No. 1902),
Federal mediators participated in the settle-
ment of 2,531 strike cases involving nearly
1,620,000 workers and a total of 37,200,000
man-days of idleness.

Assuming that these strikes would have per-
sisted for 'three work-days longer in the
absence of mediator assistance (a conser-
vative assumption), it is estimated that
over 4.8 million man-days of additional
idleness were avoided.

B. Summary of Savings Due to Program Effectiveness 
and Estimated Cost Benefit Evaluation 

In terms of man-days, estimated total year strike
time avoided is as follows:

1. Total Man-Days Saved 

a • Cases settled without strikes (In Millions)
as a result of intensified
mediation efforts by the media-
tor where deadline dates were
_postponed_and/or_joint_meetihgs

- were  he1H nn the_deaciline date- _
(A.1. above) 10.0

man-days
b. Cases settled without strikes

prior to deadline date with
mediator assistance. (A.2. above) 4.3

man-days
c. Strike time losses shortened due

o'to mediator assistance (A.3. Above) 4.8
man-days 

Total Man-Days Saved 19.1

88-677 0 - 77 - 4
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2. Estimated Annual Wage Losses Avoided 

At $40.56 per day (based on BLS data
of average hourly earnings of $5.07
for manufacturing as of April 1976),
the estimated annual wage losses
avoided are $774.7 million

3. Additional Savings 

In terms of Gross National Product,
the value of the production of goods
and services lost could be several
times as great as the estimated wage
loss.

Beyond the estimated wage loss, there
are other potential losses inherent in
strike situations such as decline in
earnings and income, reduction in
Federal, State and local income and
corporate taxes, etc.

In summary, the data point to a high
rate of benefit to the Nation's economy
in relation to the funds expended for
the Service's mediation program
($17,849,359 in Fiscal Year 1976).
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Mr. LUNDINE. The next witness to come before this subcommittee is
George Kuper, Executive Director for the National Center for Pro-

ductivity and Quality of Working Life.
Mr. Kuper, would you please introduce your colleague, who is well

known to me but perhaps not to everyone.
Mr. KUPER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
With me is Edgar Weinberg, Assistant Director, and also—some-

place—is Mr. William Batt, a consultant who has been working with
us in the area of stimulating labor-management cooperative efforts, on
behalf of productivity improvement.
Mr. LUNDINE. I just want to note that your entire statement will be

made a part of the record. You may read it or summarize it, as you
choose.
Mr. KUPER. With your permission, Mr. Chairman, given the distinc-

tion and the experience represented by yourself and other members of
your subcommittee and members of the audience, such as the mayor of
Columbus, I would just as soon summarize my remarks if I may?
Mr. LUNDINE. We would appreciate that.

STATEMENT OF GEORGE H. KUPER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, NA-

TIONAL CENTER FOR PRODUCTIVITY AND QUALITY OF WORK-

ING LIFE, ACCOMPANIED BY EDGAR WEINBERG, ASSISTANT

DIRECTOR

Mr. KUPER. My intention in preparing these remarks was to acquaint
the subcommittee with the experiences that the National Center for
Productivity and Quality of Working Life has had. Those experiences,
I would like to emphasize, result from the participation of a composite
of a group of labor leaders, management leaders, and administration
leaders.
Thus, what I am trying to reflect here is a consensus on the issues that

are raised by the legislation before this subcommittee today. I would
like to illuminate that consensus in the light of the experience we have
had as a Center.
As you are aware, we have broken down the huge problem of pro-

ductivity into what we hope are three manageable components. These
are human resources, the issues related to the skills and training and
availability of the work force to provide the wherewithal for produc-
tivity improvement; technology and capital investment, traditional
sources of productivity growth in our economic society; and Govern-
ment regulation, those methods by which the Government participates
in the free enterprise system, and which both positively and negatively
affect productivity.
I would like, also, to emphasize a quote that I included in the testi-

mony, a quote from a memo to President Carter from the former Board
of Directors of the National Center. The Board went out of business on
the 20th of January and has not been reappointed, so I am harking
back to the wisdom we received from a group no longer in office. They
emphasize first, the need for improved cooperative arrangements be-
tween labor and management; second, the need for more effective pub-
lic and private. policies to assure the necessity of workers in those
cooperative settings; and third, the need to define an appropriate role
for the Federal Government in this whole endeavor.
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I think it's also important that the discussions and the opening
comment S of the Chairman and the members of this subcommittee on
the productivity-related elements of legislation are placed in the con-
text of human resources as one of many factors associated with pro-
ductivity growth.
In recognition of the spirit of mutuality of purpose between the

legislation and the objectives and policy of the Center's Board, I will
try to divide my comments according to those issues that are raised
by the labor and management cooperative provisions of the legislation
and those which relate simply to cyclical unemployment.
In quick summary, our lessons tell us three things about labor and

management cooperative efforts. First, they are not necessarily new;
they have been sporadically applied, historically. Second, and impor-
tantly, interest in these efforts is increasing around the country; not
just in the Northeast, as Mr. Caputo mentioned earlier, but in a num-
ber of other areas of the country, as well. Third, their organization
seems to fall among three basic types.
One type of labor and management committee is organized at the

plant level, where these cooperative efforts are aimed—the nuts and
bolts of how to make the operation more effective in dealing with effi-
ciency, health, safety issues, and so on.
A second type of committee is the community committee, which is

exemplified by the Jamestown experience. Such committees are pri-
marily aimed at economic development issues, for example, how does
the local employment climate attract sufficient capital to remain com-
petitive. to keep plant and equipment up with the other areas of the
country?
The third type is the industry-level committee. While these com-

mittees are few in number, there have been some significant successes.
In fact, Mr. Scearee's proposed successor at the FMCS has been the
chairman of one of the most successful—the labor-management
committee of the retail food industry.
The testimony you have already heard and will subsequently hear

emphasizes the tangible and intangible benefits of these joint labor-
management efforts. I am trying to emphasize this, as well, in my own
testimony.
I would like to say a little more about what I feel to be the gaps that

we face in increasing the level of these cooperative efforts around the
country.

First, if a Federal effort is needed, from our perspective, it should
be directed to help employers, unions, and employees better under-
stand the process and learn from the experience of those who have
been engaged in cooperative efforts. There is just not enough informa-
tion moving around amongst managers and labor leaders to provide
the exposure to these cooperative efforts. That would respond to Mr.
Kelly's question of, if it's so good, why isn't everybody doing it. The
answer is, they don't know about it. And that's where we need some
support.
Second, certain resources are necessary to people in business, not

only to feed the ideas into management and labor leaders, but also to
provide the neutral forum which Mr. Scearce spoke of today in com-
menting about the FMCS's role.
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Quite often management's and labor's roles are so well established
that without ;he intervention of a third party, these kinds of coopera-
tive efforts just will not take place. The roles of third parties are never
clear. They are never terribly well defined. And we know very little
about the needs for third parties in the way of background, skills, and
ability. There are very few of them.
I would say there is a third issue associated with these labor and

management cooperative efforts, and that is a need to pull together
the diverse efforts which are now a part of the Federal Government
and other levels of government in such a way as to allow them to sup-
port and sponsor cooperative efforts and quality-of-worklife
experiments.

Finally, from our point of view, the support of the top leaders of
business and the top leaders of labor and the top administration offi-
cials is critical. Without that support our efforts will fall by the way-
side for lack of priority and understanding on the part of those who
are making decisions that affect us most directly.
On the issue of initiatives to minimize cyclical layoffs by firms, I

again quote from the Board's memo to President Carter because it
represents a consensus of labor, management, and Government
people:

Unless Government-sponsored jobs are designed to be productive or at least to
provide the training which will lead to productive work, there is a danger that
unemployed workers will simply be made permanently unproductive at public
expense.

Here twain, I would emphasize that while the objectives of the Cen-
ter and the proposed legislation are very similar, I think there is some
disagreement between members of our Board and the means by which
this legislation proposes to address those issues.
By way of trying to spell out that disagreement, I have tried to

think, I hope not too simplistically, in terms of there being three basic
sources of layoffs.
The first is a downturn in demand; the response, as any businessman

will tell you, is either reduce variable costs or build for inventory.
Now, it seems to me that we could think of ways to respond to this
type of unemployment short of subsidizing payrolls, such as some kind
of assistance in inventory maintenance. Similarly, we could perhaps
come up with some efforts in specific industries. I think it is important
to think about this as an industry-specific initiative which we could
explore with a view to modifying and evening out demand to reduce
the cyclical effects faced by the industry.
A second source of layoffs, from our point of view, is tightening of

cash flow. A major industry, of which this committee is much better
aware than I, is designed to ease these cash-flow problems, namely,
the commercial banking industry. The commercial banking industry
might fall a little short in smaller business, where the assessment of
various loans may not be commensurate with potential payback; the
SBA is designed to fill in here. Now, the difficulty is really not one of no
mechanisms being around, but rather that the existing mechanisms are
not fast enough. It may be that in response to this type of layoff, our
initiative ought to be to speed up the process by which the SBA can
underwrite cash flow needs of faltering small business.
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A third source of layoffs we find is the shift in demand for various
skills and trades which is caused by changes in produce mix or manu-
facturing technology. Without question, this is the toughest kind of
layoff. It's the hardest on the employee; it's the truest form of redun-
dancy and it's the one which is most usually blamed on productivity
improvement.
The response to this layoff is very difficult because it requires a

commitment on the part of both labor and management leaders to
make an investment in the potentially redundant employee in order
to overcome that redundancy. It requires training; it requires pa-
tience; it requires job redesign and a number of other phenomena which
managers are less than willing to incorporate because of their tradi-
tional attitude that labor is a variable commodity in production. If
we can in some way emphasize the need for paying attention to restruc-
turing and retraining and the other types of remedies for this very
pervasive type of unemployment, I think we will be going a long ways
toward getting at the issue.

Finally, I sense there a lot of discussion has gone on and will go on
about the appropriate location of such activities, Mr. Chairman. I
want to make it clear that from the standpoint of the National Center,
as much as we share the common objectives proposed by this legisla-
tion, we would definitely not want to deter the ability to pursue these
objectives by forcing it on us, organizationally.
And maybe with that I should close and turn to questions.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Kuper, on behalf of the National

Center for Productivity and Quality of Working Life, follows:]
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or

•

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GEORGE H. KUPER, EXECUTIVE
DIRECTOR, NATIONAL CENTER FOR PRODUCTIVITY AND
QUALITY OF WORKING LIFE

It is a privilege to appear before this Subcommittee today

and offer what I hope will be useful observations based on the

experience of the National Center for Productivity and Quality

of Working Life on some of the issues being addressed by the

Human Resources Development Act of 1977 (H.R. 2596).

As you are aware the Board of Directors of the National

Center and its predecessor Commission have been identifying

and defining the nature of the barriers to productivity growth

so that the complex and broad problems of our Nation's produc—

tivity growth can be better understood. With that understanding

it is possible to marshall the various disciplines, resources

and policies necessary to resolve the problems of productivity

we now face. In its deliberations the Board has found it useful

to think of the problems under three basic categories:

Human Resources -- that is, the level of health and

education, skills, ingenuity and dedication of all

people Involved in the production of goods and services,

and the extent to which we continue to maintain and

irilprove this productive capability.



50

Technolo2y  and Capital Investment -- that is, the

process through which productivity-enhancing innova-

tions are conceived, developed, financed, and

diffused throughout the economy, in both the public

and the private sectors.

Government Regulation -- that is, the process through

which government regulates the actions of individuals

and organizations in the interest of the community,

and the extent to which this process affects the

ability of the economic system to foster continued

productivity improvements.

In a memo to President Carter dated January 28, 1977,

the Board amplified on the Human Resources issues the Nation

faces in the following areas:

"First, improved co-operative arrangements between

labor and 'management need to be worked out to allow the

ingenuity and know-how of employees to be utilized more

fully in the productive process.

Second, we need more effective public and private

policies to assure workers that their cooperation in produc-

tivity-enhancing changes will not unduly affect their job

security and self-interest.
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Third, we need to define an appropriate role for the

Federal government in responding to the growing interest

in improving job satisfaction and the quality of the working

environment."

It is clear that the objectives of the Human Resources

Development Act of 1977 before this Subcommittee are in

harmony with the labor, management and government consensus

achieved through the Center on this aspect of productivity

growth.

Although the balance of my remarks will be devoted to

the Human Resources issues associated with productivity

improvement, it is important to keep in mind that the more

traditional approaches of capital investment and technology

employed by American industry have not diminished in impor—

tance. Rather, the importance of the human resources side

of the solution has come to the forefront over the years as

our work force has become increasingly better educated and

skilled with correspondingly greater demands for a better

quality of working life.

Given the mutuality of purpose between the Center's

mandate and the legislation pending here today, I would

like to concentrate my comments on the proposed legislation

in the following manner:
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I. Issues involving labor-management cooperation for

improvement of productivity and quality of working

life

II. Issues related to cyclical unemployment

In considering the labor-management cooperative efforts

envisaged by this legislation it may be helpful to briefly

trace the history of these efforts in the United States and

review some recent experiences drawing on a monograph

published by the Center - Labor-Management  Committees 

in American Industry.

One lesson that emerges is that the phenomenon of

formal labor-management cooperation to improve productivity

is not new but has had limited application. In the U.S. we

have had about 50 years of experimentation with labor-

management cooperation through joint committees at the

plant, company, or industry level. Interest in this

cooperative approach has usually been sparked by the

recognition by both parties of the need and common concern

for the survival and growth of the enterprise.
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One of the best known early examples was the B and 0

Plan in the 1920's involving the Machinists' Union and the

railroad management in a joint effort to draw on worker

suggestions to improve working conditions, reduce waste

and expand business. With the depression the plan disin-

0 tegrated but the idea was demonstrated.

It eventually took a national emergency to expand

cooperative programs on a broad scale. During World War II,

some 5,000 labor-management committees in defense plants

employing seven million workers were registered with the

War Production Board. Approximately one thousand dealt

with productivity directly. Nevertheless, the committees

were credited with improving the climate of industrial

relations -enhancing both morale and productivity. True,

it was an emergency, and at war's end, the urgency drained

off and most of the committees were abandoned in the post-

war labor-management disputes.

One early example that still operates is the

Tennessee Valley Authority's program of joint cooper-

ative committees. Their objective is to eliminate waste,

increase efficiency, stimulate training, safeguard health

and generally improve morale. Other labor-management

committees have been organized in connection with the plan
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developed by a steelworker official named Joe Scanlon.

The Scanlon Plan involves a network of departmental and

central plant joint worker-manager suggestion committees

combined with a plant-wide bonus based on cost savings.

The Center has published a detailed study of hou the

Scanlon Plan has operated in a paint plant and its benefits

and problems. There is growing interest in such plans

linking group bonuses and productivity.

A second point that comes through is that interest in

labor-management cooperation on plant problems of

common concern has been expanding in recent years. As the

scope and maturity of industrial relations have broadened,

many unions and employers have established joint committees

on issues than cannot be dealt with at the bargaining table,

such as health and safety, pre-retirement planning, pensions,

alcoholism, drug abuse and training. In the auto industry,

according to UAW Vice President Bluestone, literally

thousands of corrective actions have resulted from the

joint efforts of union-management health and safety teams

at the national and local levels.

A major impetus to labor-management cooperation came

from the steel industry in 1971. The 10 major corporations

and the United Steelworkers agreed that in order to protect

jobs and profits, joint employment security and productivity

committees should be set up at the plant level to deal with
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problems of waste, absenteeism, work quality, morale and

operational problems. In the steel and in other union sit-

uations, the scope of committee operations is limited to

matters not covered in the collective bargaining agreement.

President I. W. Abel in a pamphlet describing the program
•

published by the Center, credits the committees with contri-

buting to more mature collective bargaining relationships

throughout the industry.

The Center recently published a Directory of  Labor-

Management Committees, listing about 180 in different

industries, to facilitate exchange of information about

committee operations. These committees are found throughout

the country with the greatest concentration in the indus-

trialized East and Midwest. Many of the companies and

unions which are pacesetters of American industry have been

engaged in cooperative activities. A dozen examples of

these joint committees are described in the Center's publi-

cation Recent Initiatives in Labor-Management Cooperation.

A third point to note is that joint labor-management

committees vary widely in their origins, goals and procedures,

each adapting to particular circumstances. We can distinguish

three basic types --. at the (1) plant, (2) community and

(3) industry level -- each with an appropriate agenda.
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(1) Joint committees at the plant or company level, made

up of union and management representatives have been organ-

ized to deal with a wide range of matters not usually

covered by collective bargaining or grievance procedures.

Depending on the degree of trust they range from committees

that are concerned only with better communication to those

dealing with problem solving.

Meeting monthly some committees simply provide a regular

channel for sharing information about business conditions

and competitive factors affecting the prospects of the

company and employment security. Such meetings clear the

air of rumors and help create mutual understanding. They

are often the starting place for more serious problem solving

approaches.

Where both parties develop a common perspective about the

need to improve the firm's competitive position and maintain

employment, there is an opportunity for enlisting employees in

identifying areas for improvement. In some plants a network

of labor-management committees provide a channel for tapping

the ideas of the workforce about the way plant operations

can be improved and their job done more effectively. Given

recognition of their interest in doing a good job and their

desire to work for a successful business, employees often

contribute ideas about reducing waste and scrap and cutting

down on rework and rejects. Some plant committees focus
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on ways to save energy and materials and improve work

quality, all of which goes into making a contribution to

the improvement of productivity.

Recently in plants where a high degree of mutual trust

and confidence has been established, labor and management

• have expanded the scope of cooperative efforts, to cover

issues that usually have been the exclusive province of

managers. Such committees are concerned with enlarging

the decision-making role of the worker in the production

process and giving workers a "say" about work structure,

job content, supervision, plant layout, and other working

conditions that are covered by the broad term "quality

of working life".

These experiments rest in the premise that when

employees are given a better understanding of the context

in which they labor they will be able to make significant

contributions to improving the efficiency and effectiveness

of the entire organization. By more fully utilizing an

individual's talents and skills there is an improvement

in the quality of working life.

Among the more advanced quality of working life experi-

ments that includes Harman International, Springfield, Ohio,

and Rockwell International is one with autonomous work groups

• in the Rushton Coal Mine in agreement with the United Mine
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Workers of America. The Center assisted in helping to

start the project now being studied by the non-profit

National Quality of Work Center under an EDA grant.

Apparently, impressive improvements can take place when

workers are given greater responsibilities and collaboration

replaces competition among the workforce. As we seek to

expand our domestic energy supply, the Rushton experiment

may point the way to improving productivity and worker

satisfaction in the vital coal industry.

(2) A second type -- joint labor-management committees at

the community level -- have been established to deal with

common employee and union concerns about economic develop-

ment, employment expansion and industrial peace. Such

community-wide committees were established in the 50's in

Toledo, Louisville, South Bend, Youngstown and other

Midwest areas but the Jamestown, New York program which

Representative Lundine initiated as Mayor, has gone beyond

these earlier examples. A unique feature of the Jamestown

area labor-management committee is its successful effort

to establish programs at the plant level. Over 10 plants

have joint committees now in operation.

One of the keys to its success is the employment of

a full-time professiorial coordinator who helps to get plant

union-management committees started or restarted, implement
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skill development training for workers and managers, and

to extend joint committee activities to work redesign,

improved communications, grievance handling and safety.

The Jamestown plan, now in its sixth year, has become

a model for a number of other committees in the East and

11 Midwest which have been suffering distress, high unemployment

and industrial conflict. Joint labor-management committees

on the Jamestown model have been established in Buffalo andre.

Dunkirk, New York; Cumberland, Maryland; Lock Haven, Pennsyl-

vania; Muskegon, Michigan and Evansville, Indiana, with

assistance from the Center, EDA, FMCS, Appalachian Regional

Commission and the Department of Labor. A neutral coordinator

working with plant committees plays a key role in their operations.

(3) A third type of joint consultative committee is taking

place at the industry level. Most notable is the Joint

Labor-Management Committee of the Retail Food Industry

chaired by Wayne Horvitz. In such joint committees, labor

and management leaders discuss broad issues of mutual

interest and try to develop general guidelines that could

improve collective bargaining between individual firms and

unions. The potential benefits of such joint consultation

are no doubt substantial but so too are the difficulties

of establishing and maintaining industry committees.

88-677 0 - 77 - 5
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In addition to the union-management cooperative plans,

there is a wide range of programs that have been introduced

by management in non-union companies to reduce turnover,

absenteeism and low productivity. Some of these plans

involve simply the redesign of jobs and work practices to

reduce monotony and boredom. A few emphasize greater parti-

cipation of workers and modification of supervisory practices.

Often these projects are limited to sections of plants or

offices. Other approaches to improving morale and efficiency

concentrate on work schedules and/or financial incentives

such as profit sharing or stock ownership.

There is need for more evaluation and objective reporting

of joint labor-management programs and other plans. Neverthe-

less, the evidence, though fragmentary, suggests that there

are potential benefits, in terms of improved productivity

and worker satisfaction.

The kind of possible results from cooperative activities

is exemplified in a statement by Lt. General W. W. Vaughn,

Director of the Defense Logistics Agency evaluating joint

labor-management productivity councils that the Center helped

to establish at Depots in Tracy, California and Columbus,

Ohio. The unions involved were the AFGE and the Laborers

International Union:

Our experience at these three activities does provide

persuasive evidence that where local commanders, managers, and
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union officers do succeed in establishing a viable, functioning

joint council, significant and valuable intangible gains are

realized. These gains manifest themselves in terms of

improved communication between workers and managers,

greater mutual trust and understanding between labor and

management, more constructive attitudes on the part of

employees and their representatives toward Agency missions

and objectives and the obstacles which must be overcome in

accomplishing them, fewer grievances, and higher morale

and better teamwork.

Significant tangible benefits have been achieved,

including specific improvement in production standards, work

rules, locator accuracy, sick leave abuse and absenteeism."

Officials of the unions involved expressed similar

opinions of the benefits from the point of view of the

employees.

In summary, joint labor-management committees have

adopted, with some success, a problem-solving approach to a

wide range of problems, including plant performance, training,

quality of working life, and productivity. These have been

adopted on the initiative of the parties themselves, most of

theft without government assistance. However, some projects

have been helped by the FMCS, and some receive financial
*

assistance from other Agencies.
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In spite the fact that these cooperative efforts

directly affect the economic well-being of both employers

and employees involved, these programs have not yet been

widely adopted. Among the reasons are the attitudes, skills,

and leadership of the parties. Managers, union leaders,

employees and foremen fear possible loss of prerogatives,

control, rights, or jobs and are reluctant to adopt un-

familiar approaches. The major problem of encouraging this

approach is to demonstrate that there are advantages on

balance for all parties, with profitability, job security,

and work satisfaction interrelated with the survival of

firms.

As American industry faces more intensive competition

from abroad, cooperative efforts become more urgent. In

communities and plants in the older industrialized sectors

of the country, facing competition from more modern facili-

ties labor-management cooperation maybe becoming better

understood as one of the cornerstones of their survival.

If a Federal effort is needed it should be directed

to help employers, unions and employees understand the

process and learn from the experience of those who have

been engaged in cooperative efforts.

While better labor-management relations may be a by-

product of such cooperative efforts to become more competitive,

-9
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it is the primary objective of committees which the Federal

Mediation Conciliation Service have helped to set up. As

Mr. Scearce has testified, the FMCS has developed a highly

useful method for resolving conflicts and encouraging

industrial peace. This effort should be continued.

The National Center for Productivity and Quality of

Working Life and its predecessor commissions have, over

the past two years, tried to encourage understanding and

support for labor-management cooperation through workshops

and conferences, publication and distribution of popularly

written reports and pamphlets and by providing information

and advice to those seeking assistance.

The Center's experience in labor-management cooperative

efforts suggests at least four areas for further considera-

tion.

First, more information about benefits and problems,

more exchange of experiences and practical how-to-do-it

yourself ideas need to be developed. The Center has been

working with state universities and community colleges and

non-profit centers on a limited basis to hold workshops

where practitioners share their experiences. But our work

has barely scratched the surface.

Second, while large organizations often have internal

resources to launch projects involving work restructuring,
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retraining and upgrading, gains sharing and other human

resources development programs, small businesses usually

lack the capability and need outside assistance such as

trained third parties. Such projects have been sponsored

by community labor-management committees (as in Jamestown)

state quality of working life centers (as in Massachusetts)

and state universities, institutes of industrial relations

(as in Illinois) or schools of business administration (as

in Utah and Washington). The assessment of these efforts

by labor and management will be essential if the concept

is to be expanded.

Third, there is a need to coordinate the activities

of various Federal agencies which support and sponsor pro-

ductivity and quality of working life projects. The Center

convened a conference of directors of non-profit institutes

last year and published a directory describing their

activities. We've been advised that it would be useful

to continue this effort.

Finally, the support of top business, labor and

government leaders is needed to reinforceand encourage

cooperative aoproaches adopted by local plants and

unions.

II

Since Sec. 3(a)(2) of H.R. 2556 proposes to support

projects to minimize cyclical layoffs by firms, it is

31



65

appropriate to consider this issue both from a national

perspective and from the viewpoint of the firm.

The issue of job security and productivity improvement

is one the Board of Directors of the National Center has

dwelled upon in some length. In their memo to President

Carter they said:

"Nationwide, productivity improvement and employment
are interdependent. Other things being equal, productivity
improvements generally come about by changes in workflow or
by the introduction of new equipment which yield greater or
equal output with the same or less amount of labor. At each
point where such a change is introduced there is a potential
threat to the job security of the employees involved and in
these cases the changes may be understandably resisted. Even
where changes are not resisted, there is little net benefit
to the economy if the labor saved in one place cannot be put
back to work productively somewhere else. Thus, unless jobs
are widely available, productivity growth is retarded.

In a time of economic recession and high unemployment,
there is considerable pressure for strong measures to
increase employment throughout the economy. From a produc-
tivity standpoint, the goal of increasing employment is
essential because high levels of employment are a prereq-
uisite for long-term productivity growth. There is also
a risk that some methods of increasing employment will
undermine productivity. In the private sector, for example,
one method suggested by some to increase employment in
the short-run is to retard or even reverse the normal
progress of technological change, thereby using more labor-
intensive processes that would otherwise be the case. In
the public sector, various forms of direct job sponsorship
or emergency employment may be considered.

Solutions of this type contain significant risks and
should be viewed with caution. The use of more labor-intensive
production methods would result in less output per worker
and thus less total income; in effect, this solution simply
redistributes the burden of unemployment without remedying
the underlying cause. Similarly, unless government-sponsored
jobs are designed tos be productive, or at least to provide
the training which will lead to productive work, there is a
danger that unemployed workers will simply be made permanently
unproductive at public expense.
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Therefore, long-term productivity is best served by
policies which stimulate demand and provide a stable invest-
ment climate, in conjunction with policies which insure
that all members of the workforce have the appropriate
skills, training, and unrestricted entry to participate
in the resulting job opportunities.'

While the objectives of the Center and the proposed

legislation are similar, there is some possibility of

disagreement over the means of achieving greater job security.

A basic assumption is that it is more desirable to have

employees remain in work status rather than drawing unemploy-

ment insurance but the method of protecting job security as

far as possible should not result in reducing the productivity

of the firm. For this reason it may be helpful to review

briefly -- and hopefully not too simplistically -- several

underlying causes of layoffs by firms and some possible

preventative measures that might be considered in addition

to the program envisaged by HR 2596. For the purpose of

this discussion I have assumed three basic sources of

layoffs:

(1) a downturn in demand;

(2) cash flow; and

(3) modifications to the production function.

(1) One source of layoffs is a downturn in demand for

products or services caused by the general business cycle

or seasonal fluctuatidhs. In the goods producing sector

this is either a time for reducing variable costs -- i.e.

4
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labor -- or building for inventory. With the costs of

materials in manufacturing now representing over 57% of

the value of shipments the high cost and commensurate

risk of inventory maintenance make it preferable to lay

off workers.

Under these circumstances, one alternative that has

been utilized abroad has been for the government to pro-

vide some type of inventory maintenance support to

avoid layoffs.

There are problems, however, in insuring that produc-

tion levels are maintained at some median rate rather than

at peak levels. From the point of view of organized labor

in the industry, smoothing out its employment cycle is

very desirable but doing so in a fashion which strengthens

management's bargaining position -- as solid finished goods

inventories do -- is considerably less so.

Another approach to dealing with this form of layoff is

to make an effort to modify demand so that the influences

causing the fluctuations in demand are reduced.

(2) A second source of layoffs is the tightening of

cash flow. The remedy is for cash loans to carry the opera-

tion through the shortage. Commercial lending institutions

such as banks, factoring companies, etc. already are in

business making these kinds of loans to companies whose

operations are sound enough to warrant the risk. Were
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the government to interfere it would probably be to remove

risks unnecessarily from the banking sector and/or subsidize

essentially marginal companies. Small businesses represent

a different category in that banks are less likely to be

willing to assess the potential risk involved in any given

loan because of the limited payback and therefore choose

not to make the loan at all. .The Small Business Adminis-

tration has as one of its basic charters the underwriting

of such loans. If the SBA functions can be sped up so

that the program in fact provides this type of service,

I see no reason to duplicate it through another loan

guarantee program as proposed by HR 2596. In fact there

is nothing to assure any more speedy a response by the

proposed loan guarantee plan. Reaction time in this

context becomes critical to the program's effectiveness.

(3) A third source of layoffs is a shift in demand

for various skills and trades caused by changes in product

mix and/or manufacturing technology. This form of layoff

severely affects the individuals laid off because of the

threat to individual competence it represents and unfortu-

nately is most usually blamed on productivity improvements.

Because displacement can generate resistance to change,

it potentially has the greatest impact on our economic

viability. The National Center has endeavored to encourage

innovative and cooperative approaches to dealing construc-

tively with this problem through dissemination of examples

4.
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of successful practices. A recent study Productivity and

Job Security: Retraining to Adapt to Technological Change

dealt with five exemplary cases. Similar studies are in

process covering ways of protecting job security through

attrition, relocation and manpower planning.

There is a need in our country today to upgrade the

skills of workers for new, projected jobs. In some

• instances we have not avoided losses associated with

worker retraining, such as loss of seniority or job

status. The French have focused the major portion of

their national productivity improvement efforts on an

adult continuing education/training program. The Center

is also studying ways by which continuing education programs

in industry can assist professional' and technical employees

adjust to technological changes.

These are extremely complex issues which we have

historically chosen to address in ways that are oriented

to the individual. A shift away from that orientation may

be appropriate but I feel we should begin that shift in

less direct ways than a subsidized payroll as proposed.

There are organizational disputes raised by this bill

that will include the future role of the National Center.

As much as I would like to clairri ,on the behalf of my
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organization the jurisdiction of the activities contained

in this proposed legislation, I fear that doing so now

would not be in the interest of the common objectives we

seek. We would rather see the issues being addressed

somewhere than not at all and to burden an effort such

as this with our own institutional insecurities would not

be fair.

I hope it has been clear that no matter how critical

I may appear on portions of H.R. 2596, that the objectives

that have been set forth must be accomplished if we are to

deliver on the expectations our economic society has created.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment.
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Mr. LUNDINE. Thank you very much.
1 am going to recognize Mr. McKinney.
Mr. McKixxEr. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Kuper, unfortunately, I have to be in six places at once, so the

chairman has been kind enough to let me proceed at this time.
I would like at this point, Mr. Chairman, to ask unanimous consent

to include in the record an article in the New York Times of Wednes-
day, March 9, by A. H. Raskin, on the need for productivity increases,
and so forth.
Mr. LUNDINE. Without objection, so ordered.
[The article referred to follows:]

[From the New York Times, March 9, 1977]

THE NEED FOR PRODUCTIVITY RISE: RHETORIC, BUT No CARTER PROGRAM

With the Carter Administration in headlong flight from anything that smacks
of wage-price controls, the White House these days is stressing the need to step
up industrial productivity as the key to noninflationary economic growth. Few
public utterances by Secretary of Labor Ray Marshall, Secretary of Commerce
Juanita M. Kreps or Secretary of the Treasury W. Michael Blumenthal fail to
make reverent obeisance at the shrine of heightened productivity through
cooperative labor-management action.
The notion that greater efficiency in both the private and public sectors makes

it possible to wed higher living standards to price stability while also strength-
ening America's competitive position in world trade draws no thunderbolts from
such disparate worriers over governmental meddling in the economy as George
Meany, head of the A.F.L.—C.I.O., and Edgar B. Spear, chairman of the United
States Steel Corporation. Nor is there anything but praise for the idea from
inflation's implacable foe at the Federal Reserve Board, Arthur F. Burns.

Yet, despite the unanimity of support for the basic concept, there is as yet no
glimmer of a specific Carter program for translating rhetoric into concrete
experimental projects aimed at more efficient use of the country's productive
resources and at easing the job discontinents that irk many workers, undermine
quality and push up costs.

Instead of moving forward on this front, the one explicit Administration
action thus far is a retreat. The principal Federal agency fostering efficiency,
the National Center for Productivity and Quality of Working Life, which was
to have received $5 million in the next budget year under the original Ford draft,
has had its proposed allotment cut to $2.9 million in the Carter revision, an
amount unlikely to do much to lift the efficiency ratio.
The center is about to suffer an even more severe blow in the prospective de-

cision of Vice President Mondale not to follow his predecessor, Nelson A. Rocke-
feller, as chairman. The group is made up of top-level representatives of labor,
industry and the public, but such prestige as it has had derived in large measure
from Mr. Rockefeller's exuberant involvement.
In a telephone interview this week, the Vice President said that his strong

inclination was to shun all specific assignments that would tie him down and
thus interfere with his availability to be of maximum usefulness to the President.

"It is not that I consider the center unimportant." Mr. Mondale said. "On the
contrary, I consider its work very important. But to become its chairman would
require a mastery of detail and an application I cannot give it."
While there can be no question of the genuineness of these Vice Presidential

reservations, it is also unquestionable that the productivity agency is back in
the kind of moribund state that has kept it from piling up any significant record
of accomplishment since its precursor. the National Commission on Productivity,
was launched with great fanfare by President Richard M. Nixon in mid-1970.
No sustained commitment to action ever followed the hyperbolic White House

announcements on how much the agency would do to shore up the work ethic,
and the commission was reconstituted in November 1975 as an information
center and a stimulator of experiments in particular industries or communities.
A genuine turn toward activism would be welcomed now. A subcommittee of

the House Banking Committee is holding hearings March 23 and 24 and April
5 on a bill introduced by Representative Stanley N. Lundine, Democrat of James-
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town, N.Y., with 65 co-sponsors. It would empower the Labor Department to

underwrite innovative experiments by private companies and unions to upgrade

job skills and redesign work practices.
Mr. Lundine is a former mayor of Jamestown where a community wide labor-

management committee helped reduce unemployment from 10.2 percent to 4.2

percent in the recession period by lifting productivity and attracting new indus-

tries.
Sidney Harman, who left the presidency of Harman Inteinational Industries

last month to become Under Secretary of Commerce, is another pioneer in pro-

ductivity innovation now in position to promote that idea on a broader scale.

And Labor Secretary Marshall has. brought in Basil Whiting, a Ford Founda-

tion expert in supervising quality-of-work projects. as a temporary adviser.

In Dallas, C. Jackson Grayson, Jr., whose 15 months as chief price controller

In the Nixon era left him permanently sour on controls, reported that he had

raised $10 million in pledges from 75 of the nation's largest corporations to

establish a privately financed • American Productivity Center in Texas. He said

operations would start in June in either Dallas or Houston.
Perhaps the long sleep is about to end, after all, for the Rip Van Winkle of

productivity.

Mr. MCKINNEY. Mr. Kuper, this has nothing to do with the subject,
but I am still tilting with the same windmill that I tilted with in
both the Nixon and Ford administrations, because I see, much to my
surprise, the same monster arising in the Carter administration.
Was your testimony expurgated or reviewed by the Office of Man-

agement and Budget.?
KUPER. It was.

Mr. McKrxxEr. Were there changes in policy made within your
statement by the Office of Management and Budget?
Mr. Kr PER. I don't believe changes in policy were made.

McKiNNEy. Were there changes in emphasis?
Mr. KUPER. Yes.
Mr. MCKINNEY. Were there deletions?
Mr. KUPER. Yes.
Mr. McKixN-Ey. Were positives and proposals made more ambigu-

ous?
Mr. KUPER. There was a tendency in the proposed changes in my

testimony which would, I think, be more reflective of the administra-
tion's lack of position on the proposed legislation. I think the adminis-
tration right now is unprepared to state some of the conclusions
which our Board had come to in its previous deliberations.
Mr. McKENNEr. All right. .
Well, Mr. Chairman, I just wanted to bring up this point once

more. Tam a great admirer of Mr. Lance's. In fact, I said that I
knew his predecessor very well personally and never agreed with
him, and that I have agreed with a great deal that Mr. Lance has
had to say, and I never knew him before. Maybe there is a message
there.
I particularly like his statement, "If it ain't broke, don't fix it."
But I'm going to have to say this, Mr. Chairman—and now you

know I am bipartisan, because I screamed at Secretary Lynn for a
great many years that the Congress passes the law; the executive
branch, through its Secretaries and Cabinets, should create the policy;
and the Office of Management and Budget should be in the financial
business and not in the business of clearing every single testifier from
every single agency we see in front of this committee and every other
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committee I sit on. Now, enough said. We can get down to produc-
tivity.
Mr. Kuper, would you see any role in cooperating with Mr. Gray-

son's private effort down in Dallas?
Mr. KUPER. Indeed, Mr. McKinney. After this hearing I am getting

on a plane and going to Dallas to meet with Mr. Grayson and several
other people. He has assembled and put together plans for his Ameri-
can Productivity Center. He has, as you know, been actively raising
money within the private sector and has received sufficient commit-
ments to go ahead. And I at the moment am very optimistic that we
will be working very closely together, specifically on our industry-
focused activities.
Mr. MCKINNEY. I think I should mention the importance of the

fact that Mr. Grayson has been able to get together $10 million, I
understand, from the private sector for this productivity center. Is
that true?
Mr. KUPER. I think it is a little less than that.
Mr. MCKINNEY. Mr. Raskin in his article in the New York Times

which I put in the record says the White House these days is stressing
the need to step up productivity as the key to noninflationary economic
growth. And yet I notice that OMB has taken a proposed $5-million
budget of the previous administration and cut it to $2.9 million.
How is this going to hamper you?
Mr. KUPER. Well, at the risk of deterring the hearings on proposed

legislation and switching them to our budgetary problems, we find our-
selves restricted in our ability to work with specific industries as a
result of that budget cut. We will obviously work within those re-
straints, regretfully.
Mr. MCKINNEY. Everyone talks about productivity as being as

fundamental to America as apple pie. Why is it, if it is apple pie and
everything else, that suddenly everyone is getting so edgy about it?
Mr. KUPER. I think we are understanding that apple pie is made

up of a number of different ingredients, and we are understanding a
lot better what those ingredients are, and I think we are also under-
standing what the neglect for the source of those ingredients has cost
us when during the period of 1972 to 1974 we had in seven consecutive
quarters a downturn in productivity in this country. We have not yet
assessed the impact of that downturn on productivity, on our ability
to compete, and on our ability to provide the wherewithal that pro-
vides the quality of life we have come to demand of our economic
society. That has forced us, I believe, into considering much more
stringently, much more in depth, the sources of productivity growth
which we have taken for granted previously.
Mr. MCKINNEY. Do you feel that when we get down to the subject

of labor and management committees and groups and getting together
the whole subject of this legislation, do you feel—and this would have
to be strictly an opinion question—when the subject of productivity is
interjected into this labor and management dialog, there is a resistance
still to the subject out of fear on the part of labor, or out of lack of
knowledge?

Mr. KTYPER. I believe there is still a lot of deepseated distrust in dis-
cussions around productivity with labor. I believe the sources of that
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distrust are probably fairly well founded in that the benefits of pro-
ductivity have historically not accrued to labor, directly.
I sense a shift on the part of management in our Nation to be more

concerned with that very issue and—again, this is a reaction, a per-
sonal reaction—I see a very different trend in the way we are going.
Whether or not we will get there fast enough is another question
entirely.
Mr. MCKINNEY. One last question.
How much latitude do you feel we should give the Secretary of

Labor or his Department in their own discretion to define small
business?
Mr. KUPER. As the legislation proposes demonstration projects, I

think the latitude is very important and, in fact, I would not only
argue for latitude in the definition of small business but I would also
argue for some more latitude in the definition of what would be a
project that would qualify.
Under the terms of the act as it is now drafted, I am not sure that

the project which the distinguished acting chairman started in James-
town would qualify for support. If we look at cooperative labor and
management efforts, we see a spectrum of activity which at first starts
off with the very basic understanding that we are in the same boat
together.
We need support for stimulating that understanding, the kind of

support the FMCS has been (riving.
After that acceptance of being in the same boat, we can progress

through the spectrum of sophistication in improving the relationship
between labor and management. But that basic issue needs a lot of
attention.
Mr. 1VIcKiNNEy. So you are coming back to one of my favorite

points. It seems to me that we only go one way down here. We pass a
piece of legislation. Then we push it at 90 miles an hour in 50 different
States; whereas a corporate entity trying to market, say, a new peanut
butter—which seems proper these days—would test it in a few test
markets first to see the latitudes and the definitions that are needed
in order to make it work.
And I think that my chairman—although I cannot speak for him—

feels the same way I do about this program, and I will certainly look
at the bill in that light.
Thank you very much. I am sorry I have to run out.
MT. LTJNDINE. Thank you.
I must observe that your next-to-the-last question reminds me of a

constituent I ran into, and I asked him whether he felt ignorance or
apathy was a bigger problem; and he said he didn't know and he
didn't care. [Laughter.] You made the comment at one point, talking
about the gaps, that a Federal effort is needed. In your judgment, is a.
greater Federal effort needed in the area of encouraging human re-
source development as a part of a productivity program?
Mr. KUPER. My reaction to that, Mr. Chairman, is yes.
It is too easy for us to assume rigid roles with relation to one

another. Unless there is some outside source which tries to push and
refine and improve those roles, we are likely to carry on with them as
we have become comfortable with them. I think that is definitely the
case in labor/management relations over the last 40 years in this
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country. Without at least the stated desire from Government for in-
creased cooperation, I do not believe the change is goino•

b 
to take place.

I feel it is very important that the support must not be intrusive,
but rather conformto the strict definition of the term: It must be help-
ful. I tried in my testimony to outline what I perceive to be the
sources of help that labor leaders and managers need, as they have
told us.
Mr. LUNDINE. I think that is a very important point, and I'm sorry

that Mr. Kelly was unable to come back.
But I would also like to ask you: Is it not true that there are many

unassisted efforts going on in the United States in this area in fact,
in some of the biggest corporations in this country and the world?
Mr. KUPER. That is true, Mr. Chairman.
We attempt to keep a fairly up-to-date directory of those—at least

of those people who will talk about it.
One of the interesting phenomena about these cooperative labor

and management efforts is that some corporations feel that having
them puts them at such a competitive advantage that they don't want
to share their experience with other corporations. In the straight,
good principles of competitive systems, that's a good idea. The diffi-
culty we see is that we do need some effort to disseminate these experi-
ences in spite of the fact that it represents a competitive advantage
for those who have done it.
Mr. LUNDINE. I was very interested in your comment on the layoff

prevention aspect of this legislation. You also noted that the eligibility
criteria in the bill are excessively restrictive. In fact, the subject on
which you had a colloquy with Mr. McKinney was that greater latitude
was needed.
Do you think there is excessive limitation now in the legislation

that would inhibit innovation?
In other words, do you really think that the language in this bill

would prevent the kind of experiments that you suggested?
Mr. KUPER. I do, Mr. Chairman.
As a for instance, in section 3 ( a) (2) (A) of the proposed legislation,

you refer to a series of definitions which would be a qualifier for a
project. My perception is that this particular provision would apply
to maybe 100 projects in the country that we know of but would not
get at the base of such labor-management cooperative efforts as that
which you pulled together in Jamestown in the first part of this
decade.
As another for instance, I would propose that redesign of task

responsibilities and time patterns ought not to be conjunctive they
ought to be and/or I would also say that you should think about
adding a provision to make a project qualify when its basic goal is
merely to improve communications between labor and management
in the interval between bargaining. With that kind of flexibility it
seems to me that we can get at the base we are trying to work at. I'm not
sure that we should be pushing the state of the art with this legisla-
tion so much as we should by trying to raise the level of performance
to the best known. I guess that's where philosophically we perhaps
might have some argument.
Mr. LUNDINE. I must say, I must observe, that that is the kind of

criticism that is easy for me to take.
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The Chair is going to impose first on himself the restriction of the
5-minute rule and although I have other questions I will not pro-
pound them now.
Mr. Barnard?
Mr. BARNARD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I was likewise interested in your comment on the degree of Federal

Government participation in such an undertaking.
Let me ask you this:
Now in this bill we're setting up a third organization known as the

Human Resources Advisory Council. Given the already ongoing work
of the National Center for Productivity and Quality of Working
Life, the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service, do you think
we have need to establish a third organization as proposed in the
Human Resource and Development Act?
Mr. KUPER. Congressman Barnard, indeed I do.
However, I view the surfacing of this legislation and discussion

around it to be extremely important, and not because it creates a
new organization, which may, in fact, be an unfortunate byproduct.
It does raise discussion around an extremely important issue whose
priority ought to be raised. If we can do it through this process, let
us do it.
If we can do it without creating another organization, let's do that.

But let's also make sure that what becomes everybody's responsibility
does not get lost because it is everybody's responsibility. Let's focus
responsibility a little more.

. Certainly the legislation under which we operate as a Center assigns
us responsibility. However, whether or not we can meet that respon-
sibility as we ought to is dependent upon the resources we get and the
commitment of the participants who make up our board.
Mr. BARNARD. It seems to me that you both have had valuable

experience in this field which could well be utilized in our consideration
of establishing. a third organization.
How has organized labor responded to your efforts? Do you find

them as interested as industry in this area of productivity?
Mr. KUPER. I think it's safe to say that certainly because of our

own authorization and the issues raised by and discussed in this
committee, without the support of organized labor, our organization
would not exist.
There are sonic issues within the topic of productivity on which

there is no consensus. We have tried, however, to get those issues out,
get them .discussed, and where there is some motion toward consensus
we have tried to say so. .
In fact, the latest effort to pull together the ideas as represented

by labor, management, and the former administration. was this memo
to Mr. Carterf-I think we have come a long way. In the words of
one labor leader at our meeting in January, who would have believed
4 years ago that a group like this would be sitting around a table
talking about productivity?
Mr. BARNARD. In discussing productivity, does the quality of produc-

tivity also provide a main arena of examination?
Mr. KUPER. Indeed it does.
Mr. BARNARD. To me this is an extremely serious problem in this

country today. Certainly we want to keep the cost of production at
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a minimum, while at the same time increasing goods and services at
more reasonable prices. I am greatly concerned about inflation and
think that the quality of production has contributed to our inflation
problems. The Japanese have only painfully brought this point home
to the inflation-ridden economies of the United States and West
Germany. I hope that our subcommittee will address this aspect of
productivity in the legislation.
Mr. KUPER. That very point was discussed at some length in that

same meeting in January.
The Board's point of view was that among the purposes of worrying

about improving productivity is to have a quality of product that is
commensurate with our demands and our quality of life. The product
made more efficiently but which falls apart sooner is not what we
as a society want.
Mr. BARNARD. This is one of the reasons I am so interested in this

legislation is the fact that I think that message has got to get over
to management and labor or else we are not going to survive as the
industrial giant that we are today.
I don't have any further questions, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. LUNDINE. Thank you very much.
Mr. Caputo?
Mr. CAPUTO. Mr. Kuper, it is good to see you here.
I have two questions. The first is: Do you have any idea what the

prudent amount of Government resources that ought to go behind
this kind of program what are we talking about, $5 million, $20
million, $200 million?
Mr. KurER. Given my reservations with some of the methods

proposed by the legislation, I would not, at this stage of the game,
even care to guess at what a sufficient funding level would be.
I do know that from our own standpoint—and OMB knows this as

well—with a million bucks spent directly on stimulating labor-
management cooperative efforts, we could, I believe go a long way to
getting some of the objectives proposal by this legislation just in our
own organization.
Mr. CAPUTO. Let me ask if you think it is appropriate to use loan

guarantees to finance this kind of activity ? It seems to me the prudent
use of the guarantee is, for example, the seasonal loan where a manu-
facturer has to buy raw materials in one end of the year in anticipation
of sales and revenues at the other end of the year and that kind of
seasonal financing which is the bread and butter of commercial bank-
ing is a sensible thing to guarantee because there is a high probability
of repayment and you can control the conditions under which your
money is going to be used and the likelihood of repayment.
But with this there is very little of that and therefore I have reser-

vations about using guarantees for this kind of activity. Either it
makes sense and we ought to grant fimds to do it, or it doesn't make
sense and we. should not give them guarantees one way or the other.
Mr. KUPER. I tried to address that also in my testimony. I agree with

you.
I think by having a guarantee program we might be underwriting

the banking industry which needs little underwriting at this stage of
the game. Rather, I feel it is important for us to shore up the loan
guarantee programs that we already have in place.
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If we look at the charter of the Small Business Administration quite
closely, we see that it can be turned to the purpose of supplying cash
on a cyclical basis to firms with cash squeezes.
The problem has been that the SBA administrative mechanism has

been so slow that by the time the loan is guaranteed the firm is likely to
be out of business or at least have a siomificant reduced payroll. If there
were some way we could speed that process up, I think we would
achieve the objectives as envisaged by the legislation proposed.
Mr. CAPVTO. Mr. Chairman, my time is about to expire, but I would

like to say for the record that I would hope by the time we get to mark-
up that we would have some specific cost estimate and the reasons why
that is the right level, and second, a real thorough review about the
proprietary of guarantees for this kind of program.
I am enthusiastic about encouraging people to be more productive

and am pleased to hear that labor and management, seem to agree on
this concept, but I do think it would be sensible to know how much
money we are contemplating and some justification for guarantees of a
program that does not have a high probability of repayment.

LUNDINE. Very good.
Mr. Steers?
Mr. STEERS. I have no questions.
Mr. LUNDINE. Thank you very much gentlemen. It has been a great

pleasure to have your testimony, and, as'nI said before, the constructive
criticism you have offered will no doubt, help us in improving and
fashioning this kind of concept into constructive legislation.
Mr. Kt-PER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
In closing perhaps I can leave some of the clearinghouse type of

material which Mr. Scearce said we ought to be in the business of
producing for the benefit of the subcommittee and its deliberation.
Mr. LUNDINE. Thank you.
We now have a panel comprised of Michael Brower, of the Massa-

chusetts Quality of Working Life Center, the Honorable Thomas
Moody, mayor of Columbus, Ohio, and Leonard Elenowitz, director of
the Office of Federal Relations, Maryland Department of Economic
and Community Development.
I thank you for being so patient and understanding of our procedure

since we have gone into session during the course of this hearing. We
are under a time constraint since this bearing room will be used to
markup other legislation in approximately 1 hour. Because of that I
would appreciate your making your introductory remarks to the point
and sharing with us your very valuable experience.
I would appreciate the members' courtesy in trying to limit our

questions to the time allowed.
Mr. Brower, I have been tremendously impressed by your work in

Massachusetts, and it is a great pleasure to have you with us today.
You can proceed, please.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL BROWER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,

MASSACHUSETTS QUALITY OF WORKING LIFE CENTER

Mr. BRowEn. Thank you very much, Congressman Lundine.
I would just like to say I appreciate very much the opportunity to

appear before you and the subcommittee to express our experience and
my point of view.
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I think this legislation is one of the most exciting pieces of proposed
legislation that this Congress has considered in many years and I
would just like to take a very few minutes to describe to the committee
some of the outcomes of these labor-management committees and qual-
ity of working life programs where they have existed around the
country.
And I will not try to read my complete statement which I have

prepared and left with the committee, but I would like to draw your
attention to pages 3 and 4 where I describe some of the kinds of out-
comes of these programs.
When workers become involved with supervisors in discussion

groups, in problem-solving sessions and workshops and weekly meet-
ings at the shop or office floor level the results can really be astounding.
For one thing, workers at the bottom level have excellent ideas about
how to do the job easier, how to do it faster, how to improve the quality
of the product and service, how to save waste and scrap, and other ways
to improve the operation. I can assure the subcommittee that rank and
file workers are concerned about the effectiveness of their organizations
and are eager to contribute their ideas once these programs get under-
way.
Workers involved in these programs report an increased interest, an

increased dignity and satisfaction in their work. Very often they seek
on their own initiative ways to develop new skills, new learning pro-
grams. The workers at the Bolivar, Tenn., Harman International
factory have developed their own school where workers teach other
workers.
One of the most usual outcomes of these programs is a reduction in

tardiness, in absenteeism, and in turnover. Sometimes these drop very
dramatically, even almost down to zero.
Congressman Barnard was raising the question about the quality of

the product or service. Again a very common result of these programs
is that workers take a great deal of interest in the quality of the
product or service and it increases dramatically and there is some
documented evidence for that. And it is only natural because workers
who are turned on and excited about their work and treated with re-
spect are going to treat the materials and the products that they are
producing with greater respect.
The scrap and waste of raw materials and intermediate products

very often declines and may drop to one-half or even less of previous
levels and that is a cost saving for the company, of course, or for the

The concern for safety increases dramatically, and the number of
accidents and lost time days drop. Serious grievances continue, and
the grievance procedure must remain in place in a unionized corpora-
tion or organization, but typically the number of grievances filed drops
dramaticAly in these programs.
And the number of strikes, wildcat strikes and walkouts or serious

labor-management disagreements also tends to go down. Overall for
the organization this means that costs go down and that productivity
goes up.

Productivity defined narrowly may go up in terms of the output per
hour or the output per day, or it may not. But productivity defined
broadly, which is what the organization and the country must be
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concerned with, the cost effectiveness of the organization, almost al-
ways goes up.
If turnover goes down, that is a saving in cost. If quality goes up

that makes the product more marketable. If waste and scrap go down,
that is a cost saying.
With lowered cost and improved products and services, marginal

and failing companies can be saved, they can again become thriving
and competitive, foreign competition can be matched and overcome,
and in many companies job security can be increased.
The result is beneficial for workers, for management, for the whole

community, the State, and ultimately the Nation as these examples
spread and Multiply.
Why, then, do we need a third party? Why do we need national

legislation? I think Mr. Kelly raised the right questions.
And the answer is that today in our workplaces there is boredom,

there is apathy, there is anger, there is distrust. I remember a worker
from Bolivar, Tenn., mirror factory that I mentioned earlier, Har-
man International, saying that before the program started there 3
years ago with outside help, with third party money, he said in this
factory everything was on a very even keel—solid, steady anger.

-Workers and their union leaders are reluctant to enter these pro-
grams because they are suspicious. In all too many places management
have played games. They have used Musak, they have •tried various
new kinds of human relations techniques. The workers like it tem-
porarily and then they find that it is really a gimmick to try to get
them to speed up or to raise the production standards.
Workers are suspicious. They go into these programs somewhat re-

luctantly and somewhat slowly. Y.-et several times f have heard workers
say
I would never go back to the old way. I had no idea that work could be so

meaningful, so interesting, so exciting, that I could be treated with such dignity.

that I could actually enjoy going to work.

There is distrust and fear on the part of management. Manage-
ment is afraid sometimes of giving up its prerogatives. Middle-level
managers and first-level supervisors are especially worried. Are their
jobs going to be abolished, are their jobs going to be changed so much
that they will have to shift or retire because they cannot adapt to the
new circumstances?
We need, therefore, demonstrations of success. And we are getting

them. But we're getting them very slowly. Jamestown is a classic and
a beautiful demonstration of success and we have all learned from it
across the country.
The city of Springfield. Ohio, and now the city of Columbus. Ohio.

represented by Mayor Moody, beside me here, are building patterns
for municipal project development.
But we need leadership. we need training and education in the

factories and in the offices to bring labor and management top-ether,
to provide then) some communications training-, some problem an-
alysis, some problem-solving skills that do not now exist very often in
the union ranks or in the middle and bottom management ranks.
We therefore need third-party intervention for 1, 2. perhaps even

3 years in some organizations. It is our goal to work ourselves out of
business, gentlemen. We feel that we will fail if we cannot get into

•

o
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a particular institution. If they don't want us that is a small kind of
failure, unless they do it on their own. But if we are there for 3 or 4
years and they still depend on us we have also failed because our job
is to go in and work ourselves out of business by training people within

the institutions to carry on for themselves.
We. need funding for third-party institutions, which is part of what

this bill is all about, and I would like to speak a minute about our
funding.
The Ohio State Quality of Work project set the pace and created

the concept of a statewide institution and then merged down into an
Ohio State University project. We picked up on their example and
on Mayor Lundine's example in Jamestown and on the example of
the National Quality of Work Center which is out developing demon-
stration projects, and created in Massachusetts what is today I think
the first, or at this moment the. only statewide labor-management gov-
ernment, tripartite committee on institution. I see the gentleman here
from Maryland by my side, so I believe we are now being joined, or are
about to be joined by a second, and I'm sure there will be more State
institutions if the funding can be found.
Our State government in Massachusetts is in the midst of its worst

fiscal crisis in modern times, mentioned in the newspapers as being
somewhat parallel to New York City's fiscal crisis, and still it came
up with $50,000 to get us started in each of our first 2 years. Our
State government cannot. put more money in, even though in the long
1.1111 the benefits will be very great, because the short-range crisis of
our State and our cities and towns is so great that they cannot. afford
the full cost of these programs in the early years.
I was fortunate enough to come at the right time and to receive

a receptive audience and enthusiastic. support at the National Center
for Productivity and Quality of Working Life and they have given
our organization a series of very small grants to fund conferences and
educational programs. They have said, however, that they have no
more funding available and that they have given us perhaps more
than our share and that their budget is so limited that they could not
continue to help us.
They (lid help us, however, to open other doors in Washington and

I have just been notified of a grant to our program from the Depart-
ment of Labor for which we are extremely grateful. •
However, my point here today is what about the other States that

will try to follow in our shoes? There is no funding available at either
of these Federal institutions today to set up institutions like ours in
cities and towns and counties and States around the country. -There
will be a high social and economic rate of return for workers, for
companies and for communities from these programs. But just as
public education and public health and basic research in new hybrid
seeds and in other forms of new developments in our society require .
Federal funding in the initial years. so, too, do these new initiatives
in labor-management cooperation and worker participation require
Federal funding and support.
Gentlemen, I thank you for giving me this opportunity.
I have prepared for the subcommittee a written testimony which

includes a number of my suggestions for possible improvements in the
legislation. I have attached to it an editorial in the Boston Globe
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which can only be interpreted as a ringing endorsement of this legis-
lation, and I second that endorsement. I would like to have them in-
cluded here in the record along with a copy of our first year report.
And I thank you again.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Brower, on behalf of the Massa-

chusetts Quality for Working Life Center, together with the referred-
to article from the Boston Globe of March 16, 1977, and "Report
on the First Year: 1975-1976,- follow:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF MICHAEL BROWER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, MASSACHUSETTS
QUALITY FOR WORKING LIFE CENTER

Mr. Chairman, Congressman Iundine, members of the Subcommittee on Eco-
nomic Stabilization: My name is Michael Brower. I am the Executive Director
of the Massachusetts Quality of Working Life Center. I am grateful for the
opportunity to present to you this morning my views on H.R. 2596, the Human
Resources Development Act of 1977 and on the issues and programs it addresses.

First, I would like to explain briefly the nature of our organization. The
Massachusetts Quality of Working Life ('enter is a nonprofit corporation sup-
ported and partially funded by the government of the Commonwealth of Massa-
chusetts. We are a tri-partite government, labor and business organization,
whose Directors are draWn from all three sectors. We are the only existing such
state-wide organization in the country today. We have three basic long range
goals:

1. To help raise the quality of working life in Massachusetts.
2. To help business, local and state governments, and other organizations to

increase their effectiveness through joint worker-management involvement in
quality of working life programs.
a By these means to help existing business to stay, prosper, and expand in

Massachusetts, and to attract new business here, leading to more and better
jobs, higher incomes, increased state revenues, and reduced burdens on state
unemployment and welfare funds.
To promote and achieve these goals we have a variety of educational and

action programs. At the heart of our program is the creation of Quality of Work-
ing Life (or QWL) demonstration action research projects within the state of
Massachusetts. These projects are or will be in all the major sectors of our

economy and employment: municipalities, state agencies, private manufactur-

ing and service corporations, and non-profit organizations such as hospitals and

school systems. Some will be in non-union settings but most will be where there

are unions. And where there is a union, that union must be a full and equal

partner. We insist on joint labor-management guidance for our programs, and

if either side does not want the project, we will not be involved.
In simplified outline, the way our Quality of Working Life (or QWL) projects

work is as follows: Staff of the Massachusetts QWL Center talk separately with

top management leaders and union leaders.' If both sides are interested in going

into a project, we help them to set up an upper level QWL, or Steering, or Labor-

Management Committee. We then work with that Committee, helping it to ana-
lyze what factors they believe determine high quality work and working environ-
ment, what the main problems of their organization are, what their own goals

and priorities are for quality of working life projects, and what are their strate-
gies for implementation.
When that top level joint committee is ready, our staff work with it in select-

ing one or more target locations down at the bottom level of the organization.

Together with members of that committee, our staff people talk with and attempt

to enlist the support and participation of middle level managers and supervisors,

and then of the first level foremen and shop stewards, and then of rank and file

workers. When all of the key people down the line, including the workers to be

involved, agree that they will participate, the first shop or office floor project is
actually launched. We then work with management and labor to set up a bottom
level steering committee or working committee, and we then work with that
committee to assist it in developing its own statement of purposes and its own

strategies, etc.
With both committees at both levels (and in larger organizations there may be

need of three levels of committees) our staff also provides a number of. leaxning

41
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workshops where communications, problem identification and problem solving
skills are developed and applied to real workplace problems presented to the
committees by their members.
When rank and flie workers have agreed to participate and their steering

committee is in place and clear on how it wants to proceed, our staff will also
run similar skill development workshops for the workers. And our staff continues
to meet with and work with these bottom level workers, and with the committees
at all levels, at least once every week or two, to 1) help them develop and resolve
new agenda items, 2) plan for and implement expansion to additional work
groups, and 3) learn the skills to insure continuation of the program after we
withdraw.
In these projects in the early weeks and months suspicion is high, communica-

tions are usually poor, trust is often very low, and ability of union and manage-
ment to perceive and work together on common objectives and interests is often
lacking. Over the course of the months of workshops, of developing a common
set of objectives, and of jointly analyzing and solving problems, all with the help
of a trained and skilled third party, all of this slowly turns around. When these
projects are successful after a year or two of activity which includes bottom level
workers and supervisors the results can be very dramatic.
From the experience of a number of companies and unions in various parts of

the United States we can draw up a list of typical, although certainly not guar-
anteed, outcomes:

1. Workers become inVolved together with their supervisors in developing
suggestions on new ways to organize, allocate and pace the work; to lay out,
maintain and repair machinery and tools; to improve the products and services
offered; and to save time, effort, materials and money for the organization.

2. Workers report increased involvement, interest, dignity and satisfaction.
Very often they begin to seek out opportunities to develop new skills, new train-ing opportunities or in one case even a whole school, which was created by work-
ers at Harman International's factory in Bolivar, Tennessee.

3. Absenteeism, tardiness and turnover drop dramatically, sometimes almost
to zero.
4. The quality of product or service increases.
5. Scrap and waste of raw materials and intermediate products declines to one

half or less of former levels.
6. Concern for safety increases markedly and the number of accidents and of

days lost to accidents drops.
7: Serious grievances continue, but the number Of grievances filed drops to a

small fraction of former levels.
8. Strikes, wildcat strikes and walkouts are far less frequent and severe.
9. Overall, for the organization, costs go down and productivity broadly

defined goes up. In private sector companies, profits increase. It is important to
understand that this is because, as several union leaders have put it, the work-
ers are "working smarter, not harder".

10. With lowered costs and improved products and services, marginal or fail-
ing companies can sometimes be saved, foreign competition matched and over-
come, and in most companies job security can be increased. Workers and wholecommunities benefit from improved security of employment and from workers
who are more productive and are therefore paid more.
There are six over-riding basic Considerations about these QWL projects and

programs which I would like to point out.
First, it is very important that QWL projects be developed and supported for

some years still so7ely or primarily in unionized organizations, and that theunions in each and every case be included as full and equal partners. Some non-
union firms and consultants have promoted the superficially similar concept of
job enrichment as a way for management to avoid unionization_by making work-
ers happier and more satisfied. This naturally gave the term and practice of job
enrichment a bad name with our labor organizations, and rightly so. It was anarrow, manipulative and ultimately self-defeating approach to dealing with theproblems of narrow, repetitive and boring jobs which lack responsibility. Qualityof Working Life programs, on the other hand, depend for their initiation andtheir success on full union and worker involvement and participation. Therefore.after initial scepticism, over a dozen major internationals are now involved inone or more QWL programs.
Second, the QWL programs and projects do not in any way replace collectivebargaining. Instead they are designed to provide for a process of mutual problemsolving and worker participation and input between contract negotiations.
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Third, these projects take a long time to get started and to show results. Often

it takes one to two years after the initial conversation with a union or manage-
ment leader before all of the key people on both sides have been talked with,

consulted, have had a chance to think and check with colleagues, and have

decided to participate. At that point they are ready to set up a joint committee.
Once the joint committee starts meeting it may take another 3 to 12 months of
meetings, workshops, communication and problem solving skill development, and
planning before bottom level workers begin to be involved. From that point it
will be another few weeks to many months before the initial distrust and scep-

ticism at the bottom level turns around into full enthusiastic participation and
the above list of outcomes begins to develop.
Fourth, a third party team and organization is virtually essential. There are

a few examples around the country of successful labor-management committees

and joint problem solving programs without a third party involvement. But the
lesson of experience is that these committees are much more likely to be initially

formed, to meet often enough to be effective, to survive past the first few meet-
ings, and to develop really effective programs of worker involvement, only if

there is a trained and skilled third party working with them for at least one to
two years.

Fifth, long term federal funding for third party institutions is essential. The

start up time is long, and the third party involvement varies greatly from occa-
sional to very intensive at times. Our trade union organizations do not have the
resources, or are not yet likely to commit them, to hiring consultants skilled in
these processes. And if the hiring is left to the management side, the consultants
will work as they have in the past, only for management. This is a sure way
to abort the process from the beginning. What are needed are many more organ-
izations similar to the Jamestown, N.Y. Area Labor-Management Committee, the

Buffalo-Erie County and the Evansville, Indiana Labor-Management Conunittees,
all operating at a city or regional level, the Massachusetts Center which I repre-
sent, at the state level, the National Quality of Work Center at the national level,
and the Ohio State Quality of Work Center and the UCLA Center for Quality
of Working Life operating out of universities. All these organizations need fund-
ing for time periods of three to five years at a time to allow for building and
training of staff and time for that staff to invest in the long slow start-up time
of these projects. After two to four years of start-up, the payoffs in human bene-
fits and in economic benefits, for workers, unions, managers, companies, com-

munities and states can be many many times the investment. But the investment

must be made, and only the federal government can make it. The fiscal crisis of

our local and state governments is so acute that they cannot and will not make
these long term investments on their own today.

Sixth, if the United States government does not gear up now to make this kind
of investment in human development in our workplaces, in labor-management

cooperation, and in worker participation, we will fall farther and farther behind

in the international productivity race. We are already lagging and we will lag
more. The Japanese are far ahead of us with their system of quality circles and
their close involvement of government and industry. This is one reason why their

productivity growth was for years so much more rapid than ours. The Germans
have .set up a "Humanization of Work Program" in their Ministry of Labor &
Science which is spending at the rate of about $40 million per year. France has
a similar national government program of about $6 million yearly. Even tiny

Holland is spending $1.5 mil:ion annually on these kinds of programs. The Cana-
dian government is now establishing a Quality of Working Life Center within

the federal Ministry of Labour to provide technical assistance to worker partic-
ipation programs. The British government three years ago established in the

National Department of Employment a "Work Research Unit" which offers infor-
mation, advice, consulting and research on improving the quality of working life

—all at no charge to the company or union. Today this unit has fifteen full time
professional staff members offering this advice and consulting. And in addition
three years grants have been made to a dozen university based consulting groups
to allow them to do the same farther out into all regions of Great Britain. Can
the United States government afford to do less in this vital area than its much
smaller European, Canadian and Japanese friendly competitors?
For all of these reasons I am delighted to be here today to strongly urge sup-

port and adequate funding for H.R. 2596, the Human Resources Development
Act of 1977. It is a program that makes sense in human terms, economic terms,
and national interest terms. It is timely and it is urgent.

to
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I would like at this point to add a few suggestions for ways in which I believe
the present wording of the bill might be improved, for the consideration of the
Committee.

First, I believe that human beings are human beings and not human resources.
I would therefore prefer that the Act be entitled the Human and Economic
Development Act of 1977. This point has been made to me recently by Dr.
Michael Maccoby. Since he will be appearing before this Committee soon I will
leave it to him to elaborate on the point. But I do wish to endorse here what
he will be saying about it.
Second, I believe that a new Human Development Center or Administration

should be set up, headed by an Assistant Secretary, to carry out the mandate
of this Act. It is too important, and it involves too many new concepts and ap-
proaches, to be dropped into the existing administrative bureaus and agencies.
Third, I would like to suggest that Sec. 3. (a) (1) be amended to read:

"through contracts with States, units of general local go% eminent or com-
binations of such units, institutions of higher education as defined in section
1201 (a) of the Higher Education Act of 1965, non-profit organizations, and labor
organizations as defined in section 2(5) of the National Labor Relations Act."
The new words are underlined; the suggested deletion is crossed through. The
reason for the addition is probably obvious. The deletion is because I believe
that private corporations alone, without involvement of either a union or a
third party organization should not be eligible to apply for and receive grants
from this program directly from the federal government. Given the history of
seine companies using job enrichment efforts as an anti-union campaign, I believe
the risk here is too great that these funds would go for similar purposes if they
go from the federal government directly to private corporations. If, on the other
hand, federal funds are administered by joint labor-management organizations at
the national, state or local levels, or by tri-partite organizations such as ours,
then there is a greater probability of adequate screening to insure that projects
in non-union companies will not be used to defy or avoid collective bargaining.

Fourth, I suggest that Sec. 3. (a) (1) be further strengthened by changing
lines 17-24 of page 2 and lines 1-2 of page 3 to read: "In entering into contracts
under this section, the Secretary of Labor shall give priority to organizations
which involve labor-management cooperation, and include the advice, technical
assistance, and moderation of a -third party" organization or agency independent
of both labor and management, such as the Federal Mediation and Conciliation
Service, or a labor-management cooperative committee or organization, or a bi-
partite or tri-partite corporation." This language can and should be improved
upon. The point is simple: I suggest that the Secretary of Labor and the federal
government should not contract directly with the companies in which projects
are carried out. The federal government should contract with national, regional,
state, city, etc. organizations and non-profit corporations which will in turn pro-
vide the third party services to start up and assist these new projects.

Fifth, I suggest that Sec. 3. (a) (2) (A) (iii) on page 3, lines 10-12 read: "(iii)
redesign of the tasks. responsibilities. and time patterns connected with par-
ticular units of employment, with input and participation by the employees in-
volved, or".

Sixth, I suggest that language be added directing the Secretary to make initial
grants or contracts for a minimum of three years to the organizations which
will carry out this legislation.
Seventh. Sec. 3. (a) (2) (B) on pages 3-4 needs some strengthening in the

criteria, with some wording added similar to the following: . . and in each
case shall involve employee input and participation, and, where there is a union,
a joint union-management committee to conduct the project."

Finally, I am not completely clear on the purposes of the Loan Guarantee
Program. on the links between it and the opening sections of the Act, and on
the limiting criteria by which loan applicants will be accepted or rejected. Can
this be clarified?
Thank you for the opportunity to share with the Committee some of my

experience, concerns and suggestions.
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[From the Boston Globe, March 16, 1977]

THE QUALITY OF WORK

While the Carter Administration and Congress have plenty to say about the

need to increase the quantity of employment in the nation, they have had

precious little to say about the quality of the country's jobs. This is particularly

regrettable because there is substantial evidence that the improvement of life

in the workplace could increase productivity, thereby reducing .inflationary

pressures, and might even lead to expanded employment opportunities.

The issue of job satisfaction is hardly a new one. The 1972 strike by

workers at the General Motors Lordstown, Ohio, assembly plant focused national

attention on the problem of worker alienation. The 1972 report by a task force

from the Department of Health, Education, and Welfare entitled "Work in

America" found that worker discontent resulted not only in lower productivity

but in a variety of social problems ranging from political alienation to alcoholism

and drug abuse.
Yet the government has done little to stimulate efforts to restructure jobs,

to foster experiments aimed at reducing the grinding repetition of production

line work and replacing it with a more flexible, less authoritarian manufacturing
process. The only government agency created specifically to stimulate such
efforts, the National Center for Productivity and the Quality of Working Life,
has received an annual budget of less than half the $5 million authorized by

Congress. It has limited its activities to encouraging the formation of labor-
management committees and collecting statistics.
Now, however, the Carter Administration and Congress have a new opportunity

to address the quality of work in America. Rep. Stanley N. Lundine, a Democrat
from Jamestown, N.Y., has introduced legislation under which $40 million
would be appropriated to pay for technical assistance to aid labor unions and
private corporations in conducting experiments designed to improve working
conditions, worker contentment and, ultimately, productivity. The House Banking
Committee is already seeking inclusion of the $40 million in next year's budget.
Hearings will start later this month, and the testimony of Secretary of Commerce
Juanita Kreps will give the first indication of the new Administration's view.
Rep. Lundine's interest in the issue derives from personal experience. As mayor

of Jamestown, he led a communitywide effort to establish labor-management
committees that restructured work, increased productivity and contributed to
a decline in the local unemployment rate from 10.2 percent to 4.2 percent. In
Western Europe, particularly West Germany and Sweden, programs of industrial
democracy—ranging from worker participation on boards of directors to re-
designed assembly processes—are widespread. And, almost without exception,
they have won at least the qualified praise of both workers and management.
In this country, however, the reception to such efforts has been notably cool.

Management has seen moves toward restructuring work as infringement of its
prerogatives. And, ironically, labor has tended to agree and has been willing to
make the historic American tradeoff—increased wages in return for leaving
management authority with management.
But the inflation rate in the nation has returned to unacceptably high levels;

our per capita output of goods and services lags behind several Western European
countries, as does the growth in our rate of productivity. Improving conditions on
the production line, an effort that would be stimulated by the Lundine bill, won't
solve all these problems—but it just might help.

•



0
111

R
E
P
O
R
T
 O
N
 '
TH
E 
F
I
R
S
T
 Y
E
A
R
:
 19
75

-1
97

6

71
-I

E 
M
A
S
S
A
C
H
U
S
E
T
T
S
 Q
U
A
L
I
T
Y
 O
F
 W
O
R
K
I
N
G
 L
IF
E 
C
E
N
T
E
R

A
 n
on
-p
ro
fi
t 
ce

nt
er

 s
up
po
rt
ed
 a
nd

 g
ui

de
d 
by

 b
us

in
es

s,
 la

bo
r 
an

d 
go
ve
rn
me
nt
.

"
B
e
i
n
g
 r
e
c
o
g
n
i
z
e
d
 a
s
 p
eo
pl
e 
w
h
o
 c
a
n

m
a
k
e
 c
re
at
iv
e 
s
u
g
g
e
s
t
i
o
n
s
 h
a
s
 g
i
v
e
n

t
h
e
 m
e
n
 a
 c
e
r
t
a
i
n
 d
ig

ni
ty

."
Di
no
 P
ap
pa
ve
ro
, 
Pr
es
id
en
t,
 U
ni
te
d 
St

ee
l 
Wo
rk
er
s 
of
 A
me
ri
ca
 L
oc

al
at
 K
ai
se
r 
St

ee
l 
Co
rp
or
at
io
n.

"
I
t
 b
o
g
g
l
e
s
 t
h
e
 m
i
n
d
 t
h
a
t
 b
y
 c
r
e
a
t
i
n
g

a
 b
et

te
r 
w
o
r
k
 c
u
l
t
u
r
e
,
 y
o
u
 c
a
n
 g
e
t

1
0
%
,
 2
0
g
,
 o
r
 4
0
2
 m
o
r
e
 p
ro
du
ct
iv
it
y

w
i
t
h
o
u
t
 a
n
y
 s
i
g
n
i
f
i
c
a
n
t
 n
e
w
 c
a
p
i
t
a
l

i
n
v
e
s
t
m
e
n
t."
 

Sh
el
do
n 
D
a
d
s
,
 Vi

ce
 P
re

si
de

nt
 o
f 
Or
ga
ni
za
ti
on
al
 D
ev
el
op
me
nt
 a
t 
T
R
W
 I
nc

0
0



II
 T
h
e
 a
v
e
r
a
g
e
 w
o
r
k
e
r
 w
a
n
t
s
 t
o
 m
a
k
e
 a
n

in
te
ll
ig
en
t 
a
n
d
 c
re
at
iv
e 
co
nt
ri
bu
ti
on
."

B
o
a
r
d
 o
f 
Di
re
ct
or
s

Fr
an

k 
Ev
er
y,
 D
ir
ec
ti
ng
 B
us
in
es
s 
Re
pr
es
en
ta
ti
ve
, 
Di
st
ri
ct
 L
o
d
g
e
 3
8,

In
te
rn
at
io
na
l 
As
so
ci
at
io
n 
of
 M
ac
hi
ni
st
s 
a
n
d
 A
e
r
o
s
p
a
c
e
 W
or
ke
rs
.

J
o
h
n
 E
. 
Wo
lf
e,
 V
ic
e 
Pr
es
id
en
t 
a
n
d
 G
en
er
al
 M
a
n
a
g
e
r
,
 E
ng
in
ee
re
d 
Pr
od
uc
ts

Di
vi

si
on

, 
Se
al
ol
, 
In
c.
, 
A
n
 E
G
&
G
 C
o
m
p
a
n
y
.

Sh
el
do
n 
Ap
pe
l,
 P
re

si
de

nt
, 
Pe
rk
it
 F
ol
di
ng
 B
ox
, 
a
n
d
 P
re

si
de

nt
, 
S
h
o
e
 C
ar
to
n

Co
rp
or
at
io
n.

Se
na
to
r 
Ch
es
te
r 
At

ki
ns

, 
C
h
a
i
r
m
a
n
,
 C
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
 o
n
 P
ub

li
c 
Se
rv
ic
e,

C
o
m
m
o
n
w
e
a
l
t
h
 o
f 
Ma
ss
ac
hu
se
tt
s.

Er
sk
in
e 
W
.
 B
ar
re
tt
, 
Un
it
ed
 A
ut
o 
Wo
rk
er
s 
S
u
b
-R
eg
io
na
l 
Di
re
ct
or
 f
or

Ma
ss

ac
hu

se
tt

s.
Ha
rv
ey
 B
ro

ok
s,

 B
en

ja
mi

n 
Pe
ir
ce
 P
ro
fe
ss
or
 o
f 
Te

ch
no

lo
gy

 a
n
d
 P
ub

li
c 
Po

li
cy

,

Ha
rv
ar
d 
Un
iv
er
si
ty
.

Re
pr
es
en
ta
ti
ve
 R
ic
ha
rd
 D
e
m
e
r
s
,
 C
ha
ir
ma
n,
 C
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
 o
n
 C
o
m
m
e
r
c
e
 a
n
d

La
bo

r,
 C
o
m
m
o
n
w
e
a
l
t
h
 o
f 
Ma

ss
ac

hu
se

tt
s.

Be
rt
ra
m 
C
.
 F
a
r
n
h
a
m
,
 Pr

es
id

en
t,

 I
nt
er
na
ti
on
al
 U
ni
on
 o
f 
El
ec
tr
ic
al
 R
ad
io
 &

M
a
c
h
i
n
e
 W
or
ke
rs
, 
Lo
ca
l 
N
o
.
 2
0
1
;
 E
xe

cu
ti

ve
 V
ic
e 
Pr

es
id

en
t,

Ma
ss
ac
hu
se
tt
s 
St

at
e 
La
bo
r 
Co
un
ci
l,
 A
F
L
-
C
I
O
.

Re
pr

es
en

ta
ti

ve
 N
il

s 
No
rd
be
rg
, 
M
e
m
b
e
r
,
 C
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
 o
n
 C
o
m
m
e
r
c
e
 a
n
d
 L
ab

or
,

C
o
m
m
o
n
w
e
a
l
t
h
 o
f 
Ma
ss
ac
hu
se
tt
s.

Ni
ch

ol
as

 R
o
u
s
s
o
s
,
 C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
e
r
,
 D
ep
ar
tm
en
t 
of
 L
ab
or
 a
n
d
 I
nd
us
tr
ie
s,

C
o
m
m
o
n
w
e
a
l
t
h
 o
f 
Ma
ss
ac
hu
se
tt
s.

H
o
w
a
r
d
 S
mi

th
, 
Se
cr
et
ar
y 
of
 M
a
n
p
o
w
e
r
 A
ff

ai
rs

, 
C
o
m
m
o
n
w
e
a
l
t
h
 o
f

Ma
ss
ac
hu
se
tt
s.

J
o
s
e
p
h
 A
. 
Su

ll
iv

an
, 
Pr

es
id

en
t,

 M
as
sa
ch
us
et
ts
 S
ta

te
 L
ab
or
 C
ou
nc
il
, 
A
F
L
-
C
I
O
.

A
L
T
E
R
N
A
T
E
S
:
 
Al
ex
 B
er

zi
ns

, 
Pr

es
id

en
t,

 U
A
W
 L
oc
al
 4
7
0

D
o
n
n
a
 C
a
r
u
s
o
,
 Le

gi
sl

at
iv

e 
As
si
st
an
t 
to

 S
en
at
or
 A
tk
in
s

E
d
 C
la

rk
, 
As
si
st
an
t 
C
o
m
m
i
s
s
i
o
n
e
r
 o
f 
La
bo
r 
&
 I
nd
us
tr
ie
s

Ri
ch
ar
d 
Gi

es
se

r,
 A
ss
is
ta
nt
 S
ec
re
ta
ry
 o
f 
M
a
n
p
o
w
e
r
 A
ff
ai
rs

(S
ev

er
al

 m
o
r
e
 m
e
m
b
e
r
s
 a
re
 t
o 
b
e
 a
d
d
e
d
 t
o 
th

e 
Bo
ar
d.
 L
ab
or
 a
n
d

M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 w
il
l 
ha
ve
 u
n
e
q
u
a
l
 n
u
m
b
e
r
 o
f 
re

pr
es

en
ta

ti
ve

s.
)

Wa
rr
en
 H
in
ks
, 
Pr

es
id

en
t,

 R
us
ht
on
 M
in

in
g 
C
o
m
p
a
n
y

Of
fi

ce
rs

Fr
an
k 
Ev

er
y,

 P
re
si
de
nt

J
o
h
n
 E
. 
Wo
lf
e,
 T
re
as
ur
er

Mi
ch

ae
l 
J.
 B
ro

we
r,

 A
ss
is
ta
nt
 T
re
as
ur
er

J
o
A
n
n
e
 K
e
n
n
e
d
y
,
 C
le
rk

Ru
th
 W
.
 C
on
no
ll
y,
 A
ss

is
ta

nt
 C
le

rk

St
af

f

Mi
ch

ae
l 
J.
 B
ro

we
r,

 E
xe

cu
ti

ve
 D
ir
ec
to
r

Ru
th
 W
.
 C
on
no
ll
y,
 A
dm
in
is
tr
at
iv
e 
As
si
st
an
t

J
o
s
e
p
h
 K
rz
ys
, 
Co
ns
ul
ta
nt
 a
n
d
 P
ro
je
ct
 C
oo
rd
in
at
or
 (p

ar
t 
ti
me
)

Wi
ll
 P
hi
ll
ip
s,
 C
on
su
lt
an
t 
a
n
d
 P
ro
je
ct
 C
oo
rd
in
at
or
 (p

ar
t 
ti
me
)

C
o
u
n
s
e
l
 

Au
di
to
r

He
rr
ic
k 
&
 S
mi

th
 

C
o
h
e
n
,
 G
re
en
st
ei
n 
a
n
d
 C
o
m
p
a
n
y

T
o
 t
he
 B
o
a
r
d
 a
n
d
 f
ri

en
ds

 o
f 
T
h
e
 M
a
s
s
a
c
h
u
s
e
t
t
s
 Q
ua
li
ty

of
 W
o
r
k
i
n
g
 L
if

e 
Ce
nt
er
:

T
h
e
 C
en
te
r 
is

 o
n
e
 y
ea
r 
ol
d.
 It

 h
a
s
 b
e
e
n
 a
 c
ha
ll
en
gi
ng
, 
ex

ci
ti

ng
 y
ea
r 
fo
r 
al

lo
t 
us

in
vo
lv
ed
 i
n 
cr
ea
ti
ng
 t
hi

s 
d
r
e
a
m
 a
n
d
 b
ri
ng
in
g 

it 
to

 l
if

e.
 W
e
 h
a
v
e
 m
a
d
e
 a
 s
tr

on
g

be
gi

nn
in

g;
 th

er
e 
is

 m
u
c
h
 m
o
r
e
 t
o 
do
. 

It 
is

 m
y
 h
on
or
 t
o 
su
bm
it
 t
hi

s 
re

po
rt

 o
n
 h
o
w

w
e
 c
a
m
e
 t
o 
be
, 
ou

r 
go

al
s,

 p
ro

gr
am

s 
a
n
d
 a
ct

iv
it

ie
s,

 o
ur
 a
cc
om
pl
is
hm
en
ts
, 
a
n
d

th
e 
pr
oc
es
se
s 
w
e
 a
re
 u
si
ng
 t
o 
de
ve
lo
p 
O
W
L
 p
ro
je
ct
s.
 R
es
pe
ct
fu
ll
y,

Mi
ch

ae
l 
J.
 B
ro

we
r

Ex
ec

ut
iv

e 
Di
re
ct
or

0
0

4



4

"
T
h
e
y
 t
re
at
 y
ou
 w
it
h 
di
gn
it
y 
a
n
d
 r
es
pe
ct
."

"
O
h
,
 I
 l
ov
e 
it
."

II I
 w
ou
ld
n'
t 
w
a
n
t
 t
o 
w
o
r
k
 a
n
y
w
h
e
r
e
 e
ls
e!
!

Wo
rk
er
s 
at
 S
o
n
y
 C
or

po
ra

ti
on

 i
n 
S
a
n
 D
ie
go
, 
Ca

li
fo

rn
ia

.

T
h
e
 G
o
a
l
s
 o
f 
T
h
e
 M
a
s
s
a
c
h
u
s
e
t
t
s
 Q
ua
li
ty
 o
f 
W
o
r
k
i
n
g
 L
if
e

Ce
nt
er
 A
re
:

1.
 T
o
 h
el
p 
ra
is
e 
th

e 
qu

al
it

y 
of
 w
or
ki
ng
 l
if
e 
in
 M
as
sa
ch
us
et
ts
,

2.
 T
o
 h
el
p 
bu

si
ne

ss
, 
lo

ca
l 
a
n
d
 s
ta
te
 g
ov
er
nm
en
ts
. 
a
n
d
 o
th
er
 o
rg
an
iz
at
io
ns
 t
o

in
cr

ea
se

 t
he

ir
 e
ff

ec
ti

ve
ne

ss
 t
hr
ou
gh
 j
oi
nt
 w
or

ke
r -
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 i
nv
ol
ve
me
nt
 i
n

qu
al

it
y 
of
 w
or
ki
ng
 l
if
e 
pr
og
ra
ms
.

3.
 B
y
 t
he

se
 m
e
a
n
s
 t
o 
he

lp
 e
xi

st
in

g 
bu
si
ne
ss
 t
o 
st
ay
, 
pr
os
pe
r,
 a
n
d
 e
x
p
a
n
d
 i
n

Ma
ss
ac
hu
se
tt
s,
 a
n
d
 t
o 
at
tr
ac
t 
n
e
w
 b
us
in
es
s 
he
re
, 
le

ad
in

g 
to

 m
o
r
e
 a
n
d
 b
et

te
r

jo
bs
, 
hi
gh
er
 i
nc
om
es
, i

nc
re
as
ed
 s
ta
te
 r
ev

en
ue

s,
 a
n
d
 r
ed
uc
ed
 b
ur
de
ns
 o
n
 s
ta
te

u
n
e
m
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t
 a
n
d
 w
el
fa
re
 f
un

ds
.

St
ru
ct
ur
e 
of
 t
he
 C
en

te
r

T
h
e
 M
as
sa
ch
us
et
ts
 Q
ua
li
ty
 o
f 
Wo

rk
in

g 
Li
fe
 C
en

te
r 
is

 a
 f
re
e 
st

an
di

ng
,

no
n-

pr
of

it
, t

ax
-e

xe
mp

t 
co
rp
or
at
io
n.
 L
ea
de
rs
 f
ro
m 
go
ve
rn
me
nt
, 
or

ga
ni

ze
d

la
bo
r,
 b
us
in
es
s 
a
n
d
 t
he
 g
en
er
al
 p
ub
li
c 
se

rv
e 
wi
th
ou
t 
co

mp
en

sa
ti

on
 o
n
 i
ts

Bo
ar
d 
of
 D
ir

ec
to

rs
. 
T
h
e
 C
en

te
r 
re
ce
iv
es
 fi

na
nc

ia
l 
a
n
d
 o
th

er
 s
up
po
rt
 f
ro

m 
al
l 
of

th
es
e 
se
ct
or
s 
a
n
d
 f
ro
m 
fe

de
ra

l 
ag
en
ci
es
. 

It
 i
s 
in
de
pe
nd
en
t 
of
 e
a
c
h
 o
f 
th

es
e

se
ct
or
s;
 it

 i
s 
co

nt
ro

ll
ed

 b
y 
n
o
n
e
 o
f 
t
h
e
m
.
 It

 i
s t

he
 o
nl
y 
st
at
ew
id
e 
tr
i-
pa
rt
it
e

or
ga
ni
za
ti
on
 o
f 
it
s 
ki

nd
 t
od

ay
.

1
4
 B
e
a
c
o
n
 S
tr
ee
t,
 S
ui

te
 4
0
2

Bo
st
on
. 
Ma
ss
ac
hu
se
tt
s 
0
2
1
0
8

Te
l.

 6
17

/2
27

-6
26

6

C0
0



•

"
O
u
r
 u
n
e
m
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t
 w
e
n
t
 a
l
l
 t
h
e
 w
a
y

d
o
w
n
 f
r
o
m
 1
0
%
 t
o
 4
.2
%0
.2

Qu
al
it
y 
of

 W
o
r
k
i
n
g
 L
if
e 
P
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 A
r
o
u
n
d
 t
he
 C
o
u
n
t
r
y

In
 t
he

 p
as
t 
f
e
w
 y
ea
rs
 s
ev
er
al
 s
co

re
 c
o
m
p
a
n
i
e
s
 a
n
d
 u
ni
on
s 
in
 t
he

 U
ni

te
d 
St
at
es

h
a
v
e
 d
ev
el
op
ed
 l
a
b
o
r
-
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 c
om

mi
tt

ee
s 
a
n
d
 o
th
er
 e
ff

or
ts

 t
o 
wo
rk

jo
in
tl
y 
in
 i
mp
ro
vi
ng
 t
he
 q
ua
li
ty
 o
f 
wo
rk
in
g 

li
fe
, o

rg
an

iz
at

io
n 
ef
fe
ct
iv
en
es
s,
 o
r

bo
th
. 
T
h
e
 r
es

ul
ts

 t
he
y 
h
a
v
e
 a
ch
ie
ve
d 
h
a
v
e
 s
er

ve
d 
to

 a
ro
us
e 
in
te
re
st
 a
n
d

de
te
rm
in
at
io
n 
a
m
o
n
g
 M
as
sa
ch
us
et
ts
 l
ea
de
rs
 t
o 
br
in
g 
si

mi
la

r 
pr
oc
es
se
s,

p
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 a
n
d
 r
es
ul
ts
 t
o 
be
ne
fi
t 
th
e 
pe
op
le
 a
n
d
 e
c
o
n
o
m
y
 o
f 
ou

r 
st
at
e.
 A
m
o
n
g

th
e 
co
mp
an
y/
un
io
n 
pr
oj
ec
ts
 a
re
,

T
h
e
 D
a
n
a
 C
or
po
ra
ti
on
/U
ni
te
d 
Au
to
 W
or
ke
rs
 (
U
A
W
)

Ge
ne
ra
l 
F
o
o
d
s
/
A
m
a
l
g
a
m
a
t
e
d
 M
ea
tc
ut
te
rs

Ge
ne
ra
l 
M
o
t
o
r
s
/
U
A
W

H.
J.
 H
e
i
n
z
/
A
m
a
l
g
a
m
a
t
e
d
 M
ea
tc
ut
te
rs
, 
Te
am
st
er
s

In
te
rn
at
io
na
l 
Ni
ck
el
/U
ni
te
d 
St
ee
lw
or
ke
rs
 o
f 
Am
er
ic
a

Ka
is
er
 S
te

el
/U

ni
te

d 
St
ee
lw
or
ke
rs
 o
f 
Am
er
ic
a

Ke
ll

y 
Sp
ri
ng
fi
el
d 
Ti

re
/U

ni
te

d 
R
u
b
b
e
r
 W
or
ke
rs

M
i
d
l
a
n
d
-
R
o
s
s
/
I
B
E
W

Na
bi

sc
o/

Ba
ke

rs
 a
n
d
 C
on
fe
ct
io
ne
rs
 I
nt
er
na
ti
on
al

Ro
ck

we
ll

 I
nt
er
na
ti
on
al
/U
AW

St
ro
mb
er
g-
Ca
rl
so
n/
 I
U
E
 a
n
d
 I
A
M
A
W

T
R
W
/
U
A
W

Un
ir

oy
al

/U
ni

te
d 
R
u
b
b
e
r
 W
or
ke
rs

We
ye

rh
ae

us
er

/I
nt

er
na

ti
on

al
 W
o
o
d
w
o
r
k
e
r
s
 o
f 
Am
er
ic
a

A
M
O
N
G
 S
M
A
L
L
E
R
 C
O
M
P
A
N
I
E
S
/
L
O
C
A
L
 U
N
I
O
N
S
 W
I
T
H
 O
W
L
 P
R
O
G
R
A
M
S

A
R
E
. A
M
S
C
O
 E
q
u
i
p
m
e
n
t
/
I
A
M
A
W

Cr
aw
fo
rd
 F
ur
ni
tu
re
, 
P
e
n
n
.
 &
 N
.Y
./
Un
it
ed
 F
ur
ni
tu
re
 W
o
r
k
e
r
s

Fa
lc
on
er
 P
la
te
 G
la
ss
/U
ni
te
d 
Gl
as
s 
&
 C
e
r
a
m
i
c
 W
or
ke
rs

a
n
d
 a
 d
o
z
e
n
 o
th

er
 c
om

pa
ni

es
/u

ni
on

s 
in
 J
a
m
e
s
t
o
w
n
,
 N
.Y
.

H
a
r
m
a
n
 I
nt
er
na
ti
on
al
 I
nd
us
tr
ie
s/
UA
W

Ru
sh
to
n 
Mi

ni
ng

 C
or
po
ra
ti
on
/U
ni
te
d 
Mi
ne
 W
or
ke
rs

J
o
e
 M
a
s
o
n
,
 Di

re
ct
in
g 
Bu
si
ne
ss
 R
e
p
.
 of

 t
he

 M
ac
hi
ni
st
s 
Un

io
n 
a
n
d
 C
o-
ch
ai
rm
an
,

J
a
m
e
s
t
o
w
n
 A
re
a 
La
bo
r-
M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 C
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

Si
mi
la
r 
O
W
L
 p
ro

gr
am

s 
wi
th
 w
or

ke
r 
in
vo
lv
em
en
t,
 t
e
a
m
 b
ui
ld
in
g 
a
n
d
 w
or

ke
r

re
pr

es
en

ta
ti

on
 o
n
 w
or
ke
r-
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 c
om

mi
tt

ee
s 
ar
e 
al
so
 b
ei
ng
 a
do
pt
ed
 i
n

a
 l
ar
ge
 n
u
m
b
e
r
 o
f 
no
n-
un
io
n 
c
o
m
p
a
n
i
e
s
.
 S
o
m
e
 o
f 
th

e 
be
tt
er
 k
n
o
w
n
 a
re
,

Do
nn

el
ly

 M
ir

ro
rs

Ea
to
n 
Co

rp
or

at
io

n
G
o
o
d
y
e
a
r
 T
ir
e 
&
 R
u
b
b
e
r

Ge
ne

ra
l 
F
o
o
d
s
 G
a
i
n
e
s
 P
et
 F
o
o
d
 D
iv
is
io
n

J
o
h
n
 H
a
n
c
o
c
k
 L
if
e 
In
su
ra
nc
e

M
e
a
d
 C
or

po
ra

ti
on

Pr
oc
te
r 
&
 G
a
m
b
l
e

Pu
bl
ic
 s
ec

to
r 
ag
en
ci
es
, 
st

at
e 
go
ve
rn
me
nt
s,
 ci

ti
es
 a
n
d
 n
on
-p
ro
fi
t 
or
ga
ni
za
ti
on
s

ar
e 
al
so
 i
nv
ol
ve
d 

in
 O
W
L
;

T
e
n
n
e
s
s
e
e
 V
al
le
y 
Au
th
or
it
y/
TV
A 
En
gi
ne
er
s 
As

so
c.

; 
O
P
E
I
U

St
at

e 
of
 W
as

hi
ng

to
n/

8 
Un

io
ns

Ci
ty

 o
f 
T
a
c
o
m
a
,
 W
as
hi
ng
to
n/
13
 U
ni
on
s

Ci
ti
es
 o
f 
Sp
ri
ng
fi
el
d 
a
n
d
 C
o
l
u
m
b
u
s
,
 O
h
i
o
/
A
F
S
C
M
E

Mt
. 
Si
na
i 
H
o
s
p
i
t
a
l
/
N
U
H
H
C
E
;
 N
Y
S
N
A
;
 C
I
R

In
 a
dd
it
io
n,
 o
ve
r 
a
 d
o
z
e
n
 c
it
ie
s 
a
n
d
 r
eg
io
ns
 h
a
v
e
 e
st
ab
li
sh
ed
 p
ri
va
te
 s
ec

to
r

La
bo
r-
M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 C
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
s
 t
o 
wo

rk
 o
n
 m
ut
ua
l 
pr
ob
le
ms
 a
n
d
,
 in

 a
 f
e
w

ca
se
s,
 m
o
s
t
 n
ot
ab
ly
 t
ha
t 
of
 J
a
m
e
s
t
o
w
n
,
 N
.
Y
,
 to

 p
ro
mo
te
 a
n
d
 a
ss
is
t 
in
-p
la
nt

l
a
b
o
r
-
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 a
n
d
 O
W
L
 C
om
mi
tt
ee
s.

S
o
m
e
 T
yp
ic
al
 R
es

ul
ts

 o
f 
T
h
e
s
e
 P
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 A
re
:

•
 W
or
ke
rs
 i
n 
al
mo
st
 e
ve
ry
 o
n
e
 o
f 
th
es
e 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 r
ep

or
t 
in

cr
ea

se
d 
in
vo
lv
em
en
t,

in
te
re
st
, 
di

gn
it

y,
 s
at
is
fa
ct
io
n.
 V
er
y 
of

te
n 
wo

rk
er

s 
s
e
e
k
 t
o 
le
ar
n 
n
e
w

k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
 a
n
d
 s
ki

ll
s,

 s
u
c
h
 a
s
 t
he

 m
in

er
s 
at
 R
us
ht
on
. 
T
h
e
 w
or

ke
rs

 a
t 
H
a
r
m
a
n

In
te
rn
at
io
na
l 
se
t 
u
p
 t
he

ir
 o
w
n
 s
ch
oo
l 
wi
th
 c
ou
rs
es
 t
au

gh
t 
by

 t
he
 w
or
ke
rs

th
em

se
lv

es
.

C
D



lir
V

"
So
me
 r
es

ul
ts

 a
re
: 
co

st
s 
go
 d
ow
n,
 fe

we
r

su
pe
rv

is
or

s,
 be
tt

er
 q
ua

li
ty

..
.b

et
te

r
ut

il
iz

at
io

n 
of

 r
a
w
 m
at

er
ia

ls
..

, l
es
s 
sc

ra
p!

'

Ty
pi

ca
l 
Re
su
lt
s:

•
 I
n 
al
mo
st
 al

l o
f 
th
es
e 
pr

og
ra

ms
, 
ab
se
nt
ee
is
m,
 ta

rd
in
es
s,
 a
n
d
 t
ur

no
ve

r 
dr
op
 t
o

ve
ry
 l
ow
 l
ev
el
s.
 F
or

 e
xa

mp
le

, 
at
 D
on
ne
ll
y 
Mi

rr
or

s 
th

e 
ab

se
nt

ee
is

m 
dr

op
pe

d
fr
om
 5
%
 t
o 
un
de
r 

1,
/
x
%
 a
n
d
 t
he

 t
ar
di
ne
ss
 d
ro
pp
ed
 f
ro

m 
6
%
 t
o 
1
%
.
 A
t 
th

e
G
a
i
n
e
s
 D
o
g
 F
o
o
d
 p
la

nt
 t
he

 a
bs
en
te
ei
sm
 i
s 
1
%
 a
n
d
 t
he

 t
ur

no
ve

r 
is

 5
%
.

•
 In

 v
ir

tu
al

ly
 e
ve

ry
 p
ro

je
ct

, 
th

e 
qu

al
it

y 
of
 p
ro
du
ct
 o
r 
se
rv
ic
e 
im

pr
ov

es
. 
Fo

r
e
x
a
m
p
l
e
,
 r
et

ur
ns

 f
ro
m 
cu

st
om

er
s 
of
 D
on

ne
ll

y 
mi
rr
or
s 
dr

op
pe

d 
fr

om
 3
%
 t
o

0
.
1
%
.

•
 S
c
r
a
p
 a
n
d
 w
as

te
 d
ro
p 
dr
am
at
ic
al
ly
. 
Fo

r 
ex

am
pl

e,
 t
he

 n
e
w
 p
ro
gr
am
 a
t

Fa
lc

on
er

 P
la
te
 G
la

ss
 c
ut
 b
re

ak
ag

e 
al
mo
st
 i
n 
ha

lf
.

•
 C
o
n
c
e
r
n
 f
or

 s
af

et
y 
in

cr
ea

se
s 
ma

rk
ed

ly
 a
n
d
 a
cc

id
en

ts
 d
ec
li
ne
. 
T
h
e

ex
pe

ri
me

nt
al

 s
ec

ti
on

s 
at
 t
he

 R
us
ht
on
 m
in

e 
ha

d 
th

e 
be
st
 s
af
et
y 
re

co
rd

 i
n 
th
e

m
i
n
e
 a
n
d
 o
n
e
 o
f 
th
e 
be

st
 i
n 

al
l 
of
 P
en

ns
yl

va
ni

a.

•
 W
hi
le
 s
er
io
us
 g
ri

ev
an

ce
s 
co
nt
in
ue
, 
th
e 
n
u
m
b
e
r
 o
f 
gr
ie
va
nc
es
 fi

le
d 
dr
op
s

dr
am

at
ic

al
ly

, 
a
s
 in

 t
he

 M
id
la
nd
-
R
o
s
s
 c
as
e 
w
h
e
r
e
 t
he

y 
dr

op
pe

d 
fr

om
 8
0
 t
o 
1
5

pe
r 
ye

ar
.

•
 St

ri
ke
s,
 w
il
dc
at
 s
tr

ik
es

, 
wa

lk
ou

ts
 d
ec

li
ne

, 
a
s
 a
t 
Cr
aw
fo
rd
 F
ur
ni
tu
re
 w
h
e
r
e

wa
lk
ou
ts
 w
e
n
t
 f
ro
m 
5-

6 
pe
r 
ye

ar
 t
o 
ze
ro
. 
J
a
m
e
s
t
o
w
n
 d
ro

pp
ed

 f
ro

m 
3
0
2
 d
a
y
s

wo
rk
 l
os

t 
in
 t
hr

ee
 y
ea

rs
 t
o 
41

 i
n 
3
 y
ea

rs
.

•
 P
ro
du
ct
iv
it
y 
(d

ef
in

ed
 b
ro

ad
ly

) 
in
cr
ea
se
s;
 c
os
ts
 d
ec
li
ne
. 
Fo
r 
e
x
a
m
p
l
e
,
 o
n
e

su
gg

es
ti

on
 a
t 
Al
an
 W
o
o
d
 S
te
el
 s
a
v
e
d
 $
1
0
0
,
0
0
0
 p
er
 y
ea

r.
 O
R
M
E
T

Co
rp

or
at

io
n 
a
n
d
 U
S
A
 L
oc
al
 5
7
2
4
 s
a
v
e
d
 $
1
6
 m
il
li
on
. 
Wo
rk
er
s 
in
vo
lv
ed
 s
a
y

th
ey

 a
re
 "
wo

rk
in

g 
sm
ar
te
r,
 n
ot
 h
ar

de
r.

"

•
 C
os

ts
 o
f 
do
in
g 
bu
si
ne
ss
 d
ec

li
ne

, 
pr
of
it
s 
ri

se
, t

he
 s
ha
re
 o
f 
th
e 
ma
rk
et

in
cr

ea
se

s 
a
n
d
 t
hi

s 
le
ad
s 
to

 i
nc
re
as
ed
 e
m
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t
,
 g
re

at
er

 j
ob

 s
ec
ur
it
y,
 a
n
d

gr
ea

te
r 
re

ve
nu

es
 f
or

 t
he

 c
o
m
m
u
n
i
t
y
 o
r 
st

at
e.

E
d
g
a
r
 M
er

tz
, 
Ex

ec
ut

iv
e 
Vi
ce
 P
re

si
de

nt
, 
H.

J.
 H
ei
nz
-
U
S
A

CC
)



"
W
e
 m
u
s
t
 p
ro
gr
es
s 
f
r
o
m
 d
we
ll
in
g 
o
n

t
h
e
 s
y
m
p
t
o
m
s
 a
n
d
 c
a
u
s
e
s
 o
f
 t
h
e
 s
ta
te
's

ec
on
om
ic
 p
ro
bl
em
s.
..

P
r
o
g
r
a
m
s
 a
n
d
 A
ct

iv
it

ie
s 
of

 t
he
 C
en
te
r

1.
 D
E
M
O
N
S
T
R
A
T
I
O
N
 P
R
O
J
E
C
T
S
 a
re
 t
he
 h
ea

rt
 o
f 
th

e 
Ce

nt
er

's
 p
ro
gr
am
.

T
h
e
y
 a
re
 d
es

cr
ib

ed
 o
n
 t
he

 f
ol
lo
wi
ng
 p
ag

es
. 
T
o
 d
ev

el
op

 t
h
e
m
 r
eq
ui
re
s 
fi
rs
t

sp
re

ad
in

g 
in

fo
rm

at
io

n 
a
n
d
 i
nt
er
es
t 
ab

ou
t 
Q
W
L
 p
ro
ce
ss
es
 a
n
d
 r
es

ul
ts

 t
o

m
a
n
a
g
e
r
s
 a
n
d
 u
ni
on
 o
ff
ic
ia
ls
 t
hr
ou
gh
 t
he
 f
ol
lo
wi
ng
 k
in
ds
 o
f 
re
se
ar
ch
,

ed
uc
at
io
na
l 
a
n
d
 i
nf
or
ma
ti
on
al
 a
ct
iv
it
ie
s 
of

 t
he
 C
en
te
r.

2.
 N
E
W
S
L
E
T
T
E
R
,
 m
ai
le
d 
mo
nt
hl
y 
to

 1
,0
00
 r
ea
de
rs
.

3.
 L
I
B
R
A
R
Y
 o
f 
b
o
o
k
s
 a
n
d
 s
tu
di
es
 f
or

 u
s
e
 i
n 
th
e 
Ce
nt
er
 o
ff
ic
es
.

4.
 V
I
D
E
O
T
A
P
E
 C
A
S
S
E
T
T
E
 L
I
B
R
A
R
Y
 o
f 
sp
ea
ke
rs
 a
n
d
 p
an
el
s 
a
n
d
 T
V
 s
h
o
w
s
.

5.
 S
P
E
A
K
E
R
S
.
 O
ff
ic
er
s,
 s
ta
ff
, 
Bo
ar
d 
m
e
m
b
e
r
s
 s
p
e
a
k
 o
n
 Q
W
L
.

6.
 R
E
S
E
A
R
C
H
 A
N
D
 E
V
A
L
U
A
T
I
O
N
.
 T
h
e
 C
en

te
r 

wi
ll

 c
on
du
ct
 o
r 
co
or
di
na
te

re
se
ar
ch
 o
n
 e
a
c
h
 Q
W
L
 p
ro
je
ct
 a
n
d
 o
n
 s
im

il
ar

 p
ro

gr
am

s 
if 
in
vi
te
d.

7.
 I
N
F
O
R
M
A
T
I
O
N
 E
X
C
H
A
N
G
E
S
 w
it
h 
na
ti
on
al
 a
n
d
 c
it
y 
Q
W
L
 C
en
te
rs
.

B.
 C
O
N
F
E
R
E
N
C
E
S
 A
N
D
 S
E
M
I
N
A
R
S
.
 H
er

e 
ar
e 
hi
gh
li
gh
ts
 f
ro
m 
4
 c
on

fe
re

nc
es

a
n
d
 2
 s
em
in
ar
s 
th

e 
Ce
nt
er
 h
a
s
 c
on

du
ct

ed
 i
n 
it
s f

ir
st
 y
ea

r:

F
I
R
S
T
 A
M
H
E
R
S
T
 Q
W
L
 C
O
N
F
E
R
E
N
C
E
,
 J
U
N
E
 1
-3
, 
19

75
. 
Si
dn
ey
 H
a
r
m
a
n
'
s

ke
yn
ot
e 
ta
lk
 e
m
p
h
a
s
i
z
e
d
 t
he
 n
ec
es
si
ty
 f
or

 b
us
in
es
s 
to
 s
up
po
rt
 e
ff
or
ts
 t
o

im
pr
ov
e 
Q
W
L
 a
s
 a
n
 e
n
d
 i
n 
it

se
lf

. 
If 
th
ey
 d
o,
 h
e
 s
ai
d,
 t
he
y 

wi
ll
 r
ea
p 
pr
od
uc
ti
vi
ty

be
ne
fi
ts
 a
s
 a
 s
id

e 
ef
fe
ct
. 
Bu
t 

if 
al
l 
th
ey
 s
e
e
k
 i
s 
pr
od
uc
ti
vi
ty
, 
h
e
 w
ar

ne
d,

 o
ft

en
 i

t

wi
ll
 n
ot
 c
o
m
e
.
 P
an
el
s 
fr
om
 J
a
m
e
s
t
o
w
n
,
 Sp

ri
ng

fi
el

d,
 H
a
r
m
a
n
 I
nt
er
na
ti
on
al
,

In
te
rn
at
io
na
l 
Ni
ck
el
 a
n
d
 t
he
 O
h
i
o
 P
ro
je
ct
 s
h
o
w
e
d
 p
ar
ti
ci
pa
nt
s 
th

e 
pr
oc
es
s,

re
su

lt
s 
a
n
d
 p
ro
bl
em
s.
 T
h
e
 fi

na
l 
mo
rn
in
g 
"
w
h
e
r
e
 d
o
 w
e
 g
o
 f
ro
m 
he
re
" 
w
o
r
k
s
h
o
p

g
a
v
e
 t
he
 s
ol
id
 r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
a
t
i
o
n
 t
o 
g
o
 a
h
e
a
d
 a
n
d
 e
st
ab
li
sh
 a
 n
e
w
 i
ns

ti
tu

ti
on

wh
ic

h 
3
 m
o
n
t
h
s
 l
at
er
 b
e
c
a
m
e
 t
he
 M
a
s
s
.
 Q
W
L
 C
en
te
r,

CC
)

541
 

tt



..
.t
o 
co
ll
ab
or
at
iv
e 
ve
nt
ur
es
 t
o

st
re

ng
th

en
 t
h
e
 f
ou
nd
at
io
n 
o
n
 w
hi

ch
ec
on
om
ic
 p
ro

sp
er

it
y 
c
a
n
 b
e
 a
ch
ie
ve
d.
.!
'

E
X
E
C
U
T
I
V
E
S
 C
O
N
F
E
R
E
N
C
E
,
 N
O
V
E
M
B
E
R
 1
97

5.
 K
ey
no
te
r 
Ed

ga
r 
Me
rt
z.

H.
J.

 H
ei

nz
 V
.P
. 
s
p
o
k
e
 o
f 
hi

s 
ex

pe
ri

en
ce

 t
he

re
 a
n
d
 e
ar

li
er

 a
t 
P
&
G
 a
n
d

el
se
wh
er
e 
wi

th
 O
W
L
:
 "
 

. 
co
st
s 
g
o
 d
o
w
n
,
 fe
we
r 
su
pe
rv
is
or
s,
 b
et
te
r 
qu

al
it

y,
fl
ui
d 
re

sp
on

si
ve

 o
rg
an
iz
at
io
ns
, 
pr
ob
le
m 
so

lv
in

g 
at
mo
sp
he
re
, 
o
p
e
n
n
e
s
s
,

ca
nd
or
, 
pr

om
ot

io
n 
fr
om
 w
it

hi
n 

. 
be

tt
er

 u
ti
li
za
ti
on
 o
f 
ra
w 
ma
te
ri
al
s,
 b
et
te
r

qu
al

it
y,

 l
es
s 
sc
ra
p 
..

."
 J
o
h
n
 H
a
n
c
o
c
k
 2
n
d
 V
.P

. 
Pe

te
r 
Ja
ne
to
s 
al
so
 p
re

se
nt

ed
th

e 
re
su
lt
s 
of
 t
he
ir
 O
W
L
 p
ro

gr
am

s,
 s
h
o
w
i
n
g
 s
iz
ea
bl
e 
pr
od
uc
ti
vi
ty
 i
nc
re
as
es
.

L
A
B
O
R
 C
O
N
F
E
R
E
N
C
E
,
 J
A
N
U
A
R
Y
 1
97

6.
 T
hi
s 
w
a
s
 c
o-
sp
on
so
re
d 
by

 t
he

Ma
ss

ac
hu

se
tt

s 
St

at
e 
La
bo
r 
Co
un
ci
l,
 A
F
L
-C
10
, 
a
n
d
 it

 w
a
s
 h
os

te
d 
by

 I
U
E
 L
oc
al

20
1.

 K
ey
no
te
 s
pe
ak
er
 J
o
e
 M
a
s
o
n
,
 Di

re
ct
in
g 
Bu

si
ne

ss
 R
e
p
,
 of

 t
he

 I
A
M
 i
n

J
a
m
e
s
t
o
w
n
 a
n
d
 C
o-
ch
ai
rm
an
 o
f 
th

e 
J
a
m
e
s
t
o
w
n
 A
re
a 
La
bo
r-
M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t

C
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
 t
ol

d 
us

: 
"I
n 
o
n
e
 o
f 
m
y
 p
la

nt
s 
th

ey
 w
e
r
e
 c
om
pl
ai
ni
ng
 a
bo

ut
 t
he

pr
od

uc
ti

vi
ty

 b
ei

ng
 r
ea
l 
lo

w.
 W
el
l,
 t
he
y 
h
a
d
 a
 b
ra

ke
 o
pe
ra
ti
on
 t
ha
t 
h
a
d
 o
n
e

in
sp
ec
to
r 
a
n
d
 1
5
 b
ra

ke
 o
pe
ra
to
rs
. 
E
a
c
h
 b
ra

ke
 o
pe

ra
to

r 
be

fo
re

 h
e
 w
ou
ld
 s
ta
rt

pr
od
uc
ti
on
 h
a
d
 l
o
g
o
 w
it
h 
a
 p
ie
ce
 t
o 
th
e 
in

sp
ec

to
r.

 .
. 
a
n
d
 w
ai

t.
 .
 .
 t
he
 p
eo
pl
e

th
em
se
lv
es
 b
ro
ug
ht
 t
hi

s 
to

 t
he

 c
o
m
p
a
n
y
.
 T
o
d
a
y
 e
a
c
h
 g
u
y
 d
o
e
s
 s
o
m
e

in
sp

ec
ti

ng
. 
Th

at
 i
ns

pe
ct

or
 .
.
.
 h
e'

s 
a
 r
ot

at
or

, g
oi
ng
 a
ro

un
d 
to

 c
he
ck
 e
ve
ry
th
in
g.

Th
ei
r 
pr
od
uc
ti
vi
ty
 r
os
e 
5
0
%
.
 It

 t
oo

k 
th
e 
pe
op
le
 t
o 
te
ll
 t
h
e
m
 h
o
w
 t
o 
d
o
 it

. T
h
e
 g
u
y

in
 t
he
 s
h
o
p
 k
n
o
w
s
 m
o
r
e
 a
bo

ut
 w
h
a
t
 t
he

 h
el
l'
s 
go
in
g 
o
n
 o
ut

 t
he

re
 t
ha
n 
th

e 
g
u
y

si
tt

in
g 
in
 t
he
 o
ff

ic
e 
. 

. .
 o
ur

 u
n
e
m
p
l
o
y
m
e
n
t
 i
n 
J
a
m
e
s
t
o
w
n
 w
en
t 
fr

om
 1
0
%
 al

l t
he

w
a
y
 d
o
w
n
 1
0 
4
.
2
%
.
"

S
E
M
I
N
A
R
,
 A
P
R
I
L
 1
, 1

97
6.

 G
e
o
r
g
e
 N
es
tl
er
 o
f 
th
e 
A
m
a
l
g
a
m
a
t
e
d
 M
ea
tc
ut
te
rs
 in

Pi
tt
sb
ur
gh
: "
W
h
a
t
 d
o
 w
or

ke
rs

 w
a
n
t
?
 T
h
e
y
 w
an
t 
to
 i
de
nt
if
y 
wi
th
 t
he
 c
o
m
p
a
n
y
,

th
e 
un
io
n,
 t
he

 p
ro
du
ct
, 
a
n
d
 t
he
 g
ro
up
 t
he

y 
wo
rk
 w
it
h.
 T
h
e
y
 w
a
n
t
 r
es

po
ns

ib
il

it
y,

th
ey

 w
an
t 
co
mm
un
ic
at
io
ns
, 
a
n
d
 t
he

y 
wa
nt
 t
o 
co

nt
ri

bu
te

. 
T
h
e
y
 w
a
n
t
 t
o 
g
r
o
w

a
n
d
 d
ev

el
op

. 
T
h
e
y
 w
an
t 
s
o
m
e
o
n
e
 t
o 
li

st
en

 t
o 
t
h
e
m
.
 T
h
e
y
 w
a
n
t
 t
o 
pa
rt
ic
ip
at
e 
in

th
ei
r j

ob
s,
 to

 h
a
v
e
 i
np
ut
. 

. .
T
h
e
s
e
 t
hi

ng
s 
ar
e 
me

an
in

gf
ul

 t
o 
wo
rk
er
s.
 T
h
e
y
 w
a
n
t

to
 c
ar

e 
ab

ou
t 
pe

op
le

 .
. 
.
T
h
e
y
 w
an
t 
a
 s
ha
ri
ng
 o
f 
th
e 
a
i
m
s
 a
n
d
 g
oa

ls
, 
a
n
d
 o
f 
th
e

fi
na
nc
ia
l 
re

wa
rd

s.
 T
h
e
y
 a
re
 l
oo

ki
ng

 f
or
 n
e
w
 s
ki

ll
s 
in
 t
he

ir
 w
or

k,
 a
n
d
 f
or

 t
ra

in
in

g.
T
h
e
y
 w
an
t 
jo
b 
se

cu
ri

ty
. 
A
n
d
 t
he
y 
w
a
n
t
 t
he
 r
ig
ht
 t
o 
qu
es
ti
on
 w
ha
t'
s 
go
in
g 
o
n
 i
n

th
ei
r 
en

vi
ro

nm
en

t.
"

Mi
ch

ae
l 
S
.
 D
uk
ak
is
, 
Go
ve
rn
or
, 
C
o
m
m
o
n
w
e
a
l
t
h
 o
f 
Ma
ss
ac
hu
se
tt
s

S
E
M
I
N
A
R
,
 A
P
R
I
L
 2
1,
 1
97

6.
 T
R
W
 V
.P
. 
Sh

el
do

n 
Da
vi
s 
ta

lk
ed

 a
bo

ut
 h
is

c
o
m
p
a
n
y
'
s
 c
o
m
m
i
t
m
e
n
t
 t
o 
de
ve
lo
p 
O
W
L
 p
ro

gr
am

s 
th

ro
ug

ho
ut

 t
he

ir
 7
0
 p
la
nt
s,

bo
th

 n
e
w
 a
n
d
 o
ld
. 
H
e
 s
ai
d:
 "
W
h
a
t
 w
e
 a
re
 a
ft
er
 is

 s
o
l
o
 s
in
gl
e 
sp

ec
if

ic
 c
h
a
n
g
e
 o
r

pr
og
ra
m 
..

. 
W
h
a
t
 w
e
 a
re
 r
ea
ll
y 
af
te
r 
is

 t
o 
e
n
d
 u
p
 w
it

h 
a
 v
er

y 
di

ff
er

en
t 
cu
lt
ur
e 
at

th
e 
wo
rk
pl
ac
e.
. 
.
W
e
'
r
e
 a
ft
er
 a
 s
it
ua
ti
on
 w
h
e
r
e
 a
 w
or
ke
r 
wo

ul
d 
sa
y:
 "I
'm

tr
ea

te
d 
a
s
 a
n
 a
du
lt
, 
I'
m 
va
lu
ed
, 
I'
m 
li

st
en

ed
 t
o.
 I
'm
 t
ol
d 
th
in
gs
. 
I'
m 
tr

ea
te

d 
wi
th

di
gn

it
y,

 a
n
d
 I
'v
e 
de
ci
de
d 
to
 w
or
k 
ha
rd
 b
e
c
a
u
s
e
 I 
th
in
k 
th
at
 c
o
m
e
s
 a
lo

ng
 w
it
h 

it.
 I

do
n'

t 
h
a
v
e
 l
o
b
e
 p
u
s
h
e
d
 i
nt
o 

it
. I

'm
 n
ot
 d
em

ot
iv

at
ed

.'
 A
n
d
 w
e
 w
il
l 
h
a
v
e
 a
 h
el

lu
va

lo
t 
m
o
r
e
 p
ro
du
ct
iv
it
y 
a
n
d
 p
eo
pl
e 

wi
ll
 e
nj

oy
 w
or
ki
ng
 t
he
re
 m
or

e.
 It

's
 a
 m
in
d

bo
gg

li
ng

 t
hi
ng
 t
ha
t 
by

 c
re
at
in
g 
a
 b
et

te
r 
cu
lt
ur
e,
 y
ou

 c
a
n
 g
et

 1
0
%
,
 2
0
%
,
 or

 4
0
%

m
o
r
e
 p
ro
du
ct
iv
it
y 
wi
th
ou
t 
a
n
y
 s
ig

ni
fi

ca
nt

 n
e
w
 c
ap
it
al
 i
nv
es
tm
en
t.
"

S
E
C
O
N
D
 A
M
H
E
R
S
T
 O
W
L
 C
O
N
F
E
R
E
N
C
E
,
 M
A
Y
 2
3-
25
, 
19

76
. 
Al

fr
ed

Wa
rr
en
, 
Ge
ne
ra
l 
Mo
to
rs
, 
Di
re
ct
or
 o
f 
Pe
rs
on
ne
l 
De
ve
lo
pm
en
t:
 "I

t'
s 
a
m
a
z
i
n
g

wh
at
 c
a
n
 h
a
p
p
e
n
 w
h
e
n
 p
eo
pl
e 
ar
e 
gi
ve
n 
th
e 
c
h
a
n
c
e
 t
o 
b
e
c
o
m
e
 m
o
r
e
 i
nv
ol
ve
d.

Le
t 
m
e
 g
iv
e 
yo
u 
a
n
 e
xa

mp
le

. 
W
e
 j
us
t 
fi
ni
sh
ed
 b
ui

ld
in

g 
a
 n
e
w
 p
la
nt
. 

It 
w
a
s
 a

pl
an

t 
in
 a
 c
it

y 
w
h
e
r
e
 w
e
 w
er
e 
mo

vi
ng

 a
 g
ro

up
 o
f 
pe
op
le
 f
ro

m 
o
n
e
 l
oc
at
io
n 
to

an
ot

he
r.

 W
e
 s
ai
d 
to

 t
he

 e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
 o
f 
th
e 
pl
an
t,
 al

l 
of
 t
h
e
m
,
 '
W
e
 a
re
 g
oi
ng
 t
o

bu
il

d 
a
 n
e
w
 p
la
nt
. 
H
o
w
 s
ho
ul
d 
w
e
 d
o
 i
t?
' Y
o
u
 w
il
l 
no
t 
be

li
ev

e 
th
e 
id
ea
s,
 t
he

ge
ni

us
 t
ha
t 
c
a
m
e
 o
ut

 o
f 
th
at
 g
ro

up
. 
T
h
e
y
 e
nt
er
ed
 t
he

ir
 n
e
w
 p
la

nt
 i
n 
a
 m
u
c
h

di
ff

er
en

t f
r
a
m
e
 o
f 
mi
nd
 t
ha
n 
th
ey
 w
ou
ld
 h
a
v
e
 o
th
er
wi
se
. 
T
h
e
y
 e
nt

er
ed

 it
 n
o
w
 t
o

fi
nd
 o
ut

 h
o
w
 t
he

y 
a
s
 a
 t
e
a
m
 d
id
 i
n 
bu
il
di
ng
 a
 n
e
w
 p
la

nt
."

 A
ls
o 
sp
ea
ki
ng
 w
e
r
e
 t
he

U
A
W
'
s
 D
o
n
 R
a
n
d
,
 T
e
d
 M
il

ls
 a
n
d
 L
e
e
 O
zl

ey
 o
f 
th

e 
Na
ti
on
al
 C
en
te
r,
 M
ic

ha
el

M
a
c
c
o
b
y
,
 M
ar
ga
re
t 
Du
ck
le
s,
 W
a
r
r
e
n
 J
en

ni
ng

s,
 a
n
d
 p
an
el
s 
fr
om
 J
a
m
e
s
t
o
w
n
,

Sp
ri
ng
fi
el
d 
a
n
d
 S
pi
ce
r 
Ax

le
.



Wo
rk
er
s 
w
a
n
t
 t
o
 i
de
nt
if
y 
wi
th
 t
h
e

c
o
m
p
a
n
y
,
 t
h
e
 u
ni
on
, t
h
e
 p
ro
du
ct
 ..
. t
h
e
y
 

t,
w
a
n
t
 t
o 
g
r
o
w
 a
n
d
 d
ev
el
op
..
.t
o 
h
a
v
e
 i
np
ut
.

D
e
v
e
l
o
p
m
e
n
t
 o
f 
O
W
L
 D
e
m
o
n
s
t
r
a
t
i
o
n
 P
ro
je
ct
s

Du
ri

ng
 t
he

 f
ir
st
 y
ea
r,
 af

te
r 
se
cu
ri
ng
 f
un

di
ng

, 
in
co
rp
or
at
io
n,
 t
ax

-e
xe

mp
t 
st
at
us
,

a
n
 o
ff
ic
e,
 a
n
d
 c
on

fe
re

nc
e 
pr
og
ra
ms
, 
th
e 
Ce
nt
er
 i
nt
en
si
fi
ed
 i
ts
 p
ro
je
ct

de
ve
lo
pm
en
t 
ef
fo
rt
s.
 I
ni
ti
al
 d
is
cu
ss
io
ns
 a
bo

ut
 p
os

si
bl

e 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 w
er
e 
he
ld
 w
it
h

th
e 
le

ad
er

sh
ip

 o
f 
ab
ou
t 
t
w
o
 d
o
z
e
n
 l
oc

al
 u
ni

on
s,

 a
n
d
 w
it
h 
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 p
eo
pl
e

in
 f
iv
e 
ci
ti
es
 a
n
d
 t
ow

ns
, 
t
w
o
 f
ed
er
al
 a
n
d
 s
ev
er
al
 s
ta
te
 a
ge

nc
ie

s,
 a
n
d
 o
ve

r 
t
w
o

d
o
z
e
n
 c
or
po
ra
ti
on
s.
 I
n 
ov
er
 a
 d
o
z
e
n
 o
f 
th
es
e 
lo

ca
ti

on
s 
th
e 
Ce
nt
er
 w
a
s
 i
nv
it
ed

ba
ck
 f
or

 m
o
r
e
 d
is
cu
ss
io
ns
. 
W
h
e
r
e
 t
he
 u
ni
on
 l
ea

de
rs

hi
p 
w
a
s
 i
nt

er
es

te
d,

 t
he

Ce
nt
er
 w
e
n
t
 t
o 
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
,
 a
n
d
 v
ic
e-
ve

rs
a.

 I
n 
th
re
e 
si

te
s 
bo
th
 s
id
es
 h
av
e

ag
re

ed
 t
o 
se
t 
u
p
 a
 p
ro

je
ct

. 
An
ot
he
r 
th

re
e 
to

 f
iv
e 
pr

oj
ec

ts
 w
il

l 
pr
ob
ab
ly
 e
m
e
r
g
e

af
te
r 
fu
rt
he
r 
me
et
in
gs
 w
it
h 
Ce
nt
er
 s
ta

ff
, a
n
d
 t
he
re
 i
s 
s
o
m
e
 i
nt
er
es
t 
in
 a
no
th
er

ha
lf
 d
o
z
e
n
 s
it

es
. 
B
e
y
o
n
d
 t
he
se
 t
he
 C
en
te
r 

wi
ll
 c
on
ti
nu
e 
to

 s
e
e
k
 a
dd
it
io
na
l

po
ss
ib
le
 p
ro
je
ct
 l
oc
at
io
ns
. 
Fi

ve
 b
ri
ef
 h
is
to
ri
es
 i
ll

us
tr

at
e 
he
re
 t
he
 m
a
n
y
 w
a
y
s
 a

pr
oj
ec
t 
ca
n 
be
gi
n,
 a
n
d
 t
he

 r
ol

e 
of
 t
he

 C
en
te
r 
in
 t
he

 d
ev

el
op

me
nt

al
 p
ro
ce
ss
.

M
A
S
O
N
E
I
L
A
N
 I
N
T
E
R
N
A
T
I
O
N
A
L
 I
N
C
.
/
U
N
I
T
E
D
 A
U
T
O
 W
O
R
K
E
R
S

L
O
C
A
L
 4
70
.

In
 M
a
y
 1
9
7
5
 t
he

 U
A
W
 D
ir
ec
to
r 
w
a
s
 a
sk
ed
 b
y 
th
os
e 
or
ga
ni
zi
ng
 t
he
 C
en
te
r 
to

se
le
ct
 a
 l
oc

al
 u
ni
on
 a
n
d
 c
o
m
p
a
n
y
 l
ik
el
y 
l
o
b
e
 i
nt
er
es
te
d.
 A
 m
ee

ti
ng

 w
a
s
 h
el
d

wi
th
 t
he
 l
oc

al
 P
re
si
de
nt
 h
e
 s
el

ec
te

d 
a
n
d
 t
wo

 m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 p
eo
pl
e.
 M
o
r
e

di
sc
us
si
on
s 
a
n
d
 p
la
nn
in
g 
se

ss
io

ns
 w
er
e 
he
ld
 a
t 
th
e 
c
o
m
p
a
n
y
 a
n
d
 C
en
te
r

co
nf

er
en

ce
s.

 I
n 
Ja
nu
ar
y 
1
9
7
6
 t
he

 C
en
te
r 
as
si
st
ed
 i
n 
a
 p
re
se
nt
at
io
n 
to
 h
ig

he
r

m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 w
hi

ch
 b
ro
ug
ht
 a
g
r
e
e
m
e
n
t
 t
o 
se
t 
s
p
a
 j
oi
nt
 l
a
b
o
r
-
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t

co
mm
it
te
e 
to
 s
tu
dy
 a
n
d
 r
e
c
o
m
m
e
n
d
 a
ct
io
n 
to
wa
rd
s 
a
 O
W
L
 p
ro

gr
am

. 
Th
is
 jo

in
t

co
mm
it
te
e 
m
o
v
e
d
 c
au
ti
ou
sl
y 
at
 fi

rs
t,
 w
hi
le
 m
e
m
b
e
r
s
 b
e
c
a
m
e
 a
cq
ua
in
te
d 
wi
th

th
e 
is

su
es

 a
n
d
 e
a
c
h
 o
th

er
. 
In

 M
a
y
 1
9
7
6
 it

 s
po

ns
or

ed
 a
 S
u
n
d
a
y
 c
on

fe
re

nc
e 
o
n

O
W
L
 f
or

 t
he

 f
or

em
en

, 
st
ew
ar
ds
 a
n
d
 c
er
ta
in
 o
ff
ic
e 
pe

rs
on

ne
l.

 C
en
te
r 
st
af
f

as
si
st
ed
 i
n 
pl
an
ni
ng
 a
n
d
 g
a
v
e
 k
ey
no
te
 a
dd
re
ss
es
. 
F
e
e
d
b
a
c
k
 w
a
s
 p
os

it
iv

e.

G
e
o
r
g
e
 N
es
tl
er
, 
A
m
a
l
g
a
m
a
t
e
d
 M
ea
tc
ut
te
rs
 I
nt
er
na
ti
on
al

In
 J
u
n
e
 t
he
 J
oi
nt
 C
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
 a
cc

ep
te

d 
a
 C
en

te
r 
of
fe
r 
to

 p
ro
vi
de
 r
eg
ul
ar
 t
hi
rd

pa
rt
y 
as
si
st
an
ce
. 

It 
b
e
g
a
n
 t
o 
ho
ld
 w
ee
kl
y 
me
et
in
gs
 a
n
d
 w
it
h 
th

e 
Ce

nt
er

's

as
si
st
an
ce
 it

 d
ev
el
op
ed
 a
n
 a
g
e
n
d
a
,
 a
 s
ta
te
me
nt
 o
f 
pr
in
ci
pl
es
 a
n
d
 o
bj

ec
ti

ve
s,

 a

tr
ai
ni
ng
 p
ro
gr
am
 f
or

 i
ts

el
f,

 a
n
d
 g
ui
de
li
ne
s 
fo

r 
ch
oo
si
ng
 t
he

 f
ir
st
 s
h
o
p
 f
lo

or

lo
ca
ti
on
s,
 f
or

 i
nt
ro
du
ci
ng
 t
he

 c
on
ce
pt
s 
th
er
e 
a
n
d
 f
or

 m
ak
in
g 
in
vo
lv
em
en
t

vo
lu

nt
ar

y.
 I
n 
ea

rl
y 
fa

ll
 w
or
ke
rs
 i
n 
th

e 
fi
rs
t 
ta
rg
et
 a
re
a 
vo
te
d 
un
an
im
ou
sl
y 
to

h
a
v
e
 a
 p
ro
je
ct
 a
n
d
 a
 c
or

e 
co
mm
it
te
,e
 i
s 
be
in
g 
se
t 
u
p
 t
he

re
. 
Pl
an
s 
ar
e 
u
n
d
e
r
w
a
y

to
 s
el
ec
t 
ot
he
r 
s
h
o
p
 f
lo
or
 a
re
as
.

A
 s
ep
ar
at
e 
O
W
L
 C
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
 h
a
s
 a
ls

o 
b
e
e
n
 s
et
 u
p
 w
it
h 
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 a
n
d
 o
ff
ic
e

(n
on

-u
ni

on
) e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
 m
e
m
b
e
r
s
h
i
p
 t
o 
de
ve
lo
p 
of
fi
ce
 p
ro

je
ct

s.
 T
h
e
 C
en
te
r 
is

he
lp

in
g 
th

is
 c
om
mi
tt
ee
 d
ev
el
op
 i
ts
 o
w
n
 s
ta
te
me
nt
 o
f 
pu

rp
os

es
, 
st

ra
te

gy
,

tr
ai
ni
ng
 p
ro
gr
am
, 
et
c.
 M
ea
nw
hi
le
, 
th
e 
jo
in
t 
la
bo
r-
ma
na
ge
me
nt
 c
om
mi
tt
ee
 a
ls
o

se
t 
u
p
 a
 t
em
po
ra
ry
 l
ar
ge
r 
co
mm
it
te
e 
wh

ic
h 
pl
an
ne
d 
a
n
d
 c
ar

ri
ed

 o
ut
, 
wi
th

pa
rt

ic
ip

at
io

n 
by

 d
o
z
e
n
s
 o
f 
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
,
 a
 S
u
n
d
a
y
 O
p
e
n
 H
o
u
s
e
 a
tt
en
de
d 
by

hu
nd
re
ds
 o
f 
e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
 a
n
d
 t
he
ir
 f
am

il
ie

s.

A
 F
O
O
D
 P
R
O
C
E
S
S
I
N
G
 P
L
A
N
T
 A
N
D
 L
O
C
A
L
 U
N
I
O
N
.

T
h
e
 C
en
te
r 
ap

pr
oa

ch
ed

 t
he
 P
re
si
de
nt
 o
f 
th

is
 c
o
m
p
a
n
y
 a
n
d
 f
ou
nd
 h
im

in
te

re
st

ed
. 
At
 t
he
 s
a
m
e
 t
im
e 
th

e 
Ce

nt
er

 i
nv
it
ed
 t
he

 l
oc

al
 u
ni
on
 P
re
si
de
nt
 t
o 
a

O
W
L
 s
em
in
ar
. 
H
e
 a
ls
o 
w
a
s
 i
nt

er
es

te
d,

 a
n
d
 s
et
 u
p 
a
 m
ee

ti
ng

 w
it
h 
a
 s
ma

ll
 g
ro

up

of
 u
ni
on
 p
eo
pl
e.
 A
 s
e
c
o
n
d
 m
ee

ti
ng

 w
a
s
 h
el
d 
wi
th
 u
ni
on
 p
eo
pl
e 
a
n
d
 s
e
c
o
n
d
 a
n
d

th
ir
d 
me
et
in
gs
 w
it
h 
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 p
eo
pl
e 
se
pa
ra
te
ly
. 
W
h
e
n
 b
ot

h 
si
de
s 
ag

re
ed

to
 g
o
 a
h
e
a
d
,
 e
a
c
h
 s
id

e 
n
a
m
e
d
 f
iv

e 
pe
op
le
 t
o 
a
 j
oi
nt
 O
W
L
 c
om
mi
tt
ee
. 
Th
is

co
mm
it
te
e 
b
e
g
a
n
 t
o 
m
e
e
t
 w
ee
kl
y 
wi
th
 C
en
te
r 
st

af
f 
to

 o
p
e
n
 l
in

es
 o
f

co
mm
un
ic
at
io
n 
a
n
d
 b
eg

in
 a
 p
ro

ce
ss

 o
f 
jo
in
t 
pr
ob
le
m 

de
fi
ni
ti
on
. 
Me
et
in
gs
 a
re

cu
rr
en
tl
y 
s
u
s
p
e
n
d
e
d
 w
hi
le
 t
he

 c
ol
le
ct
iv
e 
ba
rg
ai
ni
ng
 i
s 
u
n
d
e
r
w
a
y
 b
ut
 w
il

l 
b
e

r
e
s
u
m
e
d
 w
h
e
n
 t
he
 c
on
tr
ac
t 
is

 a
gr
ee
d 
up

on
.

c.
0

.1
0

'A



A

".
..
th
e 
id
ea
s,
 t
h
e
 g
en

iu
s 
t
h
a
t
 c
a
m
e
 o
ut
..
.

w
h
e
n
 w
e
 a
s
k
e
d
 e
m
p
l
o
y
e
e
s
 h
o
w
 w
e
 s
h
o
u
l
d

g
o
 a
b
o
u
t
 b
u
i
l
d
i
n
g
 a
 n
e
w
 p
la
nt
."

Al
fr
ed
 W
ar

re
n,

 Di
re
ct
or
 o
f 
Pe
rs
on
ne
l 
De
ve
lo
pm
en
t,
 G
en
er
al
 M
ot
or
s 
Co

rp
or

at
io

n

A
 M
A
J
O
R
 S
U
B
U
R
B
 O
F
 B
O
S
T
O
N
 A
N
D
 S
E
V
E
R
A
L
 M
U
N
I
C
I
P
A
L
 U
N
I
O
N
S
.

T
h
e
 D
ir
ec
to
r 
of
 P
er
so
nn
el
 c
a
m
e
 t
o 
a
 C
en

te
r 
co

nf
er

en
ce

 a
n
d
 e
xp
re
ss
ed
 s
tr

on
g

in
te
re
st
. 
T
h
e
 C
en
te
r 
Di
re
ct
or
 h
a
s
 m
e
t
 w
it
h 
hi
m 
o
n
 a
 n
u
m
b
e
r
 o
f 
oc
ca
si
on
s,
 a
n
d

al
so

 w
it
h 
th

e 
M
a
y
o
r
 a
n
d
 t
he

 B
oa

rd
 o
f 
Al
de
rm
en
. 
Le
ad
er
s 
s
t
o
n
e
 o
f 
th

e 
un
io
ns

h
a
v
e
 a
tt
en
de
d 
t
w
o
 o
f 
th
e 
Ce
nt
er
's
 c
on

fe
re

nc
es

. 
Ce
nt
er
 s
ta
ff
 h
av

e 
m
e
t
 w
it
h

t
h
e
m
 a
n
d
 w
it
h 
th

e 
le

ad
er

sh
ip

 o
f 
t
w
o
 o
th
er
 u
ni

on
s,

 a
n
d
 h
av

e 
he
ld
 s
ev

er
al

te
le
ph
on
e 
co

nv
er

sa
ti

on
s 
wi
th
 t
he

 P
re

si
de

nt
 o
f 
a
 f
ou
rt
h,
 o
ut

 o
f 
ni
ne
 t
ot

al
. 
A

c
o
m
m
i
t
m
e
n
t
 h
a
s
 b
e
e
n
 m
a
d
e
 b
y 
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 a
n
d
 b
y 
le

ad
er

sh
ip

 i
n 
t
w
o
 o
f 
th

es
e

un
io
ns
 t
o 
g
o
 f
or
wa
rd
 w
it
h 
O
W
L
 p
ro
je
ct
s.
 A
ft

er
 a
 fu

ll
 y
ea
r 
of
 p
re

li
mi

na
ry

di
sc

us
si

on
s 
a
n
d
 m
ee

ti
ng

s,
 jo

in
t 
O
W
L
 C
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e
s
 s
ho
ul
d 
s
o
o
n
 b
e
 s
et
 u
p 
in
 a
t

le
as

t 
t
w
o
 d
ep

ar
tm

en
ts

. 
T
h
e
 C
en

te
r 

wi
ll

 w
or
k 
wi
th
 t
he
se
 c
om

mi
tt

ee
s 
a
n
d
 w
il
l

co
nt
in
ue
 t
o 
s
e
e
k
 p
ar

ti
ci

pa
ti

on
 b
y 
ot

he
r 
un
io
ns
 a
n
d
 d
ep

ar
tm

en
t 
he
ad
s.

T
W
O
 W
E
S
T
E
R
N
 M
A
S
S
A
C
H
U
S
E
T
T
S
 M
A
N
U
F
A
C
T
U
R
I
N
G
 P
L
A
N
T
S
/

L
O
C
A
L
 U
N
I
O
N
S
.

Un
io
n 

of
fi
ci
al
s 
c
a
m
e
 f
ro

m 
o
n
e
 o
f 
th
es
e 
lo

ca
ls

 t
o 
th
e 
Ce

nt
er

's
 J
an

ua
ry

 1
9
7
6

co
nf

er
en

ce
 a
n
d
 f
ro

m 
bo

th
 t
o 
th

e 
M
a
y
 1
9
7
6
 C
on
fe
re
nc
e.
 In

 J
u
n
e
 t
he
 D
ir
ec
to
r

m
e
t
 w
it
h 
th
e 
Pr
es
id
en
t 
of
 o
n
e
 o
f 
th
es
e 
lo
ca
ls
 a
n
d
 w
it
h 
th

e 
Ex

ec
ut

iv
e 
Bo
ar
d 
of

th
e 
ot
he
r,
 w
hi

ch
 v
ot
ed
 u
na
ni
mo
us
ly
 t
o 
pa
rt
ic
ip
at
e 

if 
th
e 
c
o
m
p
a
n
y
 w
ou

ld
.

Ce
nt
er
 p
er

so
nn

el
 h
a
v
e
 m
e
t
 t
wi

ce
 w
it
h 
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 l
ea
de
rs
 i
n 
e
a
c
h
 o
f 
th

es
e

t
w
o
 c
o
m
p
a
n
i
e
s
.
 B
ot
h 
ar
e 
co

ns
id

er
in

g 
a
 p
ro
je
ct
. 
In

 o
ne

, 
ha
lf
 a
 d
o
z
e
n

m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 p
eo

pl
e 
ar
e 
in

te
re

st
ed

. 
Fu
rt
he
r 
ac

ti
on

 h
a
s
 b
e
e
n
 d
el

ay
ed

 p
en
di
ng

re
tu
rn
 o
f 
s
o
m
e
 k
ey
 o
ff

ic
er

s 
fr

om
 o
ve

rs
ea

s.

co



It
's
 a
 n
e
w
 e
r
a
 w
i
t
h

a
n
d
 n
e
w
 m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n

g
e
t
h
e
r
 w
e
 c
a
n
 s
e
r
v
e

G
u
i
d
e
l
i
n
e
s
 a
n
d
 P
r
i
n
c
i
p
l
e
s
 f
o
r
 O
W
L
 P
r
o
j
e
c
t
s

At
 t
he
 h
ea
rt
 o
f 
th
e 
Ce

nt
er

's
 p
ro
gr
am
 i
s 
th
e 
cr
ea
ti
on
 a
n
d
 s
up
po
rt
 o
f 
O
W
L

de
mo
ns
tr
at
io
n 
pr
oj
ec
ts
 in

 t
hi

s 
st

at
e.

 T
h
e
 f
ol
lo
wi
ng
 p
ri
nc
ip
le
s 
a
n
d
 g
ui
de
li
ne
s

ar
e 
us
ed
 i
n 
th
e 
se

le
ct

io
n 
of
 p
ro
je
ct
 s
it
es
 a
n
d
 i
n 
th
ei
r 
de

ve
lo

pm
en

t.
 T
h
e
 C
en

te
r

wi
ll
 w
or
k 
wi
th
 l
oc
al
 a
n
d
 s
ta

te
 g
o
v
e
r
n
m
e
n
t
 u
ni
ts
 a
s
 w
el
l 
a
s
 w
it
h 
pr
iv
at
e

co
rp
or
at
io
ns
. 
Al

th
ou

gh
 t
he
 C
en
te
r 
gi
ve
s 
pr
ef
er
en
ce
 t
o 
un
io
n 
se
tt
in
gs
, i

t i
s 
al
so

in
te

re
st

ed
 i
n 
de
ve
lo
pi
ng
 p
ro

je
ct

s 
in
 s
o
m
e
 n
on
-u
ni
on
 s
et
ti
ng
s.

•
 In

 e
a
c
h
 p
ro
je
ct
 t
he
re
 w
il
l 
be
 a
 j
oi
nt
 l
a
b
o
r
-
m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 s
te
er
in
g 
co
mm
it
te
e.

E
a
c
h
 s
id
e 

wi
ll
 n
a
m
e
 a
n
 e
qu
al
 n
u
m
b
e
r
 o
f 
m
e
m
b
e
r
s
.
 Th

is
 jo

in
t 
co
mm
it
te
e,
 w
it
h

Ce
nt
er
 h
el
p,
 wi

ll
 d
ef
in
e 
it
s o
w
n
 n
a
m
e
 a
n
d
 g
oa
ls
, 
it
s o
w
n
 s
tr
at
eg
ie
s,
 it

s 
n
e
e
d
s

fo
r 
tr
ai
ni
ng
, 
re
se
ar
ch
, 
et

c.

•
 T
h
e
 p
ur
po
se
 o
f 
ev
er
y 
pr
oj
ec
t 
is

 t
o 
in
vo
lv
e 
s
h
o
p
 o
r 
of
fi
ce
 f
lo
or
 w
or
ke
rs
 i
n 
a

co
nt
in
uo
us
 p
ro

ce
ss

 i
n 
wh
ic
h 
th
ei
r 
k
n
o
w
l
e
d
g
e
 a
n
d
 i
de
as
 a
re
 s
ou
gh
t 
ou
t 
a
n
d

ut
il
iz
ed
 o
n
 h
o
w
 t
o 
m
a
k
e
 t
he
 o
rg
an
iz
at
io
n 
a
 b
et
te
r 
a
n
d
 m
o
r
e
 e
ff

ec
ti

ve
 p
la
ce
 t
o

wo
rk
.

•
 U
p
p
e
r
 l
ev
el
s 
of
 m
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 m
u
s
t
 b
e
 i
nv
ol
ve
d.
 T
h
e
 C
en

te
r 

wi
ll
 i
ns
is
t t

ha
t 
to
p

m
a
n
a
g
e
r
s
 b
e
 i
nf
or
me
d,
 c
on
su
lt
ed
 a
n
d
 c
om
mi
tt
ed
. 
Su
pp
or
t 
fr
om
 t
he

in
te
rn
at
io
na
l 
un
io
n 

wi
ll
 a
ls

o 
b
e
 s
ou
gh
t.

•
 M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 is

 n
at

ur
al

ly
 i
nt
er
es
te
d 
in
 r
ed
uc
in
g 
co
st
s 
a
n
d
 i
nc

re
as

in
g 

ef
fi
-

ci
en
cy
. 
Ex
pe
ri
en
ce
 t
ea
ch
es
 t
ha
t 

if 
th

is
 b
e
c
o
m
e
s
 t
he
 p
ri

ma
ry

 o
bj
ec
ti
ve
 i
n 
th
es
e

pr
og
ra
ms
 t
he
y 

wi
ll
 u
su
al
ly
 f
ai
l.
 M
a
n
a
g
e
m
e
n
t
 m
u
s
t
 b
e
 c
om
mi
tt
ed
 t
o 
im
pr
ov
in
g

th
e 
qu

al
it

y 
of
 w
or
ki
ng
 l
if
e a
s
 a
 v
al
ua
bl
e 
go
al
 it

se
lf
. 
W
h
e
r
e
 th

is
 is

 s
o,
 a
n
d
 w
h
e
r
e

th
e 
O
W
L
 p
ro

ce
ss

 w
or
ks
 w
it
h 
co
mp
et
en
t 
th
ir
d 
pa

rt
y 
he
lp
, 
ex
pe
ri
en
ce
 a
ls
o

te
ac
he
s 
th
at
 w
or

ke
rs

 w
il
l 
c
o
m
e
 u
p
 w
it
h 
m
a
n
y
 i
de
as
 n
ot
 o
nl
y 
o
n
 i
mp
ro
vi
ng

wo
rk
in
g 
co
nd
it
io
ns
 fo

r t
he
ms
el
ve
s,
 b
ut
 a
ls
o 
o
n
 h
o
w
 t
o 
im
pr
ov
e 
qu

al
it

y 
a
n
d
 c
ut

sc
ra

p 
a
n
d
 o
th
er
 c
os
ts
 f
or

 t
he
 o
rg
an
iz
at
io
n,
 a
n
d
 i
n 
ge
ne
ra
l 
to
 -
wo
rk
 s
ma
rt
er
,

no
t 
ha
rd
er
."

n
e
w
 u
n
i
o
n
 m
e
m
b
e
r
s

t
 ..
.b
y 
w
o
r
k
i
n
g
 t
o-

,
o
u
r
 p
eo
pl
e 
be
tt
er
.

Al
ex
 B
er

zi
ns

, 
La
bo
r 
C
o
-C
ha
ir
ma
n,
 M
a
s
o
n
e
i
l
a
n
/
U
A
W
 L
oc
al
 4
7
0
 O
W
L

C
o
m
m
i
t
t
e
e

•
 T
h
e
 i
nv
ol
ve
me
nt
 o
f 
fi
rs
t 
a
n
d
 s
e
c
o
n
d
 l
ev
el
 s
up
er
vi
so
rs
 i
s 
cr
uc
ia
l.
 P
ro
je
ct
s

mu
st
 b
e
 d
es

ig
ne

d 
fr
om
 t
he
 b
eg
in
ni
ng
 t
o 
en
li
st
 t
h
e
m
 a
n
d
 t
he
ir
 i
de
as
 o
n
 h
o
w
 t
o

im
pr
ov
e 
th
e 
qu

al
it

y 
of
 t
he
ir
 w
or
ki
ng
 li

fe
 a
n
d
 o
n
 h
o
w
 t
o 
d
o
 t
hi
ng
s 
be
tt
er
. 

If 
th
ey

ar
e 
in
vo
lv
ed
 t
he
 p
ro
je
ct
 w
il
l 
li
ke
ly
 s
uc
ce
ed
: 

if 
th
ey
 a
re
 o
p
p
o
s
e
d
,
 it

 w
il
l 
su
re
ly

fa
il
.

•
 T
h
e
 jo

in
t c
om
mi
tt
ee
 w
il
l b
e
 c
au
ti
on
ed
 b
y 
th
e 
Ce
nt
er
 t
o 
st
ar
t 
sm

al
l 
in
 o
n
e
 o
r 
t
w
o

lo
ca
ti
on
s 
of
 m
a
n
a
g
e
a
b
l
e
 s
iz

e.
 W
it
h 
le
ar
ni
ng
 f
ro
m 
th

os
e 
fi
rs
t 
pi
lo
t 
pr
oj
ec
ts
, t
he

co
mm
it
te
e 
sh
ou
ld
 b
e
 p
re
pa
re
d,
 a
n
d
 s
o
o
n
 w
il
l 
b
e
 u
nd
er
 p
re
ss
ur
e 
fr
om
 o
th
er

em
pl
oy
ee
s,
 to

 e
x
p
a
n
d
 t
he
 p
ro

ce
ss

 u
nt

il
 e
ve
ry
on
e 
w
h
o
 w
a
n
t
s
 l
o
b
e
 i
s

in
vo

lv
ed

.

•
 T
h
e
 O
W
L
 p
ro

ce
ss

 a
n
d
 O
W
L
 jo

in
t 
co
mr
ni
tt
ee
(s
) d
o
 n
ot
 r
ep
la
ce
 c
ol
le
ct
iv
e

ba
rg
ai
ni
ng
 o
r 
th
e 
gr
ie
va
nc
e 
pr
oc
ed
ur
e.
 I
ns
te
ad
 t
he
y 
pr
ov
id
e 
a
 p
ro

ce
ss

 f
or

fi
nd
in
g 
c
o
m
m
o
n
 i
nt
er
es
ts
, f

or
 p
ro
bl
em
 s
ol
vi
ng
, f

or
 w
or
ke
r 
in
vo
lv
em
en
t,

b
e
t
w
e
e
n
 c
on
tr
ac
t 
ne
go
ti
at
io
ns
.

•
 D
ur
in
g 
th
e 
fi
rs
t 
ye
ar
 o
r 
m
o
r
e
 o
f 
a
 p
ro
je
ct
 p
ub

li
ci

ty
 a
n
d
 v
is

it
s 
mu
st
 b
e

di
sc
ou
ra
ge
d,
 un

ti
l 
th
e 
pr
oj
ec
t 
h
a
s
 t
ak
en
 r
oo
t,
 h
a
s
 s
o
m
e
 s
tr
on
g 
su
pp
or
t,
 a
n
d

s
o
m
e
 c
on
cr
et
e 
re
su
lt
s.
 T
h
e
 C
en
te
r 
re

qu
ir

es
 t
ha
t 
o
n
c
e
 t
he
se
 a
re
 a
ch
ie
ve
d 
th
e

pr
oj
ec
t 
sh
ou
ld
 b
e
 o
p
e
n
e
d
 t
o 
vi

si
to

rs
 o
n
 a
 l
im
it
ed
 b
as
is
, u

nd
er
 t
he
 c
on
tr
ol
 o
f 
th
e

co
mm
it
te
e.

•
 S
o
m
e
 r
es
ea
rc
h 
sh
ou
ld
 b
e
 c
on
du
ct
ed
 a
t 
e
a
c
h
 p
ro

je
ct

. 
In

 e
a
c
h
 c
a
s
e
 t
he
 r
es
ul
ts

sh
ou
ld
 b
e
 f
ed
 b
ac
k 
to

 p
ar
ti
ci
pa
nt
s,
 a
n
d
 t
he
 d
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Mr. LUNDLNE. Mayor Moody, the bells mean we have another vote,
and I think it would be best if we take a break. I assure you I will
be right back.
I want to make a comment that may not be obvious to everyone, that

the subcommittee deeply appreciates your testimony. It will be studied
carefully in our deliberation on this bill, and the fact that we are
running back and forth is only a condition of our own existence and
has nothing to do with our interest or lack thereof; certainly nothing
to do with our lack of interest in your testimony.
We will stand in recess for less than 10 minutes.
[Brief recess is taken.]
Mr. MooRnEAD [presiding]. I understand the next witness is to be

Mayor Moody. Ind Mayor, would you proceed?
Mr. Lundine will be back, and we certainly welcome you to the sub-

committee, sir.

STATEMENT OF HON. TOM MOODY, MAYOR OF THE CITY OF
COLUMBUS, OHIO

Mayor MOODY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
My name is Thomas Moody, and I am the mayor of Columbus, Ohio.
I am also first vice president of the National League of Cities and a

member of several organizations and boards which are concerned
with this entire program of productivity and quality of working life.
I do not speak for the National League of Cities in my testimony,

but I speak personally as the mayor of a large city.
I wish to identify that there is nothing in the policy of the National

League of Cities which in any way contravenes any position or any
part of this present legislation. Indeed, in principle, it is supported by
many segments of our policy on effective government, which en-
courages good labor and management relationships and the improve-
ment of working conditions for employees.
Perhaps more importantly, insofar as I know, I am the mayor of

the largest city in the country which has a quality of working life
program underway. That program was some 2 years in the shaping
and has been approximately 7 months in its implementation and is
proceeding quite nicely.
Mr. Chairman, in the interest of time, which has become critical in

these hearings, I should like to adopt as a part of my remarks every-
thing that was said by Mr. Brower in his remarks except those ref-
erences to Massachusetts, which I cannot endorse, simply out of my
own ignorance.
• How-ever, any statement made with regard to the working climate
and the relationships of labor and management and productivity and
quality of working life made by him, I adopt as my own.
One of the things that is important to me as a chief executive, and

which is supported in principle by the membership of the National
League of Cities, is that this legislation would not mandate or impose
upon us a solution, a program, or a method of doing things.
It would create a mechanism which we could employ at local initia-

tive and at the time and under the conditions which the chief executive
or other governing body felt appropriate.
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We take a very strong stand on not having costs or programs or
regulations and rules foisted upon us or imposed upon us. This legisla-
tion does none of those. It creates a tool.
I should like to respond very briefly to questions raised, Mr. Chair-

man, by other members of the subcommittee earlier, and unfortu-
nately, those persons were not able to be here for my reply, but I
should like to make it a part of the record.
Congressman Kelly expressed some wonderment if this is such a

good idea, why are not the fine American managers doing this and why
must it be supported by Federal dollars?
Well, I should like to call to the attention of the. subcommittee that

indeed this has been done for many years, and in its initial stages was
totally funded by management.
I should like to cite the Lincoln Electric Co., an Ohio corporation,

which during World War II received a great deal of publicity be-
cause it cut costs on Government defense and war supply contracts,
while it greatly increased the wages of its employees, and while it
allowed them a voice in management.
There may be older and more dramatic examples of management

and labor participation, profitsharing, and all of the things that we are
talking about, than the Lincoln Electric Co. But if there are, I do not
know them.
In addition, within the borders of the State of Ohio, there are a

number of companies which have been in such programs for 5 to 6
years, within my certain knowledge. And in the city of Toledo, in the
year 1945, a council was created under the auspices of the then-mayor
which continues in operation to this day, and it has changed Toledo
from a city which had one of the worst records for being shut down by
strikes to a city which has one of the best records today.
So, contrary to the assumption which I understand Congressman

Kelly to make in his question—and I may not have read his question
right—I think enlightened managers and enlightened labor people
have been aware of this secret for certainly 35 years or more.
The difficulty is that not all of us, even those who are elected to pub-

lic office, are as enlightened or informed as we ought to be.
Congressman Barnard had some questions dealing with the quality

of output. I would share his concerns and respond in identical words
to that used by the previous witness, Mr. Michael Brower.

There are a couple of details that I should like to question about this
bill, and I do so in a constructive way. One of my concerns is that the
advisory commission seems to me to have a built-in difficulty in it, in
that it imposes a membership upon certain Secretaries and then allows
some six public members to be selected.
At the risk of embarrassment of another branch of Government, I

should indicate to you, Mr. Chairman, that I serve also as a member of
the Advisory Commission on Intergovernmental Relations, and it has
been our observation that the schedules of Secretaries and the schedules
of Senators and the schedules of Members of Congress prevent their
attendance, except on rare occasions, and everytime that we have
failed to have a quorum, it was because those Federal representatives
who were mandated under the law could not attend.
I am not critical of them for that. It is the same problem which you

have here this morning.



This leaves six public representatives, and there are indications that
those public representatives should be from industry, commerce, agri-
culture, and so on. I find it a little bit disturbing from my point of
view that there is no mandate that there should be representation of
either local or State government. I think it would be appropriate to
have representation from both local and State levels, because this is
indeed a public problem as well as a private sector problem.
Mr. Chairman, I am tempted to discuss further a number of other

things, but I want to call particular attention to the third-party as-
pects of Mr. Brower's testimony. I would like to expand upon that,
had there been more time. And there are a couple of other items.
I think the closing note, however, is that this kind of legislation is

in principle acceptable to local officials because it does not force upon
us anything, and it does provide a tool for us. The third-party financ-
ing and funding provides an incentive for people to get into a program
which sometimes they cannot do for either emotional or political or
other kinds of reasons. And, more particularly, it focuses on a center.
I would tell you that part of the reason that the Columbus quality

of working life program was 2 years in its inception was not because we
had difficulty in deciding- to do it, but because we were juggling balls
with the Department of Commerce, EDA, the National Institute of
Mental Health, and the Department of Labor, about the funding.
And because there was a political change in Ohio from Governor

Gilligan to Governor Rhodes and actions and inactions following that
change, it became very uncertain whether we would get into the act at
all.
There is approximately $100,000 of noncity funds in that, part

of that coining from the National Institute of Mental Health, part of
it coming from the George Gunn Foundation. The city of Columbus
has made a contribution—or will make a contribution over 2 years—of
$50,000. And our local union will make a contribution of $2,000.
Mr. Chairman, what I would also like to suggest is, because of some

questions asked about labor, that it would be well worth the time of
this committee to hear from Warren Jennings, who is the executive
director of District Council No. 53 in Columbus, Ohio, and who has
experience in both the Springfield, Ohio, and the Columbus project.
I understand that that testimony was not proferred today because

these are all public sector people.
I most earnestly recommend to the committee that Mr. Jennings

could contribute invaluably to your knowledge.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MOORIIEAD. Thank you, Mr. Mayor. And if you want to submit

a further statement or letter in writing, it will, without objection, be
made a part of the record, sir.
The committee would now like to hear from Mr. Leonard

Elenowitz, director, Office of Federal Relations, Maryland Depart-
ment of Economic and Community Development.
Without objection, your entire statement will be made part of the

record. If you could abbreviate it in view of our time constraints, the
subcommittee would appreciate it.
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STATEMENT OF LEONARD ELENOWITZ, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF FED-

ERAL RELATIONS, MARYLAND DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC AND

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

Mr. ELENOWITZ. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I will do the best I can.
You may wonder why a State agency has asked to appear. And we

are very pleased that we have been permitted to appear before your
subcommittee.
Maryland, like many of the industrial States of the Northeast in

the last several years, has suffered a tremendous decline in manufac-
turing firms, manufacturing jobs, and manufacturing payrolls.
We, as a State department of economic and community develop-

ment, feel it's important for States, not just Maryland, but for all
States to begin to address the basic issues that have been causing losses
of jobs in our State and, I am sure, in many other States.
In looking behind the scene, we found that many of our industries

are closing down, are certainly not expanding in the State, because
they feel that their productivity, if you wish, the ability to compete
has been hampered.
We find that in Maryland that when you look at the labor force we

have a dichotomy between industries which are unionized and 
force,

which are not unionized, and they vary tremendously.
In many parts of the State, we have had years, you could say, of

recognized strikes, especially in the western mountains of Maryland.
About 2 years ago, our department began a very aggressive role in

speaking out on issues that affected the economy of the State of Mary-
land. In June of 1975 we began to address the issue of productivity,
and we were fortunate to have the help of the National Commission
on Productivity and Quality of Working Life. And especially through
the services of Bill Batt, who was here, and others, we began to ad-
dress the problem.
'What is the proper role of the State? In fact, the question is, is

there a proper role for a State in bringing together labor and manage-
ment and the Government sector to address these issues?
We studied very carefully some of the approaches that were going

on. In Maryland, we decided that the proper way for Maryland, which
is really to be suggestive that when any State or any community begins
to address the problem of productivity through labor and manage-
ment committees, or other types of organizations, they very carefully
look at their particular situation and not accept some other technique,
or approach lock, stock, and barrel, but rather they examine it. They
examine their own environment, and begin to develop a program that
is appropriate for their State and their community and their situation.
The Maryland approach was to develop at the University of Mary-

land an ongoing institution that could provide a variety of services
to labor, management, and to government and the public sector.
Our feeling was that the university in a small State would be the

best possible place because of its objectivity, its neutrality, its respect—
in this case. Maryland has had a track record of objectivity and
respect with the business and labor community—and because it could
bring to bear ongoing resources through the professors at the univer-
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sity, through staff, and through other people that could be drawn to
the university, the types of talents that could be brought to bear in
such a way that they would be accepted, not as a Government agency
coming in and imposing their wishes but as an objective participant.
We were fortunate, Mr. Chairman, in that the people who were

concerned in Maryland, and who helped us formulate our ideas rep-
resented not only government but the major universities in Maryland
and the business community, representatives from Black & Decker,
from Westinghouse, from General Electric, and, importantly, people
from the national unions, Mr. Paul Wagner from the Steelworkers,
and I believe, Mr. Dean Klaus from the Auto Workers.
We put together a program which is in the record, and began the

business of attempting to find resources, seed money resources, to help
us get our program off the ground.
And, as the other people at the table have indicated, they had dif-

ficulties in obtaining seed money resources.
It has only been in the last week, after 2 years of trying, that we

have been able to be fairly assured that we will have some seed money
to begin the center, to be totally operational this summer.
The mayor has indicated that he has received support through

NIMH and the Department of Commerce. We have not been so for-
tunate, but we have been fortunate in that a sister State agency, using
moneys made available through the title I of the Higher Education
Act from HEW, has been able to bring some resources to help us. This
took a year to do, but we were so firmly committed that something
had to be done that we were able to start our program, embryonic as
it was. The first major effort that has been successful is the Cumber-
land Area Labor Management Group. It is modeled after Jamestown,
and they have been very successful.
We have been able to obtain resources from the Appalachian Re-

gional Commission.
We also found that as a State agency, or as a center, if you wish,

that there are other benefits that can be brought together through a
State approach.
I think this is illustrative of the type of projects that, as we look at

the bill, we think can be funded.
Many of our problems in the State start off as a factory problem.

In one particular case. Westinghouse, if you wish, discovered they
had a tremendous problem of downtime. The machinery, the tech-
nical machinery, was always down. They could not keep enough peo-
ple, trained people, on their payroll to correct this problem. And we
found this in other factories.
Through our center, through the knowledge that the Maryland

center was becoming operational, Westinghouse began to address the
problem through the Society of Manufacturing engineers, not as a
factory problem, but as an industry problem, and it was accelerated
to be a statewide problem. And through a statewide institution, we
have begun to address a problem that normally would not have been
addressed before.
We found that we would be upgrading the entire electrical main-

tenance skills in the State, modifying our apprenticeship program
and creating new jobs.
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The point is, Mr. Chairman, this bill, which we strongly endorse,
is indeed helpful to us, and I think will be helpful to the others.
I would like to offer two suggestions. -We are all concerned about the

need for seed money to set programs into motion. We are not asking for
100 percent grants, even though that would be nice. What I. am con-
cerned about in this bill, Mr. Lundine, is perhaps in my reading of it.
I think your interpretation—or my interpretation of the definition of
project perhaps 'might be too narrow. We are suggesting that either the
definition be very clear that seed money grants to establish an ongoing
institution is an identifiable and proper project. That language should
be written into your bill, making that very clear.
I think it is very critical for larger organizations that are trying to

get started.
A second concern we have again—and we all alluded to it—there

appear to be many different agencies that have an interest in produc-
tivity. I guess we can, in a sense, pat ourselves somewhat on the back
by saying we had enough ingenuity to go out through the maze of
Federal programs and identify agencies that would like to help.
But, again, the testimony varies all over for where we go and

whether we are successful. But it would seem to me that one of the
things the subcommittee would perhaps like to consider is somehow
giving an 'agency, whether the Secretary of Labor or whether the
National Commission on Productivity or whoever, some type of re-
sponsibility to coordinate the Federal role in productivity so that fu-
ture States and future communities do not have to continue to go
through a maze of looking for funds.
I am concerned that, in the interest of doing something, we may be

perpetuating a fragmented approach, and we would hope that the
subcommittee could handle that problem as well. And I grant you that
is indeed a very difficult problem.
Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Elenowitz, on behalf of the Mary-

land Department of Economic and Community Development, together
with a concept paper of the Maryland Center for Productivity and
Quality of Working Life, a letter dated May 20, 1976, from George H.
Kuper, Executive Director, National Center for Productivity and
Quality of Working Life, and the newspaper articles referred to in
Mr. Elenowitz' prepared statement, follow:]

o



105

Statement of Leonard Elenowitz
Director, Office of Federal Relations

Representing Secretary Joseph G. Anastasi
Maryland Department of Economic and Community Development

Before the Subcommittee on Economic Stabilization
Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs

U.S. House of Representatives
Concerning H.R. 2596, the Human Resources Development Act of 1977

Rayburn House Office Building, Room 2128
March 24, 1977, 10:00 a.m.

My name is Leonard Elenowitz. I am Director of the Office of

Federal Relations of the Maryland Department of Economic and

Community Development. Secretary Anastasi has asked me to express

his thanks to the Subcommittee on Economic Stabilization for the

opportunity to present our views on the critical need for a defini-

tive Federal program directed to promoting economic stabilization

by increasing productivity, improving job security, encouraging

retention of jobs, and promoting the better use of human resources

in employment.

The economic support for the economy of the State of Maryland

is a strong manufacturing community, with its central core being

the Port of Baltimore. Over the last ten years, however, the

number of manufacturing firms in Maryland has decreased from

3,217 to 2,471; manufacturing employment in the last four years

has decreased by 5.8% and the manufacturing payrolls in Maryland

have decreased by 16.1% in the same four year period.

Service employment and federal employment have increased

significantly in the Maryland economy. Federal employees now

number 130,527 (fifth in the nation in federal employment), while

State employees number 65,943, compared with a total of 255,400

employed in manufacturing payrolls. It is anticipated that both
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State employment and Federal employment will increase, although

not at the same rate of the past two decades. Manufacturing

employment improved slightly in. 1976, but only at a rate sufficient

to regain only a small part of jobs lost in recent years.

The changing picture of the State's economy suggests the need

for charging skills and experiences that facilitate the change from

a blue collar labor orientation to an orientation of white collar

workers. Our educational system must continue to direct its focus

to a more academic orientation which stresses more office and

institutional service employment. In the area of continuing adult

education, the transformation has been slow.

One reason for the decline in manufacturing in the State has

been a lessening of productivity and the quality of working life.

This decrease has been exasperated by outmoded plant and equip-

ment, changing skill demands which the educational system has not

readily addressed, and technicaladvances.

Concerns for the quality of work situation for both manage-

ment and labor, are in two sectors; a large bureaucratic atmosphere

and a manufacturing community. Management in these sectors requires

different approaches because of the much heavier direct inter-

personal relationships required in a bureaucratic institutionalized

work situation. Worker/manager attitudes affect productivity in

many work situations and the need to strengthen the work ethic

relationship is true whether we are discussing the highlyurbanized

areas of the Baltimore-Washington Corridor, or the lesser urbanized

areas of the State. Wherever we have people working, there appears

o
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to be a need to provide continuing adult education in the economic

development area. More specifically, adult continuing education

for economic development should be directed towards increasing

productivity and the quality of working life.

Fresh approaches to improving economic performance and

enhancing job satisfaction are matters of major concern to the

State. Innovative productivity in many ways is a key to putting

people back to work, while keeping prices stable and, most

• important, sustaining an atmosphere that encourages business to

locate in Maryland, or remain and expand within the State.

One way of increasing jobs and job satisfaction is to focus

on the human side of productivity by encouraging cooperative .

efforts of labor and management to improve economic performance

through better utilization of skills and by the introduction of

proven methods in techno]ogy. The effectiveness of the delivery

of these services requires, however, an institutional framework

which will bring together both labor and management in both the

public and private sectors.

Interest in creating such an institution was brought to the

forefront in July, 1975, by both the Maryland Department of

Economic and Community Development and the National Center for

Productivity and Quality of Working Life. DECD, as the state

agency concerned with economic development, assumed a catalytic

role in seeking to bring together the essential public and private

111 resources necessary to effectuate the Center. We believe that it is

a proper and important role for States to participate jointly with

88-677 0 - 77 - 8



labor and management to encourage economic growth through projects

that could be supported under the provisions of this bill.

DECD convened a task force consisting of representatives of

national unions, management, education and the National Center on

Productivity and Quality of Working Life. Included were such

people as: Mr. Benjamin W. Anderson, Jr. of Western Electric

Company, Inc. representing Personnel Association of Greater

Baltimore; Mr. Dean Clowes of United Steel Workers; Mr. Charles

Larson of Westinghouse, representing a State Society of Manufactur-

ing Engineers; Mr. Jerry Moon from the Social Security Administra-,

tion; Mr. Ed Oppedal of Westinghouse, representing the American

Institute of Industrial Engineers; Dr. Roman Verhaalen of The

Johns Hopkins University; Mr. Paul Wagner of the United Auto

Workers; Mr. Jay A. Jacobs of Black & Decker Manufacturing Company;

Mr. Nordy Hoffmann, Sergeant at Arms of the U. S. Senate; Dean

Rudolph Lamone of the University of Maryland; and Mr. Edward W.

Taylor of ATTI Consultants, Ltd.

The committee recommended establishment of the Maryland Center

for Productivity and the Quality of Working Life. The Maryland

Center is a non-profit corporation, located at the University of

Maryland, directed by a Board of Directors drawn from leaders of

labor, management, government, academic institutions, and profes-

sional associations, and is associated with the College of Business

and Management. The Center's activities will focus on the follow-

ing areas: (1) information exchange about our own efforts and

developments elsewhere on issues of productivity and quality of

working life; (2) education and training; (3) research; and

(4) technical assistance and demonstration programs. As part of
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the written testimony which I am presenting to the Committee, I

have included a copy of the Maryland Center concept paper.

You may wonder if we had difficulty securing the resources

necessary to bring the Center to fruition. The answer, of course,

is Yes. We have received encouragement and technical advice from

the National Commission on Productivity and Quality of Working Life.

We are aware that several Federal agencies, such as HEW, HUD, the

National Science Foundation, and EDA have supported, on a limited

basis, some productivity projects. We have been unable to identify

any Federal agency that is able or willing to provide support for

the development of new institutions. We expect, however, to receive

generic and programmatic support through the cooperation of one of

our sister State agencies that considers, as we do, that productivity

is a primary State concern. (See letter from NCPQWL, appended.)

We expect the Center to be formally operational by August I.

Even without a formal institution, we considered the issue of

productivity to be so important that we have attempted to support

and introduce productivity activities both:at the State and local

levels. Let me illustrate by two examples which are direct results

of our efforts to create the Maryland Center. At the local level,

we have been able to assist the City of Cumberland in Allegany

County to create a Cumberland Area Labor/Management Committee

modeled after the Jamestown, New York, experience. The Appalachian

Regional Commission provided support for this activity. For the

record, I am including copies of newspaper clippings that review

the Committee's labor relations activities during 1976.
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My second example illustrates hew a productivity center can

serve as a vehicle to identify industry-wide manpower problems

that, once corrected, lead to new jobs, upgrading of existing jobs

and pay scales, increasing plant productivity by reducing costly

downtime, and identifying other situations that need to be

addressed. Specifically, a member of our task force who represented

the Society of Manufacturing Engineers (SME) and who is employed

at Westinghouse (MW I) told us about the problem of industrial

maintenance mechanics and costly downtime when plant machinery is

not working. The problem initially was considered as a plant

problem, but we looked at it as an industry-wide problem. Various

meetings were held with manufacturers, electrical unions, State

Apprenticeship Board and State Vocational-Technical Education

staff. Together we have identified at least 65 new jobs to be

available on the Eastern Shore and Southern Maryland. Training

programs are now being negotiated with the local community

colleges. Secondly, a need to upgrade skills throughout the

State was identified, and steps have been initiated to develop

an improved apprenticeship program for industrial maintenance

mechanics and to institute enrichment programs for those currently

employed. The point is that the Center was able to address a

manpower problem that was holding down manufacturing productivity,

deadending jobs and reducing income potential, while identifying

new job opportunities.

As we read the bill, these types of activities and others

would appear to be eligible for project support under the
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provisions of this Act. The problem that we still face, and believe

that other states and communities will face, is difficulty in

finding funding to help initiate an ongoing PQWL institution.

We believe that a formal institution would be the most viable

vehicle for coordinating efforts to achieve improved productivity

and working life environments. Although the proposed bill is very

clear in its support of projects, we would be more comfortable

if it also explicitly stated that "projects" were so defined to

include seed money grants for organizing institutions of an ongoing

nature, or that a new section be added for this purpose. We believe

that this would lead to the encouragement of institutions in

other states and localities. .

As I mentioned previously, we were able to identify several

Federal agencies that expressed interest in or supported some

projects in the productivity area. Their efforts were welcome,

and should be further encouraged. However, we are concerned their

efforts may be fragmented and counter-productive. Consequently,

we would suggest that the Subcommittee seek to eliminate the

potential fragmentation by providing for a lead Federal agency to

coordinate Federal activities in this most important area. Perhaps

that coordinating function should be a responsibility of the National

Commission on Productivity and Quality of Working Life. The Com-

mission could also serve as the national agency to promote and

encourage public knowledge and understanding of project activities

throughout the country.

Our recommendations are offered in a constructive spirit. On
behalf of Secretary Anastasi, let me again thank the Subcommittee on
Economic Stabilization for permitting us to make our views known

on this important subject.
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MARYLAND CENTER FOR PRODUCTIVITY
AND

QUALITY OF WORKING LIFE

The Productivity Problem 

The United States has traditionally enjoyed a high standard of

living because of abundant national resources and an economy

which has been very productive compared to the rest of the world.

However, since shortly after the end of World War II, many other

nations have been increasing their manufacturing productivity

faster than we. Our rapidly diminishing lead in the important

manufacturing sector adversely affects our competitive position

in world trade and, therefore, affects our standard of living.

Productivity is a complex matter and changes in it can be

influenced in a number of ways. Among these are: improve work

practices, reduction of material waste and modernization of plant

and equipment. All of these measures utilize technical and human

resources which in turn require research and development training

and transfer of information. Some can result in immediate savings;

others may require long-term investment.

Over the last decade, a growing number of corporations,

unions, public agencies, universities, colleges, and government

organizations have been experimenting with new approaches to

improve the working life of the individual, while simultaneously

gaining economic benefits. Many of these approaches can

benefit other organizations if a mechanism existed to make such

information and implementation assistance available to others.

fat
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The ,laryland Center for Productivity and Quality of Working Life

will focus State attention on productivity performance, and

foster efforts toward solving productivity problems.

The Maryland Center for Productivity and Quality of Working

Life (MCPQWL) is a nonprofit corporation, directed by a Board of

Directors drawn from leaders of management, labor, State Govern-

ment, academic institutions and professional associations. It

has three overall general purposes:

(1) To stimulate improved productivity and quality of

working life in the State of Maryland.

(2) To act as a catalyst and focal point by assisting

organizations to become more competitive by lowering

unit costs of production and by increasing the

quality of goods and services through programs

designed to improve the safety, health and general

quality of working life of their employees, and to

improve the State of Maryland's competitive produc-

tivity position.

(3) By such means, to encourage existing businesses and

business communities to continue their operations

and grow in Maryland; thereby, improving the general

economic climate of the State and making it more

attractive to new business and industry.



114

In further pursuit of these objectives, the Center's

activities will focus on the following main areas:

I. Information

II. Education

III. Research and Evaluation

IV. Technical Assistance and Demonstrations

I. Information 

The Center will serve as a source for information within

the State about both its own efforts and developments

elsewhere on these matters. The Center will undertake

activities such as:

A. Establish and maintain a library of case studies

and other literature on productivity and work

quality, and disseminate such information to labor,

management and other groups and individuals.

B. Provide a newsletter.

C. Develop and provide information on the Center's

projects in Maryland. Special emphasis will be

directed toward identifying and publicizing

exemplary activities of Maryland companies. This

may be done by developing case histories and

disseminating that information through a variety

of dissemination techniques.

4
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D. Exchange information with other states and with the

National Center for Productivity and Quality of

Working Life.

E. Publicize and operate a "hot line" wherein Maryland

businesses, unions, organizations and individuals

interested in productivity and quality of working

life could secure rapid responses as to projects,

research and activities on these areas both in

Maryland and elsewhere.

II. Education 

The Center will assist labor and management to initiate

processes that have been effective through activities

such as:

A. Organizing symposia at which labor, management,

researchers and other persons will discuss

difficulties and successes.

B. Providing speakers, presentations and information

on work quality and productivity to public and

private organizations.

C. Running training sessions and workshops.

III. Research and Evaluation

The Center will provide research capabilities

such as:
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A. Assisting organizations in gathering information

before and during their projects.

B. Keeping a history of the projects.

C. Analyzing and evaluating the information for

summary reports of these projects, and publishing

reports. Research activities of the Center will

be designed to support the Center's primary purpose

of improving productivity and quality of working

life.

IV. Technical Assistance and Demonstrations 

The Center will emphasize the initiation of productivity

and quality of working life demonstration projects,

and will provide assistance in transferring information

and activities to other companies once a project has

graduated from a demonstration project. In this regard

the Center will undertake activities such as:

A. Acting as a "third party" catalyst in seeking out

and setting up demonstration projects.

B. Assisting in gathering baseline data to measure

and evaluate the progress in these projects.

C. Providing a means to technical assistance and

information for organizations seeking aid to

solving their own productivity and quality of

working life problems.

6
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V. Organization of the MCPQWL

The MCPQWL is directed by a Board of Directors. The

Board of Directors will be composed of the following:

... 6 representatives of labor and labor unions.

... 6 representatives of management.

3 representatives of state government consisting

of the Secretary of the Department of Economic

and Community Development, Secretary of the

Department of Human Resources, and Commissioner

of Labor, or their designated representatives.

... 6 representatives of educational institutions

and organizations. The Dean of the College of

Business Administration of the University of

Maryland will serve as an ex officio member.

5 representatives of state professional associations,

including one representative from each of the

following: Society of Manufacturing Engineers;

American Institute of Industrial Engineers; and

American Society for Personnel Administration.

In all categories above it is assumed broad

representation will be provided.

VI. Location of MCPQWL 

The Center will be located on the campus of the University

of Maryland, College Park, as an institute associated

with the College of Business Administration.
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VII. Organization of MCPQWL 

The Center policy will be determined by a Board of

Directors. The Board will employ an Executive Director

to carry out its policies, and to manage the Center and

its programs. The Board will meet periodically to

determine Center policy and to review the Center's work.

The Board will elect a Chairman and Vice Chairman from

its membership. The Dean of the College of Business

Administration of the University of Maryland will serve

as an ex officio member. The Board will establish a

seven-person Executive Committee, which will meet

monthly with the Executive Director to review the

Center's program.

mih

March 17, 1976
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AD HOC COMMITTEE ON PRODUCTIVITY

PERSONNEL ASSOCIATION OF GREATER
BALTIMORE Inc.

Benjamin V-:-Anderson, Jr.
Senior Specialist
Department 8230
Western Electric Company, Inc.
2500 Broening Highway
Baltimore, Maryland 21224
Phone: 301/675-9000 X2348

UNITED STEEL WORKERS 
Dean Clowcs
815 16th Street, EV
Washington, D. C. 20006
Phone: 202/638-6929

SOCIETY OF MANUFACTURING
ENGINEERS -- CHAPTER 13 

Charles Larson
Chairman
P. 0. Box 746 MS 133
Baltimore, Maryland 21203
Phone: 301/765-3001 or

301/765-2611

NATIONAL CENTER FOR PRODUCTIVITY
AND QUALITY OF WORKING LIFE

Charlton Price
2000 M'Street, NW
Room 3002
Washington, D. C. 20036
Phone: 202/254-9890

AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF INDUSTRIAL
ENGINEERS -- CHAPTER 42 

Jerry Moon
1019 Greenhill Farms Road
Reisterstown, Maryland 21136
Phone: 301/594-6900

AMERICAN INSTITUTE OF INDUSTRIAL
ENGINEERS -- CHAPTER 42 

Ed Oppedal
5457 Marsh Hawk Way •
Columbia, Maryland 21045 •
Phone: 301/765-3141

THE JOHNS HOPKINS UNIVERSITY
Dr. Roman Verhaalen
Dean, Evening College and
Summer School

Baltimore, Maryland 21218
Phone: 301/366-3300 X871

UNITED AUTO WORKERS 
Paul Wagner
1125 15th Street, NW
Room 600
Washington, D. C. 20005
Phone: 202/296-7484

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

ADVISORY COMMISSION'S SUBCOMMITTEE ON PRODUCTIVITY

Jay A. Jacobs
Black & Decker Manufacturing Co.
Joppa Road
Towson, Maryland 21204
Phone: 301/828-2851

Frank N. Hoffmann
Democratic Senatorial Campaign Ctte.
Room 130, Russell Senate Office Bldg.
Washington, D. C. 20510
Phone: 202/224-2447

DEPARTMENT

Leonard Elenowit.
Director
Office of Federal Relations
Department of Economic and
Community Development

2525 Riva Road
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
Phone: 301/267-5103

George W. Huhley, Jr.
Director, Office of Business Liaison
Department of Economic and
Community Development

1748 Forest Drive
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
Phone: 301/267-5727

November 1975

Dr. Rudolph P. Lamone
Dean, College of Business
and Management

Tydings Building
University of Maryland
College Park, Maryland 20742
Phone: 301/454-5383

Edward W. Taylor
ATTI Consultants, Ltd.
2125 Maryland Avenue
Baltimore, Maryland 21218
Phone: 301/837-2292

STAFF

James A. McComas, Jr.
Director, Division of Business
and Industrial Development

Department of Economic and
Community Development

1748 Forest Drive •
Annapolis, Maryland 21401
Phone: 301/267-5514
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NATIONAL CENTER FOR PRODUCTIVITY
AND QUALITY OF WORKING LIFE,

Washington, D.C., May 20, 1976.

MT. LEONARD ELENOWITZ,
Director, Office of Federal Relations, Department of Economic and Community

Development, Annapolis, Md.

DEAR Mn. ELENOWITZ : Thank you for your letter of May 11th with its warm
commendation of the several members of the Center staff who have been helpful

to your Department and the State's labor, industry, and academic leaders in your
planning of a productivity and quality of work program for Maryland.
I am particularly impressed by your plans to undertake an educational effort

with labor and management in the State to encourage their undertaking programs

to improve productivity and quality of working life in their workplaces. The ex-

perience of several other states in recent months indicates that the conferences
involved in such an effort can be largely self-supporting. particularly if the
participation of a university and a few key faculty members can be obtained. We
will be happy to help out with advice and assistance on recommending panels for
such seminars when they appear timely in your scheme of things. Other states
have also found useful the provision of some of our publications outlining exem-
plary cases of labor-management cooperation for conference participants. This we
will be happy to do for Maryland as well.
As regards direct financial assistance, however, the Center's budgetary limita-

tions simply will not permit considering grants for that purpose. Massachusetts,
another state that has progressed along a path similar to yours. is receiving
modest support from the Legislature and is raising other support from business
and labor participants and local foundations.
I hope the effort proceeds to fruition in Maryland. There are such excellent

examples of high productivity available to draw upon on the one hand, and such
examples of high unemployment in locations like Cumberland in the West and
the Eastern Shore on the other, that a greater exchange of knowledge and experi-
ence should prove fruitful.

Sincerely,
GEORGE H. KUPER,

Executive Director.

[From the Cumberland (Md.) News, Feb. 12, 1977]

LABOR RELATIONS ACTIVITY REVIEWED BY COMMITTEE

Stanley Zorick and George Wyckoff, co-chairmen of the Cumberland Area-
Labor Management Committee, recently reviewed labor relations activities dur-
ing 1976 when the committee's executive board met.
They noted that in the labor analysis survey prepared for the Allegany County

Economic Development Company ( ACEDC ) in August, 1975 it was stated, in
part, "Notwithstanding the relatively peaceful and seemingly improving labor
climate . . . 14 out of the 24 unionized firms ( out of 34 interviewed) have con-
tracts coming up in one year--next year, 1976."
Mr. Zorick and Mr. Wyckoff said that with the end of 1976, the area could

point to the fact that of the 24 contracts referred to. all of them had been
negotiated or in the process of renegotiation with no lost worktime.
The building trades union and the contractors association reached agreement

on a new two-year contract effective May 1, 1976. The negotiations involved 14
crafts.
The city of Cumberland reached agreement on a three-year contract with

Local 1715, International Association of Fire Fighters; Fort Cumberland Lodge
90, Fraternal Order of Police; and T oral 553, American Federation of State,
County and Municipal Employes (AFSCME).
There was no lost time in the negotiations with the building trades union or

the city of Cumberland negotiations.
Despite the year's successes, there was one strike in the area during 1976. The

teamsters, representing drivers for the Kelly-Springfield Tire Company, were
unable to reach agreement and began a strike September 28, with accord on a new
contract announcement on October 12.

Another portion of the report given by Mr. Zorick and Mr. Wyckoff noted that
Microdyne Corporation decided to expand its operations at the Cumberland
plant because of the "stable and productive work force in this area."
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In his talk following ground-breaking ceremonies for the new local facility.
Louis H. Wolcott, president and chairman of the board of Microdyne Corpora-
tion, stated, "We have been completely satisfied with our local employes,- adding.
"workers here are a real credit to the community."

Patterned after a successful operation in Jamestown, N.Y., the local labor-
management committee has as some of its principal goals the improvement of
the labor relations image in the area; providing a climate conducive to attract-
ing new industries, and providing a climate conducive to keeping present indus-
tries.
The co-chairmen feel that the successful negotiations and the plant expansion

of Microdyne speak for themselves regarding the good labor re:ations atmosphere
• in the Cumberland area. They said this points out that the area does have a

climate conducive to attracting new industries and keeping the present ones.
A further example of the labor-management cooperation in the Cumberland

area is the membership of the labor-management committee executive board.
Executive board members are Mr. Wyckoff, Mr. Zorick, James Schmid, Karl

Feise, Charles Steiner, Robert Nevy, William George, Patrick Allender, Robert
Seymour, Joseph Brandenburg and Dale Coleman. The members are local busi-
ness and labor leaders who are giving their time and talent to help achieve the
goals of the Cumberland Area Labor-Management Committee.

[From the Cumberland (Md.) News, Feb. 17, 1977]

LABOR-MANAGEMENT EFFORT SEEKS SECOND-YEAR FUNDS

The executive board of the Cumberland Area Labor-Management Committee
has decided to seek funding for a second year of operation.
George Wyckoff and Stanley Zorick, co-chairmen of the committee, said the

decision to request funding for another year was made at a recent executive
board meeting.
Although action was started in the fall of 1975 to establish the labor-manage-

ment group activity did not start until May 1, 1976 when Charles G. Witt was
hired as coordinator. The committee currently has funding through April 30 of
this year.
The co-chairmen noted that the principal goals of the committee are:
To improve the image of labor relations in the area.
To improve the quality of working life.
Assist in manpower development.
Provide a climate conducive to attracting new industries.
Provide a climate conducive to keeping present industries.
At present, the Cumberland Area Labor-Management Committee has an active

labor-management committee representing the city of Cumberland and Local 553,
American Federation of State County and Municipal Emp'oyes ; and an in-plantlabor-management committee representing Cumberland Steel Company and Alle-
gany Lodge 989, International Association of Machinists.

It is hoped that during the first quarter of 1977 an in-plant labor-management
committee representing Allegany Ballistics Laboratory and Local 261, Interna-
tional Chemical Workers will begin meeting.

Kelly-Springfield Tire Company and Local 26, United Rubber Workers union
have an in-plant labor-management committee in operation, but it was estab-
lished during contract negotiations and not through the Cumberland Area Labor-
Management Committee.
These committees provide an opportunity for labor and management to meet

in a non-adversary situation and discuss mutual problems, Mr. Wyckoff and Mr.
Zorick stated.
The labor-management committee also has been active in providing training

for supervisors and union officers and stewards utilizing the services of theFederal Mediation and Conciliation Service.
Mr. Zorick and Mr. Wyckoff stated that they are pleased with the activitiesof the committee thus far and are hopeful of more involvement during theremainder of this grant year and in the proposed second year of operation.
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[From the Cumberland (Md.) News, Feb. 24, 1977]

LABOR-MANAGEMENT GROUP CITED BY N.Y. CONGRESSMAN

The Cumberland Area Labor-Management Committee was cited recently in the
Congressional Record. The panel was mentioned during a presentation by Rep.

Stanley N. Lundine (New York) during his presentation before the House of

Representatives on the Human Resources Development Act of 1977.
The purpose of the area organization is to provide an opportunity for labor

and management to meet in a non-adversary situation and discuss mutual
problems.
Speaking before the House, Rep. Lundine said he and 50 of his colleagues were

introducing H.R. 2596, the Human Resources Development Act which is designed
to expand employment opportunities and promote job security through increased
productivity and improved quality of working life. His remarks appear in the
January 27 issue of the Period.
Mr. Lundine discussed the Jamestown, N.Y., labor-management committee

which he said was able to revitalize the economy of a depressed northeast manu-
facturing center.
"Programs similar to the Jamestown effort are now in operation in other areas,

including the Upper Peninsula of Michigan and Cumberland, Md. Many large
companies and unions are presently involved in human resource development,"
he said.
A former mayor of Jamestown, Mr. Lundine said, "I honestly believe that we

must focus on the better utilization of our human resources if we are to achieve
our long-range goals of full employment and economic stabilization.
"Productivity improvement can play a key role in any incomes policy upon

which the administration may decide. As a nation we have not emphasized the
human side of productivity, or the humanization of work, to the degree that the
other industrial democracies have," he said.

Earlier this month the executive board of the labor-management group decided
to seek funding for a second year of operation.
Although action was started in the fall of 1975 to establish the area group,

activity did not start until May 1, 1976 when Charles G. Witt was hired as coor-
dinator. The committee currently has funding through April 30 of this year.
At present, the organization has an active labor-management committee repre-

senting the city of Cumberland and Local 553, American Federation of State,
County and Municipal Employes; and an in-plant labor-management committee
representing Cumberland Steel Company and Allegany Lodge 489, International
Association of Machinists.
George Wyckoff and Stanley Zorick are co-chairmen Of the committee. They

noted that the principal goals of the committee are to improve the image of labor
relations in the area, improve the quality of working life, assist in manpower
development, provide a climate conducive to attracting new industries, and pro-
vide a climate conducive to keeping present industries.
The committee also has been active in providing training for supervisors and

union officers and stewards, utilizing the services of the Federal Mediation and
Conciliation Service. •
Mr. MOORIIE.AD. Thank you, Mr. Elenowitz.
I would suggest to the members of the subcommittee that I would

now yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from New York, the author of
the bill, and the two remaining members the balance of the time until
1 o'clock.
Mr. LUNDINE. I will pass and allow the others to ask questions.
Mr. MooRHEAD. Mr. Vento.
Mr. VENT°. Yes Mr. Chairman. Just some brief questions.
I had a chance to look at Mr. Brower's statement, and Mr. Elenowitz,

I have listened to part of the mayor's statement. I think you present
to us a working model of programs that might come under the funding
provisions of this proposal, and I am interested just a little bit in
your activity. -
I think, if I understand Mr. Brower and the gentleman from

Maryland correctly, you are just getting involved with these, and

•

4

6



123

you haven't got a fullblown model. You don't know exactly how it's
going to work. Did I read that correctly or not?
Mr. BROWER. Well, I think that Mr. Elenowitz, in a way, spoke for

both of us. We both put a tremendous amount of energy over the last
year and a half into trying to find funding.
The States can put up enough to get some person, full time or parttime, going and try to put these things together, but to really do ajob in Massachusetts, which is, after all, one of our smaller States,we need between a quarter of a million and a million dollars a year

to do the job right in both assistance to private industry, labor, State
agencies, and labor, and municipalities and labor. And we are nowhere
near that level of funding now.
We spent about a year and a half putting together the board of

directors, which you will see in our annual report, which appends my
prepared statement.
We are now working with a number of corporations and developing

programs with the parallel unions, and with a number of cities and
towns and with their parallel unions.
I think it is safe to say that we are on the threshold now. I have

been building staff for the last few months, and we are near to having
a half dozen to a dozen projects underway. They are still too young
to talk about, really, in terms of results, although we have seen some
beginning results at one location.
It does take quite a long time to put the projects together. You

have to go out and talk to the people who are afraid, who are worried
their jobs would be obliterated or ruined. You have to seek com-
mitments from management that people won't get laid off as a result
of these programs. You have to meet with the union leadership and
then with the union executive committee and then with the union rank
and file. And it does take up 1 to 2 years for startup time first for
the institution itself and then 1 to 2 years for the startup time for
each individual project.
Of course, these two could go on parallel, in part, and that is why

in my prepared statement I urged that the legislation encourage or
require 3-year grants to institutions, and not expect performance in
the first year. That is the plague of Federal funding and the 1-year
budget cycle, the expectation that you can accomplish miracles in one
year.
Mr. ELENOWITZ. Mr. Vento, we are having the same problem, of

course. We are like a wounded duck, you could say, in trying to get
things started.
We were lucky last year. The Appalachian Regional Commission

provided funds for Cumberland as a pilot project.
You will find in my additional material there are newspaper

clippings that after the first year they are having difficulty obtaining
funds for the second year.
Mr. VENTO. Let me interrupt you at that point. I know you need

money, and we know there is no end to the amount of good we can
do if we can provide money to anyone and everyone at the Federal
level, and I in no way cast any aspersions on these programs as
opposed to others, except that we know that you want money.
But what I am trying to get at is, these are new programs, and I

am trying to explore what success you have had. So I am interested

88-677 0 - 77 - 9
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in this, are we rediscovering systems that have existed 
in the past?

Are we only dealing with economies and businesses that a
re having

problems? Is management ready to share decisionmaking ro
les where

they are being successful as well as where they are n
ot being

successful ?
These are the kind of questions I am interested in.

Are we searching for a new mechanism to arrive at producti
vity,

or are we rediscovering old ones that need some life breathed 
into

them?
These are questions I would be interested in. And perhaps you 

might

not have the time to respond right now. I am sorry I haven't 
had a

chance to read all of the testimony.
Mayor MOODY. Mr. Vent°, I would like to reply in a fashion that is

either very simple or very complex, and I am not sure which.

It would appear to me on observation—and we have had an e
x-

tremely successful program in 7 months and have accomplished more

in that 7 months than we thought we would in 2 years, as a matte
r of

fact, and we have not yet had a disappointment. We are waiting for

that shoe to drop.
I think there is a mixture of these things. One of the things that is

most outstanding about the program in Columbus is that we are learn-

ing something about the old virtues that we used to read about in our

elementary textbooks and which our mothers and fathers and our

grandparents preached to us, something about trust, something about

not expecting to get the worst of the deal, and all that kind of thing.

So to that extent we are learning some very old things all over again.

In a technological area, I think, we are learning some new things

which are pretty simple but. which are also pretty ridiculous—that

enlightened management had not discovered a long time ago—that

people find the easiest way to do a job, very often, even though it is

not an approved way according to some civil service regulation or ac-

cording to an OSHA regulation or something of that sort':
So I think it is a mixture of new and old. And I believe that there

is virtue in both of these things.
I also want to point out one other thing.
The city of Columbus did not really need that Federal funding and

did not need the private funding from the foundation. We could: have

come up with the money.
The very interesting thing, however, was that every indication was

that if we used our money, it would not give us a neutral third party.

So as a conservative, with a city that is fiscally sound and is not begging
for every Federal dollar and doesn't want to see you fellows waste even
one Federal dollar, I am still suggesting that Federal money spent
here is a good thing. You spend it in the courts; you spend it in the
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service, all of those places. And to
me, what this bill provides is fire prevention. The cities have spent 200
years in fire suppression, and all they have bought. is bigger trucks
with more water and larger pumps, and the real answer is in fire
prevention.
I think the real answer in labor is the prevention of those difficulties

that have led us into what we all know to be the condition of this
country today.



125

Mr. MOORHEAD. If it would be all right, I would like to yield to Mr.
Steers, particularly, because we have a Maryland witness here, and he
is a distinguished Representative from Maryland.
Mr. STEERS. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, I did want to particularly welcome Mr. Elenowitz,

and I was gratified to learn that the Maryland Center for Productivity
and Quality of Working Life is scheduled to be operational by Au-
gust 1. I think it is wonderful that Maryland, once again, is leading the
Nation.
I also wanted to say to Mayor Moody, I was informed—and I guess

he also repeated himself—that he would like to respond to Congress-
man Kelly to a degree.
I have great respect for the Congressman from Florida, but I would

like to make it clear that his views were not the views of the minority
in general, because they are not the views of myself.
I would be glad—I don't know how much time you are going to

have available, Mr. Chairman, but if Mayor Moody would like to
counteract or further give his comments on the views expressed by Mr.
Kelly, why, I would like to call on him to do so. And I might say that,
to me, the problem is that Mr. Kelly was, in effect, it seemed to me,
with all due respect, saying do nothing. And that, to me, is
unacceptable.
And if you would like to comment, I would be happy to hear you.
Mayor Moony. Thank you, Mr. Steers.
The chairman has given me permission to write a letter after this—

and I will do so—for Congressman Kelly and for others.
I think you have correctly diagnosed that situation, from my point

of view, as one who claims to be a rational human being. There should
not be need for psychiatrists, psychologists, social workers, teenage
counseling, marriage counseling. or any of those people, because all
of us who have a proper background, both educationally, morally,
and religiously, simply don't need any of those wild things.
My observation of society is, however, that many of the people in

our society both desperately need them and are indeed well served by
them. And that is what I am saying this is.
I think it is a treatment for a sick condition in our society, and the

real sickness in our society is that we don't trust each other.
I recognize that what I am about to say is very gauche, but the

newspapers in my community who take polls continually find that
people in my community do not trust the Congress of the United
States. I do trust the Congress. I am often disappointed in the Con-
gress, but hopeful, and that is why I am here to testify.
Mr. MOORHEAD. I now yield to Mr. Lundine to close the proceedings.
Mr. LUNDINE. That was about as good a closing as we could pos-

sibly expect.
I would just like to respond to a couple of things that have been said.
I want to assure Mr. Elenowitz that it is the intention of this bill

to try to have seed money available for projects such as yours. There
may be ambiguities in this legislation as drafted, and if so, it was
purposeful, because I don't think that the legislators should tie the
hands of whoever is trying to carry out innovations and new initia-
tives. But we will try to assure that there is adequate flexibility, at the
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very least, in the report language, because I am totally dedicated to
that and understand that need.
To Mr. Moody, I thank you, Mr. Mayor, for your calling my atten-

tion to my oversight. As one who is still called mayor by half of the
colleagues I have around here, first of all, not providing for State and
local government representatives on that board was a terrible over-
sight that I think we can correct. Second of all, not being prudent
enough to have a majority of public members so that we could get a
quorum on that board was perhaps another oversight.
I thank you very much for your comments.
Your testimony, all three of you, has been very helpful. I thank

you very much for taking the time to share your varied experiences
with us.
And I appreciate your courtesy. Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MOORHEAD. The invitation I extended to Mayor Moody goes

to all three of the witnesses, because we have been rushed. If you have
anything to add, we will keep the record open so that you can add it.
You have given us excellent examples. I particularly want to know

the history, let us say, of the Columbus experience so that we know
the kinds of things we can suggest to other communities.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Gentlemen, thank you very much. And we are only

5 minutes overtime.
The committee stands adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 1 :05 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject to

the call of the Chair.]



THE HUMAN RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1977

THURSDAY, MARCH 31, 1977

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
STJBCOMMITTE ON ECONOMIC STABILIZATION

OF THE COMMITTEE ON BANKING, FINANCE AND URBAN AFFAIRS,
Washington, D .0 .

The subcommitee met at 10:10 a.m. in room 2325 of the Rayburn
House Office Building; Hon. William S. Moorhead (chairman of the
subcommittee) presiding.
Present: Representatives Moorhead, Blanchard, Badillo, Lundine,

Vento, Barnard, Watkins, and Caputo.
Mr. MOORHEAD. The Subcommittee on Economic Stabilization will

please come to order.
Today, we continue hearings on H.R. 2596, the Human Resources

Development Act of 1977. This legislation is intended to expand em-
ployment opportunities and to promote job security through increased
productivity. If adopted, the legislation could provide fresh ap-
roaches to improving the performance of our economy. With an
unemployment rate in excess of 7 percent and a rate of inflation in
excess of 6, 61/2 percent, it is not difficult to understand the worthiness
of the objectives of this legislation, nor the critical nature of the prob-
lems that it is intended to help overcome.

Witnesses appearing before this subcommittee last week provided
us with valuable testimony regarding the role that cooperative labor-
management efforts can have in stabilizing community labor-manage-
ment relationships and in contributing to local economic development.
Further, the evidence they submitted suggests that the potential bene-
fits in terms of improved productivity and worker satisfaction can be
significant. The witnesses identified five gaps which need to be filled
if the promiseS of cooperative practices are to be more widely realized.
These are:

First, the development of an exchange of information about bene-
fits, problems, experience, and practical how-to-do-it yourself ideas;
second, technical support for starting projects; third, the training of
people who are capable of assisting in the introduction of such pro-
jects; fourth, the coordination of the activities of various Federal
agencies; and fifth, the support of top business, labor and Govern-
ment leaders to reinforce and encourage the cooperative approaches
adopted by local plants and unions.
We are fortunate to have as our witnesses today the Under Secre-

tary of the Department of Commerce—my text says designate, but in
view of the happy occurrence of yesterday, I can delete that word from

(127)
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the record; and my congratulations—Under Secretary Sidney Har-
man, and Assistant Secretary for Employment and Training of the
Department of Labor, Ernest Green. Mr. Harman brings to this hear-
ing his unique experience in the establishment of joint decisionmaking
and increased job autonomy in a plant of Harman Industries. Assistant
Secretary Green brings a considerable experience in employment and
career guidance. I am sure that these two witnesses will have many
useful comments regarding H.R. 2596.

Before turning to our first witness. I would like to ask if any other
members of the subcommittee may have any opening comments that
they wish to make.
[The opening statement of the ranking minority member, Congress-

man Stewart B. McKinney, follows:]

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. STENV..kRT B. MclirNsEy

Mr. Chairman, I am grateful that we are going to have the chance to hear
from these spokesmen of the two Executive departments which would be so
instrumental in attaining the objectives of H.R. 2596, the H.R.D.A. If anything,
the week's delay while these gentlemen got their act together—or it may be more
appropriate to say while OMB got their act together—has served to heighten
my interest in what we will hear from these witnesses.
A complaint levelled at past Administrations was the failure to follow rhetoric

with any sustained commitment to action. As I mentioned in last week's hearing
on this issue, it is distressing that the one step relative to this matter taken by
the Carter Administration has been a cut in the funds budgeted for the National
Center for Productivity. -
I have no doubt that the President and his Administration are as committed

to attacking the problems of unemployment, inflation and productivity as we in
Congress. I would be more convinced, however, if we could see a policy of
positive action being developed at the Department level with strong leadership
from the oval office. I hope our witnesses today can give us some indication
that such a policy—and one that would be consistent with the goals of H.R.
2596—will be forthcoming.

Mr. MOORHEAD. I now recognize the gentleman from New York,
Congressman Herman Badillo ; then the author of the legislation, the
distinguished gentleman from New York, Congressman Stanley N.
Lrmdine.
Mr. LUNDINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, members of the subcom-

mittee, fnder Secretary Sidney Harman, Assistant. Secretary Ernest.
Green.
As we continue our discussion of H.R. 2596, the Human Resources

Development Act, it becomes clear that our national economic policy
should include support of cooperative labor-management efforts to
encourage fresh approaches toward improving productivity and the
quality of working life. The testimony which we heard last week
from agencies of the Federal Government and from State and munici-
pal witnesses indicates that we can develop better policies than we
have at present to avoid dislocations in the private sector of planning.
The alleged tradeoff between unemployment and inflation has been

demonstrated to be invalid. We have had the worst of both worlds in
the last few years: high unemployment and high inflation. Produc-
tivity growth clearly provides the key to sustained noninflationary eco-
nomic expansion. In my judgment, the way to improve economic per-
formance is through a national commitment to the best development
of human work potential.

-44
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Constructive labor-management programs can expand employment,
opportunities, and make them more rewarding and satisfying work
experiences. It is with particular pleasure that I look forward to hear-
ing from our witnesses this morning. Their backgrounds and expertise
in every phase of employment should be of particular assistance to us
in evaluating the further potential of H.R. 2596.
While scheduling difficulties made it necessary for us to postpone

today's meeting from last week, I am sure that you will find these
gentlemen well worth the wait. Mr. Sidney Harman, Under Secretary
of the Department of Commerce, is one of the national leaders in the
field of quality of work. He not only advocates, he practices, and in
many instances, he has pioneered some of the most effective examples
of creative humanization of work taking place anywhere in the world
today.
The success of Harman International Industries is dramatic proof

of the economic potential of such programs.
Assistant Secretary of Labor Ernest Green has been working to

expand employment opportunities at the grassroots level. He has
been a pacesetter in developing new opportunities since his school days,

and I know that he's going to continue that tradition at the Depart-
ment" of Labor.
Mr. MooRHEAD. Mr. Caputo?
Mr. CApuTo. Nothing.
Mr. MooRmAn. Mr. Barnard? Mr. Vento ?
Mr. VENTO. No, thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MooRmAn. Mr. Blanchard?
Mr. I3LANcHARD. I just came in, Mr. Chairman. I just wanted to say

hello to my old friend Ernie Green from Michigan State.
Mr. MoomEAD. That is nice.
I think we would proceed with both of the witnesses giving their

statement either in full or in summary, in which case, without objec-

tion, the full statement will be made part of the record. We will start

with you, Mr. Harman.

STATEMENT OF HON. SIDNEY HARMAN, UNDER SECRETARY OF

COMMERCE

Arr. HARMAN. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee,

thank you for the opportunity to appear here today, especially in this

modest, interesting, and obviously carefully-selected room, to remind
us that there is the possibility of another world (laughter], and to

speak in connection with H.R. 2596, the Human Resources Develop-
ment Act.
This bill has a number of far-reaching purposes, ranging from the

promotion of economic stability through the better use of human re-
sources, to increasing productivity generally and increasing job secur-
ity for employees specifically. The essential mechanism to achieve these
ends is the encouragement of greater employee participation in the
decisionmaking process, as well as sharing in the gains that may result
from that process.
Any such comprehensive measure must take into account the social

and economic environment in which its provisions would operate. As
Under Secretary of Commerce. I believe T can best contribute to your
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deliberations on the bill by relaying some personal observations on
the nature of that contemporary socioeconomic scene as I have seen it
and as I see it. My views have been formulated from practical experi-
ence as former chairman and president of Harman International
Industries.
As the distinguished author of this bill, Congressman Lundine, men-

tioned, my perspective has been structured by practical experience at
the plant level, from observing and sharing the ambitions and frus-
trations of real people both workers and managers.
My first observation is that the day is past when the American

worker can be viewed as a simple part of the productive process. There
was a time in our history when people were quite prepared to serve as
replaceable parts in the machinery. They could perform mundane
tasks at the factory or mine, but were somehow able to retain a sense
of personal worth, dignity, and equilibrium by returning at night to
positions as the head of their families. The family simply does not
occupy that role in American or European life any longer. Workers are
not uneducated symbols of the so-called scientific management system,
which fractionalized production to its lowest, deadly dull common
denominator.
Today, workers in plants are more independent, and significantly

better educated. If they are to develop a sense of selfworth and con-
structive identification with the process, that process must provide for
genuine worker participation in the decisionmaking that affects and
defines their daily lives. Merely "having a say" is simply not enough,
and I have observed the bankruptcy of that notion time and again.
A corollary to my first point is the importance of distinguishing

between true human development activities and those aimed at promot-
ing efficiency or productivity. In my judgment, job enrichment or
quality of working life programs that are conceived as basic productiv-
ity devices are destined to fail. This is because, from the worker's view,
the term "productivity" generally suggests speedups with the "bottom-
line" benefits headed to management and the stockholders. There is no
incentive for labor to give such . a project any kind of genuine support,
no matter how well packaged it may be.
One must also consider the attitude of the manager or the supervisor

who has worked his way up from the laboring ranks and is now asked
to share that newly won authority with the workers in a design aimed
only at increasing productivity. He will not yield traditional responsi-
bilities unless he knows how his own future will be affected, unless he
feels that that future is going to be constructively affected. As a result,
both parties often start out in an antagonistic state of mind that will
probably lead to failure.
The upshot is that if a true work improvement program is to succeed,

it must be launched with the conviction that there are deeper satisfac-
tions and greater rewards for all those involved in the enterprise than
simply generating greater efficiency or increases in the rate of produc-
tivity.
To overcome the latent mistrust between the parties to such a project,

a spirit of appreciation for each other's differing roles and a sense of
mutual respect and trust must be, engendered. I am absolutely con-
vinced that if one enters such a program openly, courageously and with
reasonable counsel, it will almost surely result in enhanced operating

44,
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results and ultimately—and as a byproduct, and an important byprod-
uct—in productivity increases.
Furthermore, it is my firm conviction that if our current market-

oriented U.S. economic system is to survive and flourish, the adversary
relationship between management and labor that has burgeoned over
the years around the collective bargaining process must be attenuated.
One of the greatest opportunities for achieving this and for promoting
mutual respect and cooperation between management and labor is in
the human development field. Case histories of progress through labor
and management committee structures are now legion, .as Congressman
Lundine can verify from his own direct and very creative experience.

Therefore, labor and management should pursue initiatives that
.facilitate a climate in which they can come together—outside of the•
contract negotiation context—and jointly sponsor corporate and other
institutional job improvement actions that enrich the working lives of
all the people involved. Once a record of progress is achieved in this
arena, the reservoir of trust and mutual respect it generates can be car-
ried over to the bargaining table with excellent results. The incalcula-
ble distortions to the economy that now result from uneconomic inven-
tory adjustments, work slowdowns, and other steps taken in
anticipation of strikes that may or may not materialize can be gradu-
ally eliminated over time through this approach to human develop-
ment.
In sum, I believe that labor and management must simply recognize

the present day necessity for establishing an equilibrium between eco-
nomic and technical considerations, on the one hand, and social human
considerations on the other. Failure to act responsibly in establishing
this equilibrium can have serious consequences for the Nation's eco-
nomic health.
As I noted initially, my comments derive from the work improve-

ment projects carried out at Harman International. The company
employs well over 4,000 people in 13 manufacturing plants located
principally in the United States, but also in England, Scotland, Den-
mark, and Germany. Harman International's growth during the past
5 years has compounded at an annual sales rate in excess of 34 percent,
at an annual profit rate of almost 40 percent, and that is compounded.
The firm had total sales in the year ending August 31, 1976, of about

$137 million, earned over $9 million—or $4 per share after taxes—and
it was revealed as the 94th best company in terms of return on invest-
ment of all the companies listed in last year's "Fortune 500." I cite
these statistics because it is my firm belief that the company's deep
concern for the personal development of all its people at every level is
the primary explanation for its remarkable growth in sales, earnings,
and return on investment.
Of the work improvement projects at Harman International, the

most advanced—and the most highly publicized in current human
development literature—is located at the Automotive Division in
Bolivar, Tenn., where automobile mirrors are made. That program was
begun in the spring of 1973. It developed from a series of meetings
between the company and the United Automobile -Workers.
Harman International chose to make its initial and major effort in

Bolivar because working conditions there were by far the worst in any
of its facilities; Bolivar was a small, rural town; many of its people
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had never worked in industry before; and, because the plant was
organized by a national union m a "right to work" State.
I will not detail here all the milestones in the program at Bolivar.

They have been well documented and are available elsewhere. Permit
me to say, however, that the crucial element in the study that inaugu-
rated the whole system was the recognition that people are different
one from another. They cannot be, and must not be, perceived as re-
placeable parts in an all-encompassing machine. These differences are
not easy to take into account, because industry has historically been
designed to make all people the same. Understanding the differences,
however, is essential if a program is to develop, and if a program is to
succeed.

Six months after the program began, I remember attending a meet-
ing of the night shift in one department that stirred me as have few
events in my life. There were approximately a dozen men at that
meeting, half of whom were black, and I heard them speak about the
dignity of their work. One man told me—and I must interrupt, to make
the point that the work in which they were engaged was in the polish
and buff department of this factory. These people took zinc die castings
on which a buffing compound had been placed, and they held them in
place against buffing wheels that generated incalculable amounts of
dust and dirt, that fed the room and stuffedthe room and clogged their
lungs and clogged their hearts. It was, indeed, the worst work in the
plant,
At that meeting, I heard them speak about the dignity of their work.

One man told me that he regarded himself as a craftsman, and that he
would simply not permit a product to pass -him that was not right.
A white man said of a black man, "I worked next to this fellow for
6 months and didn't even know his name. Today, we are partners."
The foreman told me how his job had changed. He used to work as a
Policeman; he used to work as a warden. Now he works with other
departments on a lateral basis, expediting the flow of materials so that
Ins people have them when they are needed.
Today, all departments of that plant have one or more core groups

whose job is to devise their own work improvement changes. A core
group consists of the foreman, the union shop steward and one other
worker chosen by the department's work force. Meetings—day and
night—about work improvement have become the way of life at Boli-
var; and, I must add, have become a way of life outside of the plant
as well as inside the plant.
At the beginning of the project., four operating principles were iden-

tified that would have to be recognized as systemic; that is, all would
have to be applicable if the project were to be successful. Those prin-
ciples stated, in effect, that the worker must:

First, be secure about his job and feel free. of fear and anxiety con-
cerning his health, safety, income and future ;
Second. the worker must be treated fairly ;
Third, the worker must. feel that his needs are respected and that he

can develop his individual capabilities to the fullest ; and
Fourth, that he or she has a say in the decisions that affect him,

starting with the job itself.
These principles were crucial when the Bolivar project began, and

they are frequently referred to now as new formulations are con-

*it
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sidered. They have. however, become so much the weave of what is
done in Bolivar that it can now reasonably be said that they are in-
grained, and what has derived is the conviction, not so much that
every employee counts, but that every employee truly matters.

Earlier I said that productivity and collective bargaining dividends
can flow from human development programs. This has proved true in
Bolivar. When the program began in 1913, production per hourly
employee per day was approximately $132. Adjusted for inflation, it
had risen to $155 per day in April 1975, and I estimate that it now ap-
proximates $165 to $110 per day.
The company's contract with the union, due to expire in February

1977, was renegotiated and a new agreement signed the previous
November. And in some ways, I regard that as historic. The new
contract, providing for the most far-reaching benefit package in the
company's history, was concluded in an atmosphere of cordiality and
creativity. Absent from the process was the familiar gamesmanship
played by both sides—threats and counterthreats, the pounding on the
tables, the all-night sessions, the bleary-eyed eruptions, the grand
scenario that we are all so familiar with; that scenario which usually
marks this process and costs our economy unbelievable amounts in
lost productive time, energy, and output.
Now, from the vantage point, of my new public service role, I fre-

quently find myself asking, "Where should the Federal Government
fit into human development programs in the workplace?" It seems to
me that the proper Federal role should be to support proven human
development, processes predicted on universally applicable principles.
Those principles I have, in effect, summarized as security, equity, in-
dividuation, mutual trust, and participation in the decisionmaking
process. In any legislation devoted to this end. however, I think it
is important to avoid spelling out any prescribed methodology for
carrying out Government-supported programs. The precise format or
program that works for Jamestown, N.Y., or Bolivar, Tenn., may not,
probably will not, work for Bridgeport. Conn., or you name the city
or the place.

Accordingly, if a law evolves, it should provide broad parameters
with adequate flexibility so that its application may be made on a
case-by-case basis. tailored and responsive to local needs and con-
ditions. local heritage, local character, local differences.
Mr. Chairman, I believe that human development, in the fullest

sense of the term, is the whole purpose of Government, of the agencies
of Government in which we serve, and ultimately of life itself. I am
its devoted advocate both as a general concept and in its specific appli-
cation to the workplace, where we all spend such a large portion of our
lives.

Earlier, I spoke of the necessity for equilibrium between technical
and economic concerns on the one hand, and social human concerns
on the other. I have long been fond of a great man who embodied those
principles throughout his life, and who once wrote something I think
worth quoting as well as I recall it, because it seems to me a very ap-
propriate conclusion to my comments.

Albert Einstein said that a human being is a part of a whole called
by us universe, a part limited in time and space, in which he perceives
himself as somehow separated from the rest; a kind of optical illusion
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of his consciousness. That illusion is a sort of jail which limits us to
our individual sensitivities, to our emotions, and to affection for just
a few people close to us. Our task must be to free ourselves from that
prison by widening our circle of compassion to embrace all living
persons and the whole nature in its beauty.
Nobody can accomplish that task fully. But the effort is itself an

act of liberation, and a foundation for inner security.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be happy to respond to your

questions.
Mr. MooRHEAD. Mr. Secretary, before I call upon Mr. Green, let me

say that I am very pleased that you have been confirmed, because I
find your testimony absolutely shocking. I have heard witnesses from
the Department of Commerce many times, and this. is the first time
I have heard a witness from the Commerce Department talking about
social human considerations in this way. And it gives me great, great
hope for the future. I think it was an extraordinary statement.
Mr. HARMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[Mr. Harman submitted the following newspaper articles for inclu-

sion in the record:]

[From the New York Times, Mar. 30, 1977]

A MOVE FOR JOBS ENRICHMENT AND HUMANIZATION OF WORK

(By A. H. Raskin)

WASHINGTON—Contrary to popular belief, Michael Maccoby did not spring
full-armored out of the primordial ooze as a stalker of victory-obsessed team cap-
tains in corporate executive suits. Long before his book "The Gamesman" started
zooming up the best-seller list, Dr. Maccoby had won renown among social sci-
entists as a chief theorist for an experiment in work humanization that has been
transforming fundamental attitudes toward work, productivity and industrial
democracy at a Tennessee auto-parts factory.
Last week, over French toast at breakfast in the Capitol, the soft-spoken

director of Harvard University's project on technology, work and character
joined a legendary pioneer in reshaping the workplace, Einar Thorsrud of
Oslo, in outlining to three influential members of Congress ideas that may help
speed the United States along paths of labor-management innovation long
familiar in West Europe.
The first thrust in that direction will begin tomorrow when the economic

stabilization subcommittee of the House Banking Committee opens hearings
on a bill sponsored by the host at that breakfast, Representative Stanley N.
.Lundine, Democrat of Jamestown, N.Y. The measure has strong support from
the two other legislators at the session—Representative Henry S. Reuss, Wis-
consin Democrat, who heads the full Banking Committee, and Senator Jacob K.
Javits, New York Republican, who has introduced a companion bill in the upper
chamber.
The bill would make available $40 million in Federal grants to foster projects,

primarily in private industry, to make employment more secure through coop-
erative efforts by workers and employers to redesign jobs, upgrade skills, spur
productivity and heighten job satisfaction.
As Mayor of Jamestown. N.Y., before coming to Capitol Hill, Mr. Lundine

helped demonstrate practicality of such ventures by presiding over development
of a communitywide labor-management committee that was instrumental in
cutting local joblessness from 10.2 percent to 4.2 percent in a three-year period
when the rest of the country was slumping into recession.
The Lundine bill faces formidable obstacles. Most of organized labor is cool

to quality-of-work experiments for fear that they can be exploited by nonunion
employers and corporations oppose them on the ground that they tear down tradi-
tional lines of authority and thus undermine plant discipline.
Within the Federal Government, jurisdictional jealousies between vested in-

terests in the Labor and Commerce Departments could wreck the new initiative
just as they have orphaned and abandoned the supposedly independent National
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Center for Productivity and the Quality of Working Life, which Congress char-

tered two years ago.
But roadblocks like these are not insuperable, in the judgment of so seasoned

a legislative tactician as Representative Reuss. As one who believes "small is

beautiful" when it conies to ventures to generate jobs through Federal stimulus,

Mr. Reuss considers the Lundine approach a sensible one that involves no risk

of enormous additions to the deficit and that stands a much better chance of

Congressional approval than would most bills put forward by a sophomore on

Capitol Hill.
The experience Dr. Maccoby has gained from four years of wet-nursing the

job-enrichment program that he and Dr. Thorsrud cooperated in installing at the

plant of Harman International Industries Inc., in Bolivar, Tenn., offers persua-

sive support for more experiments, though both experts stress that no single

pattern can suceed if it is applied mechanistically in a different setting.

"Ideas for change must come from all levels top to bottom," Dr. Maccoby said,

"but it requires exceptional leadership to release the creativity that exists within

the work force." The crucial initial factor at Harman was the intense support

given the project by Irving Bluestone, an international vice president of the

United Automobile Workers union, and Dr. Sidney Harman, president of Harman

International until his nomination by President Carter in January to be Under

Secretary of Commerce.
The workers at Bolivar, half of them women, formed teams to perform various

operations involved in the preparation, painting and packing of auto mirrors.

They decided among themselves who would do what jobs, kept their own records,
covered for one another in periods of absence and worked out an intricate formula

for sharing with management the labor-cost savings that have resulted from the

project.
The improved communications and mutual trust built up at all levels through

the establishment of clear principles for joint decision-making and increased job
autonomy paid off this month in the remarkable conclusion of a new wage agree-
ment—three months ahead of schedule—without any intervention by top officers
of either company or union.
"That's the real triumph of this project," commented Gus Howard, a worker in

the plant's receiving department and head of the local union.
The triumph goes well beyond Bolivar, however. Mr. Bluestone, enthusiastic

over the progress there toward breaking down at avistic labor-management hos-
tilities, has enlisted the support of the General Motors Corporation in a much
more embracing experiment in job enrichment under union-company auspices at
dozens of G.M. plants.

Similarly, now that Dr. Harman is going into Government, the Beatrice Foods
Company of Chicago, a huge conglomerate, that is in process of absorbing his
company, has assured Dr. Maccoby that one of the chief points of attraction is the
harmonious and productive relationship that the project achieved. And Dr.
Harman himself, as Commerce Under Secretary-designate, is scheduled to lead
off for the Administration at tomorrow's hearings on the Lundine bill, embodying
precisely the principles that underlay his own experiment.
For Dr. Thorsrud, the Norwegian expert, who has been involved in guiding

more such ventures throughout the world than any other social scientist, the
potential benefits seem boundless. He enthralled the Capitol breakfast guests with
his description of the retraining programs that Norway instituted with unemploy-
ment insurance funds when the nation's idleness rate reached what was con-
sidered a calamitous level of 2 percent at the low point of the recession.
As Dr. Thorsrud described it. the greatest success in equipping workers with

new skills (through a combination of on-the-job training and community voca-
tional schools) came in plants with active programs for workers to participate in
industrial decisionmaking. Senator Javits found in the Thorsrud report new
ammunition for his pet campaign to convert the $17 billion a year that the United
States now spends on unemployment insurance into something more substantial
than a substitute for welfare.

[From the Wall Street Journal, Mar. 15, 1977]

(BY PETER F. DRUCKER)

The newest world economic trend is "production sharing." Although neither
"export" nor "import" in the traditional sense, this is how it is still shown in our
trade figures and treated in economic and political discussions. Yet it is actually
economic integration by stages of the productive process.
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Few people have heard of production sharing, but everyone who has a hand-
held calculator is familiar with it. The semiconductors that do the calculating
are "Made in America" and then shipped for assembly to a developing country
such as South Korea or Singapore. The finished product is then marketed pri-
marily in developed countries.
Traditional statistics show the calculators as "imports," but actually they are

the way in which American-made electronics go to market, earn foreign exchange
and create American jobs. Indeed, the old 18th-Century German term Verede-
lungsverkehr (upgrading trade) describes the transaction better than any of the
familiar-terms of international economics and international trade theory.
A similar example of integration by stages of production is the large European

textile group that spins, weaves and dyes—all automated, capital intensive and
high technology processes. Then it airlifts the cloth to Morocco, Malaya or Indo-
nesia where it is converted into garments, bedding, rugs, towels, upholstery
fabrics or curtains. Finally, it is airfreighted back and sold in European markets.
There is also the production sharing actively promoted by the government of

Japan, under which a Japanese company exports an entire industrial plant and
receives much of its payment in that plant's products, which are sold in Japan.
The developed countries are strong in management, capital and technology,

and consumer purchasing power. The developing countries offer enormous and
rapidly growing labor surpluses.
We lack figures on the size of this process. But major multinational banks esti-

mate that the volume has at least doubled since 1974. And some banks consider it
so significant already as to justify setting up special units within their tradi-
tional international or corporate banking divisions.
Production sharing is bound to grow, for behind it is an inexorable economic

force, population dynamics. One can argue about employment and unemployment
figures in the developed countries, which are indeed very confusing. Nevertheless,
more than half of all the young people entering the labor-force in developed coun-
tries have attended some school beyond high school, thus they are not available
for traditional low- or semi-skilled work.

DIFFERENT POPULATION DYNAMICS

In the developing countries, however, population dynamics are vastly different.
There the babies who did not die in the late '50s and 960s when infant mortality
dropped precipitously—by 60% or 70% in some areas—are now entering the
labor force and need jobs. Mexico, for instance, will have to find almost three
times the number of jobs for young new workers in each year between now and
1990 than the country ever created in any previous year.
Few Of these young people are highly trained or highly skilled, but they are

far better prepared than their parents were—and increasingly they are in the
cities. Farming cannot possibly provide the necessary jobs. "Land reform," what-
ever its emotional appeal, would in most places exacerbate the problem.
Only in very few countries, countries like Brazil that are well past the "devel-

opment takeoff," is there much potential for rapid growth of the domestic market.
Moreover developing countries usually lack population base, purchasing power
or capital necessary for rapid domestic growth. The only employment conceivable
for the masses of new workers is producing for the consumer markets of the
developed countries, which no longer have adequate unskilled labor.
Production costs in developing countries tend to be high, often a good deal

higher than in the developed countries, despite relatively low cash wages. Pro-
ductivity tends to be low, managerial and governmental overhead costs are often
astronomical. Moreover, production sharing has fairly high costs of its own—
heavy management requirements, high cost of capital, and added transportation
expenses.
What propels the move toward production sharing is not primarily lower costs

but the shortage of people available for the traditional production work in the
developed world. Almost all developed countries—Sweden is the only partial
exception—have structured unemployment compensation, seniority rules and
retirement plans so as to discourage manual workers from looking for jobs out-
side the industry that originally employed them.
Production sharing may, in the last quarter of this century, become as domi-

nant in the world economy as the traditional multinational corporation became
in the world economy of the last 20 years. Paradoxically, the multinational that
organizes production sharing will be more controversial than ever.
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This is because production sharing offers developing countries their only real

opportunity to provide the jobs and skills their people need. But this won't neces-

sarily make them grateful, so that they are more likely to continue the old rhet-
oric the more dependent they become on the "wicked imperialists."

Still, many deve!oping countries are rapidly adjusting their policies and their

behavior. "Multinational" is still a dirty word in the developing countries, but

their governments increasingly court the multinationals, to build and run export

industries—the products of which the multinational is then expected to market

in the developed world.
Only 10 years ago the countries on the west coast of South America, from

Venezuela to Chi'e, solemnly joined the Andean Pact, designed to drive out the

multinationals. Within the last few years, each of those countries has either

repealed most of the Andean Pact laws or quietly filed them away.
In developed countries, production sharing threatens the very base of tradi-

tional unionism, which lies in the old manual manufacturing industries. It is

indeed likely to create more jobs than it displaces, above all jobs for better edu-

cated members who make up the new labor force. But displaced workers will be

far more visible and will be concentrated in areas that are already declining.

They will also tend to be older peop!e with limited skills. The same will largely

be true of the businesses that employ these workers: yesterday's businesses in

already declining industries.
Multinationalism will thus once more become a major issue in the developed

countries. Indeed, the main attack against the multinational has already shifted

from host countries to home countries, especially to the U.S. Congress, the IRS,
the SEC. and a host of other government agencies now pose greater threats to

multinationals than did either de Gaulle or Third World nationalism. Yet no

developed country can hope to find full employment or to preserve its standard
of living without fairly rapid expansion of mass-produced consumer goods.

Therefore, we badly need policies enabling the economy to adopt production

sharing at minimum cost to displaced workers.

THE SWEDISH POLICY

We need the kind of policy the Swedes pioneered to make possible a similar

transition from an almost pre-industrial, raw material producing nation of the
1940s into the highly industrialized and highly competitive nation of today.
Twenty years ago they organized employers, unions and governments to work
together to retrain redundant workers and place them in new jobs (an approach
that accomplishes much more than any unemployment compensation system, at

a fraction of the cost).
We also need to revise the trade figures so that they enable us to know where

production sharing creates and where it displaces jobs. Free trade or protection-
ist arguments only add to the confusion, for both assume an exchange of goods
rather than economic integration by stages of production in which export and
import are mutually dependent.
But the new emerging multinational integration poses equally great challenges

to, management.
It does not fit the traditional organization structure of the multinational cor-

poration, with a central top management to which management of subsidiaries
reports. It requires, rather, a system's approach, in which one body coordinates
autonomous managements that do not "report" to one another.
The new multinational does not rest on capital investment or ownership. In

fact, the "parent company" in the developed country typically invests little or
nothing, although it often provides its partners in the developing country access
to financial resources by purchasing their output. For this reason, those that are
likely to do best as "new multinationals" may well be marketing businesses
rather than, as in the past, manufacturing businesses.

Smaller businesses are also likely to do better than giant companies, since
they have the necessary flexibility. This explains why some medium-sized busi-
nesses are doing well in consumer electronics.
A major requirement is the ability and willingness to adapt to different cul-

tures, and to work with people of different habits and traditions. For production
sharing is not only transnational, rather than multinational, it is, above all,
transcultural. And it is an idea whose time has come.

Mr. 1-Ninon-HEAD. Mr. Secretary Green



138

STATEMENT OF HON. ERNEST GREEN, ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR
EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING, DEPARTMENT OF LABOR, ACCOM-
PANIED BY WILLIAM B. HEWITT, ADMINISTRATOR, POLICY
EVALUATION AND RESEARCH

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, I
am pleased to appear before you today to discuss H.R. 2596, the
Human Resources Development Act of 1977, introduced by Congress-
man Lundine. I might point out that I had the pleasure of meeting
with Congressman Lundine earlier, before even getting confirmed, and
found our discussions very enlightening.
A major source of this Nation's strength is its labor force. During

periods of high unemployment, substantial portions of this vital
human resource are wasted. Unemployment means lost time, and lost
economic growth to the national economy as well as cutbacks in
livings standards, a sense of frustration, and possible loss of self-
respect to the individuals concerned. The longer that high levels of
unemployment persist, the greater is our national loss. By any standard
of measurement, the current 7.5 percent unemployment rate is un-
acceptably high, and the President is committed to reducing it; that is
the goal of the economic stimulus package.
At the same time, we must continue to explore measures to improve

the quality of the workplace.
This country has developed an extremely productive and affluent

economy. Much of this reflects the talents, diligence and resourceful-
ness of the American worker, as well as the development of practical
labor and management institutions, particularly collective bargaining,
that have created a climate for economic growth and productivity
advances.
More recently, however, the pace of the Nation's productivity gains

has slackened, leading to considerable concern about the future course
of the economy. One promising avenue to improved productivity
performance lies through improvements at the workplace—improve-
ments in cooperation among employees, their union representatives,
and management officials, in the design of work and work assignments,
and in the greater participation of employees in the production and
managerial decisionmaking process.
These concerns are reflected in H.R.. 2596.
In general, the Department of Labor supports the objectives of

H.R. 2596. It is important that we not lose sight of the human relations
aspects of the marketplace as part of the overall employment and job
creation picture. Efforts such as those proposed in H.R. 2596 may well
be a vehicle to stimulate a more intensive examination of such basic
problems as cyclical layoffs, demonstrate efforts to improve economic
performance, and enhance job satisfaction.
In summary, H.R. 2596 authorizes the Secretary of Labor to fund

demonstration projects involving labor and management cooperation
which would consist of increased worker participation in .problem
solving and the decisionmaking process, increased worker participation
in sharing the cost savings resulting from productivity increases, and
job redesign projects.

It also provides for demonstration project grants to employers in
areas of high unemployment for the purpose of retaining employees

o
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who would but for the grant be laid off. The funds could be used by the
employer for improving plant design, job restructuring and skill de-
velopment.
The bill further establishes a 13-member Human Resources Advi-

sory Council to provide technical assistance and advice on projects
established under the act and a loan guarantee program for projects
to be administered by this Department. We support the objectives of
this bill, but we do have concerns with some of its provisions. Let me
discuss these briefly.

Section 3 embraces the essential operational concepts of the legisla-
tion—authority for the Secretary of Labor to fund projects involving
labor-management cooperation, and demonstration projects to assist
employers in maintaining levels of employment during countercyclical
downturns in the economy.
This Department generally supports the use and evaluation of

realistic demonstration projects involving labor management coopera-
tion. We feel that this concept is consonant with the thrust of the De-
partment's Organic Act, which is "to foster, promote and develop the
welfare of the wage earners of the United States, to improve their
working conditions, and to advance their opportunities for profitable
employment."
While issues involving the quality of work life have not been a major

Labor Department concern in recent years, the Department has funded
considerable research that touches on these questions. For example, in
1969-70, and again in 1972-73, the Department, at the initiative of the
Employment Standards Administration, conducted national sample
surveys of employed workers. These studies, carried out under con-
tract by the University of Michigan, were aimed at determining the
frequency and severity of workplace problems on the well-being of
the workers affected.

The, Department is now proceeding to develop plans for a similar
study to be conducted later this year or early 1978. In addition, the
Employment and Training Administration, with research funds under
the Comprehensive Employment and Training Act—CE'FA--has
funded a modest number of such projects in the area of quality of
working life. We will be glad to share with Congress the results of
these studies.

Evaluations of various types of present programs could serve to en-
hance the long-range effectiveness of the concepts of H.R. 2596. We
would suggest that before embarking on an enlarged Federal effort,
it would be appropriate at this time to evaluate those cooperative labor
management programs currently in place. Programs envisioned in
the bill appear most promising where the local problem is easily iden-
tifiable and all the necessary ingredients for a solution are also present
locally. Despite the success of some local experiences, it is not clear
witholit further assessment that these programs or variations of them
can be applied on a national scale.
One problem we have found with projects is that they tend to per-

petuate themselves as Government-funded activities. It would be our
intent, therefore, in administering such a provision, to place time
limits on all projects and to make self-sustaining those projects that
prove effective as rapidly as possible.

88-677 0 - 77 - 10
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Certainly, the National Center for Productivity and Quality of
Working Life has already made substantial contributions in encourag-
ing improved national productivity. The Department of Labor's focus
in reviewing and evaluating cooperative labor-management projects
would be to build on the currently in-place work of the Center and
utilize a number of initiatives that the Center has been responsible for
generating. Of course, there would be close coordination and consulta-
tion between this Department, the Department of Commerce, and the
Center on this effort.

Section 4 would establish a Human Resources Advisory Council
to furnish advice and assistance in the administration of the legisla-
tion. We strongly believe that yet another advisory council with an
independent life and mandate of its own is unnecessary. This is in
accord with the President's frequently stated intent to simplify the
workings of the Federal establishment. The advice and assistance
which this Council is designed to give should be readily available
through outside consultants. In addition, the Advisory Council could
very easily duplicate the function of the Board of Directors of the
National Center for Productivity and Quality of Working Life, which
has a similar composition.
Section 7 would establish within the Department of Labor a pro-

()Tam of loan guarantees to small businesses to carry out the objectives
of the bill. Certainly, a loan guarantee program can be an important
part of an established operating program. However, until such time
as an adequate data base is available to determine the effectiveness of
a "demonstration project" approach to labor force problems, it would
be inadvisable and premature to establish a program of the complexity
that a loan guarantee mechanism would entail.
We would also recommend that the funding of projects involving

labor and management cooperation be obtained from the CETA dis-
cretionary funds available to the Secretary of Labor under title III of
that act. Certainly no more than $5 million would be necessary to fund
adequately such projects during the initial year.
To say again, we applaud Congressman Lundine and his cosponsors

for their efforts. We strongly favor the concepts of H.R. 2596 which
are in harmony with the Department of Labor's basic mandate, and
look forward to working with Congress in further exploration of
innovation in this area.
If you have any questions, I will be happy to respond to them. Thank

you.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Thank you very much, Mr. Secretary.
I would like to say, for the record, that this is a very happy occasion

to have representatives from the Department of Commerce, who are
usually thought of as representing business; and the Department of
Labor, usually thought of as representing the working people in
America, sitting together at this table discussing problems that are
national and universal in scope.
The first question I would ask you is, if H.R. 2596, or some variation

thereof, is enacted, what steps would Commerce and Labor take
jointly to achieve the legislation's objectives? While there may be
reservations about particular parts of the particular bill, I think we
both agree on the objectives. How can Commerce and Labor work
together better than they have in the past?

14
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Mr. HARMAN. Well, I would suggest in two ways. One, if you like,
individually; by demonstrating the merit and the applicability of
these very principles within our own Departments. I would find it
inordinately uncomfortable to be out prosyletizing this point of view
from a Department of Government which itself operated in a fashion
which was inconsistent with those views.
So, I think we can begin at home to practice what we preach.

Second, I would suggest that if legislation of any sort emerges as a
consequence of your deliberations, irrespective of its specifics and
irrespective of who is given the lead, I simply cannot imagine in this
administration that Labor and Commerce would not very effectively
work together. There is clearly a common set of values shared by
those two Departments. In no sense do I find any vestige of adversary
attitude.
I am convinced that each of those Departments has available within

it specific facilities and specific previous experience that would be
very, very useful; and with the spirit to coordinate those facilities and
to cooperate clearly in front of us, and clearly an end, we would work
very well together.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Do you have any comments, Mr. Green?
Mr. GREEN. Well, Mr. Chairman, I think Secretary Marshall and

Secretary Krebs had a close working relationship before coming into
Government. Certainly, I see no philosophical differences between the
Departments; no reason why we couldn't achieve a close working rela-
tionship in the same manner as we are attempting to do with other
Departments.
Mr. MOORIIEAD. Mr. Harman, Secretary Green seems to be taking the

position that the objectives of the legislation can be accomplished with-
out establishing a new agency. For example, by using the National
Center for Productivity and Quality of Working Life. You didn't
direct your testimony to that point. I would like to have your com-
ments on it, sir.
Mr. HARMAN. Yes.
I think that the objectives, as I interpret them, as I understand

them, could not effectively be pursued by the National Center. It sim-
ply does not have the facilities. I think the Center plays a meaningful
and educative and informative role, but it does not have the resources,
it doesn't have the staff, and it doesn't have the experience; and I
would think the Center would probably agree with that statement.

• Mr. MOORHEAD. Then what you're saying is that mere addition of
funds would not enable them to achieve the objectives of this legis-
lation.
Mr. HARMAN. No; I can't say that. I would imagine that any agency

of proper spirit and purpose, if adequately funded—and therefore,
presumably, adequately staffed, with a knowledge of this material—
could gear itself to exercise the work that is implicit in this legislation.
I merely suggested that, as it is presently constituted, it doesn't have
those resources.
Mr. MOORHEAD. I am going to yield to another member. But if you

want to make a comment, Secretary Green 
Mr. GREEN. No.
Mr. Mom/HEAD. Mr. Badillo ?
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Mr. BADILLO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman and colleagues, I strongly support this legislation. I

think you know that I spent 4 years in the Committee on Education
and Labor. I was one of those who helped to write the CETA bill,
and particularly title III. I must say that my experience with that title
has been very disappointing. We have not been successful in really
implementing that title, and authorizing it to carry out as many
demonstration projects in different fields as we had in mind when we
wrote the bill in the Congress.
And, for that reason, I would agree with you, Mr. Harman, that

there is still a large function in the Department of Labor which has
not been carried out since that bill was passed in 1972. Some of those
areas haven't even been funded; for example, there was a specific man-
date included on bilingual job training. Yet to date, nothing signifi-
cant has been undertaken in that area.
So, I would support Mr. Lundine in seeing to it that we maintain

the separate identity, if we are going to test this program out
successfully.
Now, one of the things I found over the course of my experience is

that many programs are successful because they are carried out and
developed by individuals who have strong personalities and convic-
tions. And I think that was the case in your situation. And appar-
ently, according to Mr. Raskin's story, you had Mr. Bluestone, who was
a very effective labor union supporter.
We have this in other areas. For example, I am on the Select Com-

mittee on Narcotics, and I find that drug addiction programs are very
successful when you have a strong personality who is in charge of the
programs. The issue whether we can develop a program that we could
duplicate and reduplicate throughout the country, and that would re-
quire that the average employer or businessman, or president or vice
president, and union leader, be more predisposed to try this kind
of thing out.
I am not sure that we are ready for that, because, among other

things, I am a certified public accountant. I have audited many busi-
nesses throughout the country in different kinds of fields, and I haven't
found that attitude prevails to any large degree. Do you feel that
American business and labor are prepared to develop these programs
on any significant scale today?
Mr. HARMAN. Well, I would respond in a number of ways, Mr.

Badillo. And I am, as you know, very well aware of your previous
experience.
The notion of the "great man" application to almost any program

is one that I find, frankly, abhorrent. It is certainly true that programs
of this sort 
Mr. BADILLO. Well, greatness—I don't mean just greatness, you

see; but interest, commitment. You understand what I mean?
Mr. HARMAN. I see. Somehow, though, it is often seen that way; if

this man disappears, it is all over. And it is in these terms that I spoke
of the "great man."
In fact, probably the origin of much of this thinking traces back

to the beginning of the Industrial Revolution, when Robert Owen did
incredible things in terms of education, in terms of child day care
centers for the children in the mills in Edinburgh; really stunning
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things for that period in history. And when he left, it disappeared. And
that is essentially your point.
The reason, however, that it disappeared, and the reason that fre-

quently programs of this apparent type will disappear, is that they de-
pend almost totally on the paternalism of the great man, of the man of
inspiration. And if he once begins to lose interest in it, having treated
it in paternal style, there is nobody around to pick it up and carry it
forward.
If a program of this sort is to survive, then it is incumbent on that

person who brings it its original leadership to understand that nothing
succeeds better than programs from which the initiator removes him-
self at an important time. If for no other reason than that, I wel-
comed the opportunity to come to Washington. I believe that the pro-
grain throughout our company will be manifestly growing over the
next number of years, even though I have no personal engagement in
it. And that is because it has moved organically from the bottom up.
That is because the people who really make that program live and
breathe and work—not the man who started the idea, but the people
who work at the machines, the supervisors; and ultimately, and in a
way most importantly, the managers, about whom we somehow fre-
quently feel they are perfectly content, they are living fine old lives,
they are not alienated—when indeed, they are so very frequently the
most terrorized people in the world, seeing the world in terms of very
narrow parameters, fearful that they are passengers along for the
ride; that if they didn't show up the following day, that business,
which has a life of its own, would just kind of proceed without them.
Those people—just to complete the comment—those people are the

ones who can kill a program of this sort when the initiator departs.
unless they somehow have become part of the woof and the weave of
the program.
Mr. BADILLO. I am concerned about the conditions, for example; and

your principles, here—the first one that you say is, in order for the
program to succeed, the worker must be secure about his job and feel
free from fear and anxiety concerning his health, safety, income, and
future. I don't think any member of Congress would meet that quali-
fication. [Laughter.]
Mr. BADILLO. And I doubt there would be many other people who

would fit into that category.
What does concern me is, I read that American industry generally

is now producing at about 70 percent of capacity, and it was pointed
out we will have a very high unemployment rate under those con-
ditions, you see, where we have a problem of bringing production up
to capacity.
Do you think that we can get those programs developed in any

widespread way?
Mr. HARMAN. Mr. Badillo, I meant every word that I said. And I

can say quite simply that, if I mouth that kind of language before a
body of this sort, that I have no palpable experience or evidence to
reach for, I could undoubtedly be regarded as a pleasant, well-inten-
tioned kook.
But I draw your attention to the circumstances in that very plant

that I made reference to in Bolivar, Tenn. During a period when the
automotive industry—this was a supplier to the automotive 
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Mr. BADILLO. What was the productivity rate at this particular
plant?
Mr. HARMAN. When it began, it was horrible. At best, it would ap-

proach something like 70 percent of efficiency.
Mr. BADILLO. In terms of capacity?
Mr. HARmAx. In terms of capacity. we were probably operating,

when this program began, at about 50 percent of what would have then
been its measured capacity. That's a rather dynamic thing; its capacity,
curiously enough. has grown, not necessarily because of additional
buildings or additional machinery, but because of the capacity of the
people who had been involved.
To complete the comment I was starting to make there; during the

very period in which the automotive industry was suffering its worst
recession in decades, this plant grew. Production efficiency moved from
something like 65 to 70 percent to 100 percent. We then had an in-
teresting problem : what do you do when there is a limited call, or
reduced call, for what you're able to do in that plant. and people are
completing their work in 5 hours—and they were—and making ex-
cellent products?
That led, in turn, to what we unfortunately referred to as an

"idle time" program. It wasn't idle at all. School developed on the
premises of the plant. That was the darndest school you ever heard of
in your life. You could study guitar, you could study French, you could
take lessons in the arithmetic of business; so that the employees in
that plant, for example, could read and interpret the financial state-
ments could read and interpret the daily operating statements. That
school, and various other developments that were a product of this
whole process I am speaking about, I think, represent the real develop-
ment in that company. And it prospered during the most difficult
times. It is growing at a very rapid rate today, as the automotive
industry recovers.
Mr. BADILLO. Just one last question, because my time is expiring.

Do you think this would apply to offices as well as to factories?
Mr. HARMAN. Absolutely. In fact, I believe that it must. If it doesn't,

then the office people will hinder such progress in the factory.
Mr. BADILLO. All right. My time is up, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. 1,1111dille ?
Mr. LUNDINE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
First of all, I would like to thank you for making clear what I

have been trying to say for some time: there is no way to talk about
this whole process as effectively as by example. And you are, I would
judge, American's finest example.
When you decided to undertake the Bolivar project, you did that

on your own. Is that not correct? I mean, there was no Government
intervention in any way?
Mr. HARMAN. That is correct.
Mr. LUNDINE. But as I understand it, you did bring in a third party,

an outside consultant to work with you.
Mr. HARMAN. Yes
Mr. LI7NDINE. Do you want to tell us a little bit about your con-

sultant, how you got him, and what he did for you?
Mr. HARMAN. Yes, I would be happy to.
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Actually, it was a group headed by Mr. Michael Maccoby, who is
becoming rather famous because of a book he has written recently
called "The Gamesman." At the time, he wasn't nearly as well-known;
he was a good deal more easy to get my hands on. He at that time
headed a Harvard study on work character and technology, and was
very, very interested in this kind of material.
I encountered him, told him of my thinking, and he was very

skeptical about it; and said something to the effect that it is easy
enough to talk that way—are you prepared to do something about it?

• And faced with that rather interesting challenge, I said I was. And
we quickly—and by a curious circumstance—involved Mr. Bluestone,
to whom reference has been made before. He and I appeared before a
Senate committee back in 1973, and we sat as Mr. Green and I are
sitting together, and Mr. Bluestone was rather astonished at the things
I had to say. And we decided to meet outside in the hall after the
meeting; not for the conventional purpose, but to discuss the implica-
tions of our individual testimony.
And, as a consequence, he, Mr. Maccoby and I, in effect, put to-

gether—at the beginning, Maccoby's team had two primary rules. One
was—if you like, he provided much of the philosophic base; but very,
very importantly, he provided a third party role at a time when dis-
trust between the workers and their union representatives—that is
between the two of them—but distrust between the workers, union, and
management was at a high level.
This third party provided the opportunity, the sythesizing,

facilitating opportunity that was really quite necessary there. It is
interesting that today, we are moving in complete agreement betweeni
union and management to the essential departure of that third party,
because it is no longer needed. I am no longer needed. Mr. Maccoby
per se is no longer needed. This program is really in the hands of the
people at that factory.
Mr. LuNnixE. Well, you made an investment in a third party, and

you feel like you (rot a return on that investment.
Mr. HARMAN. X. most remarkable return on the investment, prob-

ably No. 1 in the "Fortune 500."
Mr LUNDINE. There has been some comment in :ecent articles that

this kind of participation is gimmickry. It will work for awhile, to
cite a recent example—that it is no longer working at General Foods
and that a period of disillusionment has set in. What's your response
to that?
Mr. HARMAN. I believe that danger is there if the principle 
[Pause]
[Discussion off the record.]
Mr. LUNDINE. Excuse us.
Mr. HARMAN. I will.
I believe the danger is if the principles that I was alluding to earlier

are not generally applicable, I believe the danger is that if the effort
is made either artificially—and by artificially, I refer to any number
of things; for example. an effort to simply transplant the program
developed in one place automatically someplace else probably won't
work. The people are different, the culture; the inheritance is differ-
ent. We just simply must design the program in terms of the circum-
stances in the place in which we are operating.
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And it also won't work, and disillusion will probably set in, if you
set it up almost too ideally. I think it was a rather fortunate break,
not brightness, that persuaded us to make our first effort at our worst
situation. We took it as it was. If you begin by building the perfect
plant, and hiring the perfect employees, and the perfect managers,
I think there is a kind of unreality about that, and there is a danger
and the risk of that failing ultimately. and of disillusionment setting
in.
What one must do, I believe, is recognize truly the absolute impor-

tance of that cardinal consideration that we live in a time when human
development is the essence. And if a program is generated around the
human material that exists in the particular place, it has an excellent
chance of surviving. And when it really survives, its implications for
not only that industry, but for the community in which that industry
functions, are really stunning.

Quickly, let me just suggest to you that, among other things, our
people—who were never interested in the educational system in the
county in which they worked—are running for the board of education
down there. Our people, who were really not very interested in any-
thing except getting to that horrible job and getting the heck away
from there at the end of the day, are now becoming very much more
interested in not only education, but how that community functions
and how the family functions.
And so, I suggest that programs like this have a much deeper pene-

tration into the real core of our society than they do just at the plant
level.
Mr. LuxpixE. The chairman has reminded me that I didn't have

5 minutes to question Arr. Harman and 5 minutes to question Mr.
Green and has generously said that I could question after everybody
else has.
Mr. MOORHEAD. My concern, frankly, gentlemen, was that we might

lose some people with the quorum call coming up. I want to be sure
that those who could not return would have a chance to question the
witnesses.
Mr. Caputo?
Mr. CAPUTO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Harman, when I left the room, you were talking about meta-

physics and kind of an existential philosophy. When I came back to
the room, you were talking about French and guitar.[Laughter.]
Mr. CAPUTO. I am afraid to leave again.
[Laughter.]
Mr. CAPUTO. The question in my mind, Mr. Green; I share your

concern for the use of guarantees for a program of this kind. I am
sympathetic with the desire to approve productivity, but it seems to
me a guarantee program is best suited to a seasonal loan, like a manu-
facturing company that gets its raw material in one part of the year,
and makes its sales at another time of the year, and has a high prob-
ability of having the cash to repay the loan supported by the guar-
antee. And that is a suitable and sensible kind of Government guar-
antee program.
But we are talking about something close to pure research here, or

at least far removed from a situation where we know with a degree of
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certainty what the result of our investment is going to be, and have
some assurance that there will be a repayment of cash flow somewhere
down the line.
Therefore, it would seem to me, however laudable the purpose here,

it doesn't lend itself well to a guarantee program. And your Depart-
ment has a lot of guarantee programs which are, I think, more sensibly
structured, based on business operations. Do you feel that if we really
believe in this, as I do, we ought to ante up grant money; but in any
event, we should not use guarantee money, because that is wrong
under both sets of facts?
Mr. GREEN. Well, as I outlined in the testimony, Congressman, we

feel that the guarantee portion of the bill is a concept that needs a
great deal more looking at. We simply don't have enough data to make
an effective judgment at this point. The process is certainly new, as
appliec"his aspect. Our general view, again, is that we think this is
an inten,c that ought to go forward, and I share some of Congress-
man Badillo's concerns about title III.
Secretary Marshall has made commitments to us, however, and I

am sure to various committees of Congress, that we will use our title
III moneys in an innovative, effective way. That does lay out new
ground for us to explore such: demonstration projects that would not
normally be carried on by the CETA prime sponsors. This activity
certainly is one that prime sponsors have not been able to consider.
It is not on their list of items; but it is one that, from a national effort
demonstration perspective, is where we would like to put some money;
as outlined in the testimony are willing to commit at this point $5
million of the Secretary's discretionary fund to expand the demonstra-
tion base—not just pure research, but actual demonstration projects.
Mr. CAPUTO. All right. I gather you prefer grants, then, to guaran-

tees?
Mr. HARMAN. So as not to disappoint you, I will quote H. L.

Mencken 
[Laughter.]
Mr. HARMAN [continuing]. Who once said that for every profoundly

complicated problem, there is a simple answer, and it is wrong. My
emphasis in my testimony this morning has been on the principles
involved that underlie this bill. I, too, share with Mr. Green some con-
cern about some of the mechanics of it. But it seems to me that that
is not so important this morning.

Surely, I would have some concern about guarantees for reasons I
could explicate, if there were more time. But I want very much to
give emphasis to the view that these are no longer, I think, reasonably
perceived as isolated experiments. There is a growing catalog of
successful expressions of the kind of material that Congressman Lun-
dine and you, Mr. Caputo, and others here and I support. And I would
be concerned if somehow, we were diverted from this material by the
suggestion that yet another study be done.
Whatever form the legislation, in your wisdom, does take, I would

hope that it would proceed on the basis that there is indeed sufficient
evidence of the validity of the kind of approach we are talking about,
we should get on with it, and not bury it in some additional study or
two. I can identify for the subcommittee studies that are in process,
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studies that have been completed. I think they make very interesting
reading indeed.
Mr. CAPUTO. Thank you, gentlemen.
Mr. MoortHEAD. Mr. Vento ?
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I looked this over. I have a number of

questions for the Under Secretary of Commerce, Mr. Harman.
In the experience that you have had with this project in Tennessee

with your company, was that company in kind of a growth phase
at that particular time? I mean, I understand that productivity
increased; but, you know, the application of this is envisioned to cover
areas where there are different types of problems. And I am inter-
ested in the characteristics of the example that you have discussed.
Mr. HARMAN. Mr. Vento, I think that is a particularly perceptive

and likely revealing question. In fact, the company has been through
every phase you can imagine during the course of the program. When
it began, the automotive industry was in a growth phase. This divi-
sion of the company was not. When it began—a perfectly reasonable
question to be asked is whether that kind of program was not truly
a full employment program; which is to say that were the people
interested in human development at the time because it was tough
to get people to come to work?
And I recall that during the period, there were numbers of firms

that were rather interested in exploring the possibilities like this,
because it seemed like an engaging way to attract people to come to
work when they were looking for employees, and who rapidly lost
interest when, of course, employment had fallen. This division ran
the entire cycle of that. It was there when employment levels were
high. It was there when national and local employment levels were
low. It survived very, very effectively through all of those permuta-
tions because of the program.
Mr. VENTO. So the point is that—have you tried other methods of

improving productivity prior to this, or not?
Mr. HARMAN. Oh, yes. We had engaged in the very traditional stuff.

Methods engineers would go on the floor 
Mr. VENTO. We used to call them time studies.
Mr. HARMAN. They would do their time study work, and they would

come back and redesign the work. There isn't the ghost of a chance in
that plant that an engineer would begin to make that kind of effort
today without first consulting in detail the people who are doing the
work. We have discovered that there is the reservoir of real informa-
tion.
Mr. VENTO. How did you select the members to participate in this

unit? You yourself participated, Mr. Bluestone at one point. But obvi-
ously, it has to you know, kind of involve in a different way, at the
grassroots level—how did that process work?
Mr. HARMAN. It actually began over something immediate and

palpable; the roof was leaking. The place was too bloody hot. A group
was formed called the working committee.
Mr. VENTO. How did you pick the members? Is it based on the

problem?
Mr. HARMAN. We didn't pick them. They picked them.
Mr. VENTO. Who are they? The people who were concerned with

the problem?
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Mr. HARMAN. Well, I will try and answer that.
The committee had equal representation from workers, and those

workers were selected by the workers themselves. Keep in mind, now,
that Tennessee is a right-to-work State, so that there was a union there
and there were people who were not members of the union. But prin-
cipally under the guidance of the union leadership, workers were
either selected or volunteered, and we at that point said, "Fine; you
are part of that working committee."
Managers were selected in much the same process; that is, the man-

agers met. There were to be five members from management super-
vision. And out of a kind of rump meeting of their own, five people
emerged. The representatives from the task force were there, and of
course became members of that working committee.
The working committee has changed over time; as the core groups

to which I referred in my testimony developed, people began to
emerge who were active, vocal, interested. And there is a shifting of
the committee. The committee is a fairly dynamic thing, in that its
composition changes from, certainly, year to year.
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Green, you have pointed out that the National Cen-

ter for Productivity and Quality of Working Life could absorb some
of these responsibilities if it had the resources, you know. What is the
history of that How long has it been in existence? And I know you
have pointed out they have done some research work. Do you feel
that they ought to be doing it, or that model, if it is successful, ought
to be applied?
Mr. GREEN. Congressman, I addressed my remarks to the National

Center for Productivity and Quality of Working Life, the advisory
body. I didn't address them to the financing. Bill Hewitt, who is from
my staff 
Mr. HEwirr. It came into being 
Mr. MOORHEAD. I think it would be appropriate, Mr. Hewitt, if you

would state your name and position for the record.
Mr. HEWITT. William B. Hewitt, Administrator for Policy Evalua-

tion and Research of the Employment and Training Division.
That was developed following the enactment in 1975 of the statute

—the exact title of which I don't recall at the moment.
Mr. VENTO. Fine.
Mr. HEwiTT. Productivity and Quality of Working Life—and set

up the Center for Productivity.
Mr. VENTO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Barnard?
Mr. BARNARD. I will be very brief.
Mr. Harman, is this more of a philosophy or a technique?
Mr. HARMAN. It is a philosophically based technique, Mr. Barnard.

[Laughter.]
Mr. BARNARD. You are going to make a fine Secretary. [Laughter.]

Is this not a practice that good business ;managers have been doing
on a regular basis already?
Mr. HARMAN. Yes. I would say that we are looking at a relatively

recent development, and relatively recent perceptions. The people
who have managed good businesses are beginning to get very excited
about the possibilities of the kind of material we're talking about
today.
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Mr. BARNARD. I'm sure you have read Dr. Schumacher's book,
"Small Is Beautiful," right?
Mr. HARMAN. Absolutely.
Mr. BARNARD. Do you think this is more adaptable to small busi-

nesses such as yours than it is to General Motors?
Mr. HARMAN. I think it is more readily adaptable. But I think it

is interesting that next month, a major colloquium is being held in
some city in the Midwest on the very question that we're talking
about. And the two principle case studies that are going to be pre-
sented for the attendees there are, one, the General Motors story and
two the Harman International story.
Mr. BARNARD. Who is sponsoring that meeting?
Mr. HARMAN. I think either the Center—likely the Center for Pro-

ductivity and Quality of Working Life.
Mr. BARNARD. That is a governmental body, is it not?
Mr. HARMAN. Yes.
Mr. GREEN. I might point out, Congressman, that we have some

moneys in that through our title III program: the Work in America
Institute; the National Center for Productivity and Quality of Work-
ing Life is sponsoring that seminar.
Mr. BARNARD. Do you find this is an area where the Federal Govern-

ment needs to get further involved? Do you think that the U.S. Cham-
ber of Commerce, the National Association of Manufacturers, the
AFL—CIO and other organizations could promote this technique as
well as the Federal Government?
Mr. HARMAN. No, I don't think they could promote it as well as

the Federal Government. There is one Federal Government. When it
sanctions, in whatever terms it chooses to do so, and dignifies this
kind of a process through some kind of legislation or other, in my
judgment, it tends to coalesce the many interests that exist in a rather
diffuse way. And it does indeed do that very important thing; it legit-
imizes, it sanctifies the process. I don't know anybody else who can
do it as well.
Mr. BARNARD. Do you think the Federal Government can presently

afford to fund this activity?
Mr. HARMAN. In the first place, the kinds of funds required I think

need to be—and here I am in agreement with Mr. Green—rather
carefully explored. But I would say that, although I do not think
those funds need to be enormous, I would argue that we can't afford
not to be doing it.
Mr. BARNARD. The purpose of this bill has my total support. How-

ever, if business and labor could accomplish the objectives of this
legislation without Government intervention, I would be pleased. Tax-
payers could be saved this output of revenues while at the same time
productivity could improve.
I would like to see the pendulum start swinging back toward

less Government involvement in our lives—but if the only means to
upgrading productivity is via this bill, it has my support.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Watkins?
Mr. WATKINS. Secretary Harman, I was very intrigued and very

enthusiastic about this bill, and also about your attitude. I would
like to ask the question, do you think we could take the same approach
to Government and make the Government work better?
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Mr. HARMAN. Yes. That is a rather grand response, I am afraid,
but I did say earlier, in response to another question—which was
aimed at how Departments of Government might participate in a
program like this—it would be a pretty good thing if we began to
apply those principles within the departments.
Now, at Commerce, we are really quite determined to do that. I

could think of no institution that would not benefit from such an
approach.
Mr. WATKINS. I like to feel that you can't underestimate the strong

person with a strong motive and strong dedication. In some way we
have got to reinstill this spirit in private industry and in Government.
I know you are going to have some tremendous tools to work with in

the Department of Commerce. I state that because I served at one
time as executive secretary of an economic development district and
wrote a lot of the papers that probably gave birth to the EPA Act.
But I think what we are talking about here is a person being dedi-

cated and motivated and willing to give a little bit extra. I think that
is something that is going to be a tremendous challenge.
I am very impressed with your delivery today, and I am very

enthused about your being in a position in Government. I hope you
will not lose that enthusiasm and dedication.
Mr. Harman, your testimony gives me a great deal of hope that

we are going to get those things pulled together and that you are
going to enthuse some people to go in that direction. This is something
I hope you will work at, because you have got the tremendous tools
in that Department to really work with, and I hope that you will
bring life back to the Department again.
Mr. HARMAN. Well, Mr. Watkins, I thank you very much for that.

I think if I face any risk at all, it is less that I will lose my enthusiasm
and more that I may lose my job. [Laughter.] I have some fear that
I may, in fact, leave as I arrive, and that is, fired with enthusiasm.
[Laughter.]
Mr. WATKINS. I would like to make one other comment.
I am deeply appreciative of both the Department of Labor and the

Department of Commerce. With both of you working together in
cooperation to ignite something like this, I think it will be a tremen-
dous factor in private industry. Also I think this program merits
looking into, to make it work within this Government.
Mr. MOORHEAD. The Chair would announce that apparently on the

floor we are considering House Resolution 393, a funding resolution.
Apparently, we haven't had the original quorum call or vote usual, but
we may get it at any time. So I would like to recognize any members
who will not be able to return if we do get a vote at this time. Any mem-
bers—I am assuming that Mr. Lundine and I will come back if we are
called away.
Mr. CAPUTO. Mr. Chairman ?
Mr. MOORHEAD. Yes, Mr. Caputo.
Mr. CAPUTO. I had one question I didn't ask because my time had

expired. And that is a fear that the quickest and surest way to improve
productivity is to add capital, especially if you define productivity as
output per man hour, you know. The more capital you throw into the
process, the more output per man hour you have. At a time of high
unemployment, that is a sort of problematic remedy.
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Do you think that the drive for productivity per se, as a separate
objective, is going to lead to substitution of more capital for labor?
Did that characterize your experience?
Mr. HARMAN. I do have such a concern. It does not characterize my

experience.
Is that an adequate answer to your question, Mr. Caputo?
Mr. CAPUTO. Sure.
What are the guards, if we were to guarantee large investments in

productivity improvement, which seems to be consistent with the
statute as it is written in this bill? There is nothing in here that would
protect against doing exactly what the bill says, and that is improve
productivity. And the clearest way to do that would be to have ma-
chines do what men and women now do.
Do you think we need some safeguards of that kind?
It is in the best interests of labor and management to do that to some

degree, but it is not a full employment policy.
Mr. HARMAN. Yes. I think that the matter of capital additions is the

problem of the private sector. And I believe that programs of this sort
should absolutely avoid basing themselves on making available sub-
stantial funds that would go into machinery. That is not at all what I
visualize as the affirmative aspect of this kind of thinking or the affirm-
ative aspect of the material that underlies 
. Mr. CAPUTO. But don't you think this bill heads us off in that direc-
tion, guaranteeing investments by small businesses for the purpose of
improving productivity?
Mr. HARMAN. If the bill moves in the direction of guaranteeing in-

vestments, guaranteeing borrowing for the purchase of new machinery,
I would not agree with it.
Mr. CAPUTO. It is not that narrow.
Mr. HARMAN. I would agree with you that it would move in the

direction contrary to that which I feel it ought to be going. It is much
more the motivation of management to begin to understand the needs
of people who work in those plants and the enormous resource they
represent for the development of those companies as human beings that
stimulates my interest and my enthusiasm.
Mr. CAPUTO. All right. I think I overstated my case. The bill does

permit those kinds of investments too, so I didn't mean to exaggerate
my point.
Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Badillo has graciously, though entitled to recog-

nition—has said that I could recognize Mr. Watkins.
Mr. WATKINs. Before I came to Congress. I was in business. I am

very interested in the productivity phase of business and the deep in-
volvement of employees in management decisions.
Were the employees also involved with compensation and working

with stock?
Mr. HARMAN. Yes.
Mr. WATKINS. So the employees felt like whenever productivity and

stock improved, their investments improved and with the management
still having 
Mr. HARMAN. Yes. We did have, actually, two programs going. And

I would simply caution that because these programs were used by us
and seemed to have, a salutory effect, that they are not necessarily the
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devices that ought to be used. I am concerned always about prescriptive
attitudes about this sort of thing.
But, having offered that caveat in introduction, let me simply

respond directly to your question.
Our company was one of the first that introduced an ESOP, an em-

ployee stock ownership plan, really a trust. And the way in which it
worked was that a trust was set up which purchased—which borrowed
money and purchased stock in the company. It is a New York Stock
Exchange traded company. The stock owned by that trust became

• available to all of the employees except for officers of the company, who
were excluded from the plan, and with participation based as a ratio of
the employee's compensation to the total compensation in the company,
with a ceiling of $20,000, as I remember. So it was a plan obviously
designed to help most those people with the lowest income.
Something in excess of 10 percent of that company's public equity

is now owned by that trust, which means that it is either owned by the
employees or will be over a period of time, because there is a 5-year
vesting period. It will be owned over time by the employees of the
company.
Mr. WATKINS. What percent of your employees participated in that

stock?
Mr. HARMAN. With the exceptions that I indicated, 100 percent.
Mr. WATKINS. I think that gives them a feeling that they are part of

the lifeblood of that company also. Whatever the productivity in-
crease it will also benefit them.
Mr. HARMAN. I think it does, although again I point out that it is not

the only way in which that can happen.
One of the interesting byproducts of it, however, is that they become

stockholders. As a consequence, they receive quarterly and annual
reports, and they even receive the proxy material. And, as Mr. Badillo
would be quick to point out, there is an awful lot of information in that
proxy material. Everybody in that company used to know how much
money I was paid every year.
Mr. WATKINS. May I ask for a copy of some of your activities, espe-

cially the ESOP, as you call it?
I would like to talk to some of the business and industrial people

concerning this program. I think it is something that would be very
beneficial to look into for people in our area.
Mr. HARMAN. Mr. Watkins, I will be happy to send you a package

of material.
Mr. WATKINS. Thank you.
That is all.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Badillo ?
Mr. BADILLO. How much money is there in the discretionary fund of

the Secretary?
Is there any amount uncommitted as yet?
Mr. GREEN. The major portion of it is mortgaged. We expect it to be

around $60 million this year.
Mr. BADILLO. How much do you think you could do with $5 million,

which you said is the amount which 
Mr. GREEN. $5 million would support a substantial increase of pro-

gram activity in this area. Presently, our funds on projects of this type
are less than $1 million.
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Mr. HEWITT. On this kind of project, yes.
Mr. BADILLO. Well, not knowing how much it costs, what would you

say $5 million would enable the Department to do in its first year?
Mr. HARMAN. Well, it really depends, you know, on what we are

speaking about. If we are talking about funding the development of
programs, talking about making experienced teams available and
counseling teams available, $5 million could be useful. If you are talk-
ing beyond that with respect to the financing of broader scale activities,
schooling, training activities, the participation through one financing
effort or another, and the underlying costs of the development of pro-
grams of this sort, $5 million is simply not going to do it.
Mr. BADILLO. Isn't that what we are talking 'about?
We're talking about the larger scale activities.
Mr. HARMAN. I think so.
Mr. BADILLO. What would you think would be reasonably required

if we are going to do a thorough job, an adequate job?
Mr. HARMAN. I think it is premature, Mr. Badillo, for me to offer

you an estimate at this moment. Certainly some multiple of $5 million.
Mr. BADILLO. Do you think that we could persuade some local gov-

ernments to allow this kind of experiment in areas such as garbage
collection, police, or some other public service functions?
Mr. HARMAN. Yes.
Mr. BADILLO. Have you talked to anyone about that, either of you?
Mr. HARMAN. Mr. Green?
Mr. GREEN. Yes. Just before coming here I participated in a briefing

with the Center for Productivity and the Quality of Working Life.
There is a project ongoing with the city of San Diego that involves
private foundation money as well as participation of the public em-
ployees union, the city government, on a whole series of work changes.
Mr. BADILLO. What kind of 
Mr. GREEN. Well, they are looking at a series of municipal job func-

tions. I could furnish for the subcommittee and would have it for-
warded here details on that. But there are a number of areas that are
involved. Somewhere in the Midwest, I think it's Minneapolis, with
the teachers union, they are looking at different approaches to the
problems of education. I would be happy to furnish for you specifics
on that and the projects that they have. But they are involved in
multiple financing from a number of sources, foundations as well as
corporations participating, et cetera.
Mr. HARMAN. I am aware of a program that is going on right here

in the Post Office Department, which strikes me as a pretty interesting
place.
Mr. BADILLO. Well, there is nothing in this bill that prevents mul-

tiple financing, is there?
Mr. GREEN. IN o.
Mr. BADILLO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Lundine—Mr. Vento ?
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Chairman, I did have a few questions.
Mr. LUNDINE. GO ahead.
Mr. VENTO. I won't be coming back.
One of the questions that I had is that you talk about replication as

being doubtful in terms of some of these projects. Despite the success.
you say that replication is doubtful.

t‘



Why is that? Because of innate characteristics, or what?
Mr. GREEN. Well, I didn't want to leave that impression that I said

replication was doubtful. It was within the scale and the time frame
with which we do the replication.
My job before I came into the Department as Assistant Secretary

was to participate in a demonstration project attempting to improve
job opportunities for blacks and other nonwhite youth in the appren-
ticeship program. That began on a demonstration basis, and from
that it grew into a national program.
I think that we need to examine the base information and limited

examples that are, and would be, available to determine what items
would be transferable to a national scale program. That is really
what I am advocating.
Mr. VENTO. I think that that is a good point, because, you know,

if this bill provides $40 million and there is no transferability between,
you know, these systems or the way it is used, then it means that we
ultimately could be depended upon to fund, you know, all of them.
So I think that is why we call in experts. I think there has to be some
replication possible, myself. I think that our emphasis should be to
identify those that offer the greatest cost-benefit for the dollars that
we spend.
The other aspect dealt with, you know

' 
we are talking about focusing

on, in this case, the example that Mr. Harman gave, an automobile
plant. I guess the scale of that was large enough to justify the type of
investment, obviously, that you made. But some of the examples that
you've had—you used, for example the State of Maryland has a pro-
gram I believe the State of New 

example,
Jamestown, the entire com-

munity was involved.
And when I looked at it, is that the proper focus that we have? You

know, Mr. Harman, in that sense yours did not apply to the entire
community, did it?
Mr. HARMAN. It didn't begin that way. The entire community has

kind of moved toward it as a consequence of what has happened.
Those people who work in that plant live in that community. There is
simply no way that a program of that kind, once it gathers momen-
tum, can be contained by the walls of the plant. It breaks right through
into the community.
Mr. VENT°. Well, I understand that. But I think that many of the

others, many programs start with the entire community and all the
different problems, points of emphasis, and so forth and so on. Mr.
Lundine's efforts in Jamestown went in that direction.
The other aspect that I think has to be examined carefully is, where

for instance, the decisions and the problems that relate to the contract,
if there is a contract. And that goes both ways in terms of business con-
tracts, labor contracts, and where they relate to regulations or other
types of problems that develop.
How often did that occur, and actually start changes flowing, or

(lid it?
Mr. HARMAN. I do hope I am going to be responsive to your question.
One of the things you can simply depend on is that a professional

labor union is going to guard jealously its role in the collective bar-
gaining process—and, indeed, it should. There were circumstances

88-677 0 - 77 - 11
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where we were looking at gray areas: Is this part of the collective
bargaining process? Was it part of this new thrust?
Any time there was uncertainty as to where it belonged, we were

happy to say, "Let it be in the bargaining; let it be in the collective
bargaining process." But if the Chair will permit, I would like to just
extend my answer to that for another minute or two.
Mr. Lundine [presiding]. Sure.
Mr. HARMAN. I made a comment in my testimony to the effect that

we had renegotiated an expiring contract some 3 months or 4 months
before it expired. That would have been impossible in the days prior
to the real growth and development of this program. And I don't think
I can say anything more important at this session than what. I am
about to say: That program generated through the years a spirit of
genuine trust between the management and the union. Had we 4 years
ago approached the union and suggested early negotiation, they
would have told us "Forget it; not a chance."
I am certain there have been many studies conducted by Government

and other parties dealing with the cost and waste that has been gen-
erated as a consequence of negotiating situations that ended in strike.
I am unaware of any study that has ever been conducted by anybody
about the costs generated by negotiation situations that did not end
in strike.
And yet you must be aware of the remarkable kind of charade that

is frequently practiced; the terrible sense of tension that generates in-
side a factory; the distraction of the workers from their work; the
rumors about how the negotiation is going; ultimately, in many in-
dustries the requirements to build an inventory to satisfy the needs
of the customers in the event that a strike takes place; and I could go
on at some length developing this. And then finally, perhaps 3 or 4
days after the contract has expired, these dog-tired people come to a
conclusion.

All that time, that inventory built on overtime, and that terrible
cost because the plant is ripped with concern about how the negotiation
is going; now you have got the inventory, what do you do with it?
Now layoffs.
Multiply the kind of example I have just offered, which is much

more familiar than the example of a situation that terminates in a
strike and walkout. Multiply that by the thousands of such situations
that take place in this country every year and calculate—if I may use
that kind of formulation—the incalculable costs, the waste that is in-
volved, and consider that against the cost of development of a pro-
gram that would generate a new set of operating relationships be-
tween labor and management.
The underlying material in this bill is the stuff that speaks to that

possibility.
Mr. VENTO. You are talking about something that can impact on

that process, not necessarily replace it?
Mr. HARMAN. Oh, absolutely. I am saying that process is right and

good and healthy and can be healthier. One does not have to go through
the kind of mad scenario that we exercise ourselves over every 3 or 4
years, or 2 years, in this country, time and time again.
And that doesn't in any sense diminish the critical role of the

negotiating party.



157

Mr. VENTO. Thank you. I have to leave.
Mr. LITNDINE. I know you do, and so do I.
Before you leave, I just want to make one comment, that I whole-

heartedly want to agree with the comments made in Under Secretary
Harman's testimony, to the extent that what I understand is being
proposed here is not one model which would be uniformly applied in
every siutation. And I—frankly, every time I hear the word replica-
bility," it's like the chalk on the blackboard to me, because I hope that
nobody leaves with the idea that anybody is advocating anything
other than local initiatives, perhaps based on common principles.
Would you like to comment on that?
Mr. HARMAN. Yes. I liked it.
Mr. LTJNDINE. I'm going to have to recess, and Mr. Moorhead will

be back—that's why we split this up—just for a few more minutes, a
few more questions, if you will indulge us. He should be back momen-
tarily, and he will start as soon as he returns.
The subcommittee will be in recess.
[Brief recess.]
Mr. MOORHEAD [presiding]. In the interest of expediting things, we

are resuming the hearings. Mr. Lundine will be back to ask additional
questions.
I have a few questions to ask both of you.
The first, for you, Mr. Harman. Is the reduction of EDA technical

assistance funds seriously hampering efforts of that agency to breathe
life into the overall productivity and quality of working life?
Is the Department of Commerce reconsidering that decision? And,

if not, what is the future contemplated by the Department for this
technical assistance program?
Mr. HARMAN. Well, that technical assistance program is a very im-

portant function in the Department. The Department has requested
the restoration of the reduction. And, though it is not my place to
determine whether that restoration will occur, I am certainly hopeful
that it will.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Does Labor have any funds to supplement and work

with Commerce in this area?
• Mr. GREEN. Well, as we mentioned, Mr. Chairman, funds from the

Secretary's discretionary funds would be available for this kind of
activity.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Do you know whether or not the Secretary has any

plans to use that discretionary fund in this area?
Mr. GREEN Yes, as I outlined in the testimony, we are ready to

commit up to the amount of $5 million to proceed beyond our ongoing
research programs in this area, into demonstration activity.
Mr. INIooRiiEAD. Let's turn specifically to the bill before us.
Are the financial incentives in H.R. 2596 appropriate to the purpose

of the legislation?
And, if not, what are your suggestions?
Mr. HARMAN. Mr. Moorhead, I would really prefer not to, if I may,

deal with the specifics of that legislation. And I would simply observe
that I would hope that whatever legislation, in the wisdom of the
Congress, emerges will not be cast in terms of incentives that is, it
would not be cast in terms that provide money as incentives to do this,
but that the funds will be more structural in purpose.
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I think that the incentive to move in this direction has to come from
an understanding of the possibilities and of its opportunities, and I
would hope that in no way would funds be used for either the purpose
of purchasing that interest or in any way that might be perceived as
such.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Do you have any comment?
Mr. GREEN. No, I have no comment.
Mr. MOORHEAD. It seems to me that one of the jobs that we have is,

quite frankly, what I call a selling job to convince both management
and labor that increased productivity enhances the opportunity, the
financial reward, of both business and labor.
Would you two gentlemen agree with me on that?
Mr. GREEN. I would concur with that wholeheartedly. I feel that

one of the ways to sell these ideas is to be able to come back with more
examples, obviously, to convince the parties that this is a viable process
to proceed on.
Mr. MOORIIEAD. Yes.
Now, it seems that much has been accomplished abroad regarding

productivity and Government policy to promote productivity. And
we haven't done that as much, with a few notable exceptions, in the
United States.
In your judgment, both of you, what are the major restraints in the

United States that would keep us from following the example of some
of our friends abroad?
Mr. HARMAN. Well, I did not respond to your previous question,

Mr. Chairman. I would like to.
I know this is not likely to be the most popular observation, but

programs that sell productivity run into all kinds of trouble. Programs
that sell humanness as a disguise for productivity run into all kinds
of trouble. Programs that generate real, mutual trust on the part of
labor and management eventually produce rather remarkable conse-
quences, which is a by-product, it is my own conviction, result in in-
creased productivity.
I have found very little in what Mr. Green has said today that I

disagree with. But I do think he and I have a modest disagreement
on one subject. I think there is good evidence, substantial evidence, and
substantial study of the evidence already available to us to demon-
strate or to indicate, rather, that this material, this approach, this
process works.
And, therefore, although I would be happy to participate in any

way in the stimulation of additional such projects, I would be a little
uncomfortable if we found ourselves moving rather to doing another
study. But what I am emphasizing is that I think the time is ripe to
move to the stimulation of additional programs, as opposed to moving
toward a study of what has been done. That work is well before us.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Mr. Harman, are you now in a position to express

the support of the Department of Commerce in favor, let us say, of
the objectives of this legislation?
Mr. HARMAN. Indeed I am and have always been.
Mr. MOORHEAD. So you now are testifying that the Department of

Commerce supports at least the objectives—I am not asking you about
the details of the legislation we will have to work that out in markup.
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Mr. HARMAN. Its purposes, its spirit, its basic objectives, we very
eagerly support.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Let me suspend off the record for a second.
[Discussion off the record.]
Mr. MOORHEAD. I will yield the Chair to you, Mr. Lundine, because

I have to go.
I want to express my appreciation of the witnesses.
I don't think he is going to keep you very much longer.
Mr. LUNDINE. You may be sure that I cannot.
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that a letter from the

United States Conference of Mayors be entered into the record of these
hearings.
Mr. MOOREHEAD. Without objection, so ordered.
[The letter referred to may be found at the end of the proceeding

of this day.]
Mr. LUNDINE [presiding]. Mr. Green, let me ask are you suggesting

that a lot of evaluation of the fundamental concept of labor-manage-
ment cooperation needs to be done and that studies need to be conducted
extensively, or are you suggesting that action research needs to be
done? In other words-
Mr. GREEN. I view it in its applied sense not detached research,

obviously. The Secretary's concern was that we look at more actual
examples that we were willing to help finance, and these would be, as
we characterized it, demonstration projects in that sense. We would
certainly expand the range of such projects to look to other localities,
to experiment with variations to determine what are the transfer-
ability and the applicable items. They go from item to item depending
upon size, characteristics, and so forth, and the impact of various
labor-management agreements, types of bargaining agreements, char-
acteristics of those agents representing the workers.
Mr. LUNDINE. And once we have demonstrated, you would agree that

there is necessity to develop and to encourage the development of these
principles or concepts?
Mr. GREEN. Clearly as I attempted to outline in my comments, we

in the Labor Deparment are in favor of the principles. I believe it
is something we should support. But I put my words into the context
where we saw ourselves proceeding forward at the immediate time.
Mr. LUNDINE. And from your background, I think I know the

answer, but you certainly recognize the need for different local initia-
tives in different places?
Mr. GREEN. Undoubtedly.
Mr. LUNDINE. I want to make a comment.
You made the point that there should be some time limitation on

projects. I couldn't agree more. There has to come a time, if the
Federal Government is involved financially, when the project becomes
self-sustaining. I wonder if you wouldn't agree with my conclusion,
however, that it is not at all certain when that time is.
In other words, you are not suggesting that a 2-year funding

limitation will be placed on projects, but you are just advising that
we must be cognizant that there is a time when they have to stand on
their own.
Mr. GREEN. That is correct.
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Mr. LUNDINE. I would like to ask you—it will only take another
couple of minutes—about your comments on the Council.
I realize that we have a lot of advisory bodies and I am sympathetic

to President Carter's attitudes about that. But how can we tell people
that they ought to have a participatory kind of experience at the local
level if we are not willing to listen to the advice and counsel of
people involved in this kind of an initiative?
Mr. GREEN. I think the principle is, obviously, one that we have

to have throughout all facets of our life in America. It is a point
that we have i,n this Government an abundance of advisory bodies. As
you know, as I mentioned in the testimony, the President has spoken
on this.

Obviously, if the intent of the subcommittee and of the House is
to go forward with that, we and the administration will carry it out.
But I simply put that forward as the administration's concern on
advisory bodies in general.
Mr. LUNDINE. I would rather submit in writing to you a couple of

questions about your discretionary suggestion of using CETA funds
so that we don't have to go into that today.

Finally, I would like to ask you, because of your tremendously
impressive experience, about the employment security part of the
demonstration section of this bill. This section has not received
the attention today that it will when we have other testimony ad-
dressed specifically to this aspect.
Is it your judgment that even though income is secure, people are

really distressed when they are out of work?
In other words, even if a person were to get nearly 100 percent of 

his wages in unemployment compensation, isn't it your position that
people really are asking for the opportunity to have a quality working
existence?
Mr. GREEN. It is our experience that that is true, yes. And in ad-

dition to that, my personal experience is that I have found the over-
whelming majority of individuals would much rather be involved in
work than receiving income, almost to any degree. I mean it is the self-
satisfaction the individual's feeling of belonging, of participating is
what I think we all strive for in this system.
Mr. LUNDINE. So if we can find a way whereby the Federal Govern-

ment would be investing in getting people back to work in a quality
working life situation, that would an objective we would share m
common.
Mr. GREEN. I support that.
[Pause.]
Mr. LUNDINE. I have no further questions.
I want to thank you gentlemen very much. The spirit of coopera-

tion between your Departments here today has been outstanding, as
has been the quality of your testimony.
Thank you.
[The letter from the United States Conference of Mayors, referred

to by Chairman Moorhead, along with an attached statement of the
conference in support of H.R. 2596, follows:]
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UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS,
Washington, D.C., March 80, 197'7.

Hon. WILLIAM S. MOORHEAD,
Chairman, Subcommittee on Econonzic Stabilization, Committee on Banking,

Finance and Urban Affairs, U.S. House of Representatives, Washington,
D.C.

DEAR CHAIRMAN MOORHEAD : Please find attached a statement by the United
States Conference of Mayors in support of H.R. 2596, The Human Resources
Development Act of 1977.
The Conference of Mayors is extremely interested in this bill because of its

potential impact on public sector employees and urban economic development
progress. Experiments such as those outlined in H.R. 2596 have been successfully
conducted in many cities in both the public sector and in economic development.
We have followed these activities with great interest and have received numer-
ous inquiries regarding the programs in Jamestown and other communities. Given
the expressions of interest we have received, the Conference of Mayors has itself
begun work on a project to demonstrate a human resources approach to economic
development in a number of test cities. These demonstrations will be geared
toward larger cities and aimed at raising the productivity levels of urban work-
ers in order to improve their ability to compete for private capital investment.
My own city of Newark is about to embark on an extremely innovative pro-

gram to apply quality of work principles to the organization of a new business
venture in the word processing field. This project and others like it are needed
to fully explore the potential of these concepts in neighborhood development
and industrial retention. It is my hope that H.R. 2596 will provide the resources
for such expdriments and raise the priority of human capital development in
national as well as urban economic programs.
Thank you for the opportunity to have this statement entered into the record.

Sincerely,
Kenneth A. Gibson,

President.

'STATEMENT OF THE UNITED STATES CONFERENCE OF MAYORS ON THE HUMAN
RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1977—H.R. 2596

The United States Conference of Mayors wishes to express its support for the
Human Resources Development Act of 1977, H.R. 2596. The support of the
Conference of Mayors for this bill rests upon two critical factors. The first and
most obvious is the opportunity that would be made available under Section 3
for units of local government to undertake innovative projects aimed at im-
proving the productivity, quality of working life and job security of public
employees through labor-management cooperation.
The needs in city government for improved productivity are enormous if high

levels of municipal services and improved wages and working conditions for
public employees are to be sustained by a reasonable level of local taxation.
Experimentation with new forms of management and organization hold tre-
mendous potential for increasing the capacity of city governments to adapt to
the changing urban environment and the increasing variety of services cities
are being called upon to perform. More efficient city services that can be pro-
vided through a dynamic relationship between labor and management is a criti-
cal objective which the Human Resources Development Act of 1977 can help to
accomplish. These kinds of efforts are now being undertaken in such diverse
cities as Milwaukee, Cincinnati, Columbus and Springfield, Ohio and New
York City.
The second factor which underlies Conference of Mayors support for this bill

is the opportunity for local governments and private sector labor and manage-
ment groups to embark on a cooperative human resources development approach
to urban economic development. As Congressman Lundine has so dramatically
demonstrated during his tenure as Mayor of Jamestown, the potential benefits
of this emerging field of endeavor for urban areas are substantial. The U.S.
Conference of Mayors has followed the progress in Jamestown carefully and
has received numerous inquiries from cities regarding then-Mayor Lundine's
initiatives. In his role as Mayor, Congressman Lundine and the consultants
from Jamestown participated in a number of U.S. Conference of Mayors meet-
ings and activities designed to make cities more aware of the human resources
approach to development activities. It is hoped that H.R. 2596 will go a long
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way toward enabling local governments in large as well as small cities to
further experiment in adapting this approach to their urban economic develop-
ment needs. Some of the areas where this potential exists lie in improving the
labor-management climate in cities, redesigning work and supervision patterns
to increase the employability and productivity of unemployed city residents,
strengthening neighborhood development programs and community organiza-
tion processes and offering a potential vehicle for greater labor and manage-
ment participation in planning and implementing uitan development programs.
The results of incorporating a labor-management approach to economic de-

velopment in Jamestown have been extremely promising. Unemployment was
reduced from 10.2% in 1972 to a point today where the possibility of labor short-
ages in certain skills are foreseen. A major new employer, Cummins Engine, has
been attracted into the City and several existing employers who had planned
to move or expand elsewhere have decided to stay and invest in the City. The
strong focus of the labor-management approach on job retention has also been
successfully demonstrated in Muskegon, Michigan where the Sealed Power Cor-
poration had planned to close its plant which employed over 1400 workers. Not
only was the plant saved through a cooperative community-wide labor-manage-
ment process, but Sealed Power decided to make a $5 million modernization in-
vestment and is now closing a plant in Belgium and moving many of its opera-
tions back to Muskegon. It is also constructing an office building along the Mus-
kegon lake-front. The City of Buffalo is also undertaking a labor-managemerir
program and committees have been operating in communities such as Evansville
and South Bend, Indiana, Pittsburgh, Youngstown, Ohio, Lock Haven, Penn-
sylvania and others. A community organization and labor-management program
in Lock Haven succeeded in saving that town's only major employer, Piper Air-
craft and thus prevented an economic catastrophe.
The City of Newark, New Jersey is also about to undertake a ground-breaking

project to organize a neighborhood business venture aimed at retaining clerical
employment in the City. Using the principles of community organization and par-
ticipatory management structures demonstrated in Jamestown, a word proces-
sing business will be developed. The premise for this business is to combine
highly sophisticated word processing technology with a quality of work life
approach in order to raise the productivity levels of local neighborhood residents.
The business will operate similarly to a computer time-sharing system and
serve tne major insurance industry in the city. By using these techniques to
raise productivity levels it is anticipated that the new enterprise will be able to
successfully compete for clerical work and stem the outflow of jobs to suburban
areas. Similar experiments in combining behavioral science with advanced and
intermediate technologies could raise productivity levels of unemployed city
residents in other industries as well and serve as the nucleus for bringing jobs

back in city neighborhoods. These initiatives have sparked significant interest
in cities across the country and the Conference of Mayors is certain that many

more such experiments will be undertaken as a result of H.R. 2596. Interest
in this field has reached the stage that the U.S. Conference of Mayors, in co-

operation with the University of Pennsylvania, Wharton School of Finance

and Commerce, is planning a demonstration project to further adapt the inno-
vative process begun in Jamestown to other communities. While in the forma-
tive stages this project will be geared to helping larger cities apply the princi-

ples of labor-management cooperation and community participation to their

neighbourhood development and to revitalizing their aging industrial sectors.

The Conference of Mayors will also be co-sponsoring a meeting with the Federal

Mediation and Conciliation Service in Los Angeles this summer. The subject

of the meeting will be Economic Development through labor-management co-

operation.
A further feature of H.R. 2596 which holds tremendous opportunity for local

governments as employers and urban economic development in general falls

within the sections related to demonstration projects aimed at promoting job

stability during periods of economic downturn. Allowing employees who would

otherwise be laid off and collecting unemployment compensation to maintain

their labor force attachment by working on projects involving improved design

of the work place or by receiving skill upgrading would enable transfer pay-

ments to be converted directly into investments in human and physical capital.

Since older urban areas tend to have the greatest propensity toward public

sector lay-offs and contain industrial facilities that are often marginal and are

therefore most prone to workforce reductions, the ability to channel unemploy-



163

ment benefits into constructive capital improvements would offer an automatic
mechanism for targeting potential investment resources to those areas in greatest
need. These considerations come on top of the more obvious benefits of higher pro-
ductivity, improved labor-management relations and greater personal wellbeing
of workers who would be secured in their jobs during periods of recession.
The U.S. Conference of Mayors welcomes the imagination and bold innovation

contained in the Human Resources Act of 1977 and urges its passage by the
Congress.

[Whereupon, at 12:05 p.m., the subcommittee was recessed.]
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THE HUMAN RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1977

TUESDAY, APRIL 5, 1977

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC STABILIZATION

OF THE COMMITTEE ON BANKING, FINANCE AND URBAN AFFAIRS,
Washington,

The subcommittee met at 10 a.m., in room 2220, of the Rayburn
House Office Building Hon. William S. Moorhead (chairman of the
subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Moorhead, Blanchard, Lundine, Vento,
LaFalce and Caputo.
Mr. 1ViooRHEAD. The subcommittee on Economic Stabilization will

please come to order.
Today, the Subcommittee on Economic Stabilization concludes hear-

ings on H.R. 2596, the Human Resources Development Act of 1977.
Throughout these hearings, the subcommittee has been impressed by

testimony suggesting the usefulness and effectiveness of a number of
fresh approaches for improving economic performance. Moreover,
evidence has been offered that the impact of cyclical layoffs might be
softened through such legislation. With a 5- to 6-percent annual infla-
tion rate, and in excess of 7 million unemployed, the promise of this
type of legislation is a matter of increasing interest and concern to
the Congress.
Our panel of witnesses today include: a distinguished former Secre-

tary of Labor, the incoming president of the International Association
of Machinists, the much-quoted author of the "Gamesman," and
executives from a large American corporation.
Each panelist has been asked to examine the provisions of H.R. 2596.

We have asked them to give us their best judgment as to whether the
financial incentives it contains are needed or whether the objectives
can be attained without such provisions.
The problem of creating jobs without raising the inflation rate is

a matter of pressing concern of a new administration and of this
Congress. The manner in which increased productivity, through co-
operative efforts of labor and management, can help focus this effort
is of prime interest to this subcommittee. We hope our panel will spare
us no helpful suggestions in this regard.
Before turning to our panel, I would like to ask if any of the

other members of the subcommittee may have opening remarks or
comments they would wish to make at this time?
Mr. LIINDINE. Mr. Chairman, in the past 2 weeks we have heard

testimony from leading officials of Federal agencies concerned with
labor-management collaboration and productivity improvement.

(165)
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We have also heard from representatives of municipal and State
governments engaged in quality of working life projects. Their testi-
mony has underscored the need for a national commitment to heighten
the economic performance and the quality of working life through
labor-management collaborative programs.
Today I am very pleased to have with us Bill Winpisinger, the

president-elect of the Machinists Union; Michael Maccoby, as you
pointed out, a distinguished author and consultant to one of the
pioneering quality of working life projects in America; Mr. Edelman,
who is a businessman and is at the cutting edge of job security in
his plants in New Jersey, and Mr. Wirtz, the distinguished former
Secretary of Labor with us.
I also understand that Mr. Mertz, of the Heinz Co., will submit a

statement.
Since the introduction of the Human Resources Development Act in

January, I have received scores of letters from labor leaders, business-
men, economists, academicians, and professional mediators throughout
the country regarding the bill and expressing the need for local efforts
to enhance job satisfaction and productivity through labor-manage-
ment collaboration.
I request permission to introduce into the appendix of our hearings

copies of some of this correspondence, in particular letters from Irving
Bluestone, vice president of the United Auto Workers; Robert A.
Georgine, head of the Building Trades Council; Betty Southard
Murphy, Chairman of the National Labor Relations Board; Robert
Holland, of the Committee for Economic Development; Richard Alli-
son, plant manager, Cummins Engine Co. plant at Lakewood, N.Y.;
Donald C. Burnham, director of the Westinghouse Corp.; Lester
Thurow, Professor of Economics at M.I.T. Al Marnati, president,
Local Union 2869 of the United Steel Workers in Fontana, Calif.;
John Carmichael, executive secretary of the Newspaper Guild of the
Twin Cities, Minn.; and Francis Cornelius, program coordinator of
Clinton County, Pa., Labor-Management Committee.
I also ask permission to include in the appendix of the hearings

excerpts of testimony before the House Budget Committee this March,
by Carolyn Shaw Bell, professor of economics at Wellesley College.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Without objection your requests will be granted.
[The material referred to will be found in an appendix to the

hearings.]
Mr. MOORHEAD. We have such a distinguished panel today that I will

call on you in alphabetical order. I suggest we hear from each of the
members of the panel before we proceed with questioning.
Mr. Wirtz has advised us he will be here by 11 a.m. We may com-

mence the questioning and then resume with former Secretary Wirtz
at that time. We will start with Jules Edelman.

STATEMENT OF JULES EDELMAN, VICE PRESIDENT, GREATER NEW

YORK BOX CO., INC., CLIFTON, N.J.

Mr. EDELMAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for the oppor-
tunity to testify before the group.
I have a prepared statement and I would like it included in total in

the record.

a
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Mr. MOORHEAD. The full statement will be made part of the record
and we appreciate your summarizing the statement.
Mr. EDELMAN. I am Jules Edelman, executive vice president of the

Greater New York Box Co. of Clifton, N.J.
The corrugated box industry is often referred to as a business

barometer that can accurately forecast general economic fluctuations.
The published statistics on the demand for our products as reported

by the Fibre Box Association, a prestigious, nationally recognized
trade association which includes most of the box firms, large and small,
across the country, indicates that year to date industry shipments are
only 1.6 percent ahead of 1976 as compared to the industry's normal
growth rate of approximately 5 percent.
The lackluster increase of only 1.6 percent concerns me deeply, as it

should all of us.
This serious dropoff in demand in late 1974 and in 1975 forced us

to reduce the number of production workers in our employment sub-
stantially. Traditionally, between December and April of each year
we lay off a number of employees because of a seasonal letdown, but
the layoff in early 1975 was substantially greater than the usual
seasonal layoffs.
Frankly, this traditional layoff of production employees has always

disturbed me from a very practical and realistic business viewpoint.
We found that historically when that time of the seasonal cycle ar-
rived for seasonal layoffs, there was a tendency on the part of the
employees to slack off, to reduce their productivity, to pay less atten-
tion to quality standards, and to be less concerned about routine pre-
ventive maintenance responsibilities for the machinery and equipment.
We found that these costs really become a major factor in our busi-

ness and took away from our profits. We have found traditionally that
when costs go up, prices go up, and when prices go up inflation
increases.
We also know that as unemployment increases, there is less buying

power which means less buying demand, which in turn, creates a
serious problem for our company, as it will for any manufacturer of
products.
We think that the key to reducing unemployment, and to reducing

inflation, is to keep workers employed and performing constructive
and productive jobs.
In the past we could attempt to reduce manufacturing costs by

purchasing newer and the latest designed capital equipment. But the
cost of machinery today has become so very expensive as to make any
sizable purchase almost prohibitive for the average firm. Our esti-
mates show that it is now more profitable to invest our money in human
resources than in capital equipment.
In late 1976 when our demand began to peak and we began to think

about laying off some of our workers, we decided to take a good hard
look at what we had done about this in the past and see if there were
other solutions to the traditional layoff problem, worker inefficiency
in the face of impending layoffs, and the fantastic capital equipment
costs we would have to consider if we were to replace the labor force.
Frankly, we couldn't disregard the fact that we were going to have

a seasonal drop in demand and that we wouldn't require the services
of all our employees. Our projections indicated that we might possibly
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do without 10 employees which would save us about $30,000 for the
3-month cyclical layoff period.
We discussed our objectives with Mr. Sidney Rubenstein, president

of Participative Systems, Inc., who has worked on quality control and
increased productivity projects for us in the past years. Mr. Ruben-
stein described a program, which he termed "participative problem
solving," that seemed a realistic way to cut down on cyclical unem-
ployment layoffs, to increase productivity, and to reduce costs in
manufacturing industries.
Very briefly, Mr. Rubenstein's program calls for workers in in-

dustries experiencing seasonal, and/or lessening market demand to
spend part of their normal working hours solving problems that ham-
per productivity in their plants.
For example, suppose that decreased demand for a certain product

forces its manufacturer to curtail production by 5 percent of the com-
pany's production forces, as traditional management methods dictate.
Mr. Rubenstein's program would use 5 percent of all workers' time
for training and problem-solving activity. The training in the skills
and thinking patterns that aid creative problem solving would take
place during working hours, and employees would receive compensa-
tion for the training equal to their normal wage rates.
They would become a think tank looking into basic, practical prob-

lems involved in the manufacturing process and come up with practical
solutions which would increase productivity, decrease costs, and per-
mit the firm to market its products at a lower competitive price, thus
enhancing its profits.
At the time we discussed the program with our employees, last

November, our management was not, frankly, committed enough to
the participative problem-solving program to implement the formal
problem-solving training course that Mr. Rubenstein recommended.
What we did was assure our workers that we would not have our

traditional layoffs this year. In return, we asked for their cooperation
in recouping the moneys being paid in excess payroll by attempting
to reduce costs in every aspect of our operation, to improve our prod-
uct, to stimulate increased market demand, and to increase
productivity.
We explained that should any positive and tangible results develop

from any of their suggestions and recommendations that we would
consider the program a success and invest further into it, meaning
that we could possibly eliminate, for all practical purposes, any sea-
sonal layoffs due to the cyclical nature of our business.
In the short period we have been involved in the program we have

already seen encouraging results, the most significant one occurring
as early as early December when our production workers energetically
encouraged management to enter into a comparatively new develop-
ment in the corrugated box industry; namely, the laminating of pre-
printed four- and five- and six-color litho labels to the regular brown
kraft colored boxes, making the box not just a container to ship pro-
ducts in, but a traveling advertising billboard.
For some time we have been considering entering this market but

were reluctant to do so because we were concerned that our workers

,4„
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did not have the creative ability nor the concern to produce a quality
product at a competitive cost. Our employees, with the encouragement
from their labor union, presented a very good case to management,
and we decided to proceed with the new operation.
The results have been very, very rewarding, not only in that one

particular venture, but we found that overall the attitude in the plant
has become more positive and the people recognize that this is a joint
cooperative operation. And frankly, we have found that in every
other aspect of cost, our costs have been reduced.
Frankly, an additional plus is our customer reaction to the innova-

tive packaging product. Several of our customers who converted some
of their brown kraft boxes to the litho-laminated packaging have
already experienced increased demand of their products which in
turn has increased their demand for our product.
We project that our sales shipments will increase by a minimum of

8 to 10 percent over 1976 due to the litho-laminating involvement
alone.
The positive results from our experience with even this limited

form of participative problem solving has led our management to
commit our firm to participate in a demonstration program being
sponsored by the U.S. Department of Commerce and the New Jersey
State Department of Labor and Industry.
The program is designed to use 30 workers in a training program

to be developed to demonstrate the use of employees in problem solv-
ing and thereby prevent increased unemployment.
The program will involve management, labor union officials, and

workers in reviewing the conditions which result in industrial slow-
downs, loss of productivity, higher costs, and increased inflation.
Frankly, the decision on the part of management to join in the pro-

gram was far from unanimous. Some of our executives are not con-
vinced that we should invest in this field of human resource manage-
ment.
However, because others of us are so personally convinced that

unless new approaches are discovered to attack the problems confront-
ing us on the economic as well as social scene, we will continue to slide
backwards instead of moving ahead with spirit and confidence into
the next century.

It is obvious that participative problem solving is not a foolproof
concept, but it is a valuable tool of human resource management, a
field critical to the country's economic growth today.
Given the economic conditions many manufacturing industries are

experiencing, the goals of our free enterprise system, and the tradi-
tional managerial resistance to innovative programs such as this, I
cannot overemphasize the need for Federal financing to help set up
participative problem solving and related human resource manage-
inent programs in factories throughout the United States.
H.R. 2596 is a highly commendable effort in this direction, and I

urge you to strongly recommend its passage.
Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Edelman, on behalf of the Greater

New York Box Co., Inc., Clifton, N.J., follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JULES EDELMAN, VICE PRESIDENT, GREATER NEW YORK
Box Co., INC., CLIFTON, N.J.

My name is Jules Edelman. I am the Executive Vice-President of the Greater
New York Box Co., Inc. of Clifton, New Jersey. It is a family owned business
manufacturing corrugated shipping container and allied corrugated paper prod-
ucts. I wish to thank the members of this subcommittee of the House Banking,
Finance, and Urban Affairs Committee for the opportunity to testify concerning
H.R. 2596, the Human Resources Development Act of 1977.
The Corrugated Box Industry is often referred to by financial forecasters as

a kind of business barometer that fairly accurately forecasts general economic
fluctuations. When the demand for our products is strong it is a good indication
that business will be good; unemployment will be on the decline. When the
demand lessens the opposite results usually take place, business loses, produc-
tivity decreases and unemployment increases. The published statistics on the
demand for our products as reported by the Fibre Box Association, a prestigious,
nationally recognized trade association which includes most of the box firms,
large and small, across the country, indicates that year to date Industry ship-
ments are only 1.6% ahead of 1976 as compared to the Industry's normal growth
rate of approx. 5%. Frankly, this lackluster increase of only 1.6% concerns me
deeply. If the demand rate does not accelerate, we will surely be facing increas-
ing unemployment, decreased productivity and higher inflationary costs.
In 1972 the Industry experienced a slight incline of demand over 1971. The

improvement accelerated in 1973 and continued strongly into 1974. Year end 1974
started to show a decline and in 1975 we had a major decrease in demand. Our
companies shipments in 1975 decreased by approx. 20% from 1974. In 1976 we
showed a 5% improvement over 1975 but still 15% below 1974.
This serious drop-off in demand in late 1974 and in 1975 forced us to reduce

the number of production workers in our employment substantially. Between
December 1974 and April 1975 we found it necessary to lay off 40 employees
from a force of 144. Approximately 30% decrease in the number of employees.
Between December 1975 and April of 1976 we laid off temporarily an additional
10 employees, but this lay-off was not unusual because we reach our business
peak in October and early November each year usually, and we have tradition-
ally laid off some of our employees in late November or very early December, as
I'm sure many other plants and many other industries that experience cyclical
market demands do.
Frankly, this traditional lay-off of production employees has always dis-

turbed me from a very practical and realistic business viewpoint. It stands to
reason that when that time of the business cycle arrives for seasonal lay-offs
it is only natural for the employees to slack off; to reduce their productivity; to
pay less attention to quality standards; to be less concerned about routine pre-
ventive maintenance responsibilities for the machinery and equipment. Each of
these loss factors has a direct impact upon cost of manufacturing and we all
know that increased costs reflect themselves into increased prices to the cus-
tomer. And increased prices usually mean increased inflation. Conversely, lower
costs of manufacture usually translate into lower prices to the customers and
lower prices usually bring increased demand which in turn requires increased
productivity to meet the demand, thus the need for greater productivity brings
with it increased employment. As employment increases so does the purchasing
power of the public which in turn means increased demand for goods. A worker
receiving an unemployment or relief check rather than a pay check is a much
less valuable stimulant to a good economy. So it is to a business man's direct
interest to keep employment up and unemployment and relief rolls at the
minimum.
The key to reducing unemployment, to reducing inflation is to keep workers

employed and performing constructive and productive jobs. By increasing pro-
duction per man hour, lower costs will result which can be translated into lower
selling prices but at increased sales volume. Increased sales with corresponding
lower costs will reflect an improved profit picture and profit is the name of the
game in the business world.

In the past we could attempt to reduce manufacturing costs by purchasing
•newer and the latest designed capital equipment. But the cost of machinery
today has become so very expensive as to make any sizeable purchase almost
prohibitive for the average firm. Our estimates show that it is now more profit-
able to invest our money in human resources than in capital equipment.

•ft
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In late 1976 when our demand began to peak and we began to think about lay-
ing off some of our workers, I decided to take a good hard look at what we had
done about this in the past and see if there were other solutions to the traditional
lay-off problem, worker inefficiency in the face of impending lay-offs, and the fan-
tastic capital equipment costs we would have to consider if we were to replace the
labor force. Frankly, I couldn't disregard the fact that we were going to have a
seasonal drop in demand and that we wouldn't require the services of all our
employees. Our projections indicated that we might possibly do without 10 em-
ployees which would save us about $30,000.00 for the three month cyclical lay-off
period.
I discussed my objectives with Mr. Sidney Rubenstein, president of Participa-

tive Systems, Inc., who has worked on quality control and increased productivity
projects for us in the past years. Mr. Rubenstein described a program, which he
termed "participative problem solving," that seemed a realistic way to cut down
on cyclical unemployment lay-offs, to increase productivity, and to reduce costs
in manufacturing industries.
Very briefly, Mr. Rubenstein's program calls for workers in industries ex-

periencing seasonal, and/or lessening market demand to spend part of their
normal working hours solving problems that hamper productivity in their plants.
For example, suppose that decreased demand for a certain product forces its man-
ufacturer to curtail production by five per cent of the company's production force,
as traditional management methods dictate, Mr. Rubenstein's program would
use five per cent of all workers' time for training and problem solving activity.
The training in the skills and thinking patterns that aid creative problem solving
would take place during working hours, and employees would receive compensa-
tion for the training equal to their normal wage rates. They would become a think
tank looking into basic, practical problems involved in the manufacturing process
and come up with practical solutions which would increase productivity, decrease
costs and permit the firm to market its products at a lower competitive price,
thus enhancing its profits.
At the time we discussed the program with our employees, last November, our

management was not frankly committed enough to the "participative problem"
solving program to implement the formal problem-solving training course that
Mr. Rubenstein recommended. What we did was assure our workers that we
would not have our traditional lay-offs this year. In return we asked for their
cooperation in recouping the moneys being paid in excess payroll by attempting
to reduce costs in every "pet -,f onPration, to improve our product, to stim-
ulate increased market demand and to increase productivity. We explained that
should any positive and tangible results develop from any of their suggestions and
recommendations that we would consider the program a success and invest
further into it meaning that we could possibly eliminate, for all practical pur-
poses, any seasonal lay-offs due to the cyclical nature of our business.
In the short period we have been involved in the program we have already seen

encouraging results. The most significant one occurring as early as early De-
cember when our production workers energetically encouraged management to
enter into a comparatively new development in the corrugated box industry;
namely, the laminating of pre-printed 4 and 5 and 6 color litho labels to the reg-
ular brown kraft colored boxes making the box not just a container to ship
products in but a traveling advertising billboard.
For some time we have been considering entering this market but were reluc-

tant to do so because we were concerned that our workers did not have the
creative ability nor the concern to produce a quality product at a competitive
cost. Our employees, with the encouragement from our labor union, presented a
very good case to management, and we decided to proceed with the new operation.
From the time we started to think seriously about the venture to the present day,
we have been receiving the greatest cooperation from our workers to insure the
success of the program. Suggestions have been made which have eliminated other-
wise unnecessary start-1/, and nroThiption costs. Our waste factor has improved
and the general attitude in the entire plant is a more positive one. Frankly, an
additional plus is our customer reaction to the innovative packaging product. Sev-
eral of our customers who converted some of their brown kraft boxes to the litho-
laminated packaging have already experienced increased demand of their
products which in turn has increased their demand for our product. We project
that our sages shipments will increase by a minimum of 8-10 percent over 1976
due to the litho-laminating involvement, alone.
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The positive results from our experience with even this limited form of par-
ticipative problem solving has led our management to commit our firm to par-
ticipate in a demonstration program being sponsored by the U.S. Department of
Commerce and the New Jersey State Department of Labor and Industry. The
program is designed to use 30 workers in a training program to be developed to
demonstrate the use of employees in problem solving and thereby prevent in-
creased unemployment. The program will involve management, labor union offi-
cials and workers in reviewing the conditions which result in industrial slow-
downs, loss of productivity, higher costs and increased inflation.

Frankly, the decision on the part of management to join in the program was
far from unanimous. Some of our executives are not convinced that we should
invest in this field of human resources management. However, because others of
us are so personally convinced that unless new approaches are discovered to
attack the problems confronting us on the economic, as well as social scene, we
will continue to slide backwards instead of moving ahead with spirit and con-
fidence into the next century.
Our problems are not local problems; they are not even national problems; they

are worldwide problems. This great nation has shown the world how to live a
more productive and meaningful life for the past two hundred years. We have
passed through the Industrial Revolution Age and we are now confronted with a
Human Resource Development Revolution Age. The United States must continue
to be the spokesman for the entire Free World but it can only be the spokesman
if our economy and our way of life is on a firm basis. We have the greatest natu-
ral resources in the world; we have the greatest human resources in the world
if we will only help to develop them. We can reinstill self-pride in our people
by making employment more secure through cooperative efforts by workers and
employers to redesign jobs, upgrade skills, spur productivity and higher job
satisfaction.
It is obvious that participative problem-solving is not a fool-proof concept, but

it is a valuable tool of human resource management. a field critical to the coun-
try's economic growth today. Given the economic conditions many manufacturing
industries are experiencing, the goals of our free enterprise system and the tra-
ditional managerial resistance to innovative programs such as this, I cannot
overemphasize the need for federal financing to help set up participative problem-
solving and related human resource management programs in factories through-
out the United States.
H.R. 2596 is a highly commendable effort in this direction, and I urge you to

strongly recommend its passage.
The time has come for the government and private industry to invest in sound

programs, such as participative problem-solving, which will increase productivity
and reduce business costs through an improved working climate. These programs
are the keys to the employment of more men and women, who will, in turn, invest
more money to stimulate our businesses and industries and to generate the need
for still greater productivity. They are, in short, the keys to a much healthier,
more vital economy.

Mr. MOORHEAD. We will now hear from Michael Maccoby, director
of the Harvard Project on Technology, Work, and Character.
Mr. MACCOBY. I would like permission to submit my full statement

for the record.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Without objection, that is so ordered. We appre-

ciate this motion.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL MACCOBY, DIRECTOR, HARVARD
PROJECT ON TECHNOLOGY, WORK, AND CHARACTER

Mr. MAccoBY. I would like to congratulate Congressman Lundine
for setting up these hearings. I would like to congratulate him for
this initiative and for his exceptional achievement in Jamestown,
N.Y., and to endorse his viewpoint that a "combination of common
principle, innovation, and respect for local differences is the key to
successful national programs."
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This legislation could play a key role in building an integrated pol-
icy that would complement and eventually inform larger scale pro-
grams to stimulate the economy. To do so, however, it must include a
clear statement of philosophy. Otherwise, there is danger of misinter-
pretation and confusion on the part of those in the departments who
will administer the legislation.
I speak as one who was invited in as a third party researcher in

Bolivar, Tenn., and I have been a consultant to management-union
projects in Springfield, Ohio and Coatbridge, Scotland. From these
experiences, I have learned that human and economic development
in the workplace requires that companies establish cooperative re-
lationships with unions and that this relationship be based on shared
commitment to principles. These principles ideally include job security
as a goal, fairness in rewards, participation in decisionmaking start-
ing with the shop floor, and concern for the fullest possible develop-
ment of the individual's abilities.
In an age of shrinking resources, rising costs, and intensified inter-

national competition, this approach may be the most effective way to
remain profitable. It may be the only way to improve productivity
that does not add to social costs.
There is no way to calculate fully the economic, social, and human

costs of dehumanized work. They are immense. But we can observe
that a mechanized approach to productivity has built-in limits due to
human resistance.
The benefits of commitment to principles of human development

include better methods and fuller cooperation. Workers do not have
to be artificially "motivated." This spirit of mutuality is gained be-
cause the program is concerned with job security, fair rewards, and
the fullest possible development of the individual.
In Bolivar, Tenn., this has led to decisions that protected jobs and

created educational programs requested by workers and managers.
Some of these courses are business related. Others range from courses
in crafts, music, literature, to courses in health that are being orga-
nized by a group from the American Medical Students Association.
•The point to be emphasized is that it is a sincere concern for human

development that leads to improved effectiveness or productivity.
The well-being of employees is an end in itself, not a means to gain-
ing productivity. In fact, the original agreement between Harman
International and the UAW stated that the aim of the project was
not to increase productivity but to improve work. However, if there
were productivity gains, they would be shared equitably. And so they
have.
This brings me to a criticism of H.R. 2596: Its concept of human

resources development. What does it mean? Are people resources
to be developed for some purpose other than their own well-being?
If so, for what purpose are they being developed?
The development of human beings, in terms of their capacity for

reason, mutual aid, and creative activity, should be the purpose of our
system, not a means to some other goal. Indeed, we should evaluate
everything else in terms of whether or not it furthers that !goal. Both
economic criteria and human criteria should be considered in evaluat-
ing all new programs, and I believe the Federal Government should
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contribute to finding new ways to move toward both goals
simultaneously.

It would be less ambiguous and more accurate to call H.R. 2596
The Human and Economic Development Act. This would require a
clearer statement of purpose, a "whereas" stating that since it has
been demonstrated that both human and economic development can
be achieved where work is organized according to principles of se-
curity, equity, participation, individual development, and union-man-
agement cooperation, it is resolved that the Federal Government sup-
port demonstrations in different kinds of industries and workplaces
and in different regions of the country, in order to promote more effi-
cient, competitive, and socially productive industry.
Such a statement makes clear to various Departments of Govern-

ment that there is a philosophical commitment to furthering human
economic development and learning how best to do it, so that these
findings may be shared by firms and unions throughout our country.

Such Suc a statement also justifies support for technical assistance and
research as an aid to management, unions, and local governments
which must take the leadership role. Such research should provide
information concerning the economic, technical, social, and psycho-
logical boundaries to change and how these factors make a difference
in reaching the goals. This research should, I believe, be carried out
so that it is useful to the participants and written in language they
can understand.
In both the -United States and the United Kingdom the most use-

ful research has been carried out by social scientists who combine
the role of educator-researchers with that of third party facilitators
of union-management cooperation.
To conclude, I have some comment about the administration of the

bill which I believe ideally should be in the Commerce Department for
two reasons. One is that this whole approach could inform and even-
tually transform EDA, which has as its goal now the economic de-
velopment of the country and the more productive development of
industry.
Second, because Sidney Harman is Under Secretary of Commerce

and has been one of the most creative leaders in this movement as
president of Harman International Industries, I think having his
initiative in the Commerce Department would lead to this plan being
carried out in the most effective way.

Finally, I would like to emphasize that I think such programs will
not develop anywhere unless they have the full support of organized
labor and that organized labor takes a real leadership role and not one
in name only. In both Bolivar and Jamestown, the evidence is when
the union is most active and most a part of the development of these
programs, these programs are most effective. Therefore, any evalua-
tion of the program should include some kind of commission which
would include the Secretary of Labor and representatives from orga-
nized labor as well as management.
By supporting such projects, H.R. 2596 can be an example of Gov-

ernment at its best, articulating principles and providing assistance
for a development which will benefit all involved and which can cre-
ate a model for improving productivity in a world of rising costs and
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shrinking resources. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for the opportunityto testify.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Maccoby, on behalf of the HarvardProject on Technology, Work and Character, follows:]

STATEMENT BY MICHAEL MACCOBY, DIRECTOR, HARVARD PROJECT ON TECHNOLOGY,WORK AND CHARACTER, SPONSORED BY THE SEMINAR ON SCIENCE, TECHNOLOGYAND PUBLIC POLICY

Although there are a number of programs in the Federal Government whichhave the goal of improving productivity, training, and education of workers andof furthering union-management cooperation, I believe that legislation on thelines of H.R. 2596 can uniquely fill the need for a clear and creative statementof policy to stimulate and support human and economic development in com-panies. I would like to congratulate Congressman Lundine for this initiative andfor his exceptional achievements in Jamestown, New York, and to endorse hisviewpoint that a "combination of common principle, innovation, and respect forlocal differences is the key to successful national programs".
This legislation could play a key role in building an integrated policy thatwould complement and eventually inform larger-scale programs to stimulate theeconomy. To do so, however, it must include a clear statement of philosophy.Otherwise, there is danger of misinterpretation and confusion on the part of thosein the departments who will administer this legislation. Particularly given thatthe bill supports innovative programs, the intent must be as clear as possible.The main premise of H.R. 2596 as I understand it is that it is possible tostimulate human development, and at the same time increase productivity inthe workplace. In this regard, the concept of productivity is too narrow to de-scribe the gains in effectiveness and competitiveness that result from a spirit ofmutuality in the workplace. Everyone cooperates to improve production methods.Mistakes are avoided. The organization becames more responsive to changes inmarkets.
We have already learned in Bolivar, Tenn., and Jamestown, N.Y., that thispositive development requires that companies establish cooperative relationshipswith unions and that this relationship be based on shared commitment to prin-

ciples. These principles ideally include job security as a goal, fairness in rewards,participation in decision-making starting with the shop floor, and concern forthe fullest possible development of the individual's abilities.
In the Bolivar Project, managers of Harman International Industries and mem-

bers of the United Automobile Workers have expanded their traditional collective
bargaining relationship to a new kind of cooperation or "cooperative bargain-
ing" in which decisions for change are made on the basis of social-human as well
as economic-technical criteria.
In an age of shrinking resources, rising costs, and intensified international

competition, this approach may be the most effective way to remain profitable.
It may be the only way to improve productivity that does not add to social costs.
The alternative approach to increasing productivity through mechanizing work
and policing workers who are parts of the machine results in physical illness
caused by stress and escapism or negativism due to repressed anger. There is no
way to calculate fully the economic, social, and human costs of dehumanized
work. They are immense. But we can observe that this approach to productivity
has built-in limits due to human resistance.
Given that society pays costs for dehumanizing methods, the question will be

asked whether, in fact, concern for the human development of workers is always
compatible with productivity. It is in Bolivar and Jamestown, that I am not sure
we can yet answer that question for a full range of industries, production tech-
nologies, and parts of the country. We have evidence for some types of industry
that maximum effectiveness requires human development. For example, where
the technology of production is very costly (e.g. continuous process technology),
only those workers who are respected enough to be given authority to make on-the-
spot decisions will develop the skill and confidence to keep that machinery run-
ning and in good condition. On the other hand, where the worker must wait for
orders, he does not and cannot take responsibility, and the cost of errors may
increase before the chain of command can respond. In this example, which might
describe a paper and pulp mill or production of soap, it is obvious that factors
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that stimulate human development—increased authority, learning, and cooper-ative decision-making—also increase productivity and keep down costs. In othercases, where it is not so obvious, the results have proved equally positive. Forexample, if industrial engineers make methods changes without consulting withthose who know the jobs, mistakes are often made which could have been avoided.When the Harvard Project first surveyed attitudes in the Harman factory inBolivar, over 50 percent of the workers said they had ideas for improving workbut had not told anyone about them because no one would listen or because theywould receive no credit. Now, after three years of the Work Improvement Pro-gram, all methods changes are made by industrial engineering only after con-sulting the workers involved, and their suggestions may determine the decisions.The benefits of this practice to the company include better methods and fuller
cooperation. Workers do not have to be artificially "motivated". This spirit of
mutuality is gained because the program is concerned with job security, fair
rewards, and the fullest possible development of the individual. This concern has
led to decisions which have protected jobs and have created educational pro-
grams requested by workers and managers (including supervisors and foremen).
Some courses, like time study and the nature of paint, are useful to work. Other
courses, like piano playing, literature, or sewing, help develop the individual's
talents and understanding. Courses such as what causes high blood pressure (now
being organized by a group from the American Medical Students Association)
will be useful both inside and outside the workplace.
The point is that it is the sincere concern for human development that leads

to improved effectiveness or productivity. The well-being of employees is an end
in itself, not a means to gaining productivity. In fact, the original agreement
between the company and union stated that the aim of the project was not to
increase productivity but to improve work. However, if there were productivity
gains, they would be shared equitably. And so they have.
This brings me to a criticism of H.R. 2596: its concept of human resources

development. What does it mean? Are people resources to be developed for some
purpose other than their own well-being? If so, for what purpose are they being
developed? The development of human beings, in terms of their capacity for rea-
son, mutual aid, and creative activity, should be the purpose of our system, not
a means to some other goal. Indeed, we should evaluate everything else in terms
of whether or not it furthers that goal. (And we must not mistake human de-
velopment for convenient numerical measures such as hours of training or
number of individuals employed.) Both economic criteria and human criteria
should be considered in evaluating all new programs, and I believe the federal
government should contribute to finding ways to move toward both goals
simultaneously.

It would be less ambiguous and more accurate to call H.R. 2596 The Human
and Economic Development Act. This would require a clearer statement of pur-
pose, a "whereas" stating that since it has been demonstrated that both human
and economic development can be achieved where work is organized according to
principles of security, equity, participation, individual development, and union-
management cooperation, it is resolved that the Federal Government support
demonstrations in different kinds of industries and workplaces and in different
regions of the country, in order to promote more efficient, competitive, and
socially productive industry.
Such a statement makes clear to various departments of government that

there is a philosophical commitment to furthering human and economic de-
velopment and learning how best to do it, so that these findings may be shared
by firms and unions throughout our country.
Such a statement also justifies support for technical assistance and research

as an aid to management, unions, and local governments which must take the
leadership role. Such research should provide information concerning the eco-
nomic, technical, social and psychological boundaries to change and how these
factors make a difference in reaching the goals.' This research should, I believe,
be carried out so that it is useful to the participants and written in language
they can understand.
In both the United States and Western Europe (especially Norway and the

United Kingdom), the most useful research has been carried out by social scien-
tists who combine the role of educator-researchers with that of third party
facilitators of union-management cooperation. They include such distinguished

1 Our research at Bolivar has been funded by Harman International. the United Automo-
bile Workers International. The National Commission on Productivity, the Ford Foundation,
the Sloan Foundation, the Metro Center of NIMH, and the German Marshall Fund.
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researchers as Einar Thorsrud of Norway, Eric Trist of the United Kingdom andnow the University of Pennsylvania, William F. Whyte of Cornell, and RichardWalton of the Harvard Business School. So far, there has been relatively littlesupport for training students in these methods, and I recommend that we learnfrom the example of the United Kingdom Work Research Unit which providesboth senior and junior fellowships for educator-researchers who are invited byunions and managements to help in projects to improve work. These fellowsmeet regularly and share their methods and knowledge, thus developing a valu-able resource for the United Kingdom. Because the Harvard Project is coop-erating with the Work Research Unit in a project sponsored by Tannoy Ltd. (adivision of Harman International) and the General and Municipal WorkersUnion, I have had the opportunity to observe at first hand the work research pro-gram in Great Britain.
For H.R. 2596 to make a significant difference, it must be administered byofficials who understand the creative aspects of business and the interrelationof economic, technical, social, and human factors. There are two reasons why itwould be desirable to locate a Human and Economic Development program inthe Commerce Department. One reason is that Commerce already has respon-sibility to promote more effective business, science and technology for business,and economic development throughout the country. Ideally, H.R. 2596 couldestablish a Human and Economic Development program in Commerce whicheventually would become integrated with EDA. A second reason is that thepresent Under Secretary of Commerce, Sidney Harman, is uniquely qualified tolead such a program. As chief executive officer of Harman International Indus-tries, he pioneered economic and human development in his company.
Harman and others have demonstrated that the human resource which hasbeen developed in Bolivar and Jamestown is that of leadership. Union-manage-ment cooperation requires exceptional leadership, and if successful, developsleadership abilities on all levels of the management and union, leaders whounderstand development in terms of human as well as economic and technicalcriteria. Many corporate managers report that their work stimulates intellectualand technical abilities, but that it usually does not stimulate their idealism. Andthe best managers recognize and regret it. (See M. Maccoby, The Gamesman,The New Corporate Leaders, New York: Simon & Schuster, 1976.) Projects inBolivar, Jamestown, and others provide a way for managers to express theirbest ideals in a practical form, and in so doing, they both gain greater respectfrom employees and become more effective managers.
Organized labor must also take a leading role in determining and evaluatingdemonstration projects. This might be achieved through a committee of evalua-tion which includes the Secretaries of Labor and Commerce and public membersincluding leaders of organized labor and distinguished corporate managers. The

evidence from Bolivar and Jamestown is that projects are strengthened becauseof union leadership and that these cooperative projects strengthen the union aswell as the company. Local union officials gain knowledge about the companyand more confidence in their abilities to cooperate, as companies demonstratethat they can be trusted. Last fall, the local union and management at Bolivarwere able for the first time to negotiate a contract without the intervention oftop officials and the contract was signed three months ahead of schedule in order
to save the company the costs of stockpiling in case of a strike, thereby savingthe workers from lay-offs. This is an example of economic and human gainsachieved through a cooperative program that overcame a history of union-
management hostility.
By supporting such projects, H.R. 2596 can be an example of government atits best, articulating principles and providing assistance for a development whichwill benefit all involved and which can create a model for improving produc-tivity in a world of rising costs and shrinking resources.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Thank you very much. The subcommittee will hear

now from William B. Winpisinger, general vice president and presi-
dent-to-be of the International Association of Machinists and Aero-
space Workers, AFL—CIO.
Mr. WINPISINGER. I am pleased to be here. May I thank you and

your subcommittee. I would like my testimony to be placed in the
record, as written, and I will try to capsule it and hit the important
points as I go on this morning.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Without objection, your statement will be made a

part of the record.



STATEMENT OF WILLIAM W. WINPISINGER, GENERAL VICE PRES-
IDENT, INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS & AERO-
SPACE WORKERS, AFL—CIO

Mr. WINPISINGER. The JAM is one the largest unions in the country
and it is the most diversified in terms of the kinds of people and
number of skills we represent of any of the unions. We have contracts
with only 12,000 employers in the United States which run the gamut
of contracts with such giants in industry lines as Lockheed, United
Airlines, and so on, right down to small machines, job shops, two-to-
five-man auto repair garages throughout the country.
We have grown to our present size from the humble beginning of

a single skill, single industry union in 1888 when it was formed by
railroad machinists. Because of our present diversity, we are interested
in the subject that this legislation embraces. Everyone knows, I think,
that over the long run increased worker productivity is the key to a
higher standard of living in our country.

Unfortunately, most working men and women, those who work for
wages in the occupations we are talking about can't always wait for
the long run and survive. There are plenty of day-to-day problems
that are worthy of note as we address the subject. Very recently, in
our own union, we ran a survey of average wage rates unionwide.
We learned that magic number is $6.11 in hour. That suggests if each
of our members were fully employed, the nominal 40-hour week, 52
weeks a year, his annual income would be under $13,000 or $3,000 less
than the Bureau of Labor Statistics tells us provides a family of four
a moderate, but decent standard of health and safety in the average
American city today.
If our average member is in that kind of shape, his posture is none

too good in terms of developing standards of health and decency. A
lot of people talk about rates of unemployment only ranging between
7 and 8 percent. They tend to forget that though unemployment add
up to 7 or 8 percent of our work force from week to week, it touches
the life and existence of about one worker in every four throughout
the course of any given year.
And though layoffs may last no more than a few days, sometimes

only a few weeks, the result is those incomes that are marginal are
further diluted by those kinds of cyclical layoffs.

It is easy for people like thyself, the business community and some
of the intellectuals in this field to talk about the virtues of increased
productivity. But the poor people on the factory floor who are most
directly affected by it have a lot of reasons because of the history of
labor relations in our country to be somewhat skeptical. They are.
We think we are making strides and we think this kind of legislation
would go a long way toward eradicating some of that skepticism.
I don't think anyone views it as a means to that kind of increased

productivity that necessarily stimulates a full employment economy.
A lot of the unemployment we experience is already traceable to the
computerization and automation that was introduced into the fac-
tories and offices 15 and 20 years ago. I think we have to be mindful
of the fact that people on the shop floor don't necessarily share the
same feelings as do Government and management about the—the
same enthusiasm as Government and management show when it comes
to participation in some of these schemes.
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There is a wide history of them. Some are failures, some successes.
I hope this legislation directs itself and I believe it does to the suc-
cesses and we will all try to forget about the failures. By so doing, I
hope we reduce that reservoir of skepticism that does exist.
It is for that reason that our union hasn't opposed technological

progress either now or in the past. We have always supported it and we
are in favor of any scheme or idea that promotes the technological
progress of our country and at the same time increases funds for em-
ployment or insulates people against cyclical unemployment.
With that backdrop, I would like to address specific comment to

the bill. It is no secret that our union was focally involved in one of
the successful experiments in this field that was conducted in Con-
gressman Lundine's home district in Jamestown, N.Y. We are proud
of our experience there and I was and am proud that one of our repre-
sentatives there was cochairman for labor in this experiment. He tells
me endlessly about its virtues and its successes. There is no question
that the way it was conducted there was a very dramatic improvement
in the climate of industrial relations in the community. It stimulated
training of skilled manpower and made more industrial development
possible. There was a significant increase in productivity in several
of the places of business.
There can't be any doubt that all of that generates a new spirit of

cooperation between labor and management and reduces the potential
for strikes which are simply another form of unemployment.
There are even signs that some of those involved are willing to tie

their future wage increases to a level of productivity in their place
of employment. That, I think, is an extremely significant step. Be-
cause of what we have seen accomplished here, we are especially
enamored of that portion of this legislation which devotes itself to
making grants available for supporting projects designed to keep
people on the payroll when they might otherwise be laid off during
those periods of low business activity as was alluded to by one of
the prior witnesses.
I think we all know that unemployment is very, very costly.
Federal, State, and local governments pay out billions of dollars

every year in unemployment compensation, welfare, food stamps,
various other kinds of programs, most of which receive the con-
tempt of my fellow citizens.
Management, in addition to that, spends millions of dollars in

support of collectively bargained schemes to insulate us against the
rigors of unemployment like severance pay, supplemental unemploy-
ment benefits, and so on. The whole society and workers very directly
pay a very substantial cost.
Obviously, those that are directly involved in being unemployed

bear the entire burden of family breakups and all of the social prob-
lems, crime, suicides, alcoholism, and all of those things that flow
from unemployment.
We would be better off if something like this were in place to in-

sulate people from that kind of existence. It seems to me there is a
bit of evidence around that it might initially cost more to keep people
on the payroll than to keep on the welfare, but the long term costs
would be lower if they were on the payroll,* rather than on welfare.
Toyota, of Japan, figures that the worker solutions that have been
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generated by problem-solving committees in slack times on things like
job safety, product quality, and energy conservation result in a savings
of from $3 to $5 for every dollar they spend on job maintenance
projects. I would capsule the remainder of what I have to say by
making three precautionary observations. It should be made clear,
either in the bill itself or in the legislative history which will serve as
guidance for the Secretary of Labor, that the labor-management
committees to which the legislation refers and which would be estab-
lished under the authority of H.R. 2596 ought to be considered sup-
plementary to, rather than as a substitute for, collective bargaining.
Second, we need to have some firm assurance somewhere along the

way that Federal grants will not be made under this legislation in
a manner that would give nonunion, unorganized plants or areas a
competitive edge over organized plants or organized areas. We have
had some experience under prior legislation, the Rural Development
Act of 1972, wherein some of the employers with whom my union has
contracts have complained long and bitterly that unorganized com-
panies in right-to-work-for-less States, primarily in the South, were
given Federal grants, were granted low-cost, loans as the case may
be, to develop their business to the competitive disadvantage to those
that were organized. I hope we can insulate any such potential as
far as this legislation is concerned.

Lastly, I want to express concern that is shared by a great many
of my colleagues in the organized labor movement and I guess maybe
the reason a lot of them haven't come forward, who normally might,
to testify in favor of this legislation is a fear by some that Congress
might view H.R. 2596 as a, way of bypassing, short-circuiting or dilut-
ing the Humphrey-Hawkins full employment bill.
I would say if these two bills are being considered on an either/or

basis, we too would join with our colleagues and much prefer the
Humphrey-Hawkins solution because of the broad-range treatment
it gives to the problem. I don't believe that an either/or situation
is necessary.
The enactment of this legislation along with Humphrey-Hawkins

in some form won't create irreconcilable conflicts since both are based
on the same problem. The solutions offered by each of the legislation
are complementary, rather than contradictory. For that reason, I
would like to see them both passed.
If we get into either/or situation, I have to come down on the side

of the broad treatment, rather than the narrow. I would be happy now
to respond to questions, if you have any. Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Winpisinger, on behalf of the In-

ternational Association of Machinists and Aerospace Workers,
AFL—CIO, follows:]
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Mr. Chairman, distinguished members of this subcommittee.

My name is William W. Winpisinger. At present I am a General Vice

President of the International Association of Machinists and Aerospace

Workers, but perhaps it is appropriate to note that I was recently

nominated, without opposition, to become the IAM's chief presiding

officer. I will succeed to the office of International President as of

July 1 of this year.

Without burdening the subcommittee with detailed documentation let

me note for the record that the Machinists Union is not only one of the

five or six largest organizations of workingmen and women on the North

American continent, but is also one of the most diversified. We have

contracts with more than 12,000 employers. Our members are employed

in enterprises that range in size from such well known business names

as Lockheed, Continental Can and United Airlines to small machine shops

and auto repair garages in every corner of the country.

Although we started out in 1888 as an organization limited primarily

to skilled journeymen on the railroads, today we represent everything

from unskilled floor sweepers to semi-skilled production workers to

highly skilled tool and die makers to white-coated technicians and

professionals in some 300 industries.

I have provided this brief thumbnail sketch of the Machinists Union

to indicate that this committee's objectives, both generally and in the

specific legislation before us today, are ratters of everyday concern

to those for whom I am privileged to speak.

4
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Mr. Chairman, when you invited me to come here today and -,omment on

H.R. 2596, the Human Resources Development Act of 1977, you stated that

members of your subcommittee are especially interested in finding fresh

approaches to improve economic performance, prevent cyclical layoffs

and enhance job satisfaction. Let me say that in this respect members

• of your subcommittee and members of my union have a lot in common. However,

there are some differences in the perspective from which these objectives

are viewed. So before I address myself to the specific provisions of

H.R. 2596, I would like to make a few general observations that will,

I hope, help to explain some common worker apprehensions about efforts

to increase productivity and job satisfaction.

Everyone agrees that over the long run increased worker productivity

is the key to higher standards of living. But workingmen and women cannot

always wait for the long run. In fact most of the ones I know seem to

have trouble getting by from pay day to pay day.

It may interest you to know, for example, that we recently ran a

union-wide survey of the hourly wage rates of our members. We know that

on the whole these members are better compensated, both in wages and in

fringe benefits, than non-union members in similar occupations. We found

that the weighted average hourly wage of our membership amounts to $6.11.

That means that if an average member is fully employed 40 hours a week,

• 52 weeks a year, that member's annual income will come to $12,729 --

which is about $3,000 less than the Bureau of Labor Statistics says a

• family of four needs to maintain a moderate standard of health and decency

in an average American city. Thus, even if our average member is fully

employed, he or she is substantially below what is considered a modest

standard of living in the United States today. The fact is, however,

that the odds on an average worker's being employed 40 hours a week, 52

weeks a year are none too good. When people talk about rates of. unemployment
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ranging between 7 and 8%, they tend to forget that unemployment is a

scoulge that afflicts many more than 7 or 8% of the total work force.

Much more significant, in terms of unemployment's total impact is the

fact that during the course of any given year one worker out of every

four suffers a layoff of one kind or another. Such a layoff may last

no more than a few days or a few weeks, but the result is that each

year the already inadequate incomes of 25% of the industrial work force

are further diluted by layoffs.

Though it is easy for business men and economists, and even union

leaders, to rhapsodize on the virtues of increased productivity, the

people who are most directly affected, those down on the factory floor,

have reason to be skeptical. When labor-saving devices or techniques

are introduced, factory workers can generally assume that something's

going to go It may only be their overtime, which helps them keep up

with the cost-of-living, or it may be their job, which is all that

stands between them and a long wait in the unemployment compensation,

or the welfare, line.

The point I am trying to make, Mr. Chairman, is that increased

productivity does not necessarily stimulate full employment. In fact,

much of today's unemployment is directly traceable to the automation

and computerization that has already been introduced into the nation's

factories and offices. And that is why working people, in the shop,

do not necessarily share government's and management's enthusiasm for

such concepts as job enrichment and worker participation. To management

job enrichment may seem to be a good way to motivate more production.

To workers it is just as likely to be a code word for the speed up.
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Let me make it clear, Mr. Chairman, that just as we do not oppose

technological progress, we are not against the idea of job satisfaction.

That's what unions have been trying to achieve for several generations.

We have tried to enrich the jobs of our members by increasing their

safety, seniority rights, grievance procedures and compensation on

the job. But when management begins to talk to our members about job

enrichment, we know this is not what they have in mind. Basically the

purpose of job enrichment is the same as automation: To get more

production with less labor. In the old days they used to call it time

and motion study and they did it with stop watches. Today they call

it job enrichment and do it with questionnaires. But the objective

is identical. As the noted labor historian and author, Thomas Brooks,

pointed out some time ago in the American Federationist, "Substituting

the sociologists' questionnaire for the stop watch is likely to be no

gain for the workers. While workers have a stake in productivity, it

is not always identical with that of management. Job enrichment programs

have cut jobs just as effectively as automation and stop watches. And

the rewards of productivity are not always equitably shared."

It is in this broad context then that I would like to comment on

H.R. 2596, which has been introduced by our good friend, Congressman

Stan Lundine, and at least 50 of his colleagues in the House. I under-

stand that a companion bill, S. 533, has been submitted to the Senate by

Mr. Javits of New York.

4 Proceeding on the assumption that members of this committee are

familiar with H.R. 2596, I will not waste your time or mine by restating

its provisions. But I think it is appropriate to note that the main

thrust of this bill, which is to provide federal financing for productivity
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improvement projects carried on by local labor-management committees,

Cot its initial impetus from an experiment in labor-management relation
s

which involved a goodly number of our members in Mr. Lundine's home

district, Jamestown, New York.

The Machinists Union is quite familiar with the Jamestown experie
nce.

We have 15 local lodges with 4,116 members in that city. As of the end

of last month, 430 of those members were unemployed. Wage rates for our

various locals range between $3.24 and $6.02 an hour with the bulk of

our members earning between $4.50 and $5.50 an hour. For many years

Jamestown has been a depressed area and until 3.971 it had a reputation

as a tough and somewhat strike-happy labor town. Through Mr. Lundine's

efforts when he was mayor, management and labor agreed to try to work

together to stem what had become an outflow of jobs from the area.

They set up a Jamestown Labor-Management Committee to achieve four

prineipal goals: An improved climate of industrial relations, the

training of skilled manpower, more industrial development and increa
sed

productivity.

Of these goals, increased productivity was considered the most

essential if companies located in Jamestown were to become more

competitive. Recognizing, as I have previously indicated, that union

members equate the word "productivity" with speed ups and time and

motion techniques, management agreed that in exchange for any higher

productivity resulting from worker cooperation, there would be no

resulting loss of jobs.

This experiment in labor-management cooperation has not been tota
lly

free of problems. But there can be no doubt that it has generated a new

spirit of cooperation between labor and management. Strikes have been

43
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reduced substantially, the skills of the work force have been upgraded

and productivity has risen. In at least one case, workers have agreed

to a wage rate tied directly to their productivity increases. The

climate for industry has become so favorable that companies are no

longer moving out. To the contrary, one large concern has moved in

and two existing firms have made major expansions.

What the Jamestown plan has done for one city in up-state New York,

H.R. 2596 proposes to make possible for cities and towns throughout the

United States. As a participant in the success of the labor-management

cooperation that has turned Jamestown around, the Machinists Union is in

full agreement with the objective q of this bill. We believe that-a

federal program, administered by the Secretary of Labor, which festers

higher productivity through cooperative labor-management committees can

help other communities to achieve what Jamestown has achieved. We

especially favor the priority for grants supporting projects designed

to keep workers employed who would otherwise be laid off during periods

of cyclical unemployment.

As we all know, supporting the unemployed is costly. Federal, state

and local governments pay out billions of dollars every year in unemploy-

ment compensation, welfare relief, food stamps, etc. Management spends

millions of dollars in support of collectively bargained supplemental

unemployment benefits and severance payments. Society, as a whole, and

the affected workers in particular, pay the indirect costs related to

alcoholism, family breakups, crime, suicides, mental illness and all the

other known by-products of unemployment. All elements of society would

benefit if we could divert a portion of this national expenditure into

keeping people on the job, rather than merely to help them survive being

off the job.

88-677 0 - 77 - 13
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In authorizing federal grants for projects designed to keep people

employed during slack periods, H.R. 2596 is not proposing mere busy work

or make work. It is drawing upon a concept, known as job maintenance,

which is fairly common in Japan and which has been tested in pilot

programs conducted by various companies in New Jersey, West Virginia and

New York. To put it very simply, jobs maintenance works like this:

Instead of laying off a certain percentage of the work force during

periods of low market demand, those not needed for production are shifted

to training and problem-solving activities. As Sidney Rubinstein,

president of Participative Systems, Incorporated of Princeton, New

Jersey has testified before a subcommittee of the House Committee on

Education and Labor, "Under the joint and equal control of an organi-

zation's management and its.. .unions, workers are organized into

problem-solving teams, given appropriate training in behavioral and

technical aspects of problem-solving, and proceed to deal with such

work area problems as methods, processes, materials, morale, equipment,

quality, etc."

Although it might initially cost more to keep people employed than

to put them on the unemployment compensation or welfare rolls, there is

evidence to indicate that the long-term cost would be substantially

lower. I understand, for example, that Toyota of Japan figures that

worker solutions of such problems as job safety, product quality and

energy conservation result in a saving of from $3.00 to $5.00 for

every dollar spent on job maintenance projects.

Mr. Chairman, let me begin to wrap up my remarks by saying that

despite our general reservations about job enrichment schemes, we

believe that the experience of our members in Jamestown warrants our

support for H.R. 2596. We especially urge the enactment of those
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provisions authorizing federal grants for job maintenance during

periods of economic down turn. I would, however, like to put three

precautionary observations into the record. First, it must be made

clear, either in the bill itself or in the legislative history which

will serve as a guide to the Secretary of Labor. that labor-management

committees, established under the authority of H.R. 2596, shall be

considered as a supplement to, rather than a substitute for, collective

bargaining.

Second, we need to have some firm assurance that federal grants will

not be made in a manner that gives non-union plants or areas a competitive

edge over union plants or areas. This is a very important consideration.

We are having some very bad experiences with plant improvement loans made

under the Rural Development Act of 1972. Very recently, for example, an

Illinois company with whom we have a contract informed us that its chief

competitor, a large non-union operation, has applied for an $800,000 Federal

Rural Development loan to expand one of its plants in Tennessee. According

to the management of the Illinois company, the granting of this loan will

have a seriously adverse effect on its Illinois employees and thus on the

jobs of our Illinois members. We would prefer no law to one giving non-

union employers in right-to-work-for-less states any more of a competitive

edge than they already enjoy due to their lower wage rates.

Finally, I want to express a concern that is shared by many people

I've talked to in the rest of the labor movement. Quite frankly there

is a real fear that some Congressmen and Senators view H.R. 2596 as a

way of bypassing H.R. 50, the Humphrey-Hawkins Full Employment Bill.

If these two bills are being considered on an either/or basis, we

would much prefer the Humphrey-Hawkins solution. I personally do not

believe such an either/or approach is necessary. The enactment of



H.R. 2596 along with H.R. 50 would entail no irreconcilable conflicts.

Both are aimed at the same problem, the problem of unemployment, and

both offer solutions that are complementary rather than contradictory.

I believe it is important to make this point, because there are

some, in the labor movement, who are withholding support from H.R. 2596

on the basis that its enactment would preclude passage of the Humphrey-

Hawkins Bill. As I have just indicated, I do not believe the one

result must necessarily follow the other. But if this committee determines

that only one of these bills can be passed then I would have to stand with

the rest of the labor movement in wholehearted support of the Humphrey-

Hawkins approach.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my prepared testimony. I want to thank

all the members of this committee for their courtesy in permitting me to

appear here today. If it is the desire of this committee, I am now ready

to answer any questions you may have. •
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Mr. MOORHEAD. The subcommittee will now proceed with the ques-
tioning of the panel, but we will suspend any moment now—that
moment being now to recognize our colleague from New York, Rep-
resentative Gilman from the 26th District of New York.
We appreciate your coming.
Mr. GILMAN. I appreciate your taking me before my turn on this

panel.
Mr. MOORHEAD. I suggest we hear Mr. Gilman and then direct our

questions to Mr. Gilman so he can get back to his other duties.

STATEMENT OF HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the Subcommittee on
Economic Stabilization for this opportunity to testify on behalf of
the Human Resources Development Act, H.R. 2596, and I commend
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Lundine, for his hard work and
thorough study of the Nation's manpower policy.
I would like to request that my statement be made a part of the

record.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Without objection, that will be done.
Mr. GILMAN. One of the finer aspects of this bill is that it recognizes

the strength, the potential for future growth and expansion and the
opportunities for innovation of any industry or business relies upon
the ability to develop the creativity and potential of its employees.
It poses a vital challenge to the Federal Government: the chal-

lenge not to create jobs for the jobless because it is "the humanitarian"
thing to do, not to define jobs and training in ways that omit large
numbers of people, not simply doing something for somebody else,
but the challenge of creating a viable program which allows people to
do something for themselves; to provide them with productive alter-
natives for employment and the opportunity to learn new skills and
take pride not only in their job, but in the company for which they
work and contribute to.
The Human Resources and Development Act highlights the need

to focus Federal legislation not only upon those unemployed indi-
viduals who are identified as "poor," "disadvantaged," or a "minori-
ty," but upon a large, and growing, segment of the population which
can be identified as what the Presidential Commission on Manpower
Policy has termed the "technologically unemployed."
This group constitutes what will be a major challenge to our econ-

omy. Every day, automation and technology are doing away with
jobs by the thousands. Training and guidance must be made possible
for these individuals on an intensive, long-range basis.
There is too much emphasis on labor intensity, on profits. Seldom

do we make corporate decisions on the basis of community needs or
values.
We must begin to focus on the cost that the American economy is

absorbing for having shut out individuals from the system without
giving them an opportunity for productive alternatives.
Our economic ills and budget deficit are not the direct result of

either overspending or inflation, but from the underutilization of our
own human resources and talents.
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We will not be able to correct either inflation or recession until we
make effective use of our own work force and have a greater number
of individuals back on the job.
As long as unemployment carries with it all the burdensome forms

of compensation—medicaid and medicare, Federal supplementary
benefits, food stamps and all other forms of welfare—the individuals
who have jobs will be paying an ever-increasing share of their salaries
to support those for which our Nation cannot provide jobs. Our entire
population suffers as the result of the 25 million unemployed in-
dividuals whom this Nation has not been able to utilize.
True, we have Federal programs to deal with manpower policy and

implementation—WIN, CETA, the Job Corps—but these programs
are only the beginning.
If we continue to approach full employment in a piecemeal fashion,

we are kidding ourselves.
There is something basically wrong in the way our economy is

organized and in the educational system for our workers.
We are going to have to undo several decades of governmental

policy which has contributed to people being unemployed and un-
employable, and find ways to make both our you'll,- and old a con-
tributing part of the Nation and its economy.
It is time to escalate the war on unemployment by getting away

from stale economic theories. We should closely examine how much we
can utilize our human resources for the good and to determine how
much of the burden on our taxes we are prepared to bear.
It is time we tried to find every American employment and to allow

every American to become a contributing citizen.
It is as much an error to set Federal policy without recognizing local

implications as it is to mandate specific action by operators at the local
level unless the Federal Government provides realistic incentives to
stimulate private involvement and make what Marion Pines of the
mayor's office on manpower in Baltimore called community dynamics
an integral part of manpower policy.
The basis for a national policy which contributes to the people

should be derived from the bottom up, not from the top down.
This legislation provides a method to achieve this while meeting na-

tional goals.
Manpower policy can only be productive if local communities are

given the time, money and the incentive to work through their own
problems.
It we can maintain flexibility and independence at community levels,

our national economy as a whole will blossom.
As the economy forges toward full employment, it means higher

costs for employers, which are then translated into higher prices, ac-
celerating the spiral of inflation.
But must the higher costs paid by employers necessarily lead to

higher prices for output ?
If manpower programs exist to train workers already employed by

the firm in areas of competence, or if, as firms increase their produc-
tion, the productivity of their workers also increases, then the costs of
output need not rise.
Developing programs to enhance productivity, as outlined in the

Human Resources Development Act, represents a recognition of the

a
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fact that the key of all economic development is the use of human
resources.
Developing on-the-job training programs to enhance productivity

represents a major step forward in redirecting our technology so that
it serves our purposes and enhances the life of our workers.
It means local manpower authories working with local firms and

unions to estimate on a plant level, the number and type of individuals
it will hire if production expands.
It mean,s future-oriented thinking and planning at the local level,

V from the bottom up, so that people are matched with anticipated
production demands.
This type of program focuses on the potential productivity of people,

on the human resources available rather than merely the material or
fiscal resources.

There is a final factor stimulating the demand for labor which should
be discussed.
To promote private sector employment there is talk of removing re-

strictions, or of lowering costs to employers.
Suggestions have been made to have the Federal Government pick

up social insurance or pension contributions of unemployment taxes
for those employers hiring specific targeted groups—for example,
employees or full-time workers approaching retirement.
The term wage subsidy is out of bounds for some, yet I know of no

labor official or businessman who objects to the investment tax credit,
which subsidizes the employer of capital, the purchaser of new equip-
ment.

Accordingly, why can we not encourage the investment in human
capital, using financial incentives tailored to the size of the firm or the
amount of employment needed?
Even if the Government cannot or should not subsidize wages, surely

it should share in the formation of human capital. It has been doing
precisely the same thing for years through public education.
We must train our people now and give them the work experience

that enables them to amass human capital for future productivity.
It may be the unemployed who suffer hardships today, but the whole

Nation will be worse off tomorrow because of it.
So incentives to private firms to hire and train workers to reduce

unemployment to a newly defined number of unemployed persons will
pay off in the future like any capital investment.
This Government must rethink the idea of human resources develop-

ment.
Somewhere along the line I believe that human resources develop-

ment must take its rightful place as a basic social policy rather than
being restricted to manpower planning as only an economic policy.

Therefore, of equal importance to the subsidization of human capi-
tal is the provision in this legislation for Federal assistance, through
contracts with the Department of Labor, for innovative projects in-
volving both management and employees in innovative job programs.
The development of a willingness to experiment with new ideas

which grow from a cooperative effort between employer and employee.
Such flexibility offers two advantages: It will increase, on one hand,

productivity and on-the-job creativity and efficiency; but, just as im-
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portantly, it will allow people to develop their other interests and ex-
pand their own notent;a1 resources and talents.

All in all, this legislation should make sure that the following goals
are dealt with head on:

First: Decisions regarding which programs should be emphasized
at a local level should be made at the local level. Certainly, all areas
should work within a broad Federal framework, but planning should
take place at the local level based on a specific labor-market area and
its specific needs.
Second: National goals should be adapted to the special labor market

needs of State and local areas, reflecting the differences in the struc-
ture of labor forces and markets.
Third: Local administrative jurisdiction should be related to labor

markets and local controls should be based on accountability to the
Federal Government.
Fourth: The roles of decentralized manpower systems within market

areas should be defined, particularly the roles of such systems in re-
gional economic development.
Fifth: As we move toward expanding employment opportunities

and the promotion of job security, it will be necessary to develop sup-
port services. Daycare centers and counseling services must be set up
so that the opportunities which will be increased under this measure
can be taken advantage of by specific groups such as unmarried heads
of households, women returning to the job market, and minority
groups.
In closing, let me mention that it should now be clear that a na-

tional policy cannot and will not work effectively without active sup-
port and cooperation of the private business community and local
unions, even after the relationship and responsibility of national,
State, and local authorities is worked out.
The time has come to invite input from both the private business

sector and organized labor for developing a national manpower policy.
If we expect our citizens to be actively concerned with their jobs as

part of the economy, to take pride in the work they perform snel the
firm for which they work, we must show our concern for them and their
potential.
Every day, automation and technology is doing away with jobs by

the thousands. Training and guidance must be made possible for these
"technologically unemployed" individuals on a permanent basis.
In a growing economy, manpower policy must serve not only the

new worker, with vocational testing and guidance, and remedial educa-
tion, but continually serve any worker who has the desire to test new
skills or learn new trades or experiment with new modes of working.
We must deal with the quality of life of the worker as well as his

employment.
The well-publicized job redesign experiment underway in foreign

manufacturing plants such as the Volvo experiment in Sweden is
illustrative of the search for improved job satisfaction and manpower
policy being implemented as social as well as economic policy.
Manpower policy must, after all, be a study of how to help people

satisfy their being a creative part of the production process, not being
a slave to it.
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In the end, the fundamental source of our economy's wealth is its
own people.
Thank you.
iThe prepared statement of Congressman Benjamin A. Gilman

follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. BENJAMIN A. GILMAN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CON-
GRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the Subcommittee on Economic Stabilization
for this opportunity to testify on behalf of the Human Resources Development
Act (H.R. 2596) and I commend the Gentleman from New York, Mr. Lundine,
for his hard work and thorough study of the nation's manpower policy.
One of the finer aspects of this proposed measure is that it recognizes that the

strength, the potential for future growth and expansion and the opportunities
for innovation of any industry or business relies upon the ability to develop the
creativity and potential of its employees. It poses a vital challenge to the Fed-
eral Government: The challenge not to create jobs for the jobless because it is
"the humanitarian" thing to do, not to define jobs and training in ways that omit
large numbers of people, not simply doing something for somebody else, but the
challenge of creating a viable program which allows people to do something for
themselves; to provide them with productive alternatives for employment and
the opportunity to learn new skills and take pride not only in their jobs, but in
the company for which they work and contribute to.
The Human Resources and Development Act highlights the need to focus Fed-

eral legislation not only upon those unemployed individuals who are identified
as "poor," "disadvantaged," or a "minority," but upon a large (and growing)
segment of the population which can be identified as what the Presidential Com-
mission on Manpower Policy has termed the "technologically unemployed." This
group constitutes what will be a major challenge to our economy. Every day, au-
tomation and technology are doing away with jobs by the thousands. Training
and guidance must be made possible for these individuals on an intensive, long-
range basis.
There is too much emphasis on labor intensity, on profits. Seldom do we make

corporate decisions on the basis of community needs or values. We must begin
to focus on the cost that the American economy is absorbing for having shut out
individuals from the system without giving them an opportunity for productive
alternatives. Our economy is not producing at its maximum potential. Statistics
from the composite index published by the Department of Commerce indicated
a decrease in the number of hours worked, a decrease in the growth of liquid as-
sets, a decline in stock market prices, a decline in the money supply (even after
inflation adjustments), a sharp decrease in new housing permits and an increase
in layoffs. Admittedly, some of the economic data is a reflection of the disastrous
cold spell the nation suffered this winter. But some of the most troublesome sta-
tistics—poor productivity in the last quarter of 1976 and a sharp recent advance
in the money supply—have little to do with the weather. Our economic ills and
budget deficit are not the direct result of 'either over-spending or inflation, but
result from the under-utilization of our own human resources and talents. We
will not be able to correct either inflation or recession until we make effective use
of our own work force and have a greater number of individuals who want to
work. As long as unemployment carries with it all the burdensome forms of com-
pensation Medicaid and Medicare, Federal Supplementary Benefits, Food Stamps
and all other forms of Welfare—the individuals who have jobs will be paying an
ever-increasing share of their salaries to support those for which our nation can-
not provide jobs. Our entire population suffers as the result of the 25 million
unemployed individuals whom this nation has not been able to utilize.
True, we have federal programs to deal with Manpower Policy and Implemen-

tation—WIN, CETA, the Job Corps—but these programs are only the beginning.
If we continue to approach full employment piecemeal, we are kidding ourselves.
There is something basically wrong in the way our economy is organized and in
the educational system for our workers. We are going to have to undo several
decades of governmental policy which has contributed to people being unem-
ployed and unemployable, and find ways to make both our young and old a con-
tributing part of the nation and its economy.
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It is time to escalate the war on unemployment by getting away from stale
economic theories. We should closely examine how much we can utilize our hu-
man resources for the good and to determine how much of the burden on our
taxes we are prepared to bear. It is time we tried to find every American em-
ployment and to allow every American to become a contributing citizen.

It is as much an error to set federal policy without recognizing local implica-
tions as it is to mandate specific action by operators at the local level unless the
Federal Government provides realistic incentives to stimulate private involve-
ment and make what Marion Pines of the Mayor's office on Manpower in Balti-
more called Community Dynamics, an integral part of Manpower Policy. The
basis for a national policy which contributes to the people should be derived from
the bottom-up, not from the top-down. This legislation provides a method to
achieve this while meeting national goals. Manpower policy can only be produc-
tive if local communities are given the time, money and the incentive to work
through their own problems. If we can maintain flexibility and independence at
community levels, our national economy as a whole will blossom.
Those firms seeking to add employees to their rolls presently find that the costs

of recruiting workers and of training new people are significantly high. Such
costs may appear for the first time for some firms, who can no longer find experi-
enced workers and have to start from scratch. If the firm's personnel needs in-
clude special skills and experience, then some special (and costly) effort will be
required to locate individuals with the particular skills, and some special lure
must be offered to attract these persons, such as higher wages. As the economy
forges towards full employment, it means higher costs for employers, which are
then translated into higher prices, accelerating the spiral of inflation. But must
the higher costs paid by employers necessarily lead to higher prices for out-put?
If manpower programs exist to train workers already employed by the firm in
areas of competence, or if as firms increase their production the productivity of
their workers also increase, then the costs of output need not rise. Developing
programs to enhance productivity, as outlined in the Human Resources Develop-
ment Act, represents a recognition of the fact that the key of all economic devel-
opment is the use of human resources.
The time has arrived for our Nation to admit that inflation is not the neces-

sary outcome of unemployment reduction: That there is no reason why increased
costs, paid by employers, must be translated into higher prices, beginning infla-
tionary spirals! If a push towards full employment means that competent, effi-
cient workers become a scarcity, then labor costs will certainly increase. But if
manpower programs exist to train people in areas of competence when a firm
increases its production, then the productivity of their workers will also increase
and the costs of output will remain relatively stable. Developing on-the-job train-
ing programs to enhance productivity represents a major step forward in re-
directing our technology so that it serves our purposes and enhances the life of
our workers.

If manpower programs can provide trained employees who are job-ready and
receptive to on-the-job training, new hiring costs to industry will not rise sig-
nificantly. This means, however, that a variety of programs are necessary to get
employers in the private sector to forecast their own demands for labor. It means
local manpower authorities working with local firms and unions to estimate, on
a plant level, the number and type of individuals it will hire if production ex-
pands. It means future-oriented thinking and planning at the local level, from
the bottom-up so that people are matched with anticipated production demands.
This type of program focuses on the potential productivity of people, on the
human resources available rather than merely the material or fiscal resources.
There is a final factor stimulating the demand for labor which should be dis-

cussed. To promote private sector employment, there is talk of removing restric-
tions, or of lowering costs to employers. Suggestions have been made to have the
Federal Government pick up social insurance or pension contributions of unem-
ployment taxes for those employers hiring specific targeted groups—for example,
employees or full-time workers approaching retirement. The term "wage sub-
sidy" is out of bounds for some, yet I know of no labor official or businessman
who objects to the investment tax credit, which subsidizes the employer of capi-
tal, the purchaser of new equipment. Accordingly, why can we not encourage the
investment in human capital, using financial incentives tailored to the size of
the firm or the amount of employment needed? Even if the Government cannot
or should not subsidize wages, surely it should share in the formation of human

o
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capital! It has been doing precisely the same thing for years through public
education.
The dreadful waste of today's unemployed is counted in terms of unused ca-

pacity: more than $100 billion of GNP that was not produced last year. And this
is, surely, a loss that can never be recouped. Such lost output lessens our ca-
pacity for future growth, and seriously damages the well-being of not only the
economy, but of our own people and the self-esteem they derive from being able
to support themselves and their families. We must train our people now and give
them the work experience that enable them to amass human capital for future
productivity. It may be the unemployed who suffer hardships today, but the
whole Nation will be worse off tomorrow because of it. So incentives to private
firms to hire and train workers, to reduce unemployment to a newly defined num-
ber of unemployed persons will pay off in the future like any capital investment.
This Government must re-think the idea of human resources development.

Somewhere along the line I believe that human resource development must take
its rightful place as a basic social policy, rather than being restricted to man-
power planning as only an economic policy. Therefore of equal importance to the
subsidization of human capital is the provision in this legislation for Federal
assistance, through contracts with the Department of Labor, for innovative proj-
ects involving both management and employees in innovative job programs. The
development of a willingness to experiment with new ideas which grow from a
cooperative effort between employer and employee. Such flexibility offers two
advantages: It will increase, on one hand, productivity and on-the-job creativity
and efficiency. But, just as importantly, it will allow people to develop their other
interests and expand their own potential resources and talents.

It is difficult for me to overstate the significance of developing our human re-
sources, not only in the economy as it now stands, but for our future develop-
ment as a Nation. The trade-off between inflation and unemployment does not
exist when manpower programs are thoroughly exploited. Whether the pressure
on inflation comes from unproductive workers or from the high cost of searching
exist when manpower programs are thoroughly exploited. Whether the pressures
on inflation come from unproductive workers or from the high cost of searching
for skilled employees or from bottlenecks in particular sectors of the economy,
or even from sources we have not yet explored or are aware of, all can be reduced
to an extent by efficiency manpower programs. Training, flexibility, encouraging
innovation, the redesigning of job structures and the enhancement of job satis-
faction: These will defeat the dark shadow of recession and unemployment.

All in all, this legislation should make sure that the following goals are dealt
with head on:
1. Decisions regarding which programs should be emphasized at a local level

should be made at the local level. Certainly, all areas should work within a broad
Federal framework, but planning should take place at the local level, based on a
specific labor-market area and its specific needs.

2. National goals should be adapted to the special labor market needs of state
and local areas, reflecting the differences in the 'structure of labor forces and
markets.

3. Local administrative jurisdiction should be related to labor markets and
local controls should be based on accountability to the Federal Government.

4. The roles of decentralized manpower systems within market areas should
be defined, particularly the roles of such 'systems in regional economic
development.

5. As we move towards expanding employment opportunities and the promo-
tion of job security, it will be necessary to develop support services. Daycare
centers and counseling services must be set up so that the opportunities which
will be increased under this measure can be taken advantage of by specific groups
such as unmarried heads of households, women returning to the job market and
minority groups.
In closing, let me mention that it should now be clear that a national policy

cannot and will not work effectively without active support and cooperation of
the private business community and local unions, even after the relationship and
responsibility of national, state and local authorities is worked out. The time has
come to invite input from both the private business sector and organized labor
for developing a national manpower policy.

If we expect our citizens to be actively concerned with their jobs as part of
the economy, to take pride in the work they perform and the firm for which they
work, we must show our concern for them and their potential. Every day,
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automation and technology is doing away with jobs by the thousands. Training
and guidance must be made possible for these technologically unemployed in-
dividuals on a permanent basis. In a growing economy, manpower policy must
serve not only the new worker, with vocational testing and guidance, and remedial
education, but continually serve any worker who has the desire to test new skills
or learn new trades or experiment with new modes of working.
We must deal with the quality of life of the worker as well as his employment.

The well-publicized job re-design experiment underway in foreign manufacturing
plants, such as the Volvo experiment in Sweden, is illustrative of the search for
improved job satisfaction and manpower policy being implemented as social as
well as economic policy. Manpower policy must, after all, be a study of how to
help people satisfy their being a creative part of the production process, not
being a slave to it. In the end, the fundamental source of our economy's wealth
is its own people.

Mr. MOORHEAD. Thank you for a superb, articulate statement of the
problem and your recommendations.
I have no questions, but I would like to emphasize one point you

made on page 2 of your testimony:
That our economic ills, which I would define now as simultaneous recession and

inflation, result from the underutilization of our own human resources and
talents.

Presumably the reception of more goods would keep prices under
control, and an increase in the number of working people. We have to
have these two working hand in glove.
Mr. LUNDINE. I have no questions, either. I appreciate the incisive

statement of my colleague from New York. I only hope there are
hundreds of Congressmen that share his enlightenment as the con-
sideration of this bill proceeds.
You made a good point when you talked about our willingness to

create incentives for investment in machines and not in human capital.
I would like to make a particular note of appreciation for the way you
made that point.
Mr. GILMAN. I want to thank the gentleman for his leadership in

this important issue. I hope by working together we can convince our
colleagues.
Mr. VENTO. I just arrived on the scene. I am trying to scuttle

through these papers. I am sorry I missed the earlier statements. I
think our colleague has done well in the presentation of his statement.
I did look at some of the information that was passed along. Mr.

Maccoby had provided a statement and he, I think, set out some of the
concerns that we hope that we can resolve with this legislation. And
one of the questions that comes to me, Mr. Maccoby, is: Do you think
that the present framework, for instance, of union-management can
be woven in or utilized with such an act?
I know that is not its focus, but does that have a significant role to

play if in fact the focus of this is an industrial setting, community, or
whatever the setting is, in which we have to develop the ideas and
better utilization of resources, productivity, and so forth.
Do you think that that framework has a significant role?
Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Chairman, with your permission I will return to

my committee if there are no further questions.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Do you have questions of the gentleman from New

York?
Mr. VENTO. NO.
Mr. GILMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. MACCOBY. I do believe that the framework of union-management
can play a very important role in the development of these programs
because it provides a structure that already exists in factories, in terms
of joint consultation on various levels. Unfortunately, in the past and
in the present, too often this framework is one of pure adversary rela-
tions and hostility. But it can be developed, as we have seen in James-
town, N.Y., and Bolivar, Tenn., and Springfield, Ohio, into a new type
of relationship Irving Bluestone has called cooperative bargaining.
This kind of relationship does not replace collective bargaining, and

it is our experience that it strengthens it.
I will give you a brief illustration from Bolivar, Tenn.
The members of the local bargaining committee that have taken

part in the cooperative bargaining have learned a great deal through
this process. In the process of reanalyzing work in terms of human,
technical and economic criteria, they have learned about costing prices,
the market and competition. In one instance they have cooperated
with the company to save a contract and over 100 jobs.
What has happened during the 3 years of the program ? Last fall

collective bargaining for the first time was done by local people,
totally. In the past, it was always the regional director of the union
and corporate vice president from New York who did the bargaining
while the local people sat in the back and watched. This time for the
first time all of the bargaining was done by the local union and man-
agement. The bargaining was done 3 months in advance because in the
auto parts industry you have to stockpile parts to protect the customers
from a strike. That means you have overtime before the contract
negotiations and layoffs afterward.
This time in order to save jobs and layoffs and also to save the

company money from having to stockpile, to get the capital to do it
and to pay for its storage, this early bargaining was carried out by
these people. Furthermore, in the 3 years since the program began the
average hourly wage of the workers has doubled.
I think there is much evidence that not only is the union-manage-

ment structure important for such programs but in fact it strengthens
the collective bargaining structure.
Mr. VENTO. I guess it was your intention to just ask Mr. Gilman

questions. I do not want to preempt the chairman's time. I defer to
the chairman with my apologies.
Mr. MOORHEAD. I hate to bring up any controversial items among

the members of a united panel, but we would like your advice on one
of the things Congress will have to face. As I understand the legisla-
tion, the Secretary of Labor would be the lead agency, but a mechanism
is provided, under the Human Resources Advisory Council, to bring
the Secretary of Commerce and others into the picture.
Mr. Mac,coby recommends largely because of his dealings with Mr.

Harman, that Commerce should be the lead agency.
In your testimony, Mr. Winpisinger, you recommend that the Secre-

tary of Labor be the lead agency. Congress recognized the conflict and
referred the bill both to the Committee on Banking, Finance and
Urban Affairs and to the Education and Labor Committee. It seems to
me that both Departments do have a role to play, but I have not figured
out what the proper role is. Can any or all of the panel give guidance
on this matter ?



Mr. WINPISINGER. I will comment, Mr. Chairman. Let me say first
I am aware, probably more so than my colleagues on the panel here,
of the ravages of jurisdictional conflict, and I would not want to see
that occur. I think the focal role is for the Secretary of Labor, simply
because we are talking basically about human resources as opposed to
the economic.
I am old-fashioned enough to believe that there is some semblance

of advocacy among the various Cabinet members, the Secretary of
Commerce for commerce and the Secretary of Labor hopefully for
labor.
We have chided some in the past for not being enough of an advo-

cate. That does not mean that that bodes evil or badly for Commerce
or anybody else. If we are dealing with human resources, then that is
the agency I think best equipped to come to grips with it and best
equipped to overcome what I think are some of the hidden resistances
in the background which might be kindled into the forefront by heavy
involvement in the Commerce Department.
Workers immediately are going to look to that with something of

a suspicious eye. There is plenty of suspicion out there now that all of
these schemes may not be in their best interests. That is because they
have been taken advantage of in the past. Success stories is what we
need in order to get it into proper focus.
The Secretary of Labor is better able to get the confidence and get

the success going. As a starting point I think that is necessary.
Mr. MACCOBY. I would like to say first of all, Mr. Winpisinger is

one of the most creative leaders in organized labor, and his opinion
weighs heavily, and I take very seriously what he says.
The reasons why I believe ideally the program should be in the

Commerce Department are not just because Mr. Harman is the Under
Secretary but also because I believe that the concept can stimulate
a new development of our views of productivity and, as has been
emphasized in testimony, we are dealing with a rapidly changing in-
dustrial situation where constant automation, technology changes
produce strains that this program is partly designed to overcome by
developing a better atmosphere of cooperation and mutuality in the
workplace.
We have also seen in Europe that some of the most innovative pro-

grams of union-management cooperation in Scandinavia and West
Germany take into account science and technology as well as organi-
zation of work.
I believe the Commerce Department is one part of the Government,

because of its science and technology function, National Bureau. of
Standards, as well as EDA, that has set up the whole mix of im-
proving business in terms of the creation of wealth and economic
development.
I believe by adding the human development component to it that

we would be improving our whole concept of productivity and ef-
fectiveness in ways that have been mentioned by many of the dis-
tinguished people who have testified today.
I understand and hear Mr. Winpisinger's point that from the

point of view of organized labor, suspicions might be quieted by
having this in the Labor Department, and I think that is an impor-
tant consideration. But I would suggest that there might be a way to

lè
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provide part of it in the Labor Department and certainly some eval-
uation to the Labor Department, but to do it in such a way as to
strengthen the roles of science and technology and economic devel-
opment in Commerce.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Do you have any comment?
Mr. EDELMAN. I do not.
Mr. MOORHEAD. We have our problems at the Federal level. We

also have problems of resolving the participation of State and local
governments.

4 One suggestion made to the subcommittee was that the advisory
council include State and local representatives. That might solve part
of the problem. But should we require or encourage State and local
participation in projects within a particular State?•
Mr. WINPISINGER. I would comment briefly that when it comes to

grappling with the problem, it is such that anyone that can focus any
resources on it, to generate a solution, I would be in favor of doing
it.
How this legislation would key in it is something that I am at a

loss to comment about it. I would think that whatever aid the Fed-
eral mechanism could get, from State or local resources, the better
off the program ultimately would be. I am aware that there have
been failures in that area, too, with manpower programs of many
types.
I still think it takes the entire mechanism of Government to get it

to the grassroots and get it done on the floor where things will finally
get resolved.
Mr. MACCOBY. I think one of the strong points of the legislation

as suggested is its flexibility. The project in Bolivar was started by
a national union and national company. It has developed in such a
way as to strengthen links with the community.
Now, both in the educational element, with the community voca-

tional educational programs and recently with a local group, includ-
ing the president of the chamber of commerce, local bank, plant man-
ager, religious leaders who are taking from the program ideas which
they are developing throughout the community.
In Jamestown the program was started by the community and

mayor. In Springfield, Ohio, it was started by the city government
and union. It seems to me important to build this kind of flexibility
into the legislation in such a way that it doesn't necessarily have to
begin as a community-sponsored program, but it is encouraged to
develop in that direction.
Mr. MOORHEAD. From all of your testimony I gather you are say-

ing that some form of Federal incentive, initial to guidance, educa-
tional experience is necessary to expand upon this problem.
Mr. EDELMAN. Might I say that the State of New Jersey, where my

company is located, has taken the initiative in seeking a solution,
specifically because of the problem of unemployment and the New
Jersey Department of Labor and Industry has been working with
private industry to arrive at practical conclusions.
But they themselves and—nor could we move this kind of pro-

gram unless they have additional support. While local problems re-
quire local recognition and local approaches to solutions, we are
talking about a problem that really isn't local and I think because
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it is not a local problem, because it is a national problem, and I say
in my statement that it becomes an international problem, that it is
important that the Federal Government be a very active participant
and lend their positive support and encouragement to States and to
cities and to towns and if they see—if the States, cities and towns
and local areas see that support they will start regenerating this
interest.

Unless you get that support from the Federal Government you may
find discussions but no positive action being taken. I think in this
regard generally I have to say the State of New Jersey should be
congratulated for taking their approach.
Mr. MOORHEAD. Thank you.
Mr. Lundine ?
Mr. LUNDINE. I never thought I would get to the stage where I

would be the devil's advocate about this legislation, but the question
has been raised that if this is such a great idea, why does the Gov-
ernment have to get involved at all? Why don't people do it for
themselves? As a followup to the last question I would first like to
ask of you, Mr. Edelman, why does the Government have to get
involved? What role do you see the Government playing in trying
to stimulate employment security?
Mr. EDELMAN. My own company is a very specific example of what

role Government must take in trying to stimulate employment se-
curity. We think our management is positive-minded; community-
minded. And while we look at the bottom line, for the profit angle
we also recognize the sensitivities of our working people. We recog-
nize that business must accept its share of responsibility toward
making employees feel more secure. When we were confronted with
the seasonal dropoff of business and the layoffs, we would have to
make we felt very uncomfortable. We didn't like the thought of hav-
ing to lay off anyone. Yet, even with our management feeling this way
we could not get unanimous support for this new program. The only
way we got the others to support our participation was to let them
know that the Government was going to share some of the burden
with us. I believe that other firms will feel the same need to have the
Government help with the seed money to get their support and in-
volvement, at least initially, with the program. I am convinced that
once the program is in effect and has proven itself that this support
from the Government can be eliminated. As a matter of fact, as a
businessman I would prefer that the Government remove itself as
quickly as possible because its involvement only increases costs of
administratlon and costs only increase our taxes.
Mr. LUNDINE. I want now to turn to Mr. Winpisinger and add a

slightly new dimension to that question. Do you think that Govern-
ment seed money, Government assistance, might help to allay the sus-
picion you talked about in your testimony? In other words, if man-
agement came to union members and said, "This is our scheme," might
it not be a little harder to convince your members to try to see if there
could be mutual benefits than if there were a Government program at
least to get it started?
Mr. WINPISINGER. I would like to address comments to both parts

of the question if I might.
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First of all, I think seed money is exactly the expression I would
have chosen to justify Federal involvement. It seems the entire thrust
of all of our programs up to now has been what to do—and the tax
burden flowing from our concern—has been what to do with the guy
when he is not working any longer. We have elaborate schemes to cush-
ion the impact of layoff, all of which are costly in one way or another
and in which the Federal Government is largely involved.

It is a built-in payroll cost during the period of time that anyone is
working. We have never come to any scheme which says, let us spend
money to keep him on the job. Let us keep him working. With that
kind of change in emphasis which is almost a 180-degree turn, but you
can't impact further on the existing mechanisms for that money. You
have to have seed money to get across that threshold. That is a Fed-
eral role clearly.
Second, there is no question that a new program to which the Fed-

eral Government is willing to commit funds that can be channeled into
the problem is obviously to some extent going to allay suspicions. It is
true that management on its own initiatives—the plain fact is man-
agement uses its initiative to reach the subject unless you have sophis-
ticated representatives there on the spot.
Even if it turns out to be good it will go more slowly than other-

wise. That is the real value of outside resource people such as Mr. Mac-
coby and his colleagues in the field. By injecting that third party, that
resource person who knows what he is talking about, who engineers
the confidence of both parties, you get it off the ground and into an
operative structure more rapidly.
That takes outside money and the Federal Government is that source.
Mr. EDELMAN. That was our experience in the informal program.

We haven't entered the formal program but after discussing problems
with Mr. Rubenstein we started this informal program in December
and we immediately had this initial negative reaction. There was a
kind of feeling that management had an ulterior purpose.
Frankly, we called in Mr. Rubenstein and he sat in on our meetings.

We also called the union to sit in with us. It was after the employees
recognized that we were talking from an overall viewpoint with the
assistance of an outside party that we got this cooperative, positive
attitude.
Mr. LUNDINE. Before that you encountered resistance from the

union as well as from; management?
Mr. EDELMAN. Yes.
Mr. MACCOBY. Just to summarize and add to what has been said I

can see four reasons why Federal support is very desirable in this whole
area.
The first is that it is very difficult to do what we are doing. It in-

volves research and education and third parties and so far there has
been very little support for such efforts.
I was in Jamestown last week and visited two of the factories—
Mr. LUNDINE. How is everybody there?
Mr. MACCOBY. I can't speak for everybody but there were a lot of

people that seemed very well.
Mr. LUNDINE. Thank you.
Mr. MACCOBY. They missed you at their annual management-union

dinner. It was clear that they welcomed more opportunity for educa-
tional programs and that they were limited by lack of resources.

88-677 0 - 77 - 14
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Second of all, as has been stated when there is something new which
can naturally provoke suspicion because of long-standing and well-
founded suspicion between union and management, it is important to
have that new effort legitimized by a full commitment from the Federal
Government.
I believe in Bolivar it was certainly important to the participants

that we had funds from the National Commission on Productivity to
support our initial study.
In Springfield, Ohio, the fact that Neal Herrick received support

from Government agencies as well as State agencies made it clear that
the Federal Government judged that our whole society and all citizens
would benefit from such a program, that it was in the interests of every-
one. No Federal program should be funded unless it is in the interests
of everyone that is involved.
Third, I believe that we need to have ongoing research to understand

which approaches work and which do not. We are early on in our ex-
perience. I think the examples of the Work Research Unit of the
United Kingdom and the Norwegian Industrial Democracy Project
show that when governments invest in research to understand these
kinds of projects to improve technology and work, such public in-
formation can then save a lot of other people grief who might other-
wise start projects without having benefit of knowing what works
and what doesn't work.
The fourth reason is that I believe there are many Departments in

the Federal Government which have related programs and that there
is now a lack of clarity about purpose and policy. This legislation can
integrate approaches throughout the Federal Government and provide
a clear philosophy to promote economic and human development.
Mr. LIINDINE. You made a parenthetical statement there that I

would like to get at.
I did not ask Mr. Harman this question because of my legal train-

ing that a lawyer is not supposed to ask a question to which he doesn't
know the answer. Was there outside funding involved in the Bolivar
project?
Mr. MACCOBY. Yes, the funding was from the company, Harman

International, from the UAW, and then outside funding from the
National Commission on Productivity, the Ford Foundation which
has continued to fund the project, the Sloan Foundation and the Na-
tional Institute of Mental Health, Metro Center.
Mr. LIINDINE. I am going to yield to Mr. Vento.
Mr. VENTO. I was looking at your statement. One of the things you

seemed to agree with was the concept, and I think some of the con-
cerns I have with regards to the old time study—that was a one-sided
productivity effort and I have been involved with them on one end,
anyway.
It seems one of the problems that exists there is that through the

process of collective bargaining and the whole labor management field,
we have evolved what is a pretty sophisticated law, case law, where you
get certain rights and benefits and you try to protect those things.

But, isn't the problem a reluctancy and transiency that exists, with
management not giving up those prerogatives in terms of management
design or however they want to characterize those?
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It is important that that occur if this is going to be successful. Ob-
viously, it can't be a one-sided arrangement in these instances. It has
been in others, but do you have feelings about that yourself or perhaps
Mr. Maccoby does.
Mr. WINPISINGER. I have some feelings about it. I think basically the

problem is only a threshold one. These kinds of things can be an adjunct
to bargaining. They can facilitate it. Help it. But they can't subvert it
because of the kind of institutional arrangement that bargaining is. I
fear not that it is going to be diluted or diminished as an institution. I
view this as an adjunct to it. To get things started is the real value
of the third party. To get out of that institutional tug of war as it were,
which it winds up being most times, and get someone who can generate
credibility among both parties to the equation, to get on with a better
day-to-day type of relationship that addresses itself to the identified
problems in that work place.
That is no easy task, and a lot of them will fail on that very basis

because they are difficult problems. I don't fear for institutional bar-
gaining as a result. Looking down the road, I don't think there is much
validity left in the law of supply and demand in this economy of ours
because of the adverse price structure we have in most industries and
product lines.
Simultaneous inflation and unemployment is the big problem at

which we direct this thrust. Maybe those kinds of economies, having
reached a degree of sophistication down the road is the best insulation
we have against an adverse price and an institution against an alleged
supply/demand situation.
Mr. VENTO. Mr. Maccoby.
Mr. MACCOBY. Both management and unions have suspicions which

may be justified, because there have been projects started under labels
of job satisfaction or enrichment which actually have not led to real
human and economic development and have failed.
If we had time, we could go into a number of them and talk about

why they happened. However, I do think we have learned something
about what succeeds.
Two elements I would like to emphasize. In projects that do develop

and even go beyond the first stage of a tentative union-management
getting together about something, about a common problem such as
jobs and changing markets, there is the commitment to shared prin-
ciples, and those principles as I said before, must include security of
employment, health and safety, fairness, as well as participation and
concern for human development. The second element is the structure
that develops to support such a project and I think this is not under-
stood enough and cannot be emphasized enough, that the most suc-
cessful projects are the ones where the structure of union-management
cooperation is built and strengthened at all levels.
In Bolivar, we had a committee at the top including the company

president and the international union vice president. We have a work-
ing committee composed of members of the bargaining committee and
the plant management which meets regularly and they evaluate and
give approval on projects initiated on the shop floor by core 'groups
composed of foremen stewards, and elected workers. The workers in
one department asked to learn to do time motion studies. They wanted
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to see how it was done so they could be sure it was fair. That was suc-
cessful. It led to both increased satisfaction and gains in productivity.
I would like to emphasize that if these projects are to succeed and

to overcome the hostility that exists in many workplaces, one must
be very careful to develop both principles and the structure of union-
management cooperation at all levels.
Mr. VENTO. I think that is very interesting. That gets back to the

point that we might look to where we have those types of relationships
going that we ought to get more elaborate research in those areas and
compare it to where they don't have those things.
I also wonder in looking at this, if in fact, the expectations that can

be raised will not be too high. I don't think you can solve some of the
economic problems—that is one reason I am glad that one of the
tests—we have talked about other types of economic problems that
have to be addressed in a different manner. I appreciate that.
We want to hear from the Secretary, so I will stop at this point.
Mr. LUNDINE [presiding]. Holding the temporary gavel here, I

would like to welcome Willard Wirtz, chairman of the board of Na-
tional Manpower Institute and the distinguished former Secretary of
Labor.
Mr. Wirtz, I would like to convey to you first the apologies of

Chairman William S. Moorhead, your 'friend and long-time colleague.
He got called out of this hearing unexpectedly early. He wanted par-
ticularly to welcome you and express the appreciation of the subcom-
mittee for your willingness to come up here and give us your views on
this subject.
We have your written testimony, of course, which will be submitted

for the record. We would appreciate any comments you would like to
make.
Mr. Warm. Thank you very much.
As for apologies, they are all mine for being late. I have filed a

statement with the subcommittee and depending on your suggestion,
I would be glad either to go over it or simply ask that it be included
in the record in this form and speak most briefly.
Mr. LUNDINE. Please proceed as you will.

STATEMENT OF VITILLARD WIRTZ, CHAIRMAN OF THE BOARD,
NATIONAL MANPOWER INSTITUTE

Mr. WIRTZ. Being tired of my own exhaust, I ask that it be made
part of the record and I'll speak for a moment to a particular aspect
of this bill and legislation which seems to me terribly, terribly
important.
I tried to say in the statement that when it comes to the improve-

ment of productivity and improvement of the quality of working life,
those seem to me important and the bill seems completely right because
it addresses itself to those matters. It is on that basis that I support
it unqualifiably.
I would like to emphasize the element which emerges in the bill

only in a single passage referring to the emphasis which is to be placed
on projects involving labor-management cooperation and perhaps to
dramatize the point by referring to the other meeting in which I have
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already taken part this morning—.a meeting in Columbia, Md. df
representatives of 21 communities from 16 States around this country.
They are engaged in the particular matter of interrelating educa-

tion and work. But that purpose and the purpose of H.R. 2596 are
comparable. The emphasis is on the desirability of the Federal Gov-
ernment saying to local communities, "Get the constituencies in these
communities together, take this problem and do it your way and let
us find out what it is that will come from the commonsense that de-
velops at a local community level when those people get together."
The particular project to which I refer is one sponsored by the

Department of Labor, working with HEW and with the Department
of Commerce, with the National Manpower Institute, an entirely
private organization, working in conjunction with the implementation
of the program.
My statement includes the list of those 21 communities. You will

take personal satisfaction, Mr. Chairman, from the fact that James-
town is one of those communities.
We are simply sitting down there together recognizing that when

it comes to some of these things like productivity, like the improve-
ment of the quality of working life, like the interrelating of educa-
tion and work, we are all in the first grade without a teacher.
We also know there is a lot of experience developing around the

country and the effort in that project, which we call the community
work education council project and the proposal in this bill, as I
understand it, is to encourage that kind of local initiative, to say "Do
it your way," and then let us—and the "us" is everybody—find out
what works and what doesn't work in this area.

Briefly, in response to your question, I support the bill because it
seems to involve a project in working pluralism and it seems to
contemplate the development of an experience which this country
very much needs.
Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Wirtz, on behalf of the National

Manpower Institute, follows:]
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Testimony by Willard Wirtz

before the

Subcommittee on Economic Stabilization

of the

Committee on Banking, Finance and Urban Affairs

U. S. House of Representatives
April 5, 1977

Regarding H.R. 2596, the
Human Resources Development Act of 1977

Mr. Chairman, and Members of the Subcommittee:

I testify as Chairman of the Board of the National Manpower Institute,

a private; not-for-profit organization with headquarters in Washington,

D. C.

My testimony is in unqualified and enthusiastic support of H.R. 2596.

This support proceeds primarily from deep conviction about the

importance and rightness of the central emphasis in this bill: on weaving

together mutual worker and employer interests in improving productivity

and the quality of working life.

Recognizing, however, the larger authority and experience and

persuasiveness of other witnesses who are testifying here regarding this

central emphasis in H.R. 2596, I want to use these ten minutes -- which

Woodrow Wilson once said was only enough time to commit a compound fracture

of an idea -- to emphasize a feature and quality of H.R. 2596 which may

well be as important as its key substantive provisions.
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The Human Resources Development Act is a proposal for a genuine

investment in the idea and ideal of encouraging and implementing

collaborative private and public process at the local community level.

We all endorse this ideal in our speeches. There is some legislation

on the books which promotes the idea at least a little bit in practice.

As I understand H.R. 2596, it represents a commitment to go all the

way, even gambling a little if this is necessary, in relying on local

labor and management representatives to come up with good sense

about how to improve the effectiveness and the meaning of work in their

own communities and plants.

The only reference to this in the Bill itself is in Section 3(a)(1):

In entering into contracts under this
section, the Secretary of Labor shall
give priority to projects which involve
labor-management cooperation.

It could be wished that the importance of this had been spelled out

further.

There can be no question, though, from the legislative history and the

context of this Bill, about what is intended. In his introduction of it,

Congressman Lundine emphasized its contemplation of "innovative projects

primarily in the private sector, initiated by communities, States,

educational institutions, individual plants, or other private organizations,

involving employees and employers in cooperative efforts ...." This isn't

just another proposal calling for "advisory councils" through which the

views of various constituencies are solicited for such use or non-use as

may then be made of them; it is a proposal for the assumption and exercise

of collaborative responsibility.
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The Bill draws on the classical ideal of pluralism, of bringing

various different kinds of "government" -- Federal, State, and local;

public and private; employment and education; labor unions and

corporations -- into new and more effective working relationships. It

breaks out of the hide-bound thinking that the only institutionalisms

and procedures that can be relied on to work in the future are those

which have worked -- sometimes -- in the past. It draws at the same

time on the supporting lessons of experience which are being taught,

or really so far only being learned, in various local communities

across the country.

I have come to this hearing from a meeting being held today and

tomorrow, in Columbia, Maryland, by representatives of 21 local

communities in 16 States in which new initiatives are being taken by

varying combinations of local institutions and constituencies in

developing better ways of inter-relating work and education. We are

using the phrase Community Work-Education Councils to identify these

initiatives more readily; but they are evolving in a variety of patterns

all worked out locally -- and they have their own names.

Proceeding under a contract with the Department of Labor, and at

the direction of a Federal Interagency Steering Committee (which includes

representatives of the Departments of Labor, Commerce, and Health,

Education and Welfare), the National Manpower Institute has developed

a Work-Education Consortium which brings these 21 communities into a

working relationship with each other.
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The communities involved are Bethel, Maine; Buffalo, New York;

Charleston, South Carolina; Chicago Heights, Illinois; East Peoria,

Illinois; Erie, Pennsylvania; Gratiot County, Michigan; Industry-Education

Council of California; Jamestown, New York; Lexington, Kentucky;

Livonia, Michigan; Martin County, North Carolina; Mesa, Arizona;

New York, New York; Oakland, California; Philadelphia, Pennsylvania;

Portland, Oregon; Seattle, Washington; Sioux Falls, South Dakoa;

Wheeling, West Virginia; Worcester, Massachusetts.

I mention this in further support of the representations by the

sponsors of this Bill that there is already going on significant yeasting

of community in this country. The 21 communities represented at the

meeting at Columbia were selected from among some 300 which manifested

varying degrees of interest in this project. Two similar consortiums

are being developed, one under the leadership of the American Association

of Community and Junior Colleges, and the other by the National Alliance

of Businessmen -- working in cooperation with the National Manpower

Institute.

There is equal reason, and I expect equally broad developing

experience, for doing this same kind of thing -- though in different

patterns -- in the productivity and quality of working life area. Indeed

it will be easier here to develop projects which can be focussed more

sharply on more specific objectives, with larger promise of earlier

success -- or, if it turns out that way, failure; for we have as much

to learn about all of this at the present stage from finding out what
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doesn't work as from learning what does. One of the critically important

elements in H.R. 2596 is the provision in Sections 3 and 4 for the

establishment of a Human Resources Advisory Council which will, among

other things, "conduct a specific evaluation of each project" mounted

under this Act.

Perhaps there will be some to suggest that if there is this much

going on, let it go; or that there is already basis in the Comprehensive

Employment and Training Act for encouraging such initiatives as these.

Such suggestions would seem to me mistaken. A great many such

local initiatives, probably including some of the most promising, start

up suddenly, have a moment of life while they are still news and while

initial enthusiasm sustains volunteer efforts, and then die down because

there is no structure to support them. The commonest failure is for

lack of a one or two person full-time secretariat -- which would cost

$25,000 to $50,000 a year.

The other almost invariable experience is that a particular local

community initiates its program in complete ignorance of what has already

been learned the hard way someplace else. Speakers can be brought in

and heard, and books and pamphlets read, about voluntarism and

participatory democracy. But what is critical is knowing some of the

key specifics about this actually pretty tricky terrain called "improved

productivity and quality of working life" -- such as the lesson from

the Jamestown experience that the plans could go ahead only from squ
are

assurance that nobody would lose his or her job as a result of whate
ver

was done to increase productivity.

4
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Every dollar invested in one community under the Human Resources

Development Act will be saved dozens of times over if the story of

what happened to that dollar, for better or for worse, is collected

and then told generally. Most of us are still in the first grade when

it comes to knowing about local community cooperation in dealing with -

increased productivity and improved quality of working life. There is

a yeasting of community, but a lot of it is still trying to find out

what to do with itself.

About the possible uses of CETA here, I can only say that it seems

to me clear that H.R. 2596 is reaching for a degree of local community

initiative that goes substantially beyond what has developed at all

generally -- or can reasonably be expected -- under CETA. The programs

contemplated here start with essentially private, clearly local

initiative.

One probably too personal anecdote in conclusion: The One "manpower" --

as we called it then -- project I remember most clearly from the

experience in the Labor Department, quite a while ago now, was Project

PRIDE -- here in the District. Its details don't matter; but it involved

turning a quarter of a million dollars over to a local private group,

with what were then mighty weak credentials, on terms which were essentially

"Do it your way." It was more of a gamble than anything except deep concern

about the very "hot summer" of 1967 would -- I guess -- have justified.

PRIDE did its job handsomely. It still does today.

I read H.R. 2596 as proposing to encourage local communities and .

private employers to do something more about increasing productivity and

improving the quality of working life -- and to do it their way. There

are better reasons than concern about street riots for the Federal

Government's investing a little in local invention, and there should be

a clear legislative base established for doing this.

Thank you.
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Mr. LUNDINE. Thank you very much.
I do think as you know that there is a very close relationship between

education and work policy, an issue that you have raised most cogently
in your book, "Boundless Resource," if I recall correctly.
Mr. WIRTz. Thank you.
Mr. LUNDINE. And that you have demonstrated in your work with

the National Manpower Institute. Such a relationship is also consis-
tent with the purposes and intention of this legislation.
I would like to go back now and ask a few questions not solely di-

rected to Mr. Wirtz. Mr. Makcoby, you mentioned the need for labor
leadership and labor participation, and that has been mentioned by
Mr. Winpisinger as well.
Do you think that it would be important to have some kind of a

board where labor could participate in the policymaking and could
advise the persons—whether Labor Department or Commerce Depart-
ment or some other department—who are charged with the responsi-
bility of implementing this policy?
Mr. MACCOBY. I do indeed, Congressman Lundine.
It is important for two purposes.
One is that I think it is important to have the support and leadership

of labor leaders as well as creative managers, Government officials, and
social scientists represented on the board.
It is also important for a working evaluation board to look over the

research component of what is done in this area and to take the leader-
ship as to best apply it, to determine where there are problem areas
and danger spots.
Without such a board the results of this kind of initiative cannot be

properly evaluated and usefully applied.
Mr. LUNDINE. Do any of the other witnesses wish to comment?
Mr. EDELMAN. From a practical viewpoint I agree. I don't see how

you can make an evaluation without the combination of thoughts.
Mr. LUNDINE. Mr. Wirtz, it has been alleged that this Government

has too many boards already. I guess that is a position with which
most people would agree.
Because of your tremendous experience, I wonder if you would have

any comment as to the need for some kind of policy board to which
this program can look for evaluation and direction.
Mr. Wnrrz. I have looked at those sections of the bill, Mr. Lundine,

carefully and with this question in mind. If the question is whether
there are not enough, about enough, or too many advisory councils and
committees around this Government the answer is there are far, far,
too many.
I am never going to sit on another advisory council of any kind. If

they want my advice, I want part of the action.
The history of the thing you are talking about here is that councils

of this kind are set up, they are brought in either once a year, twice a
year, four times a year for one day; the first 75 percent of the time is
spent making staff reports to that committee and if you are lucky
there will be 10 percent of the time at the end during which you get
their input. If that is what this advisory council would be, my answer
to your question is forget it.
I agree with Mr. Maccoby, though, that if anything is to be done

about this, especially when it comes to monitoring and evaluation, then

4
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this kind of council is terribly important. It will, if it is in charge of
the monitoring and evaluation, do these technical jobs from the stand-
point of what the people engaged in this business think is important
instead of what some of the rest of us think is important. I don't be-
lieve there will be sensible monitoring and evaluation except as it is
participated in by those people who are on the operating end of it.
So I would say yes. I have looked at the language in that section. It

is called an advisory council. I could wish that word wasn't in there,
but it is. It goes further than most pieces of legislation do in identify-

• ing recommendations that they are to make. Having expressed in my
answer the same qualification which made your question an honest one,
I come down on the side that this kind of body is terribly important.
I add one thing. I assume we are talking about the council at the

national level. When it comes to the council or whatever it is at the
local level, then I feel it is terribly important that they be in charge of
instead of simply advising.
Mr. WINPISINGER. Don't skip me, Mr. Chairman.
If I might I start from the same jaundice as does Mr. Wirtz and I

wind up on the same side of the issue as does he, and probably for all of
the same reasons, but also for one that is not mentioned yet.
I should state in the whole recommendation of the quality of work-

ing with life, I thought there were perpetuated many frauds on the
American worker at the early stages of the concept and I did not hesi-
tate to say so.
I was viewed as a beginner for a long time. I said from day one we

should not discourage in any way shape or form any legitimate attempt
to do productive research. I wanted to get to these frauds.
Experimentation goes on and the minute it began everyone rushed

to fill the vacuum of some institute or institution that would becomethe countrywide repository for all of the information thus gleaned.
Professor Davis created such a mechanism on the campus of UCLA.

Other universities have followed suit. You have the National Center
for the Quality of Working Life, a quasigovernment entrepreneur
here in the city and perhaps many I am not aware of.
A flat mechanism by legislative fiat is probably the answer and weshould encourage everyone to make that the repository for the infor-mation so that it can be disseminated by practitioners in the area andminimize the opportunities for misrepresentation, fraud and whathave you in terms of what is going on, what is being accomplished andwhat are the results.
We will have a lot of failures. There is no question about it. Anyexperiment indicates that you start off with the odds at 50 to 50.
Success means gains and that means gain sharing and that is whatall bargaining is about.
I don't fear for that side of the equation. But we need to have asmuch dissemination about the failures from responsible people as wedo the successes so we don't repeat the same mistakes over and over.Mr. LUNDINE. Mr. Vento
Mr. VENTO. We talked a lot about the local groups and of course wedon't want to mandate any particular structure on any local commu-ity or plant or whatever, but ideally we have talked about the fact thatwe ought to encourage or build upon where some sort of arrangement
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already exists, where we can get the most out of the dollars that come

into this.
The other aspect I suppose is we don't want to mandate who is on

the committee. That would be inappropriate according to the motive

of this.
Realistically you probably have 3,000 employees who punch a clock

and you probably have 300 that work in the managerial role.
Working with all of those resources I suppose the logic in my exam-

ple would indicate that we would have a committee of 30 and we could

take 29 out of one side and 3 out of the other to keep the parity, so

everyone gets to participate to some extent on a role.
I suppose that is rather difficult to do but is that what we are talking

about? Is every individual, every plant going to participate or each

subdivision? We don't want to mandate anything, but Isn't that a

problem? On one side we have one person representing thousands of

people and on the other side they are representing stockholders. If I
own stock in a plant in Jamestown and live in Minnesota, then I am
not involved in the activity but I want the dividends to go up.
What about that supposition?
Mr. EDELMAN. In our practical example we employ approximately

110 factory employees. We have approximately 15 administrative

people.
We have set up an informal committee. We have four from our fac-

tory force selected by our factory people and we have two from our
managerial. We are presently working with this kind of informal
committee.
We have the input of the entire factory force. We are not just work-

ing with four factory people. They happen to be the spokesmen at our
meetings for the 110 we have in the factory, but we have 100 people
involved in the program regardless of their station or regardless of
their work.
They are involved in the process that we are working on right now.

I know you came in a little late, but I gave a quick presentation of the
project we got off the ground because of the constructive suggestion of
our employees.
Mr. VENTO. I read your statement.
Mr. EDELMAN. And it has been working well with this combination.

I don't know how other firms would work.
Mr. VENTO. I am interested to know what we are talking about.
Does anyone else have comments?
Mr. MACCOBY. You bring up an issue which, as I understand it, is

whether legislation can require a certain kind of participation.
Mr. VENTO. We don't want to do that, but we are worrying about

the practical effect on the other end.
Mr. MACCOBY. There are a number of models of participation, and the

important thing is that the union officials and managers should know
about those models and commit themselves to that principle rather
than to require or demand any particular approach. The mode of par-
ticipation has to be worked out by the union-management participants.
Mr. WINPISINGER. In terms of the practicalities of it, you have to

make sure that the communities of interest are represented, not neces-
sarily in numerical strength or anything like that.
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In the practical application of the philosophy you will probably
find that the low- and middle-level management are the more obstrep-
erous in terms of blocking success than the people on the factory
floor itself performing the work.
That is because of the threats to institutional behavior and every-

thing else that some of these things pose.
The community of interest has to be represented to make a mean-

ingful assessment of what you are doing.
Mr. VENTO. One other question Mr. Gilman raised in his testimony

is the rate of technological change. That has been talked about, and
affects business development and affects workers.
How effective do you think this type of a model or this particular

plan in terms of human resources in stimulating this type of per-
formance would be to that type of phenomena?
Mr. MACCOBY. I think technological changes are a fact of life in

most industries.
The question is: As we change technology, will human criteria and

concern for human development as well as economic criteria be taken
into account?
If it is not, we will continue to pay heavy human and social costs.
What this legislation offers—and we have seen that certainly in

Bolivar, Tenn.—is a way of moving toward involving people in the
process of changing methods, so that all employees will have a say as
to how work is carried out.
Mr. WINPISINGER. To me it is the only logical alternative. We can't

go back to the oxen for farming. In a rapidly changing technological
atmosphere, you have to find a way to handle the people or the people
will say "let's go backwards."
Mr. VENTO. This is a democratic method of doing it, first of all.

Everyone's intention is that it be democratic.
The point is, is that a replacement for what might be referred to

as creative entrepreneurism in terms of responding to chancre?
Mr. MACCOBY. I think creative entrepreneurism must take into ac-

count the real environment, and that includes the nature of people
and their attitudes and the nature of resources and their costs. And
one of the things that I think is being implicitly and explicitly stated
in this testimony is that we are living in a different world from the
world of 50 or 100 years ago when entrepreneural activity was domi-
nated by jungle fighters.
Today, the entrepreneurs who will be successful are those concerned

with people as well as the best use of material resources. For a whole
society to adapt to a changing world and changing environment and
atmosphere you have t find oa way to handle the people or the people
requires this initiative.
Mr. VENTO. I would characterize it as total consequence.
Mr. EDELMAN. We had an engineering consultant company come

into the company last year and they made a study of our production
methods and the number of employees we had. After a rather quick
study they guaranteed us that they could eliminate up to 25 percent
of our direct labor force, and increase productivity at the same time.
They told us they were successful in doing this in many other, firms
throughout the country.
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We weren't happy with their report because on the face of it ours

was not a tight operation. However, after several additional confer-

ences we found that their studies were not as conclusive as they had

made it appear in our initial conversations and we decided against

retaining their services. The point I am trying to make is that too

many businessmen assume that by reducing their workforce that they

will be automatically helping their business. What is failed to be

realized is that if every firm used this same approach without attempt-

ing to find other ways to utilize our human resources we would have

less people with the ability to purchase products and, eventually, by

continuously reducing our number of employees who are the con-

sumers of our products we could be putting ourselves out of business.

In the final analysis, the ultimate guarantor of jobs is the consumer.

Therefore, it is to every businessman's personal interest to maximize

the number of consumers. To accomplish this goal means keeping the

greatest number of people employed in productive work. And, I

might add, creative work.
It is my judgment that we haven't yet explored the potential of

the human mind. Who knows, given the opportunity, what the average

mind can come up with as far as new approaches, new ideas, new

designs, new products which can enlarge the number of products sold
in the marketplace.
Even if we do increase our technological efforts and gain further

advantages, if we can increase the number of products and kinds of
products to market, it will create a need for increased productivity.
I'm sure that years ago when people spoke of the effects on the econ-

omy and the standard of living that the industrial revolution was
having this same question was raised.
Yet if we didn't have improvements in technological advances, by

the same token, if we didn't have movement with human development,

I don't know if we would have the living standards we enjoy today.
It seems as we face increased unemployment and increased inflation—

and I'm talking as a practical businessman—it is to our interest to see
that a program such as this is implemented so we can take advantage

of the presently underutilized human resources.
Mr. LIINDINE. It was our objective to be completed by noon, but

I would like to ask one bottom-line question.
Based upon your experience, and I direct my question to all of

you, how much would each project be likely to need in first-year

funding from the Federal Government?
Does anybody have anything to contribute to our consideration of

that matter?
Mr. WIRTZ. It may be helpful, Mr. Chairman, in connection with

this other project to which I refer, there has been worked out a pattern
of from $40,000 to $50,000 per community, and it is perhaps less im-
portant—the figure itself is less important than the element in the
situation which this reflects.
It is our working assumption there that any project of this kind,

at least in that education and work area, has got to have a central,
full-time secretariat, just as in Jamestown you finally identified a
full-time professional with that responsibility.
In this different situation where you would be working within a

single plant. in some of these cases it might be much less than that.

a
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I would think in some cases it could be relatively negligible. If you
are going to mark out something new by way of a collaborative
process, my guess is that requires that type of investment. That leaves
out any program money that might be involved.
Mr. MACCOBY. We now spend about $70,000 a year in the Bolivar

project, and that includes the whole school program which has become
considerable. It includes two full-time educator-researchers, Bob and
Maggie Duckles, living in Bolivar and working in the plant.
We have a plant of over 1,000 employees. There are significant dif-

ferences in size among companies that might develop programs, and
this makes a difference in cost.
In Jamestown, I observed three companies that are advanced in

terms of developing union-management relationships. There are
others that might move ahead quickly, if they were encouraged and
were provided the third-party resources.
Without any difficulty, I could see the program in Jamestown

spending a minimum of $150,000 a year and perhaps more.
While I believe that all efforts should be made to spend the mini-

mum and to look for ways to use existing resources, I also believe that
these projects should be fully funded to insure participation of all
levels of company and the union, and to include a research component
so that the outcomes can be fully understood and evaluated.
Mr. WIRTZ. My figure did not include the evaluation. There is a

point in keeping it low enough to eliminate those projects that will
last only as long as the Federal money lasts.
Mr. LTINDINE. I understand what you mean.
Thank you all—I assumed that only the middlemen would know

how to spend money, I didn't direct this question to labor or manage-
ment.
Mr. WINPISINGER. Correct assumption.
I have a notion about where you are recouping some of the costs.
If the project inures to the benefit of the community as a whole

and there is no argument that it does, and an employer has an identified
number of people who at some point are surplus and are so acknowl-
edged, and others, they would be laid off and they will be put in an
environment where they will be working under the program, then
the employer should be given a tax benefit or incentive.
Mr. LUNDINE. I want to thank all of you.
You have richly contributed to the understanding and evaluation

of this legislation.
Mr. Maccoby gave us the philosophical underpinnings that I think

are terribly important, and correctly identified the principles on which
programs of the kind being proposed ought to be funded.
Mr. Edelman gave us some very practical experience in the really

exciting new area of employment as an alternative to layoff.
Mr. Winpisinger's comments cannot go without answer. This bill—

I would hope—and I am sure the other members of the subcommittee
who have sponsored it would hope—would in no way do anything but
complement the goal of full employment and complement the collec-
tive bargaining process and in no way conflict with it. Mr. Winpi-
singer's experience and insight and forthright comments have been
greatly helpful.
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Last, I want to express my own particular thanks to Mr. Wirtz.
This is the second time he has testified on a version of this bill. He
did so before the Education and Labor Committee last year, when, as
now, he incisively explained the importance of ideas coming from the
communities concerned.
The record of these hearings will be kept open until the end of

April. If you have any additions, please let us know.
Thank you very much. We are adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 12:10 p.m., the hearing was adjourned.]
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STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF THE HUMAN RESOURCES DEVELOPMENT ACT (HR 2596),
SUBMITTED BY WILLIAM FOOTE WHYTE, PROFESSOR OF INDUSTRIAL AND LABOR
RELATIONS AND SOCIOLOGY, CORNELL UNIVERSITY

The Human Resources Development Act seems to me important for the stimulus
it will give to local community projects for economic and human development. As
I see it, our citizens have lost faith in both big business and big federal govern-
ment. They doubt whether concessions to big business will provide the economic
stimulus to move us toward full employment, and they also doubt that this goal
can be reached simply by having the federal government impose a national plan
for stimulation and regulation of the economy.
Caught between these remote organizational giants, in the American tradition,

people everywhere are seeking to find ways to contribute directly to the solution
of the economic and social problems of their communities. The Human Resources
Development Act promises to provide the help needed to stimulate the generation
of information, ideas, human efforts, and local financial resources so as to enable
the people who know their own problems best to tackle those problems
successfully.
Can such a program work? In the New Systems of Work and Participation Pro-

gram at Cornell, which I direct, we have already seen examples of what can be
done by the intelligent mobilization of local resources. The Labor-Management
Committee of the Jamestown Area is a prime example. The Committee was
formed in a time of economic crisis when this industrial community had been
devastated by labor conflict and by the closing of plants of large corporations.
Under the leadership of then Mayor Stanley Lundine, the Labor-Management
Committee mobilized local human and financial resources to reorganize and main-
tain in existence four industrial plants, through a shift to local ownership. In one
of these cases (Jamestown Metal Products), most of the investment capital was
provided by the employees themselves. The Labor-Management Committee has
been so successful in changing the labor relations climate of the city so that for
the first time in many years a major new firm, Cummins Engine Company, has
come into town to establish a plant which, from small beginnings, is to become
one of the major employers in the city.
The Jamestown program has had the technical and research assistance of Eric

Trist, John Eldred, and Robert Keidel of the Wharton School of the University
of Pennsylvania, and more recently Christopher Meek and I at Cornell have
become fully involved. The program has been financed largely by grants from
the Economic Development Administration but with the city of Jamestown also
contributing to the budget. Cornell's contribution is financed by a grant from
the Center for the Study of Metropolitan Problems of the National Institute of
Mental Health. This seems to me a prime example of what can be accomplished
on a local base when local government officials work with management and
union leaders and with university people to mobilize the human and financial
resources of their community.
To indicate that Jamestown is not an isolated example of the potentialities of

local community action to save jobs, let me describe briefly a case on which we
are currently carrying on research, the Mohawk Valley Community Corporation.
This plant in Herkimer, New York, had been part of Sperry Rand Corporation
since 1955. It had made a profit every year except one in the following two
decades, but the profits were not high enough to satisfy top corporate manage-
ment, and library furniture did not fit into the global strategy of a corporation
with major interests in high technology operations. Sperry Rand's announce-
ment of its decision to close the plant precipitated an extraordinary community
mobilization to save jobs and income for a depressed area where unemployment
was already around 13%. There was no labor-management committee as in
Jamestown, but John Ladd, the very able director of the Mohawk Valley Eco-
nomic Development District, performed the kind of leadership functiOns that
had been provided in Jamestown by Mayor Lundine. He and his associates
mobilized support in a five county area and among the employees, with the
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enthusiastic support of their union leaders. They secured commitments from
three banks for $2 million in loans, from the Economic Development Adminis-
tration for a $2 million loan, but all of this contingent upon raising equity
money of nearly $2 million within New York State: Furthermore, Sperry Rand
required that the equity money be provided within 45 days. The local group,
with the very active support of the attorney general and the Department of
Commerce of New York State and the Technical Assistance Center of the State
University at Plattsburg, carried through the whole program successfully, rais-
ing over $1,600,000 within the 45 day time limit. The money was provided pri-
marily by small investors, totalling over 3500, with the employees themselves
putting up about one-third of the amount.
The result of this community mobilization effort has been to save a 3% mil-

lion dollar annual payroll in a depressed area. It is providing jobs for 270
people, with good prospects for expansion. It will continue to provide about
$875,000 a year to area farmers and rural people who sell logs to the firm for
its raw materials. Also, the now employee-community owned firm is saving
$600,000 a year that it used to pay in overhead to Sperry Rand. (When I asked
a member of the Board of the new firm for an estimate of the value to the
Herkimer plant of the services it received from the Sperry Rand headquarters
in return for the $600,000, he gave me a figure of $1.50!)
The cases we have studied so far point to possibilities for local self help

economic development projects far beyond the imaginations of national planners.
Such possibilities can only be realized through local mobilization of human and
financial resources from the communities of labor, management, education, and
local and state governments. The federal government cannot direct this process,
but it can provide the essential economic stimuli. As in any innovative program,
some of the local projects will be failures and will be considered a waste of
money. However, as federal officials, monitoring the implementation of the Act,
learn from experience and research to distinguish between the more and less
effective programs, they can help local community people to recognize what it
takes to build successful human and economic development programs. In this
way, compared with past experience. the Human Resources Development Act
can become a model for a new federal-state-local relationship that is both more
productive and more democratic.
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February 25, 1977

AN ALTERNATIVE TO TRADITIONAL MANAGING

by

Mitchell Fein, PE

Abstract 

Traditional managing practices are de-
signed to operate in an adversary re-
lations environment, to obtain increased
productivity from a work force that is
not motivated to raise output. Workers
and management have opposing goals and
needs.

This paper discusses the shortcomings of
traditional managing and proposes a way
to create congruent goals for workers
and management which will benefit both.
The problems at the work place and
factors which affect workers' attitudes
toward their work are analyzed. Numerous
studies and experiences are utilized to
develop an approach to encourage workers
to increase their will to work and to
raise productivity.
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AN ALTERNATIVE TO TRADITIONAL MANAGING

Advances in management concepts, theories and practices and

the introduction of mathematical programming techniques are con-

verting managing arts and lore into a management science. The

trend in managing is toward closer and tighter control over opera-

tions. With computers able to process tremendous amounts of data,

systems designers are headed toward the ultimate, the Management

Information System, in which all organization activities are moni-

tored and controlled from a central point.

The paradox of this trend is that just as sociologists and

behavioral scientists are saying that employees want more parti-

cipation and freedom on the job, management science is enabling

management to exercise greater control over the workplace and the

workers. Management now has the means to get more and higher

levels of supervision involved in workers' tasks because they can

directly supervise through computer based controls and reports.

As management theorists advise that managers should delegate down

the line to give workers greater latitude in their work, the new

management controls enable high level managers to look over work-

ers' shoulders via the computer.

The move toward more sophisticated and tighter controls is

supported by managers who see no viable alternative approach to

productivity improvement than the close controls now utilized.

Thir choice is mainly how much resources should be applied to

the task. Management controls are designed to operate in the

adversary relations environment of the workplace, to compel

higher productivity from workers who are not motivated to raise

their output and help achieve managements' goals.
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Traditional management theory places full responsibility for

productivity improvement on management. Workers have no share or

voice in raising productivity, nor are their opinions sought.

Through the use of work measurement and labor reporting, perform-

ance evaluation and exception reports, deficient productivity and

substandard employees are pinpointed. By concentrating primarily

on the low areas and bringing these into line, overall productivity

is raised.

This approach is logical and effective, limited mainly by

how well it is implemented. The overall cost of maintaining con-

trol systems is high, counting the clerks, technical people and

supervisors involved; adding computer costs and support personnel

considerably raises costs. No voice is raised against these costs.

On the contrary, efforts are made to establish more controls.

Managers are convinced operating costs would be higher without

the control systems.

Problems with traditional managing practices 

Traditional managing recognizes workers' apathy and often

outright hostility to productivity improvement. All sorts of

approaches have been devised to gain workers' cooperation, but

none have materially changed worker attitudes.

One popular approach emphasizes goal setting and performance

appraisal as a way to direct employees' energies toward reaching

management's expectations. Managers and supervisors are hemmed

in by accountability systems and procedures. The fashionable

MBO, Managing by Objectives, has the manager strive to set higher

goals, which are then used to measure his progress.
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Work motivation approaches which appeal to managers usually

leave workers cold. Managers have difficulty understanding why

an able, hard-working employee will turn down an opportunity to

advance to a supervisory job, because workers and managers have

different attitudes and motivation toward work. The more moti-

vated an employee, the more he is attracted to individual goals

and measures. When roughly 85% of the work force is weakly

motivated toward their work,' managers should look to practices

which place less emphasis on individual attainment.

Appealing to the broad interests of a group or the entire

plant is contrary to conventional managing concepts, which pro-

pose that motivation plans should appeal to individual employees

so that each strives to improve his capabilities and performance.

As highly motivated persons, managers are attracted to approaches

based on rewarding individual merit. However, they are often not

sensitive to the needs of those not as highly motivated by their

work and they do not see that individual rewards may create

hostile attitudes among workers whose efforts are not recognized.

Three main motivation approaches are examples: suggestion plans,

conventional wage incentives, merit wage increases.

The suggestion plan, which rewards only employees who con-

tribute improvements, makes sense and appeals to managers.

Experiences show that suggestion plans generally do not elicit

employee involvement and cooperation. A case worth citing is a

well known large company which pays good wages and has excellent

relations with its employees and union. Their suggestion plan

paid employees 15% of a year's savings, with a policy of no lay-

1. Mitchell Fein, "Motivation for Work," Section 11 in HANDBOOK
OF WORK, ORGANIZATION AND SOCIETY, edited by Robert Dubin,
Rand-McNally College Publishing Co., 1976.

-at
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offs due to improvements from suggestions. An employee developed

improvements which eliminated three assemblers from each of six

lines, and he received a cash reward of $24,000. All eighteen

displaced employees were given their choice of other jobs and

their union seniority was fully protected. Management was proud

of its innovative employee and he received wide publicity. Some

employees were not that impressed: The award winner also re-

ceived a truckload of wet concrete on his driveway and the

windows of his house were smashed. Though no one lost his job,

some employees apparently felt that eighteen jobs had been lost

to the plant.

Visualize how these workers would have reacted if all emp-

loyees in the department had shared in the productivity gains,

instead of one employee receiving all. The ingenious employee

would then have been a hero among his peers. The resentment of

the workers was really against the system which singled one out

for reward while the rest suffered the loss of eighteen jobs.

The

and

greatest deterrent to suggestion plans is the peer pressure

ire of workers against suggestion innovators.

Conventional incentives tend to accentuate workers' narrow

interests. Though workers on such incentives strive to produce

more, they are not motivated to raise productivity nor to co-

operate with workers outside their group. In most companies

barely half the employees are on incentive, because so-called

non-productive work cannot readily be measured and this further

splits the work force.

Merit rating also fractionates the work force as some work-

ers try to move up in ratings. Knowing that only about 25% of

the group will receive merit increases at any one time causes
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jealousy. Many managers, especially those in union plants, have

long since given up trying to make merit rating operate as it

should, to motivate employees to work more effectively with more

sympathetic attitudes to management's goals. Supervisors well

know the adage that the squeaking wheel gets the grease; often

that is how raises are granted. Merit rating is a one way street;

with time, practically everyone gets to the top. Even if merit

rating induces an employee to more effective performance, once

at the top there is no further incentive for the employee to

keep trying.

Managers are generally aware of the problems they face but

they have no better alternatives, so they continue to do the

best they can within the systems on which they operate their

plants. When in doubt, they apply coercive measures to super-

visors and down to the work force. As a last resort, they

proclaim the institution of a new (sic) incentive plan: Work or

get fired.

Behavioral science approaches 

An alternative to the traditional management approach develop-

ed twenty years ago by McGregor, fashioned after Maslow's project-

tions, received wide and favorable consideration in the management

literature. McGregor's concepts, coupled with Herzberg's refine-

ments, proposed that worker interest and involvement in work would

be raised by enriching jobs and enabling workers to participate in

job decisions. They theorized that money is not a motivator, only

the work itself provides motivation.

Some daring management groups which set up pilot operations

based on the behaviorists' teachings reported they succeeded in

4
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raising worker job satisfaction and productivity and reducing the

traditional blues of blue and white collar workers. Yet when

these innovative experiments are examined after several years of

operation, it is found that none of the companies extended the

changes to their other companies and most of the original ventures

were discontinued.

Texas Instruments, one of the more innovative and competitive

companies in this country, was an early leader in job restructur-

ing and enrichment experiments. Several of their pilot operations

were widely hailed in the literature as significant breakthroughs

in raising worker motivation and involvement without financial in-

centives. Yet TI's management has not significantly extended the

concepts underlying the experiments to other company areas.

Non-Linear Systems embarked on a program embracing Maslow's

concepts. A recent article about NLS related that many of the

successful results reported in the literature were greatly

exaggerated; the experiment finally failed.' Though encouraging

results were reported for the Medford plant of Corning Glass, none

of the other Corning works adopted the Medford concepts. Many

articles about the Topeka plant of General Foods reported out-

standing accomplishments in raising productivity and worker job

satisfaction, yet the Topeka principles were not extended to any

of the other General Foods plants. A search by the author of thew

literature and of a number of companies reporting job enrichment

successes disclosed similar experiences.

1. Erwin L. Malone, The Non-Linear Systems Experiment in
Participative Management," THE JOURNAL OF BUSINESS, University
of Chicago, Vol. 41, No. 1, January 1975.



The early reports of the experiments impressed managers who

sought ways to reduce the adversary relations between employees

and management in their companies and to involve employees in

cost reduction efforts. McGregor's formulation of Theory X and

Y managing styles are legend. Labelling a manager as Theory X

minded is akin to calling him a redneck. Yet labelling the

traditional managing approaches as authoritarian and undemocratic

has not lessened their attraction for business executives with

bottom line responsibilities. Though the literature supported

numerous articles proposing that employee participation in manag-

ing would raise productivity and job satisfaction, managers did

not implement these concepts.

Despite the failures of the job change experiments, a small

number of influential labor, business and government leaders see

sparks of hope that the behavioral science concepts will lead to

ways of improving the quality of work life. If new efforts are

patterned after the past, these will probably repeat the failure

of the predecessors.

An insight into behavioral science experiment failures 

A recent National Science Foundation supported study at New

York University investigating worker motivation, productivity and

job satisfaction, examined over three hundred behavioral science

studies published in the United States dealing with the producti-

vity and job satisfaction of workers.1 The study pinpointed major

shortcomings of approaches to raise worker productivity and found

that increased productivity depends on two propositions:

1. Katzell, R. A.; Yankelovich, D.; Fein, M.; Ornati, 0. A.;
Nash, A., WORK, PRODUCTIVITY, AND JOB SATISFACTION. The
Psychological Corporation, New York, 1975.
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"...the key to having workers who are both satisfied
and productive is motivation, that is, arousing and
maintaining the will to work effectively -- having
workers who are productive not because they are co-
erced but because they are committed.

"Of all of the factors which help to create highly
motivated/highly satisfied workers, the principal
one appears to be that effective performance be
recognized and rewarded -- in whatever terms are
meaningful to the individual, be it financial or
psychological or both."'

This reads so well, makes complete sense, and is irrefutable.

Yet across the country most managers do just the opposite. Man-

aging policies are based on coercion in practically all plants;

workers are seldom rewarded financially for more effective per-

formance. The realities at the workplace are diametrically op-

posite from what is needed to raise job satisfaction and motiva-

tion. Though unintentionally, it works out that most workers are

generally penalized for doing a better job, so they oppose manage-

ment's objectives. Management senses the antagonism and its man-

aging and control systems are designed to operate in a hostile

environment, to apply pressure and coercion to workers, to get

them to do more.

Workers readily see that if they assist in raising produc-

tivity, some of them will be penalized; if they improve produc-

tivity, reduce delays and waiting time, reduce crew sizes, some

will be displaced and the plant will require fewer employees.

They receive no financial gains for their efforts nor are they

persuaded that increased company profits will benefit them in

the future. What employee will assist in raising productivity,

only to be penalized for his diligence?

1. WORK, PRODUCTIVITY, AND JOB SATISFACTION, op. cit., p. 10
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The "exempt" employees, executives, administrators, pro-

fessionals and salesmen, are treated differently. A manager does

not work himself out of his job by superior performance, nor is a

salesman's security threatened because he sells too much. An

engineer does not cause the layoff of other engineers by being

too creative. These employees anticipate rewards for their cre-

ativity and effectiveness.

When workers excell and raise productivity, the company

benefits and management is pleased, but the workers do not bene-

fit. On the contrary, in the short term their economic interests

are threatened, and some suffer loss of income. When exempt emp-

loyees are more effective, they are covered with glory; their

economic security is enhanced, not threatened. Ironically, the

relationship between workers and management actually provides

workers with the incentive not to cooperate in productivity im-

provement. Without realizing it, all most companies offer their

employees for greater dedication and for raising productivity is

the opportunity to reduce their earnings and job security. No

wonder workers oppose productivity improvement. The system

operates perfectly to demotivate workers. A more effective system

could not have been designed to cause workers to oppose manage-

ment's goals.

These realities of the workplace were minimized by the

behavioral scientists who proposed that enriched work and greater

job autonomy would encourage increased worker interest in their

jobs and in managements' goals. The poor results obtained by the

many job change experiments provide ample indications that more

than job design changes are needed to raise workers' motivation

to work.
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The main reasons the job enrichment experiments failed to

attract wide worker support and were abandoned are:

Traditional managing concepts and practices negated
the objectives of the experiments.

Employees in the experiments received no material
benefits from the programs; only management stood
to gain.

Traditional management theory teaches that more effective

operations and enhanced bottom line results come from tighter

controls that permit closer viligance over all activities, so

that lagging workers and activities are improved. Tightened

controls, however, cause increased resentment from employees who

resist producing more. Telling managers they should ease up on

controls to court employee cooperation goes against their exper-

iences, which are that tightened controls raise productivity and

reduce costs, even when labor relations are worsened.

Workers and unions did not support the job change programs

because they saw no material benefits for workers. Behavioral

scientists who counseled that workers would prefer enriched jobs

to their "boring" jobs, and that money was not a motivator to

higher productivity and involvement, did not comprehend workers'

needs. The job change programs failed largely because workers

had no stake in the gains or in helping to achieve management's

goals.

Requisites to gain workers' support 

An examination of who gains and loses as productivity im-

proves forces the conclusions that for workers to support pro-

ductivity improvement, a program must:

88-677 0 - 77 - 16
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• Reward workers for improved performance.

• Eliminate practices which penalize them as productivity

rises.

Many managers can see the logic of this conclusion, but they have

little confidence that workers can be sufficiently won over to

support management in productivity improvement to warrant any

relaxation of traditional managing methods that will dilute man-

agements' prerogatives and their control over the operations.

These managers are convinced they should not share with workers

the responsibility to improve productivity. Rather than involve

workers, they rely on tight management controls and increased

investment in capital equipment and technology.

Managers wishing to improve productivity through involving

workers will find support for their views in behavioral science

and industrial engineering study findings which agree on a prime

way to increase worker motivation. The NSF/NYU study team devel-

oped six critical ingredients of effective systems to raise job

satisfaction and worker motivation, headed by:

"Financial compensation of workers must be linked to
their performance and to productivity 

gains."

The NSF study found that when workers' pay is linked to their

performance, the motivation to work is raised, productivity is

higher and they are likely to be more satisfied with their work.

A study of over 400 plants in the United States found that

when these plants instituted work measurement, productivity rose

an average of 14.6%. When plants instituted wage incentives

where previously there was work measurement, productivity rose an

1. WORK, PRODUCTIVITY, AND JOB SATISFACTION, op. cit., p. 36.

t
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added 42.9%. The average increase from no-measurement to incen-

tives was 63.8%.'

Most managers know that pay tied to productivity will moti-

vate higher performance. From two-thirds to three-quarters of

all the sales forces in the United States use incentives.2

Approximately 78% of manufacturing companies have executive bonus

plans; the median bonus for the three top executives averages 42%

of their base pay. A study of executive compensation of 1100

companies listed on the New York Stock Exchange found that com-

panies which had formal incentive plans for their executives

earned on the average 43.6% more pretax profit than did the non-

incentive companies."

By any measure, pay tied to productivity is the most power-

ful motivator of improved work performance. Yet only 26% of

United States workers work under financial incentives. In some

industries, such as basic steel and sewn products, incentives

cover over 80% of the work force; in many industries no incen-

tives are employed. Few non-manufacturing operations are on

incentive.

The low use of financial incentives for workers in the United

States is due to several reasons:

1. Mitchell Fein, "Work Measurement and Wage Incentives," INDUSTRIAL
ENGINEERING, American Institute of Industrial Engineers, Sept. 1973.

2. Weeks, D. A., "Compensating Salesmen and Sales Executives," THE
CONFERENCE BOARD, Report No. 579, 1972, p. 6.

3. Fox, H., "Top Executive Compensation," THE CONFERENCE BOARD,
Report No. 706, 1976, p. 4, 5.

4. Brindisi, L. J., "Survey of Executive Compensation," WORLD,
Peat, Marwick, Mitchell & Co., Spring 1971, p. 52.
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Some managers are concerned that incentives will
diminish their ability to control the operations
and over a period of time the incentives will
deteriorate, causing labor problems.

Some managers believe that productivity improve-
ment is largely created by management efforts;
there is no need to share productivity gains.

Management's rights advocates believe that im-
provement is best shared periodically as in- -to
creases in wages and benefits.

Though there may be some merit to these arguments, is is un-

deniable that, from floor sweeper to president, all raise their

productivity when their pay is tied to performance.

Everyday experiences, numerous studies and common sense

support the thesis that if workers are to cooperate in producti-

vity improvement, they must benefit from the gains and be pro-

tected against adverse conditions created by productivity imp-

rovement.

Creating congruent goals 

Productivity improvement is a goal of. management, not of

workers. Management strives for raised output with reduced labor

input. Workers have no such goal; they mainly seek increased pay

and improved job security.

Workers and management strive in opposite directions. The

traditional relations between workers and management is a zero

sum game; it is win-lose. When workers gain wage increases

these eat into management's profits. Holding wage increases down

benefits management.

Workers and unions understand that increased productivity

in the long run also benefits workers. Reduced costs insure new

orders, jobs and the company's ability to pay increased wages and

4



239

benefits. But workers' attitudes at the work station toward

productivity improvement are usually hostile to management's

goals.

Management's productivity goal can become a worker goal

when workers share in productivity improvement. Sharing produc-

tivity gains is simple in concept and practice. A labor cost

base is established to make a product and when costs are reduced,

the gains are shared. To involve all workers, the entire plant

should be considered as a black box, comparing only the value of

the labor input to the labor value of the output. This approach

to sharing creates significant changes in workers' vested inter-

ests. Under the traditional relationship of workers to produc-

tion, they are motivated to enhance their narrow interests; they

want more of what they have and are little concerned with how

production fares around them.

With plant-wide sharing, however, theiz interest focuses on

how many units were completed in how many total input hours.

They are rewarded for reducing overall costs. Before sharing,

when there were losses through work delays, equipment breakdowns

or spoilage, only management suffered the loss. Under the sharing

plan, workers share the gains and the losses and are motivated to

minimize production impediments. Most significant, their con-

cerns shift to the whole box, to all areas which affect input

and outout. In this sense, their interests parallel management's.

Both gain and lose together.
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A new type of sharing plan

Utilizing ceiling and buy-back principles which are described

later in this article, a significantly new type of sharing plan

has been developed which meets the needs and objectives of work-

ers and management and provides ways to remove the traditional

limitations on productivity improvements. To differentiate this

plan from others, I have named it the Improshare Plan,' derived

from "improved productivity through sharing." It has these main

features:

Increased productivity of groups is shared by employees

in the group.

The past average productivity level is used as the measure-

ment base. The average man-hours required during a base

period to produce a unit of product is established as stan-

dard. This includes all so-called non-productive time such

as the work done by material handlers, set-up men, inspec-

tors and others involved in the group.

The value of the output of the group is the total units

produced multiplied by the past average man-hours standard.

With multi products, the total output is the sum of all the

products completed multiplied by their respective standards.

Everyone in the plant or department is included in the plan.

The input is the total man hours worked by the group.

Productivity improvement is shared 50-50 between employees

and management.

Gains are calculated weekly, with a moving average to span

several weeks to create a stable output level. Producti-

vity is shared and paid weekly. Losses are absorbed into

the moving average.

Man hour standards are frozen at the past average. Stan-

dards will not be changed when operations are changed by

either management or the employees, except for capital

equipment and technology changes, which are specifically

defined. Increased productivity will be shared with no

attempt to pinpoint whether employees or management created

the savings.

1. Improshare is the registered Service Mark of Mitchell Fein.
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An agreed ceiling is established on productivity sharing
earnings. The excess over the ceiling will be carried
forward to future weeks and eventually "bought back"
from the workers by cash payments.

The main constraints on the plan are:

Total unit man hour costs under the plan cannot exceeed
unit costs in the past. Costs must decrease as produc-
tivity is raised.

Management rights are not changed. All changes in
methods and quality must be approved by management.
Production levels, schedules, assignment of employees,
etc., are vested in management, as they were before.

Union contractual agreements are not altered.

The spirit of the Improshare Plan 

The Improshare Plan is designed to create conditions under

which workers and management benefit by moving on parallel paths

to a common goal: more units of product made in fewer man hours

of work.

Under traditional management without incentives, workers

are not rewarded for increased output. The full responsibility

for raising productivity falls on management.

The rationale for conventional incentives such as piece work

is that workers will raise their output for increased earnings.

These incentive workers have no concern for overall productivity;

they are only motivated to increase their earnings. In most

plants, only the production workers are covered by incentives.

a Those not on incentive are alienated because they do not have an

opportunity to increase their pay. Conventional incentives cause

workers to build protective walls around their operations to

maximize their earnings. They are very creative in innovating

ways of "making money with a pencil" which are practically im-

possible to eliminate; these substantially increase costs.
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Conventional incentives fractionate the work force and create

conditions which accentuate workers' narrow interests.

The sharing plan creates an opposite spirit. Narrow inter-

ests are reduced by rewarding the entire group for their gains.

Counting output only as finished units packed in cartons ready

for shipment and rewarding workers for productivity gains over

a base period focuses their attention on the need to reduce

labor input and increase product output.

As workers' interests are shifted toward management's,

the rationale for traditional managing starts to fade. When

workers become concerned with final outcomes, they will also be

more interested in how operations proceed inside the black box,

in the many details and production impediments that occur around

them which today they ignore or even encourage. Since producti-

vity gains are shared, whether innovated by workers or manage-

ment, conceivably industrial engineers, who today are disparaged

by workers, would instead be welcomed because workers would gain

from the engineers' improvement efforts. That would indeed

signal a significant change in the attitude of workers and man-

agers toward each other's interests and needs!

Experiences with Improshare Plans 

Improshare Plans are operating in a number of companies in

the United States and abroad. The first plan was established in

August 1974 in a company manufacturing furniture. After two buy-

backs, the employees are earning 30% additional pay and costs

have been materially reduced.

A
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A national corrugated container company placed four plants

on the plan; the average increase in productivity was 31%.

Management is weighing results obtained against their other

plants that operate with conventional incentives. After a

year's operation, the Improshare plants show comparable costs

to effective incentive plants; management controls in the

Improshare plants are greatly simplified, labor relations and

employee attitudes are good.

A company producing proprietary industrial products intro-

duced separate plans by product lines and by major operations.

A nonferrous foundry increased output by 18% and reduced foundry

scrap from 17% to 7% in several months. Another plant increased

output by 54%, with good control over quality. Several other

plans are also working well.

A small company producing consumer products raised produc-

tivity by 30%. During contract negotiations management demon-

strated to the union their inability to pay an increase manage-

ment agreed the employees needed to keep up with inflation, and

a wage increase was deferred for a year. The Improshare Plan

was installed and the employees are earning more than they would

have through a wage increase. Management's plight has been re-

lieved.

A large company which has its own construction crew to erect

new buildings and install all sorts of facilities established an

Improshare Plan for 150 construction mechanics and included

supervisors and managers. In the first six months productivity

increased 16%. The increase mainly came from better planning.
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An automotive parts plant of 500 was ready to discontinue a

product line because costs were too high and rejects were exces-

sive. An Improshare Plan was introduced for the 75 employees in

this product department to replace a conventional incentive plan.

In the first week of the plan, production was higher and rejects

lower than before. Three employees on a major operation shut it

down, called engineering and quality control, and told them they

would not operate the equipment until the machines operated

properly. This had never occurred before- Costs have been re-

duced. Improshare Plans are now being designed for other groups

in the company.

The list of companies and unions working with the plan grows

steadily. A plan designed for a bank will soon be operating. A

coal mine reduced costs per ton of coal and increased employee

take-home pay. A wood veneer plant reduced production costs with

equal benefits to the employees. A company distributing automo-

tive products is establishing separate plans for seven warehouses

around the country. A trucking company is establishing separate

plans for their drivers, garage mechanics and dispatchers.

Several plants with conventional incentives have retained

their incentive plans and established Improshare Plans to cover

employees not on incentive. A plan is being designed for a 425

bed general hospital to reduce patient care costs and improve the

quality of care as perceived by the patients. A number of

federal, state and municipal agencies are studying how to estab-

lish the plan for specialized public sector services.
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Several companies have not been successful with the Improshare

Plan. One company which had a weak, deteriorated incentive plan

in a department tried to replace it with Improshare with the co-

operation of their union. The department had six groups that each

assembled and packed products. Previously each group had reported

its own production and was paid on its productivity. Under the

Improshare Plan, the entire department output was grouped, in-

cluding miscellaneous assembly and non-productive work. The emp-

loyees were accustomed to work as small groups and most refused to

pool their output and share their work with others.

The lesson from this case is that the group should be homo-

geneous with the members dependent on each other. Putting six

groups together into one larger group was artificial from the

workers' view. This attitude is especially prevalent where

employees were on incentive or measured day work and were accus-

tomed to reporting their own time and output. Reluctance to share

output among members of a large group is often a serious obstacle

to the success of a group plan.

In another plant, shortly after a plan started to operate,

orders unexpectedly decreased and the work force was adjusted

accordingly. Six months later, orders rose sharply. Most of the

original displaced employees were not available and new employees

were recruited. The large influx of new employees reduced pro-

ductivity, cut off the sharing bonuses, and the employees lost

interest in the plan.
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Another company, which also had variations in orders and

employment, offset the effect of new employees by extra t
raining

allowances for new employees. More important, they hired slowly,

to minimize the effect on productivity. Their plan operates

well and they have had two standards buy-backs.

Open communication between management and employees is one

of the most important factors affecting success of the plan.

The more management can inform employees of what is occurring

to such things as productivity, incoming orders, future plan
t

changes, and even management problems, the greater the probab
i-

lity employees will come to sympathize with management's problem
s.

Management must also be open to employees' problems and act on

those which are reasonable. The candor of exchanges and the

degree of employee cooperation most often depends on the type of

climate encouraged by management.

Companies which have used the plan as a gimmick have had the

least success. Management's attitude and sincerity is readily

discerned by the employees. When they see the plan as a new form

of piece work, the plan will probably not work well. Employees

on conventional incentives such as piece work are not motivated

to cooperate with other employees and especially not with manage-

ment; they produce more because they earn more. The sharing

plan requires cooperation between employees and management and a

wholesome regard for each other's problems and needs.

Conventional incentives vs productivity sharing 

This paper is not meant to disparage conventional incentives.

Many employees, managers and unions prefer traditional practices
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which they have worked with for years. Some operations are

better suited to conventional incentives such as piece work.

There are pros and cons to both approaches. The overall

productivity of employees working on conventional incentives as

individuals will be higher than that of the same employees work-

ing as a group. When a worker's earnings depend on his own

efforts and ability, he is more likely to go to higher levels if

he receives his own gains. With group incentives there is a

general let-down by the top performers, who must share their

output with lower producers.'

However, individual worker output is only one factor in the

overall results. Also important is cooperation between workers

on different operations, worker creativity to improve operation

effectiveness, to reduce wasteful practices, to increase mater-

ials usage; in short, to do the things that are described by the

cliche: Work smarter, not harder.

Conventional incentives barely cover half the plant. When

the plant is covered by a group plan which only achieves half the

productivity gain of the individual plan, overall gains will be

about the same with both approaches. Costs are incurred in main-

taining an effective work measurement system and conventional

incentive program. These must be weighed against the much reduced

need for these activities in operating an Improshare program.

Under conventional incentives, grievances are continually raised

involving time standards and wage incentives. Productivity com-

parisons tell only part of the story.

1. Mitchell Fein, "Wage Incentive Plans," Section 6-2, INDUSTRIALENGINEERING HANDBOOK, edited by H. B. Maynard, McGraw-Hill, 1971.
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The goal of an Improshare Plan is to involve all workers.

The outstanding performances of a few individuals are traded for

an increased will by the entire plant to raise total productivity,

to produce more units of output with fewer man hours of input.

Measuring under an Improshare Plan 

Measuring productivity by comparing the labor value of pro-

duction to the total labor input is indisputable and valid. Only

acceptable product, packed ready for shipment, is counted.

Everyone in the labor force is included. In large plants a

department can be the group and the measure is the value of

labor added to the product in the department compared to 
the

total labor input in that department. This overall approach to

measuring productivity avoids the arguments and rationalizations

which occur with conventional accounting practice that separates

workers into those who work directly on product and those who do

support and service work. Engineers traditionally follow account-

ing practice and mainly measure productive operations. Labor that

goes into services, product repairs, maintenance and other such

work is usually not measured. Conventional incentives usually

cover only the production operations.

Determining how to measure is one of the most vexing prob-

lems in establishing a conventional incentive program, especially

for varied work. The main reason most conventional incentive

plans cover only a portion of the workers in a company is that

it is difficult and often impossible to measure productivity of

the so-called non-productive work such as maintenance, materials

handling, receiving and shipping, prototype and short production

4
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runs, and other varied work. Often up to one-half of the work

force may be on such work.

When measuring groups under the Improshare Plan, a reliable

measurement base is the average productivity over a past period.

Considering the total output of the group against the total hours

worked by the group permits the establishment of valid measures

which include all employees. This principle of measuring and of

productivity sharing is shown in a simplified example. A single

product plant of 100 employees produced 26,000 units over a 26

week period in which they worked a total of 104,000 hours. The

average time per unit is 104,000/26,000 = 4.0 hours. Suppose an

Improshare Plan is introduced under which the employees and

management share productivity gains 50-50 below the past cost of

4.0 hours per unit. In a given week, if 102 employees worked a

total of 4,080 hours and produced 1,300 units, the value of the

output would be: 1,300 x 4.0 hours per unit = 5,200 hours.

The gain would be 5,200-4,080 = 1,120 hours, with one-half or

560 hours going to the employees. Translated into pay, this

would be 560/4,080 = 13.7% additional pay to each employee.

Management also would gain 560 hours. Where originally the unit

cost of the product was 4.0 hours, the new unit cost including

productivity sharing payments is: (4,080 + 560)/1,300 = 3.57

hours. Thus costs have been reduced, including productivity

sharing payments to the employees. Grouping the entire work

force into a black box follows sound management thinking. Basic

management reports often show total tons or units produced bal-

anced against total payroll and employees. These are valid

measurements of overall productivity.
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This overall approach obscures details and may disturb some

managers. I am not proposing that production details should be

ignored. Rather, I believe that under productivity sharing emp-

loyees will be motivated to pay attention to details and prob
-

lems. If every employee just cared for his own work, what an

enormous difference it would make. Productivity restraints from

running out of work, machine malfunctions, quality problems and

myriad others would be reduced. There is enormous know-how and

creativity in the work force which today operates against manage-

ment. With employees cooperating with supervisors and engineers

to produce more product in less man hours, an entirely new climate

will have been created.

In plants with multi products, a measurement base must be

established which will reflect the past average productivity

for all products and of the entire plant. This was done for a

company with 350 employees, which produced 475 different products

made of machined and sheet metal components. The plant operated

under measured day work; that is, no incentives were used but

conventional engineered time standards measured individual emp-

loyee productivity. Since these standards only included the work

of productive employees and omitted about one-third who did all

sorts of so-called non-productive work, it was necessary to com-

pute the composite productivity of the entire plant.

The time standards for all the operations to produce each

product were totaled to obtain the overall engineered standard

time by product. Working from records of finished product trans-

ferred from production to the warehouse, the total was obtained

of each product made each week and for the year, which was then
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multiplied by the respective total standard time for each

product, to obtain the total standard value hours for all pro-

duction. The payroll ledgers were used to obtain the total

hours worked by all employees in the plant including all the

non-productive workers.

In the year the workers produced 255,000 standard value man

hours based on product time standards and worked a total of

725,000 man hours. The hours worked is much higher than the

produced hours because the time standards did not include any

non-productive work such as receiving and shipping, maintenance,

materials handling, machine set-ups, waiting for work, scrap and

salvage; also employees were below management's 100% measurement

standards. To convert the engineered standards to reflect the

previous year's productivity and to factor in all non-productive

time, a Base Productivity Factor (BPF) was computed:

BPF - 
Total actual hours worked 
Total standard value hours

The BPF represents the relationship in the base period between

the actual hours worked by all employees in the group and the

value of the work in man hours produced by these employees, as

determined by the measurement standards used in the base period.

In effect, the BPF is a means to use up" all hours worked and

to factor into the original standards all occurrences which were

not included in the standards. This approach is equitable to

employees and to management when management agrees they are

willing to use the past average productivity as the measurement

base from which to measure productivity improvements.

Members of national accounting firms agree that this

approach produces valid product costs which include all labor

88-677 0 - 77 - 17
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costs and reflects the productivity of the base period. In this

example, the BPF = 725,000/255,000 = 2.843. Multiplying all

engineered product time standards by 2.843 creates base value

standards to be used for the Improshare Plan which groups the

entire plant. All 350 workers, down to the floor sweeper, are

included and share equally in productivity improvement, in

relation to their gross pay each week.

A similar approach was used by a 50 employee plant producing

ten products. No time standards or cost records were available.

Improshare measures were established by the following steps:

1. Estimates were made of the total time required to complete a
unit of each product, from the first operation to packing
into a carton, but not including non-productive operations,
as follows:

min hrs min hrs 

A 30 .50 F 120 2.00
B 40 .67 G 150 2.50
C 60 1.0 H 210 3.50
D 75 1.25 J 275 4.58
E 90 1.50 I< 350 5.83

2. Totals of each product made during the past 6 months were
multiplied by the corresponding time estimate:

A 1000 x .50 = 500 F 1800 x 2.00 = 3,600
• 1200 x .67 = 804 G 400 x 2.50 = 1,000
C 1100 x 1.00 = 1,100 H 2050 x 3.50 = 7,175
• 925 x 1.25 = 1,156 J 600 x 4.58 = 2,748
• 800 x 1.50 = 1,200 K 1300 x 5.83 = 7,579

Total produced hours = 26,862

3. The total hours worked during the 26 week period was
26 weeks x 50 employees x 40 hours/week = 52,000 hours.

4. The Base Productivity Factor = 52,000/26,862 = 1.936.

5. Multiply all estimates by 1.936 and use these as average
past performance product standards.
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The rationale of the above two illustrations can be extended

to any size company producing all sorts of products or services.

An Improshare Plan was established for the Shipping Depart-

ment of a company by preparing a tally of pounds shipped against

the total hours worked by the entire crew for six months. This

average then became the measurement base. A BPF was not necessary

because the calculations already reflect the base period producti-

vity.

Non-producing or service departments can only increase pro-

ductivity by operating with fewer employees. For example, suppose

20 employees handled and shipped 2,600,000 pounds of product in

26 weeks, for an average of 8 man hours per 1000 pounds. On the

average the employees handled 100,000 pounds per week. If 16

employees could do the same work, the productivity calculations

would be as follows: The value of the work is 100,000 pounds x

8 hours per 1000 pounds = 800 man hours. The 16 employees work

a total of 16 x 40 = 640 hours per week. The productivity gain

is 800 - 640 = 160 hours. If management and employees shared

gains 50-50, the employees would receive 50% of 160 hours;

divided among the 16 employees, each would receive 80/640 = 12.5%

of his gross pay for the week.

Different approaches to measurement under Improshare 

An Improshare Plan can be developed for any operations. The

plan can be applied to one person or a thousand, to small groups

or to an entire plant. It can be used to supplement conventional

incentive plans; several plans can operate in a single plant.

The versatility of the Improshare Plan comes from the way



productivity is measured: hours output vs hours input. Dollars

should not be used because dollar costs vary; man hour costs are

relatively stable.

A large variety of measurement methods can be used for the

Improshare Plan, depending on the operations, work grouping and

the purpose of the plan. The following are the basic categories:

Gross measures:

Entire facility
By department
For non-incentive operations in conventional

incentive plant
To supplement conventional incentives

Estimated standards:

Job shop products
Proprietary products

Conventional work measurement standards:

Plant wide
Department and groups

Past actual costs:

By products; single plant
By products; multiplants

Improshare Plans can be used in combination with conventional

incentives to cover employees who are not covered such as those in

shipping, maintenance, warehouse, materials handling and receiv-

ing. The incentives for the production operations are not changed.

Improshare Plans are established for the non-production operations,

usually as man hours per finished unit of product. The objective

is to focus every employee's attention on overall improvement.

Using the past years' average as the base, increased produc-

tivity by these employees over the p-,st can be shared. This

approach is inexact compared to engineered standards, but when

past data is studied, it is usually found to be remarkably stable.
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Changes in products, methods and equipment can be reflected into

the standards by several methods. The ceiling and buy-back will

assure that Improshare sharing earnings do not run away.

Sharing through quality gains

Every plant working with an Improshare Plan experienced im-

proved quality and reduced spoilage. Since output counts are only

of finished product, packed in a carton ready for shipment, emp-

loyees exercise greater care to avoid spoilage.

In conventionally operated plants, employees do not gain or

lose as spoilage varies. With the stress on individual employee

productivity, supervisors and employees are more motivated to

maintain "safe" levels. With Improshare, everyone has the incen-

tive to reduce defective parts; losses hurt everyone. The

Improshare Plan highlights yield by only counting finished product.

Some companies have set up separate material usage plans with

gains shared semiannually or annually. Plans for maintenance

groups usually set goals to reduce maintenance supplies usage by

25%. Sometimes the savings from materials can be greater than

from labor.

Management gains through productivity sharing

The capital equipment invested in a manufacturing company

may range from $10,000 to $50,000 or more per employee. A plant

with 500 employees at $20,000 equipment per employee would re-

quire $10,000,000 invested in equipment. To increase production

by 20%, this plant would normally have to add about $2,000,000

in facilities. But if the work force can increase output by 20%

and no extra equipment is needed, what is this worth?



Fringes, payroll taxes, insurance and other such labor cost

extras range from 25% to 40% and more. If, in this 500 employee

plant, productivity is raised 20% and 500 employees do the work

normally requiring 600, management saves the fringe costs of 100

employees.

When an employee earning $5.00 per hour receives a 10% pro-

ductivity bonus because the productivity was raised 20%, he is

paid $5.50 per hour. Management's share is also $.50 per hour,

so that in effect the employee hourly cost is reduced to $4.50

per hour.' With higher take-home pay, turnover is reduced and

the company becomes a more desirable place to work.

Control of work measurement standards 

The keystone of an incentive plan is the system of work

masurement used with it; success depends on control of the work

measurement system.

Conventionally established time standards are set with meti-

culous care to identify and include all elements of the operation.

Management defines such standards as not representing pieces per

hour, but the work required to make the pieces. As operation

changes are made, the time standards must be changed. Emphasis

is placed on controlling time standards to insure against erosion

of the measurement system. Difficulties managers have with con-

ventional incentives arise from deteriorated standards caused by

methods changes made by ingenious workers who hide their changes

from management and, instead of producing more, create more idle

time for themselves.

1. The exact calculations are as follows: The company gets 120%
output at 110% pay; 1.1/1.2 x $5.00 = $4.58.



•

A

257

Conventional work measurement is micro oriented; standards

are in thousandths of a minute. Improshare measures are macro

standards for finished product, totalling all operations. With

conventional standards, when a change is made either by employees

or management in how an operation is performed, the standard is

revised to reflect the change, to protect the standards Employees

gain by hiding their improvements. With Improshare, standards are

not changed; production just increases. Improshare standards

are protected by a ceiling on productivity sharing earnings and

a buy-back of productivity over the ceiling.

The ceiling and buy-back are new principles I developed to

control time standards,' and are mainstays of the Improshare Plan.

The controls work as follows: Suppose a 50-50 sharing plan has a

30% ceiling on incentive earnings, which is 160% productivity.

When productivity averages 180%, the excess of 20 percentage

points is "banked" for future weeks. If productivity remains over

the ceiling, the standards can be bought back with the employees'

agreement, when all the time standards involved are reduced by a

factor so that, in this case, 180% becomes 160%. The employees

receive a cash payment of 50% of the 20%, projected for a year, at

their regular pay, (because this is a 50% sharing plan). A $5.00

an hour employee would receive a cash payment of $5.00 x 2000 hrs.

x 50% x 20% = $1,000. This buy-back is for management's right to

change the product standards. Simultaneous with the buy-back all

1. The ceiling and buy-back were first discussed by Mitchell Fein,
"Restoring the Incentive to Wage Incentive Plans," The Confer-
ence Board RECORD, November 1972. Details of calculating the
buy-back are contained in Mitchell Fein, "Rational Approaches
to Raising Productivity," Monograph 5, WM&ME, American Insti-
tue of Industrial Engineers, Norcross, Georgia 30071, 1974.
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time standards would be reduced by a multiplier of 1.6/1.8 
= 0.8889.

The ceiling and buy-back can also be used for conventionall
y estab-

lished time standards.

The controls necessary for conventional time standards actu
ally

inhibit increased productivity because workers resist chang
es in

standards; they hide their methods improvements. When management

makes standards changes, workers receive no benefits. With the

Improshare Plan workers receive 50% of productivity gain
s and

when standards are bought back they receive large cash b
onuses.

They have every reason to aid management in introducing 
changes

and contributing their own ideas. The ceiling and buy-back will

control Improshare standards far more effectively than c
an

traditional methods.

Conventional time standards are designed to operate in a
n

adversary relations system. Standards for measured day work are

management's definitions of a fair day's work and are used 
to

enforce a productivity level they believe is reasonable. 
Stan-

dards for conventional incentives are based on the fair 
day's

work concept but offer increased earnings opportunities to

employees who exceed the standards. Those who do not achieve

the standards may face disciplinary actions.

Improshare standards are not based on the traditional fair

day's work concept. These are used only to measure productivity

improvement and to share productivity gains, not to coerce work-

ers to higher levels. This difference between conventional time

standards and Improshare standards is the key to understanding

the role of standards in a work environment. The detailed micro
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elements of conventional standards and the need to control stan-

dards against deterioration are necessary for these measurements

to operate. The broad, gross standards are valid and necessary

for Improshare. Those concerned with work measurement must com-

prehend the measurement needs of the two different work environ-

ment systems.

Capital equipment and technology changes 

Even capital equipment and technology gains should be shared,

except that management must be assured of a prior return on its

investment. I suggest that expenditures of $10,000 or more be

identified as capital change; that 80% of the cost savings attri-

buted to the equipment be removed from the measurement standards

and 20% be left in. Since productivity gains are shared 50-50,

management is returned another 10%, so in effect management re-

ceives 90% of the gains created by the equipment. Workers would

then get 50% of all gains on equipment which cost less than

$10,000 and 10% of gains over $10,000. Technology changes would

be treated the same way.

If the employees received full credit for capital equipment

improvement rather than the reduced share suggested, the payback

period for equipment justification would be doubled and in many

instances would not permit new additions. Giving employees 10%

of the gain increases a three year payback to 3 years, 4 months.

With this approach, workers receive a share of productivity gains

made through capital equipment and they gain from increased

company investment in production facilities.
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Productivity calculations under Improshare 

Productivity measurement under the Improshare Plan is made

on average conditions. Productivity sharing calculations are

made on a moving average spanning a sufficient time to cover the

average production cycle time. If it requires two weeks to pro-

duce a product, a three to four week period will smooth out

fluctuations between weeks.

Typical calculations are shown in Chart 1, taken f
rom an

Improshare Plan which provides a ceiling at 30% 
sharing earn-

ings, equal to 160% productivity. The illustration also shows

how the ceiling operates. A four week moving average is used

for a 20 employee department. In week 4, the figures in columns

(Insert Chart I here)

3 and 4 are the cumulative totals of weeks 1 through 4. 
In week

5, week 1 is dropped and week 5 is added; in week 6, wee
k 2 is

dropped and week 6 is added. The gain for the week is the dif-

ference between column 6 and column 3, written in column 7;
 50%

of the gain is in column 8. The productivity share percent for

the four week moving average is in column 9, shown as colum
n 8

divided by column 3.

The mechanics of the ceiling are demonstrated in week 7;

column 9 shows the week's share to be 30.5%. Since it exceeds

30%, the figure is changed to 30%, the 975 hours in column 8 is

changed to 30% of the hours in column 3, which comes to 960;

the 1950 in column 7 is changed to 1920, which is double 960.

The difference between 1950 and 1920 in column 7 is then carried
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into week 8 in column 5. In week 8 the 30 hours in column 5 is

added to the cumulative hours in column 4, then added across.

This procedure assures that productivity over 30% is banked for

future weeks and not lost. When the excess hours in column 5

continue to increase, the time standards can be bought back.

The excess hours are not bought; only the standards are.

The moving average dampens wide changes in any week. Neither

management nor the employees gain by the averaging process. This

method is fairer to employees than the productivity calculations

under the Scanlon Plan, since loss weeks only affect the average

within the moving average span. The Scanlon Plan sets aside a

25% reserve of productivity sharing earnings for a year to wipe

out losses, causing employees to share in all losses. Experience

shows that once productivity rises, it usually stays up. If it

falls substantially below breakeven, the probability is that the

cause is beyond the employees' ability to remedy; this is a man-

agement responsibility. Losses due to major equipment difficul-

ties, engineering problems, materials shortages and such occur-

rences cannot be eliminated by workers. Yet under the Scanlon

Plan the 25% reserve fund could be depleted by such occurrences.

The moving average requires no reserve fund and it limits a loss

to the moving average period.

Differences between Improshare and other sharing plans 

Productivity sharing has been used in industry since the late

1800's. Scanlon and Rucker plans, which are special forms of

group sharing plans, have been used since World War II. Managers

are aware of the potential benefits of group productivity sharing,
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but few companies have inaugurated sharing plans. The low use has

been mainly due to the inflexible productivity measurements used

for Scanlon and Rucker Plans, which are influenced by many irrele-

vant factors.

Scanlon Plans set a single ratio of dollar labor payroll to

dollar sales shipments for the entire business. With changes in

product mix, market conditions and labor contract settlements,

the productivity measurements become distorted. Changes in tech-

nology and capital equipment cannot readily be factored out.

Employees readily accept changes that benefit them, but when

changes work against them, inevitably a new ratio must be negoti-

ated, or the program fades away. Rucker Plans use measurements

of value added in production. Like the Scanlon Plans, they use

dollar labor to dollar sales, lumping the entire sales volume.

Improshare Plans measure by product, using man hours input

against man hours output. Technology and capital changes are

readily factored out. New products are easily added. These

plans can be adapted to small groups and departments within a

plant, not readily possible with Scanlon and Rucker Plans.

Utilizing the base productivity factor method, conventional

measurement can be continued. With other plans, work measurement

is discontinued.

If you can't ship it, don't do it 

Initiating the principle of giving credit only for packed

finished acceptable product ready for shipment creates new atti-

tudes in the plant. The byword becomes: "If you can't ship it,

don't do it." Many traditional management practices are then

88-677 0 - 77 - 18
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brought into question.

Labor reporting, employee and department productivity re-

ports and even cost reporting have questionable value. If every-

one is pushing production, why bother to keep cost records?

Record keeping requires a small army who do not add value to the

product. Instead of introducing all sorts of new equipment to

handle the tons of computer print output, perhaps a more effec-

tive solution is just to eliminate the data and reports.

Management traditionally prepares detailed job descriptions

which prescribe that the operator is not responsible for inspec-

tion; an inspector has that function. Thus we have droves of

quality control employees. But when each worker is concerned

with his output and is careful not to spoil product, quality

should improve. Most employees are well able to monitor their

own work. Do we need so many in QC?

Production control is a perennial headache, which even com-

puters cannot handle. When workers want production to flow

smoothly, there will be less need for elaborate control systems.

Somehow there will be fewer shortages and less machine downtime.

An astronomical number of document copies are made in in-

dustry. When copy machines go down, activities grind to a halt.

The copying machine is now indispensable. Yet not many years

ago we fought World War II with no copying machines, and still

won the war! Like the copying machine, many other non-production

activities have proliferated which create no values; they only

add to costs.

If the entire plant adopts the new slogan and examines

management's sacrosanct procedures, we may see broad changes.
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But if these add to values shipped, and everyone shares, who will

complain?

Improved job security 

A program for productivity improvement must provide for

workers' job security. Though management cannot adequately

protect against economic downturns such as are now being exper-

ienced, there is much that can be done. Since job security is

such an important component of the work environment, managers

must look upon job security as an essential precondition to en-

hancing the will to work. While the idea is not new that

economic insecurity is a restraint on the will to work, its

effect often is minimized by managers, behavioral scientists

and industrial engineers involved in productivity improvement.

Job security is as vital to productivity improvement as advanced

technical processes and new equipment.

Managers must view job security not only in the social sense

of how it affects workers' lives, but as absolutely essential to

high levels of productivity. In plants without job security,

workers stretch out the work if they do not see sufficient work

ahead of them. They will not work themselves out of their jobs.

When workers stretch out their jobs, though it is hidden from

view, it is reflected in costs.

Managers historically have considered job security as a

union demand to be bargained as are other issues. This has been

a tragic error because whenever job security is lacking, labor

productivity is restrained. Paradoxically, job security should
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be established as a demand of 
management if managers hope to 

in-

crease productivity. What would happen in contract 
negotiations

if management started off by d
emanding that the new contract 

in-

clude job protection for the e
mployees? This radical act might

encourage profound changes in e
mployees' attitudes.'

Productivity sharing provides e
mployees with the opportunity

to help assure their job securit
y by assisting in raising produ

c-

tivity and reducing costs. In a competitive market even sma
ll

cost reductions can make a big 
difference in being able to secur

e

new orders. In the final analysis, the best 
assurance of income

protection is working for a prof
itable company that stays in

business.

Reduced work week with full pa
y

When orders are low and producti
vity is increased, workers

will run out of work. A different approach to sharing 
is then

possible: Work less than a full week and earn a 
full week's pay.

One arrangement would be for employees
 to go home when they have

produced 40 hours work for the week, 
which could be in four and a

half or four days. When the order volume returns, increased
 pro-

ductivity can be turned into extra pay.

Tantalizing prospects 

Productivity sharing is an alternative to 
traditional

authoritarian managing. The Improshare Plan develops condition
s

and practices which are diametrically op
posite to the tight cost

1. Mitchell Fein, "Job Enrichment: A Reevaluation," SLOAN

MANAGEMENT REVIEW, Massachusetts Institu
te of Technology,

Winter 1974, Vol. 15, No. 2.
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control methods conventionally employed to raise productivity.

Traditional managing requires exact time standards, indi-

vidual employee measurements, job descriptions and detailed job

instructions to assure that workers perform effectively.

Increased productivity does not directly benefit workers.

Improshare establishes a loosely structured environment in which

workers perform effectively because they want to and they bene-

fit from their efforts.

Traditional managing does not rely on worker cooperation;

managers marshall their resources and act unilaterally to achieve

management's goals. The Improshare Plan rewards employees for

helping to achieve a priMary management goal: more units of

production or service output with less units of labor input.

Congruent goals can be developed through Improshare Plans which

will enable workers and management to work together for mutual

gain.

Satisfaction of people with the work they do cannot be

turned on or off by manipulating job content or proclaiming a

new era of worker participation in decision making. Workers'

attitudes are formed from their experiences and what they want

from their work. Each person has the right to shape his own

values and seek fulfillment in his own terms. A democratic

society should strive for greater freedom in all aspects of its

citizens' lives and assurances against deprivation and job in-

security.

Managers must become more aware of workers' total needs and

create opportunities which workers will view as beneficial to

them. As workers and managers see there is more to be gained
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by cooperation than from conflict, they will find accommodat
ing

ways.

The road to salvation is so simple it appears incredible.

Increase workers' will to work by rewarding them for more ef
fec-

tive performance; simultaneously eliminate practices which

penalize them as they progress. This is all that need be done.

The productivity sharing described in this paper is the essence

of simplicity: Share productivity gains starting with today's

labor costs. The only magic in the plan is what workers and

management put into it: the will to gain together.
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STATEMENT BY CAROLYN SHAW BELL, COMAN PROFESSOR OF ECONOMICS, WELLESLEY
COLLEGE, WELLESLEY, MASS.

First of all, I would suggest that some programs, for example those intended
to alleviate the problem of prolonged unemployment, could be written so as to
depend on a specific unemployment measure rather than the overall unemploy-
ment rate. The distinction between job losers and job leavers is particularly
useful here. Published data already exist showing unemployment for these two
groups. Prolonged unemployment among job losers probably implies a loss of
production and income into the indefinite future unless specific efforts are taken
to change the labor market situation. If, however, programs are to be designect
that provide training and job placement improvement, then I would urge that
special attention be given to unemployment figures on new entrants and re-
entrants into the labor force. And here I would emphasize that the loss of out-
put from such workers is two-fold. Currently they, like the other groups of
those who have lost their jobs or who have left their jobs, are not providing
any addition to the total national output. But they are also being prevented
from acquiring skills and experience on the job. This type of training is ex-
tremely valuable as investment in human capital that will pay off in increased
productivity in the future.
I believe this loss of human capital has been insufficiently emphasized, for

it clearly supports the policy of creating jobs as opposed to merely extending
unemployment benefits. It also justifies changing the structure of jobs to in-
crease people's chances of finding work, and thereby improving their produc-
tivity. Specifically, I would recommend changing the WIN program so as to
open up more opportunities to women. Although almost three-quarters of the
WIN registrants are women, and one-fifth are volunteers, less than two-thirds
of the jobs provided go to women, and unlike the men in this program these
women are solely responsible for their families. I favor special efforts like the
local labor-management councils on productivity proposed in a bill introduced
by Representative Stanley Lundine, H.R. 2596 the Human Resources Develop-
ment Act of 1977. I believe more encouragement should be given employers to
create part-time jobs. And I also urge the Committee to support flexible hours
of work arangements. These and other efforts designed for particular groups
among the unemployed should mean that we look at a variety of unemployment
and employment indicators to assay the pace of economic recovery.





APPENDIX B

CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED BY THE HONORABLE
STANLEY N. LUNDINE REGARDING H.R. 2596
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NATIONAL LABOR RELATIONS BOARD

Washington, D.C. 20570

Honorable Stanley N. Lundine
U.S. House of Representatives
1608 Longworth Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Lundine:

Pursuant to your request, I have carefully reviewed H.R. 2596, entitled
the Human Resources Development Act, and enthusically endorse its concept
and objectives.

I am particularly pleased that the Congress under your leadership is
taking an innovative approach to a number of interrelated problems. I
concur in the view that better utilization of our human resources will
help to achieve the long-range goals of full employment and economic
stabilization.

As you may be aware, in addition to being a Member of the Board of
Directors of the National Center for Productivity and Quality of Human
Life, I am also on the Human Resources Committee. Consequently, your
Bill is of great interest to me and its enactment, in my judgment, will
fill a long-standing void. Perhaps the most important thing about your
Bill is that it recognizes a long pent-up need for an innovative approach
to achieving objectives that will restore American labor and management
to its leadership role in the world.

Your Bill has my enthusiastic endorsement and support.

Sincerel

\I
-1%

Betty S
Chairman

uthard Murp
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COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF 
THE UNITED STATES

WASH INGTON, D.C. 
20548

March 30, 1977

The Honorable Stanley N. Lundine

House of Representatives

Dear Mr. Lundine:

We have your letters of January 13, February 4, a
nd

February 14, to Messrs. Shafer, Bowlin, and mys
elf concerning

H.R. 2596, 95th Congress, which, if enacted, wo
uld be known

as the Human Resources Development Act of 1977.
 Since the

General Accounting Office has a continuing in
terest in national

productivity, I thought it appropriate to furnish
 some

comments.

We believe that the proposed legislation is a construc
tive

and innovative approach to the dual problems of
 unemployment

and productivity.

We believe however that the objectives of the proposed

legislation could be improved if it were amended to
 take into

account the following observations_

1. The Congress in 1975 enacted legislation (Public Law

No. 94-136) creating the National Center for Productiv
ity

and the Quality of Working Life. One purpose of the

act, stated in Section 102, was to establish an independ
ent

National Center to focus, coordinate, and promote effort
s

to improve the rate of national productivity growth_

Under the proposed HRDA, the National Center is not

even represented in the Human Resources Advisory Counc
il

and is relegated to a technical assistance role only at

the request of the Secretary of Labor.

We believe that the National Center should be the

focal point and in a leadership role in the Federal

Government's efforts to improve productivity and that

bills such as HRDA should be framed to strengthen that

role. Therefore we recommend that the National Center be

designated as the agency, under Section 3 of HRDA
 for

carrying out the purpose of the bill. Such a designation

would reinforce the intent of the Congress that t
he

National Center be the leadership center for th
e United

States' productivity effort.
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For the same reason we recommend that the functions
of the "Human Resources Advisory Council" can be
accommodated by the existing Board of Directors of the
National Center. This Board has broad representation
from industry, labor, university, and government.

We also suggest that Section 3(a) be amended
so as to provide for the use of the facilities, skills
or technologies available in the various Federal
agencies. For examole, a health management organization
might well benefit from skills or knowledge available
in the National Institutes of Health.

2. The bill in Section 3 (a)(1) provides in part that:

"In entering into contracts under this
section, the Secretary of Labor shall give
priority to projects which involve labor-
management cooperation."

Then in Section 3 (a)(2) conditions are specified
which in our opinion might preclude approval of any
projects that did not involve labor-management cooperation,
except for the special conditions relating to small
business as set forth in 3 (a)(2)(B).

Although 3(a)(1) and (2) are unclear we believe that
the conditions in these subsections are too restrictive in
that they appear to presuppose or predetermine that
the best or only ways to improve productivity, while at
the same time retaining employees on the job who might
otherwise become unemployed, are those set forth in the
bill. We believe such restrictions can be a deterrent
to the innovation and originality, attributed to the
private sector in the United States, which may be brought
to bear on the dual problems of preventing unemployment
while improving productivity.

We suggest that paragraph (a)(2)(A) of Section 3 of
the bill be amended to read as follows:

"(A) a project, involving (i) increased
participation of employees in problem solving
and the decisionmaking process, or (ii) increased
participation of employees, through compensation,

- 2 -
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or other benefits, in the gains associated with
increased productivity by employees, or (iii)
redesign of the tasks and responsibilities
connected within Particular units of employment,
or (iv) such other projects approved by the
Board of Directors of the National Center in
furtherance of the purpose of this act."

Our suggested change would allow for the development
of technological or managerial innovations which may
or may not also involve (i), (ii), or (iii), either
individually or collectively, but which would improve
productivity while sustaining employment.

This is also one of the reasons we believe that the
basic responsibilities under the bill should be vested in
the National Center. While some project Proposals might
best be evaluated and assisted by the Department of Labor,
others might more appropriately be evaluated and assisted
by the Department of Commerce or other Federal agency.
The National Center, being responsible for and interested
in productivity and quality of working life is in
an excellent position to provide impartial leadership
to the program and guide direction of the individual
projects to those Federal, private, or academic organiz-
tions best able to evaluate and assist the project,
should such assistance be required.

We also believe that the flexibility of the
Program would be enhanced by adding grant authority
to section 3(a)(1).

Whenever a new grant or contract program is estab-
tablished in legislation we recommend the inclusion of
specific language to provide for access to records and
audit authority, substantially as follows:

"Audit Requirements 

"Section 8. (a) Each recipient of Federal financial
assistance from the Secretary, under this Act, shall
keep such records as the Secretary shall prescribe, including
records which fully disclose the amount and disposition
by such recipient of the proceeds of such assistance, the
cost of the project or undertaking in connection with
which such assistance is given or used, the amount of that
portion of the cost of the project or undertaking supplied
by other sources, and such other records as will facilitate
an effective audit.

- 3-
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"(b) The Comptroller General and the Secretary, or

any of their duly authorized representatives, shall

until the expiration of three years after completion

of the prbject or undertaking referred to in the

preceding subsection of this section, have access (for

the purpose of audit and examination) to any books,

documents, papers, and records of such recipients which

in the opinion of the Comptroller General or the

appropriate Secretary may be related or pertinent to the

grants, contracts, subcontracts, subgrants, loan

guarantee or other arrangements referred to in the

preceding subsection."

If our recommendation to assign responsibility to the

National Center is adopted, then the language in Section 8 (a)

(b) should be changed accordingly-
{

Finally, we see in the proposed Human Resources Development

Act of 1977, if closely tied to the National Center for

Productivity and Quality of Working Life, a potential

for a contribution to the structure of United States productivity

far beyond the immediate objectives of the bill. It would

provide a test bed for a structure through which interested

parties in the private sector could present what they

believe to be meritorious productivity-oriented suggestions for

Government support, and provide a basis for a high level Government

Council to establish standards which could be used in evaluating

those suggestions. This in turn could provide the experience

for continuing interaction between Government, private (labor and

management), and academic sectors (with the National Center as

the focal point in a leadership role) so necessary to long range

improvements in productivity and auality of working life in the

United States.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on your bill.

Comptroller General
of the United States

- 4 -

.NMIL
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oo NAL° M. FRASER
544 0.4,4,cr. M1/44440,5

1111 House 04,304 1200.0045
252-225-4755

0131...<1. OFFICE
180 FrOEMAL COU.S.

511.4.1.0,15. MN 55401

612-725-2081

COngtOo tbe Zittiteb alate5
31)ou5e of 3atpre5entatibe

Wa5bington, •n.C. 20515

March 8, 1977

The Honorable Stanley N. Lundine
1608 Longworth H.O.B.

Dear Congre, ine:

INTERNATIONAL REL.?, ONS
COM M ITTEE

144N404.41-044.44. 0.44-4.4,--474445

DISTRICT OF COLU4,3IA
COM MI TTEE

Thank you for sending the materials cu. your proposed Human
Resources Development Act, and for requesting comments.

I would like to comment on a few area, of the bill. First,
I'm glad that you have added to subsection iii to Section
3a(2)(A): "redesign of the tasks, responsibilities and time
patterns connected with particular units of employment."
Job restructuring must inevitably accompany participation
in decision-making.

Secondly, I think it would be useful to list employee cooper-
atives among eligible types of projects, since employee cooper-
atives are uniquely suited to the purposes of the grants and
loans. Perhaps a good place to includc, employee cooperatives
would be in Section 3(a)(2): "through .,ntracts with.. .of the
Higher Education Act of 1965, employee cooperatives..."

Finally, I have a few suggestions for minor modifications
meant to increase the participation of women -- 40% of the
workforce--in your innovative project.

You might consider adding the head of the Women's Bureau in the
Department of Labor to the Human Resources Advisory Council.
Appointing the head of the Women's Bureau as a member of the
Council would ensure that the problems of yomen workers would
be considered by the Council. We do, after all, live in a country
where women on the whole earn less than two-thirds of what men
do, and are concentrated in the lower echelons of most job
categories while being segregated into other categories such
as clerical work.

In addition, I would suggest increasing the number of public
members to eight, and adding a statement similar to the following
to Section 4(b): "Every effort shall be made to include on the
Council as public members women and racial minorities, approx-
imately as they are represented in the workforce."
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A further suggestion is to note that every effort will be
made to ensure representation on the Council by the aged,
the handicapped and other groups of workers with special
needs. I add tHis suggestion very tentatively, since it
may place an additional burden on the bill_ However, it
is certain that a number of work-innovations bills will
follow your far-sighted Human Resources Development Act.
Unless we begin now to make sure that such legislation
considers American workers as a whole, we may perpetuate
and extend the unbalanced opportunities now available to
different groups of workers.

also think that some provision should be added to insure
that non-industrial "production" workplaces receive some of
the grants and loans. An example is clerical work, a field
that is more than 70% women. More and more companies are
moving toward "assembly-line" methods of getting work done,
such as word processing. Here, typists work in a steno pool
where they must meet quotas, perform extremely routine functions,
and have little opportunity for learning and advancement --
except to the role of supervisor. High turnover and worker
dissatisfaction are among the results. Key-punching, in the
computer field, is a simlar example.

Giving workers in these jobs the opportunity to work with
management in decision-making and work restructuring could
result in the same increased productiviity, employee retention,
enhanced quality of working life and increased employment
opportunities as in industrial production.

Your bill is an encouraging indication of changing trends in
American work life. I'm glad to hear that hearings have been
scheduled this month before the Economic Stabilization Subcommittee
of the Banking Committee. I'll be following this bill closely.
Please let me know if I can help in any way.

With best wishes.

\Dona„ed

88-677 0 - 77 - 19

Fraser
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111•41...
INTERNATIONAL UNION, UNITED AUTOMOBILE, AEROSPACE & AGRICULTURAL IMPLEMENT WORKERS OF AMERICA-UAW

C
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8000 EAST JEFF ,tSON AVE.

DE1ROIT.

LEONARD WOODCOCK, PRESIDENT EMIL MAZES, SECRETARY IRIASUlta
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PAT GREATHOUSE • KEN BANNON • DOUGLAS A FRASER • DENNIS McDERMOTT • IRVING BLUESTONE • ODESSA KOMER • MARC STEPP

March 11, 1977

The Honorable Stanley Lundine

Congress of the United States

House of Representatives

1608 Longworth Building

Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Mr. Lundine:

I have studied with some care both your Congressional

Record Statement on H. R. 2596, the Human Resources Development

Act, and the language of the Act itself. First of all, may I say that

the whole idea of creating more satisfying jobs and a more amenable

workplace is sound and is one further step toward the ultimate objective

of achieving industrial democracy. It is my view that increasing produc-

tivity should be the result of creating job satisfaction and that therefore

the greater emphasis should be focused on enhancing human development.

My own experience in programs which advance worker participation in

the decision-making process indicates that focusing on improving the

quality of worklife results in reduced absenteeism, reduced labor turn-

over, less need for discipline, improved quality of product, all of which

are desirable ends, both from the union and the management point of

view. I would urge, therefore, that the Bill be couched in terms which

stress the objective of human development and improving the quality of

worklife, out of which productivity will no doubt be increased.

Workers will probably resist efforts to increase productivity

if it means to them an increased work pace or the loss of jobs or a down-

grading in their wage rates. One of the essential requirements to receive

worker cooperation, it seems to me, is to establish as a matter of policy

that programs designed to improve the quality of worklife and to increase

productivity will not result in speed-up, loss of jobs or downgrading

(obviously reductions in employment and downgrading might otherwise

occur by reasim of the cyclical activities in the economy).

Beyond doubt, the Bill you propose moves solidly in

the right direction. I would urge consideration of the ideas set

forth herein.

Sincerely,

Irving Bluestone, Vice President
Director - General Motors Department
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ROBERT A. GEORGINE, President
JOSEPH F. MALONEY. Secretery•Treesurer
JOHN H. LYONS, 1st Vice President
THOMAS F. MURPHY. 2nd Vice President
S. FRANK RAFTERY, 3rd Vice President
CHARLES H. PILLARS, 4th Vice President

JOSEPH T. POWER. 5th Vice PresidentHAROLD J. BUOY, 6th Vice PresidentMARTIN J. WARD, 7th Vice President
WILLIAM SIDELL, 8th Vice President
ANGELO FOSCO. 9th Vice President
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AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LAIOR — CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS
1115 SIXTEENTH ST., N W , Suite 603 • WASHINGTON. D C

March 21, 1977

The Honorable Stanley N. Lundine
U.S. House of Representatives
1608 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman:

Your correspondence concerning H.R. 2596 is most welcome. The copy ofyour statement in the Congressional Record is particularly appreciated.

You have quickly proven to be an effective legislator and dynamic repre-sentative for your constituency. Working men and women, especially Buildingtradesmen, have greatly benefited from your sympathetic leadership.

The Human Resources Development Act of 1977 would, indeed, mean more jobopportunities and as a result, a better standard of living for America's laborforce. I applaud the direction and purpose of your legislation.

Please know that the Building and Construction Trades Department, AFL-CIOendorses an extension and expansion of the Comprehensive Employment and Train-ing Act. Our focus on CETA is based upon the judgement that the Administrationhas asked for and should be accorded the opportunity to incorporate many of theprovisions contained in your legislation into CETA. Such centralization shouldprovide more federal funds for the employment and training program.

It is essential for America to fully utilize the talents and strengths ofits total work force. With your continued support and leadership, I am sure weshall accomplish this goal.

If I can ever be of any assistance to you, I am at your service.

Thanking you again for your communication, I am with kind personal regards

Sincerely,

obert A. Georg'
President
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ainiteb 6tee1luor1er5 of America
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Mr. Stanley H. Lundine
Connittee on Banking, Currency
and Housing

1608 Longworth Building
Washington, D. C.

Dear Sir:

Received your letter dated Fehr-liar', 16, 1977, with resp,c1

to Human Resources Developement Act. In reading the Congressional
Report, I deeply appreciate your concern ahout the personnel on
lay-offs in industry, and the new approach for resolving this prid,mi

I noticed that our nun representatives in Congress, Pr..
Pettis and Mr. Brown's names are not on the list of sponsors for
bill. I will contact them personally and find out their feeli.1“C; no
this matter.

Sir, if there is anything more I can to to help you in
matter, please feel free to write.

•
Most sincerely,

Al Harnati, President
Local Union 2869

AM:lp
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COMMITTEE FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT. 1700 K Street, NW., Washington, D.C.

February 3, 1977

The Honorable Stanley N. Lundine
House of Representatives
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Stan:

Thank you very much for calling my attention to the
proposed Human Resources Development Act which you are sponsoring.

In line with your request, I am happy to give you my
personal thoughts on this proposal. The basic purposes of this
bill, and the mechanisms it would set up to achieve these purposes,
generally strike me as very constructive. It is highly desirable
to have the Federal government provide incentives for innovative
community efforts to increase productivity and foster better use
of human resources in both public and private employment. I am
particularly attracted to the emphasis your proposal places on the
use of demonstration projects and the requirement that a specific
evaluation be carried out in connection with each project. It is
also very encouraging that the proposed bill would explore the
feasibility of greater incentives for employers to keep workers
on the job during periods of cyclical downturn.

With best regards,

SCo.frely,

Robert C. Holland
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Westinghouse
Electric Corporation

C Burnham
Director-Officer

Hon. Stanley N. Lundine
Congress of the United States
House of Representatives
Washington, D. C. 20515

Dear Mr. Lundine:

Westinghouse Building
Gateway Center
Pittsburgh Pennsylvania 15222

March 9, 1977

After receiving your letter of February 14, I have read
several times your testimony and suggested Bill HR 2596. I agree
whole-heartedly with you about the importance of human resources
development in attaining improved productivity. Also, I wish to com-
pliment you on the very excellent work that you did as Mayor of
Jamestown in coordinating the labor-management productivity effort
in that city. I listened to the presentation at a seminar in Washington
by Jamestown people and thought that it was an inspiring story of com-
munity cooperation.

If the National Center for Productivity and Quality of
Working Life is continued under the new Administration, a number of
the activities mentioned in your bill might overlap the work of that

Center and its Board of Directors. In fact, many of the government
people that you are suggesting be on the Human Resources Advisory
Council are already on the Board of the National Center. The Board
of the National Center has a committee on human resources.

I could see funds being spent to get cooperative activities
started like the one that was carried out in Jamestown, but it is hard

for me to see how government funds should be allocated to keep people

on company payrolls when they are not needed for a productive job. I

do not believe that this is an efficient way to level out the production

cycle.

Job security is important to productivity improvement,

and some funds could well be used to study and experiment with methods

of leveling out production cycles such as stock piling, evening out of

orders, etc. I do not believe that employes who might be laid off during
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a period of cyclical unemployment would necessarily be the ones who
would do a good job of studying how to solve the problem.

Money spent to improve working conditions should
probably not be supplied by the government but should be furnished
by industry itself so the cost gets into the product price.

Sponsoring of additional education courses and addi-
tional training for people who have been laid off for any reason would
be preferable to just paying unemployment compensation, and this
need might be provided through your bill, although I believe that other
government programs cover this.

Again, I commend you for raising the issue of the
importance of human resources in improving productivity. The
important basic social and economic issues must be faced, and it
may be possible for your bill to help do this and still be compatible

with other efforts to improve productivity in the United States. Tech-
nology, capital investment and government regulations must be con-

sidered in addition to the human resources factor.

Best wishes for success in your effort.

Sincerely yours,

L "A -1

71•
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Massachticetts Institute of Tec hnology
Alfred P. Sloan School of Management

50 Memorial Drive
Cambridge, Massachusetts, 02139

February 25, 1977

Stanley N. Lundine

Congress of the United States

House of Representatives

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Congressman Lundine:

I agree with you that a large part of our relatively poor

productivity performance can be traced to labor-management problems

and the cyclical swings that our economy has taken. In a world

of job shortages it is rational for each individual to preserve

his own job and skills by opposing technical change. I would

argue that the job tenure system designed by the Japanese promotes

efficiency for a number of reasons. If you are not going to be

laid off, you can accept technical change without fear of becoming

unemployed as a result. You also quickly come to see that the

only way to raise your own income is to raise the productivity

level of the entire operation. Guaranteed jobs in the private

sector can lead to more productivity rather than less.

Thank you for your letter on the Newsweek column.

Sincerely yours,

LA\ .

Lester C. Thurow
Professor of Economics and

Management
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CUMBERLAND STEEL COMPANY
Cumberland Turned and Ground Steel Bars

Cumberland. Maryland 21502 USA.Area Code 301/724-1370

February 25, 1977

The Honorable Stanley N. Lundine
House of Representatives
1508 Longworth Building
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Stan:

I was certainly pleased to hear that you have submitteda bill to the Congress based on the Labor Management Conceptas initiated in Jamestown, New York:

I am sure that there will be ample support for yourbill in the House and the Senate so they will act on itfavorably.

I will drop a note to my good friend, Goodloe Byron,
and ask him to support this measure.

Incidentally, we are well under way with our committeehere in Cumberland, and have an In-Plant Committee at
Cumberland Steel Company.

Best regards:

Sincerely,

CUMBERLND TEEL COMPANY

George M. lyck
President



2S8

Cummins Engine Company, Inc.

Lakewood, New York
14750

Jamestown Engine Plant

March 18, 1977

Congressman Stanley N. Lundine

39th District, New York

Congress of the United States

House of Representatives

1608 Longworth Building

Washington, DC 20515

Dear Stan:

You are to be congratulated for an excellent job in 
the development of

HR2596, The Human Resources Development Act. I have shared your letter

and the copy of the bill with others within our 
company and the bill's

intent has met with universal support.

It is unfortunate that we, in industry, must depend 
upon the Federal

government to provide incentives to us to be innovative 
in the areas

of labor-management relations and work place improve
ment. The leadership

that this bill offers would, however, provide additi
onal means to facilitate

change.

I find the logic in your speech of January 27, 1977, to
 The House of

Representatives, to be consistent with discussions you 
and I have had

before. The goals of the legislation are important ones and rig
ht on

target.

I would not suggest any changes in either the intent 
or in the basic

provisions of the bill. I would, however, offer several additional

points for possible inclusion:

There are some provisions within the Wage and Hour L
aw, Walsh-

Healy Act, and National Labor Relations Act which make 
it difficult

to make changes which both labor and management might 
want. A

potential addition to the bill might be a provision whi
ch would

permit labor and management to agree to waive specif
ic provisions

to accomplish change. An example might be: if labor and management

agreed that a flexitime arrangement was desirable, they
 could waive

the provision within the Walsh-Healy Act which requires
 companies

performing work under government contract to pay overti
me over 8

hours.

The bill, by implication, focuses on unionized plants. Some wording

might be added to provide the same encouragement to non-union 
plants/

companies. Some additional safeguards for the employees might have

to be written into the bill.
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. An option which might be more palatable to some industries would
be for tax advantages to be awarded in lieu of demonstration grants.

As a means to spread the concepts and results developed by industries
participating in the programs, some additional means of follow-up and
dissemination of results would be helpful to other industries. The
process developed to diffuse new concepts is important to the ongoing
success of the program. Most efforts to date have occurred from
within industries by people who have concerns about management
techniques and who have researched what other companies have done
and what has been successful.

The governmental impetus and financing arrangements may help start
innovations but the long range impact will primarily be the result
of education relative to what has been successful and the perceived
reduction of risks in the corporate environment.

The roles of FMCS, Human Resources Advisory Council and National
Center for Productivity and Quality of Working Life are unclear.
It is important that skilled people from these entities be involved.
They must be facilitators to the process rather than road blocks.

The above comments are made for the sole purpose of possibly enhancing the
effectiveness of the bill. Some of the additions may not be practical or
acceptable to all segments of the population. The bill, as written,
provides an important step in the right direction and has at least my
support regardless of whether the additions might be incorporated or not.

I would like to offer my services to be of help to you in any way that I
may. I would be happy to meet with you to discuss the bill at your con-
venience. With the reaction I have received from the people I have spoken
to in Columbus, I believe that some of them would be very willing to also
meet with you to discuss the bill.

Good Luck! Let me know if I can help.

Sincerely,

p,c-h
-Kant Manager

R. R. Allison/cm
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Newspaper Quad OF THE TWIN CITIES

of Minneapolis and St. Paul •

512 Nicollet Mall, Minneapolis, Minnesota

Stanley N. Lundine
House of Representative
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Lundine:

loco' No 2, The Newipaper Guild, All (10

March 1, 1977

The executive board of the Newspaper Guild of the Twin Cities,

AFL-CIO, has endorsed the concept of your bill H.R. 2596, the

Human Resources Development Act, and I have been authorized to

contact all of the Minnesota Congressmen and Senators requesting

their support. We have joint labor management committees in

nearly all of our local contracts. I am particularly interested

in the success of your bill.

If I can help in any other way, please let me know.

Sincerely

I/ ,
John Carmichael
Exec. Secretary
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'Labor'.

Committee of Clinton County
February 28, 1977

The Honorable Stanley N. Lundine

1608 Longworth Building

Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Mr. Lundine:

On behalf of the Clinton County Labor-Management Program I would like to

commend you for your efforts to further the concept of improved productivity

resulting in the creation of additional jobs. Your recent support of the

Human Resources Development Act undoubtedly will do a great deal to assist

this whole movement. We in Clinton County are highly appreciative of your

leadership.

In conjunction with our interests in Labor-Management programs, we have

written to Mr. Ammerman in support of your legislation. Hopefully,

Mr. Ammerman and the other members of the House will continue to assist you

in passage of this bill.

In the event that our Labor-Management Program can be of any assistance to you

in your work in this area, please feel free to contact us. We are indebted to

Jamestown for hosting our CORE Committee during our visit last year and the

very example of success which they have established.

Sincerely yours,

Francis J. Cornelius

Program Coordinator
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