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During the last decade, decision making by cooperative labor—-management

committees has created a context for viewing informal and non-contractual
. oo . o

negotiations (Zager and Rosow, 1982; Van de Ven and Joyce, 1981). Moreover,

. &
labor-management committees provide a context for considering small group

decision making as negotiation. Such an approach contrasts with theories.of
small group decision making that posit fixed dtages or phases of interaction
(Bales and Strodtbeck, 1951; Fisher, 1970). Indeed, these theories recently

. a \
have been criticized in, the communication literature (Poole, 1983; Poole, 1981) -
‘ ' for being excessively rigid and too narrow in scope. Organizational scholars,

in turn, have shown an {interest in broadening thl concepts of negotiatioh

(Bazerman & Lewicki, 1983; Strauss, 1978) and decision making (Tompkins and
. 1
Cheney, 1983; Lindblom, 1981; March, 198l). Kochan and Verma (1983, p. 15) and

a

Lindblom (1981, p. 245) both note that efforts to enhance these concepts are

based on interpretive appyoaches to organizations. Thus, an 1nte;p($tive

‘ )
approach is used in thi's paper to transforin the concepts of decision making and

negotiation by exploflng the metaphér of "decision making as negotiation."
B ' .

!

4 First, however, the opposing metaphor "negotiation as (joint) decision_
making"” is examined; Gulliver's (1979) theory of negotiation is summarized -and
some of the }mplications fo; the relationship of negot?ation and decision .
making are delineated. Second, two case gtudies are preéented of decision
making by cooperétive labor-management .(QWL) committees. These case studies
are then viewed in' light of Gulliver's theory of négotiation“as well as in-

[

1ighk of the metaphor of deci@i?n making as negotiation.
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Negotiation as Joint—DeéL@ion Making

~

Cuﬂliver (1979) has presented one ofhﬂhe most lucid and deéailed theories of
negotiationi the process of settling disputes through joint decision-making.
Thg concept of é}gééEg applies to conflicts between individuals or groups
(Gulliver gefers to both with the term, party) which are véfced in_public and
involve people in addition to the parties in confiict. Negot;ation, as
Gulliver (1979, p. 79) defines the te{?x_onix occurs in light of a public

dispute; private conflicts, in contrast’} are settled directly and solely by the

’

-interactants through “"dyadic adjustment”. Although negotiations usuall&

R
.

involvé\5upporters, representatives, or third-parties, the disputing parties

jointly decide upon how to resolve their conflict. 1In other words, a

third-party adjudicator does not make the decision for  the negotiators. Hénce,
the outcome of the negotiation "reflects the relative strengths of the parties

in terms of their resources of material and symbolic power and the contraints
_ . .

of moral And practical rules and values in the society” (Gulliver, 1979, p.

80).
¢ . ,
Two models that describe. the processual patterns of negotiation are central

. ‘v} . v
to Gulliver's theory; one 18 a cyclical model of the exchange of information

-

S

between th® negotiating parties, and the other is a developmental model of the
negotiation. This latter model views the negotiation as a series of stages, .

from the initial confrontatjon to the final outcome. Gulliver uses the analogy

of a moving automobile to describe the relationship between these two models.
The cyclicaL\Todel of information exchange and learning serves as the engiﬁe

for negotiations, the process which turns the wheels. The developmental model
» -

maps the progress of the negotiations and serves as a guide fo; the journey.

<

$The cyclical model (Figure 1) shows that the exchange of . information has a

variety of effects: By FGCeiving<§ﬂTormation from eacﬁ other, the disputing

§
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parties may either change thelir own preferences or their set of expectations
- t
about the other party's preferences, or both. . -

[}

Gulliver stresses that the developmental model (Figure 2) idealizes the
general pattern of movement that chara®terizes succesful negotiation; he v

vepeatedly states that for any actual case .of negatiation, one or more of the
. . \ . e
phases may be absent, condensed, and/or further divided into other

Yy P

subprocegses. ' .
! Sumhmarily,® these phases are (1) the search for an arena for the

negotiations; (2) the formulation of an agenda and working definitions
of the issues in dispute; (3) preliminary statements of demands and
offers and the exploration of the dimensions and limits of the issues,
with an emphasis on the differences between the parties; (4) the
narrowing of differences, agreements on some issues, and the
identification of the more obdurate ones; (5) preliminaries to final
bargaining; (6) final bargaining; (7) ritual confirmation of the final.
outcome; an&, in many cases, (8) the 1mplementation of the outcome or
arrangements for that. (Gulliver, 1979, p. 82) )

The eight conceptually distinct phases may more or less parallel actual phases

in chronological time: Some phases may take only minutes or hours to occur

‘ Yy . o
while others may take years. .(/

The Relationship between Negotiation and Decision-Making

Each phase of negotiation is constituted and maintained by the negotiators’

joint decision-making. Viewed more speculatively, the traditional ¢
o ’ *

decision-making situation--as demarcath by Bales adﬁ Strodtbeck's (1951) seven
conditions for their three-stage model or Fisher's (1970) seven criteria for

his four—phase model--can be located between phases three and seven of

.

Gulliver's developmental model of negotiation. For example, the orientation

)

phase of both Fisher:s and Bales and Strodtbeck's models seems quite similar to
the third phase of Gulliver's model, while the sixth phase (final bargaining)

of Gulliver's model is similar to Fisher's decisign emergence phase, as well as
X
s

By
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] \ .
'Bales -afd Strod{!gpk's control phase (see Figure 3).
L 3

All group decision-making, however, is not just a subset of negotiation, nor
@ is all negotiatjon just a more expansive view of group decision-making. The .
crucial point of similarfity and difference between ‘the two processes 1is whether

d "an issue has become a point of dispute within a group and whetZ;gﬂthe group has

become polarized upon the issue:. Certainly some casés of grou decfsionimaking

2
do <enter upon a clearly disputed 1s;ue, while other caées‘of group
decision-making simply serve to reduce uncertainty among group members as to a
céufse of action. In the former case, soge éroup membefs do v1e3 other group K
members as ogbonenté, and group decision-making may then be viewed as a form of
negotiation; in the latter case, group members do not view each_other as
opponents. Since boéﬁ Fisher and.Baleé and Strodtbeck consider conflict
necessary for their respective models of dec;sion—ma&ing, it would seem that
there is considerable overlap betwéén their models and Gulliver's modal of
negotiation.

~It is fairly clear tpat the process of exchanging information (the cyclical
model of negotigtion) also occurs within decision-gaking groups. The
applicability of thig cyclical model go decision-making depends upon the
attitude of gréup members. Do they vie; each other as col}eagués or as
opponenﬁs? The latter case al%ows a very straightforwhrd application of thg

cyclical model of information exchange to group}decision—making. However, even

the former case would seem.to involve some sort of information exchange and

-« .

-— e —_— JR AL

~Tlearning. The diffégéncé between the two situations of group decision-making

perhaps would be in therwillingness of group members’ to exchange information. . ”

N -

Common sense indicates that colleagues would be more willing than opponents to

disclose and receive 1nforﬁation.

N L)
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History and Structure of the QWL Progran .

The two labor-management committees that are examined in this paper are part
of a Quality of Work Life (QWL) Program which was established ing 1976 based on

ah agreement signed by the city, a union locatl, and" a local university to

>

develop a cooperative 1a53}~m329gement program that would imprd?e both the !

quality of the working conditions for municipal employees ands, the serGT%es

provided by the city government. This agreement stated that the program would

be an experiment for 24 months; funding for the program wds provided by a"kfant

*

from the federal government, and it was supplemented by the city and the union

local. The program held its first bfficial meeting in late 1976, and bw 1978
. ' | y o
the program had grown to include two divisions within the city; At the end of

1978 the city-wide committee decided that the program should be continued, and

a program-wide retreat was held to draft a set of principles for the program
N

which was nbw funded solely by the city and the union local.

A

The QWL Program's Operating Principleg,

Fivé ma jor prinictples for the dyL program were‘identified during the
retreat: communication, éttitude, cooperationf'responsibility, and
experimentation. These principles were ar&}culated as follows: . ’

1. Communication means the wiliingness to share 1nformat16n with an open

mig@ aéd to recognize and to respegt that theré'are'different opinions.

2. An attitude of mutual trust promotes an atmosphere of mutual respect and

open~mindedness.

-

3. TCooperation between different groups of employees, different levels'of

' ) management, ,and different ‘units or areas of the city means that program
) . b W i
incorporates a wide range of individual, group, and institutional
. . ;

1 . interests,

2

4. Responsibility means that program members have an obligation to identify

g
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the goals of their work grgup, to analyze, lnvestigate,.plaq, evaluate,

4 ;
" and pursue these goals in a mutual manner. -

5. Experimentation allows program members to test proposed changes., and it
allows changes  to be made within one area of a division or the city

without affécting the operation of the rest of the division or city.

-

Expansion of the QWL Program ~
The_city—wide commlttée decided t; expand the QWL program to include a third
division in the fall of 1981.: Thi§;exPagsion meant that approximately 1200
city employees would be afchted by the program since there are roughly 400
employees in each one of the three divisions. Considerableﬁkffbrt wés expended
by third p;rty facilitators, unibn officials, and citf administrators 1n,1ay1ng

-

>
the foundation for the new worksite committees; the first worksite-level

4

committee did not meet until the beginning of 1982. Much of the time spent in

the interim was devoted to determiningvthe structure of the proposed
* 3

] : . -
division-wide program, the mak®—up of the membership on committees, times and /

.sites for holding meetings, and c&nduCting eleqkions of representatives from

~ -
- [

the workforce for membership on the committees. The extensive planning and

discussions undertaken to establidR the new division of' the program were
! N

analogous to the.procedures followed during the initial establishment of the

progrdm in the gther two divisions in the city and indicates the context of

*
’

U negotiation in which the‘QWL program exists., -

The QWL Program's Commitiee—-Based Structure

2

¢

parallel structure of four levels of committees: (1) a city-wide committee,

(2) a department-wide committee, (3) a number of'divisien—wide committees, and

(4) many worksite committees. While the structure 'of the QWL program parallels

the hierarchial structure of the city administration, the ‘locus of control is
> . . . ‘

\

Co ' o~the~tityl9worgaﬂiza%ienT~cherHL_p:ogram_offarsﬂanﬂalggEQQE@ §9§J_“ﬁn_
Ny .



decentralized. The worksite committees are empowered to make decisions that

directly effect their working conditions, but they can not violate city-,

departmental-, or division-wide rules. However, a worksite committee can
: {

suggest experiments to the higher level QWL committees so that changes in rules

can be implemented on a trial basis. IQ short, the QWL program proﬁides lines

of communication between city employees and managers that would not ordinarily

exist. This enhanced comminication network occurs because of the make—up of

> 3
.
the committees..

Worksite committees consist of both fixed and ebected positions. Fixed
positions are seats on the committee for people who occupy certain management
ana union roleq; generally, the wokksi@g manager and assistant manager have
fixed positions*as do the union stewara and a designated unibn assistant.‘ The
elected positions are more variable in nature; each committee sets up

guidelinés for elections and determines how the workforce should be represented

-

in the committee.
The division-level QWL committees include fixed positions (the worksite

thanagers and union stewards as well as the superintendent of the division) and

L}

-e2lected representatives (generally the chair of the committee) from the

. 3
worksite committees. Representatives elected from the division-level

.committees sit on the department-level committee which includes the director of
. . -

the department. The city QWL committee more or less serves as a steering

-

committee, and it includes the Mayor, selected members of his cabinet; the

~

3

President of the union local, and seleéted bbard members of the union local.

////gsé\yarious types of committee meetings serve the cboperative needs of the

labor union local and city management as well as individual workers and
supervisors by providing the following settings: (1) an arena for settling

disputes that arise at the workplace; (2) a place in which technicak,

-

¢ -



work-relatéd problems can be discussed and sometimes solved; (3) a forum in

wﬁich cooperative labor—management decision—-making can occur regarding wofk

rules or policies; (4) a testing ground in which ideas for imptroving the wgrk

. A
' place may be developed and experimentally implemented; (5) a place and tine in

which “"gripes” and "bitching” about work relations may be aired; and (6) a ‘
v . *
"neutral” place in which work related roles %nd status may be transformed and

through which emergent social relationships may be developed and maintained.

The QWL Program's Consensus ‘Decision-Making Process (

Every QWL committee attempts to follow an informal procggé‘of consensus :

decision—making in which each member voices an opinion on an issue; if

T

\

dissenting views are not voiced, thg}committee assumes that a consensus «exists

§

on an issue. Normally, therefore, fotmal votes on issues do not occur; when

s

disagreemehts do arise, committee members attempt to reach a compromise or
suitable settlement-thréugh informal discussi owever, even thohgh-each QWL

v \\ " committee member has the power to persuade other gommittee members, including .

> a

city administrators, these same administrators have the power to veto any
- . . Y
suggestion: Such vetos rarely occur without the coOmmittee as a whole reaching

. ' v T -~
ah dnderstanding of at least the rationale for the refusal. eMoreover, the’

striving for consensus deéislogs‘offen leads to'a reluctance on the part of the _
[ . N ‘
worksite manager (and even higher level administrators) to directly veto

something the rest of ‘a worksite committee considers worthwhile. For this and
other reasons, some 1{8s3ues are not rggolved by the worksife c;mmittees. In

N . . ’ .
these 1nstanc%s, Ehe.committees have recourse to.the divisionf, dqpartmen&-,
and’tity—wide committees. Generally, thgsg committees are ap?roached'in”
successive order, but most issues Are a;dréSsed at the division level.

However, experiments*which would requiré a change in the city work-rules and/or

the union contract are referred to the city-wide.committee.

. ‘ st , .
Q | o l(J ' ‘ 1




Case One: The 25 Cémmittee's DiScussion‘gg Flextime
I

For over two and 1/2 years the DR committee discussed a flextime schedule at |

-its worksite, but in the course of only one_mgeting it decided to disband the
.ggbcommittee which was 1ﬁvestigat1ng the flextime schedule, The chair of the
fiextime subcommittee (VRG) 1mmegiate1y challenged this.dgqision at a division
1evé1 QWL meeting. . He argued that so;e members had not had a chance Lo openly
voice their opinions at the meeting, and he requested that tﬁe division-level
committee order the DR committee to reconsider their decision.
During theifollowing meeting, the DR committee readdressed the issue of

flextime ?nd'rea§§1rmed its original decision. To understand the motivation

for the DR committee's actiong, the sequence of events that led to the
q

committee's disbanding of the flextime subcommittee are examined. A timeline

" . of events (Table 1) revéals 18 committee meetings, subcommittee meetings, and

fact finding missions during which flextime was discussed and/or actions were

-

taken,

The 2& Committee's Membership ' ////

At theftime.this,study occurred, members holding fixed’positions on the DR
commiétge were ALF (the plant manager), BOB (the assgstant plant manager), VRG
(the shop éteward for the union local), and DEN (a’designated member of the

.ution). The eight elected members included the following individuals:

Name "Work Area Status

" ARP laboratory supervisor II1
BIL - plant ‘maintenance electrician
BIM ' plant maintenance stockroom clerk
CLY ground mpaintenance supervisor II

' DIK ground maintenance supervisor I ’ .
v GEN plant maintenance . .worker
'HRB laboratory chemist
RPH plant m?gntenance supervisor II
s ’

11
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August 1979 DR Committee Meeting

10

Fd = -4

July 1979 DR Committee Meeting .

VRG initiated discussion of flextime as well as a compressed work week in

. -~ P
July, 1979. According td the facilitator at that point (A), VRG was motivated

more out of self-interest than as a_representative of the plant employees

(which was his position on the committee until 1981). Nevertheless, the

"committee surveyed employee interest in both a flextime and compressed work

week (4 dax week with 10 hour days) schedule. . ’ T\

-

During the August meeting, the survey results wefe reported: while there
was interest in a flextime schedule, greater interest was shown for the
compressed wark week schedule. . Notes made by the temporary- facilitator at this
meéting indicate thaf the committee was about evenly split in support of
flextime, while about 2/3 of the membersg suppdrted a compressed work week
schedule. Moreover, two of the three supervisors who would be”affected by a
compressed work week were williﬁg to help draw ;p a proposal.,

September 1979 DR Committee Meeting

v Y

However, during the last meeting in September the committee dropped the
compressed work week proposal because of a "change of heart” among employees;

the committee probably was influenced by the fact that another division-level

QWL committee had turned down a compressed work we$k proposal from a worksite

-

committee. At this same meeting, further discussion of flextime was tabled

until more information could be gathereh\ﬂgsed on the success or failure of a
i

flextime schedule at another plant’ (MR).

April 1980 DR Committee Meeting

'w

During its second meeting in April 1980, the committee heard an interim
report on the.flextiﬁe program at MR from that plant's manager, PAL. Various
‘ . ,

-

committee members later informed me that PAL attempted to preéedt both the

: . o 12
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‘positive and negative aspects of 'the program. He mentioned that the change

»

‘frqp a stationar; to a day-to-déy flextime schedule had caused a problem with

36m mployees pu;ching in other employees time cards at the start of the day.
¥

PALg;zged.that when this had been brought to his attentfion he had issued

repr nds to the involved parties. As far as-~PAL was co;cérned, the problem

was resolved. _ \

July 1980 DR Committee Meeting

The QWL facilitator at that time (J) learned that the practice of illegaly

e

punthing time cards was once again occurring at the MR plant and denounced the
activity in a briefing paper to the W division—-level committee. Based on this
report, the DR committee decided to table disussion of flextime at the July

meeting until the MR committee issued a final report on their flextime .

“experiment.
* ¢

June 1981 EE Committee Meetin&

»

External events made the implementation of flextime  more attractive to the
plant work-force. From mid-1980 through mid-1981 a bridge, used by many

employees to get to work, was under construction. The alternate route to the

plant added approximately an hour of travel each day for these employees, and

flextime schedule would have alleviated some of the problems caused by the

bridge construction. Hencsg, flextime remained sal ithin the committee,

and in June, 1981, a‘subcommittee,headed by VRG was fodged to investigate the

feagibility of such a program in the DR plant.

\

August and Sept;mber 1981 DR Committee Meetings .

\ The subcommittee broached the topic of flextime during the August meeting,
and RPH and ARP (both supervisors) heatedly objected to im lementing it in the
<plant. Much of the discussion at this meeting, and duridg\ the meeting in

//"

September, focused upon contentions about the flextime pro at MR. At my

I

13
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suggestion, the DR commit;ge‘extended an ‘invitation to the MR committee to
discuss thefr” flextime program. The MR commiLtee declined the invitation, but
they invited ﬁembers from the DR. committee to‘visit the Mﬁ-plant and to ;Re how
the flextime. program worked. : ¢

October 1981 DR Committee Meeting -

During the October meeting, DIK and RPH (supervisor répresentativ/ ) and V
and BIL (union representatives) volunteered to visit the MR plant; 1 was asked
to accomﬁéﬁy the task force on their fact-finding mission. | N

October 1981 Task Force Visit_ngthe_gg Plant

VREG, BIL, and I visited the MR plant late in October; DIK and RPH were
unable to visit the plant with us Wecause of construction they had to oversee.
VRG and BIL conducted interviews with 15 people in approximétely two hours- (8
am to lO-am). Their interview format was open—-énded, and VRG asked most of the
‘questions which were directed at various issues that previously had been raised
at commjttee meetings. VRG and B{L interviewed the Supervisor I's (PEK and
JIT) aad the Supervisor II (JOE) of maintenance as well as the assistant plant.

- manager (JIM). They also talked with the stockroom manager and various
maintenance mechanics and laborers, and gathered favorable impressions about
the flext;me program.

November 1981 DR Committee~Meeting

During the November meeting, VRG began to report about the flextime task
force's findings, but he iﬁﬁediately qualif;ed his remarks by noting that thé
subcommittee did_ggﬁ have a supervisor present during the MR visié. I
1ntefjected that BIL and VRG had gathered a balanced report since they had
sampled the opinions of both'éupervisors and emplbyees. However, ALF (the
;' plant manager) still attembtéd to reprimandlBiL and VRG for gathering

information without the DR supervisors being present. DIK defended VRG's
.

14
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actions: Since RPH and he'had been needed on a construction project, he had
urged BIL and VRG to go. ;

At this point, the committee agreed“b table discussion of the task forch's
findings untll a group of supervisors could visit the MR plant. However,
discussion of flextime continued for a good ls minutes, and VRG and BIL fielded
questions from various committee members about the MR flextime Qperation. Many
of these questions were based on the following perceptions:

1. E;ery worker had a key to the stockroom, and it was a mess;

2. Men coming in early punched in time‘'cards for men coming in later since

Supervisor I's were nét always present at 6 am; and
3. Men coming 1ﬂ early or staying later than "“core time"” (8:30 am through
2:30 pm) spent their time "goofing off,"” e.g.,_drinking coffee. -
VRG and BIL refuted these perceptions with the following explanatioﬂsa

1. Only supervisors had keys to the stockroom; h

2. Since PAL-had issued reprimands to the employees punching other

employees' time cards, this activity no longer occurred; aQA

3. Since JIT came in ear}y (6 am)\and PEK came in later (7:30-8:30 am),

there was always a supervisor present so that men did not goof-off.

Following the meeting, DIK and I made arrangements to visit the MR plant for

an early afternoon meeting in late November.

November 1981 Task Force Visit to the MR Plant

In contrast to the earlier visit to MR, the supervisor investigation was
both more limited and more in—-depth. DIK had told me he would be accompanied
by SMT, his immediate supervisor, sinée RﬁH and CLY were not interested.
However, RPH ended up accompanying us on the visit. We proceeded to JIM's
office; JOE and JAY were also there. JIM suggested that since PAL was at a

downtown meeting we meet in PAL's office because of the plant noise. RPH was

4
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the most QOminant member during Ehe discussion, follqwed in harmonic order by
JOE, Jlé, me, and DIK. (JAY, as a 18wer level supervisor, was éxcluded from‘
!
the meeting.) RPH immediately set the tone ¢f the mé:ting by asking JIM for
. ) i o
his real feelings about flextimé. JIM and JQE citgd four pggb}ems:
1. Employees goof-off early in the day since they wait for supervisors to
arrive before starting work; | | e
2. Employees resent working for more than oge immediate éuberviggr}}»
3. Only a ske%’%on crew.is left for the late afternoon since m&st employees
aréive early in tﬁe morning (6 am) and leave early_in tﬁe afternoon
-(2:30 pm); and
4. A mistrust of employees baseg on the suspicion that some employees still
" punch time cards for other employees.
RPH's position throughout Fhe megging was»thé;_"thingg arg‘nearmpgrfec;"randﬂ
"we d&n't need flextime"” since it would "wreck the good thing we have" at the

DR plant.

December 1981 QB_Committée Meeting : .

DIK, I, and VRG, respectively, repofted on the MR flextime program “fact
finding missions” during the December meeting. DIK repérted that the flextime
Brégram at MR caused at least two problems. First, the crew 6verlap that
‘occurred in the program (due to men and supérvisors coming in anyfime between
6:00" and 8:30) produced employee-supervisor conflict: gsome crew members
resented subervision from more than one immediate superviSor. Second, the
day-to-day, variable-starting-time flextime schedule resulted in many employees
arriving. early rather‘than late -in thé'morning, and it meant that only a
skeleton ecrew was present during the late afternoon.

N I supported DIK's report and cited some more specific examples of problems

-with the flextime program. VRG was left rather undone by our reports. Fe

)
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noted that on the first visit the MR supervisors had positively evaluated the

flextime prograw, but they must not have been willing to say anything negative

L 3

about the program to non-supervisory personnel. 1 remarked that VRG and BIL
had done an excellent job of surveying a wide-variety of opinion, an; the MR
management feam had disclosed different 1nformatioﬁ to RPH and DiK. At this
" point the committee tabled discussion on flextime until more information a&Gut
the employee need {or flextime was ascertained.

'After‘tae mee;fnéil arranged to meet with BIL and VRG during the third week
1n‘December to construct a questionnaire to survey employee interest in
flextime. |

Mid-December 1981 Flextime Subcommittee Meeting

Neitheg BIL nor VRG was very eager to survey émployee opinion since they
believed that employees had too many misconceptions about flextime agd that the
employees needed to be "educated”™ before their- opinions were sampled.
Nevertheless, I urged them to construct a questionnaire and fulfill the mission
they had been assigned by the committee sihce it. was the most "politically"

adept move for them. Unfortunately, I had little time to spend with them

(approximately an hpour) and not much was accomplished at this meeting.

Late-December 1981 Flextime Subcommittee Meeting

A follow-up meeting, during the last week in December, was held with another

facilitator (B) who was al8o rushed for time; however, he suggested that BIL
and VRG could pursue their~wish to address the employees about flextime by

asking the committee for permission to hold a general meeting or series of

smaller meetings. <

January 1982 DR Committee Meeting
Flextime was the first item on the agenda for the January, 1982, meeting E‘

the committee. VRG and BIL asked the committee if they and other people could

14
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speak to some of the emgloyees about flextime. They prdposed a meeting,

~ .
sometime in the next ponth, in which the 23 members of the work crew would hear

presentations on flextime and other alternative wgrk.schedules. After hearing
about alternative work_schédules, the workers would vote on.whether they wished
-toligﬁestigate aii,or participate in a flextime program. Since VRG and BIL did
not fully delineate this proposal, the committee spent considerable time

- questiqning them aboht 1;. In the cour se éf this‘diSCUssion, at least two
counter—proposals were suggested by bIK and otﬁer members : (LS postponing or
tabling any acgion on ‘flextime ;ntil ﬁhe MR flextime program 1is evaluated (I
eventaially undarmined ‘this proposal by noting that the MR.expeyiment had been

evaluated and already was 1mp1emente3§, and (2) surve;ing the work crews to

assess their interest in participating in a flextime progfam.

The commlittee wag split on the merit of both the survey broposal and the

presentation proposal. The membérs supporting one or the otker proposal cited -- - - - -

the positive evaluation of thé MR flextime program, while the members opposing

the proposals emphasizgd the negative feport about the same program. Since I
had been present during both task force visib;, DIK asked me my dpinion about
f what aiﬁion the committee should take. I hdvdcated that the committee support
BIL and VRG's proposal, and I mentioned that a cdmpreésed work week was also
something that employees could be informed about. The committee discussed the
merits of a- compressed work schedule, but they again reached no agreement. At
this point, DIK suggested that the committee table discussion on the whole
topic for six months or so. Howeyér, i interjected that the subcommittee had

reached its level of frustration and wanted either a go-ahead for some action

or to drop the whole thing. _GEN immediately made a resolution to disband the

]

'subcommittee which was put to voice vote with no further discussion. This

resolution was passed by 4 votes "aye"; not a single dissenting vote was cast

P
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even though 11 of the 12 committee members were present.
While'fhe preceding account c0nveys'£he content of the January meeting, it
- does not inddcate the emotions that surfaced during the discussion of flextime.
For example, BIL expressed negative feelings toward the group as a whbie,

-

remarking repeatedly that "we're doing nothing but talking.” Other members of
r [ . . .
the committee who opposed the flextime concept also vespondéinn a negative

fashion. Not only did ALF and ARP'mikg negative foernts about flextime, but
aléo thef also slighted the subcommittee's effor;s._ QRG, in particulhr,,became
the target for personal attacks by ARP, ALF aAé GEN. DIK's reéponse to'Fhese -
heated'exchanges was to propose that.discussion be tabled for "six months or
more.” When I intervened to keep the discussion going,  GEN proposed that fhe
subcomm}ttee be disbanded. The vote'on this proposal came as the committee's
emotional tension peaked; the vote releaéed this tension as 1; a taut line were ™
slashed with a kgife.
Following the vote, the committee dispassionately discussed other matters
for gbout 30 minutes. After the meeting I talked with BIL, DEN, aﬁqbVRG about
™ the flextime vote and expressed my amazement that they had not voiced their
‘opposition to the proposal to disband the'subcommittee. I pointed out that
the{r "nay" votes would have been enough to deadloci the committee; then the
committee would have reopened discussion on flextime. DEN arguedqthat their
abstention was a strong stand since it indicated their refusal to consider the
. proposal. In contrast, VRG stated that he was "re}ieved;but not satisfied,”
and BIL expressed his anger about the whole matter. VRG then threatened to
confront the committee about their unethical behavior: rather than seeking
consensus,” they forced a vote. In-responge, BIL said that "they [BIL, VRG, and ~
>

DEN] didn't.stand a chance” on a vote since management representatives

outnumbered employee/union representatives, I kéyed in on the representation

Q ‘ | 19




issue and suggested that it be brought up at the next meeting of the DR

committee.

[y

by

/
January 1982 Division Level Meeting
i .
To my surprise, VRG not only brought up the votg to disband the flextime

subcommittee at the W division-levef meeting whegn making his routine report

‘\n’ ¢

about the DR QWL meeting, but also accused thercgmmittee of ~unethical behavior

-~

' » . ‘ .
for voting on the issue rather than seeking informal gpifensus. He then
Y

advocated that the DR QWL committee vﬁte_by éecret ballot on the proposal. * ALF
immediately began ;o refute VRG's accusations by questioning the accuracy of
his statements (for example, VRG said only three pédple voted; ALF claimed that
six people NoteQ). I intervened ét this péint because 1 felt VRG was not-
capable of arghing coherently with ALF in front of~the QWL members from ,
throughout the divisiqn. My 1ntérvention resulted in the division committee
focusing upon my 1nterpretat10; of the DR QWL meeting. The divisioh committee
members stated that they did not feel that VRG'Y complaint was justified and
that his solution (vote by secret ballof) was worse than the original voice
vote on the proposal. Grasping from the discussion that these perceptions were
based on the assumption that a.woice vote” was another term for "informal
consensus,” I expléined Ehat the way in which the voice vote had been conducted
(members simply voted "aye" or "nay” in unison) had seemingly inhibited many
members from voicing any opiniog.~ The division committee then directed the DR

~ 4 ’
committee to reconsider the proposal and to reach a decision by openly voicing

their opinions on the proposal.

February 1982 DR Committee Meeting

Another facilitator (A) accompanied me during the February committee
meeting; he presided over a short discussion of the flextime issue and then

directed the group members to sequentially state their support or opposition to

B ’.)O
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4 . FY \
.and each member spoke for a short amount of, time about the proposal and then
V4
) )
cast a vote. The resolution was supported by g vote of geven to four, with one

abstention. After the vote on the proposal, A emphasized that the committee :

could still discuss flextime since the committee had decided only to disband

| <
- the flextime subc;zmittee. . s

_ , ) ,
Case Two: The Q_Committee's-ﬂﬁscussion‘gg Flextiméfﬁ‘ '

. » . A t
The O committee discussed flextime for approximately 3 1/2 years; however,

it 1s difficult to detérmine a §pec1f1c date when the discussion was initia
since the committee engaged in a number of brainstorming sessions during 1978
in order to redetermine thg committee's goals and objectives. During this
period, tardiness, flextime, and crosstraining were major topics of discussion,
and modified nominal group techniques were used to explore why these thpics .
were salient. (An 1mhediaté result of these discussions was tha; the:committee
conducted‘an experiment to deal with tardiness.) However, 6y the middle of
1979, the committge seriously began to explore t possibility oé implementing
a flextime experiment. Nevertheless, an acceptable proposal was not drafted
until the end of 1980, and the proposed experiment was not implemented until
May of 1982. In short, the committee spent about one 1/2 years working on a
proposal and .another year and 1/2 trying to implement it.

In contrast to the previous case, the O committee had a positive outcome as
a result of extensive diséussion of flextiﬁe: not only was the flextime
experiment implemented, but flextime also eventually becamé an accepted work
practice. Table 2 aids the reader in tracking the events that led up to the

. J '
implementation of the flextime experiment.
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The 0 Committee's Membership

P

Members holding fixed positions on-the’ O committee at the time this study

&

was uddertaken included JOM (personnel manager), JOD (enginéering superwisor),

\

GLO (shop steward),“ﬂnq\DON (a designated, member of the J%ion). In contrast t

the DR committee, the O committee's elected membership changed frequently and

-

includad a large number of people.

» ‘ '
members who are mentioned in the narrative:

Nanie

BAR
BEC
CAL
CAS
CHA -
DOC ' >
HAZ
" HER
JIC
PAT
SAB

Sup

Other Important Actors

Area

Customer Service
Administration
Field Service
Bookkeeping

t

Adminfstrat;on
Customer Service
Bookkeeping
Field Service
Fieid Service
Bookkeéping
Customer Service

Bookkeeping

4

Position
Supergisor I1
Secgegary‘
S;pervisor II

Employee

~Supervisor I1

Customer Representive

Supervisor II
Clerk II
Supervisor II\\\

Clerk II

Customer Representive

Clerk II

A number of other people play important roles in this study:

Name

DAF

JAC

ROP

Area

Administration”
W-division

Department -

P,

Poéition
Analyst
Superintendent ™

Director

4

The list that follows includes only those

p
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May 4, 1979 O Committee Meeting -

— The facilitator at that time (5) reports that the MR flextime experiment
will be implemented th% secpnd week of June. (Accordiné to A, the committee
was very interested 1n/phe MR.committee's flextime experiment and had had
ngbers from that oohmittee discuss their proposal with the O committee during
1978.) | |

June 21.1979 9 Committee Meetfng

GLO reports that a questionnaire on flextime will be-circulated among
employees at the 0 worksite in order to determine emplbyee interest in a
®
flextime program. (The survey of employee interest in flextime, according,tq
A, wés an outgrowth the tardiness experimgnt. This experiment attempted fo
estabiish consiétent rules for dealing with employee tardiness; one resuit of
the experiment was the discovery that tardiness was not a problem in the

worksite, but hrranging times for personal leaves was a problem. Hence, the

tardiness subcommittee informally initiated a survey of employee interest in

-

flextime.)

June 16, 1979 é_Committee Meeting

Results of the flextime survey are distributed to committee members as well
as the superintendent (JAC) and the W division-level committee. A subcommitt;e
1s formed to investigate the feas{bility of flextime: BAR, MIK, DOC, and CHA
are the appointed members.

July 6, 1979 O Committee Meeting )

»

a

Subcommittee reports that members are gathering information about flextime
programs implemented by the public and private sectors tﬁroughout the city;

 flextime is placed on 7/20 agenda.
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July 20, 1979 O Committee Meeting

\.

O
Discussion on flextime is delayed until - the 8/3 meeting since results of the

tardiness experiment dominate committee ziscussion. (Moreover, according to A,

AY

contract negotiations between the union and the cit;.administration begin to

influence the committee; GLO warns that efforts to pursue changes in work
. .

rules, such as a flextime program/ may be haﬂperedaby the negotiations.)
July 31, 1979 Flextime Subcommittee Meeting
- ' 7
The flextime subcommittee recomhends to the committee chair, (DAN) that

flextime warrants investigation by a resource person who would conduct a

-

feasibility study for the committee.

August 3, 1979 0 Committee Meeting

The flextime subcommittee's redommendations are accepted by the ‘committee.
The committee agrees that flextime is worthy of investigation and a resource
person should conduct a feasibility study for the worksite.

August 17, 1979.0 Committee Meeting

The committee conducts a problem identification exercise and lists flextime
as a possible solution to the problems of employe morale and-productivity. A"
explains to JIC that a "resource person” would help conduct a feasibility study
for flextime; such a person would probebly be a student intern from the |
university. Importantly, A stresses that the committee, not the resource
person, would be responsible for a flextime proposal. (According to A, the
committee felt that the current contract negotiations between thg€ union and the
city administration made it wery difficult to actively pursue any project since

there was untertainity about possible changes in city workrules.)

November 19, 1979 0 Committee Meeting .

A subcommittee is formed to investigate cross-training, and the committee

supports the notion that cross—-training may be necessary for the success of

oo
ey
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flextimé. "A; reports that the MR fle%time experiment is“enjoying success.
(The 1ntefest in cross-training can Be traced back to the August 17{ 1979
meeting as well as the™discussions tm 1978.)

December 21, 1979 0 Committ Meeting »

- a
el

-
"A" indicates that a resource)\person (graduate student) to conduct a

feasibility study may be qvailable'from the university at the start of the new
N

year.

[N

January 21, 1980 O Committee Meeting -

"J" 1is introduced by A as a new third-party faciiitator; A reiterates that a
graduate