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IHE PRESIDENT HAS SEEN.

THE WHITE HOUSE -
WASHINGTON _
—

April 11, 1978
- ' MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
~ FROM: PETER BOURNE

SUBJECT: CHIID HEALTH ASSESSMENT ACT (CHAP); SECRETARY CALIFANO'S
PROPOSAL FOR YOU AND MRS. CARTER TO URGE CONGRESS TO
ENACT THIS LEGISIATION (CALIFANO MEMO DATED MARCH 23rd
TO YOU).

I certainly agree with Secretary Califano's view that public statements by
you and Mrs. Carter for Congress to enact the CHAP Bill which you introduced
last spring would enhance prospects for passage. Furthermore, it is
legislation which is designed to expand Medicaid benefits to disadvantaged
children under 21 years of age, thus making it a sound idea in several
respects. I would like to suggest certain cautions, however.

| , . CHAP is viewed by some as a forerunner to the establishment

“ ’ of a phased, targeted National Health Insurance (NHI) program..
Its passage, however, could have the effect of reducing the
momentum for more comprehensive National Health Insurance
legislation. Your sudden endorsement of this bill runs the.
risk of being interpreted as a diversionery tactic to slow
National Health Insurance. It is essential that any
endorsement by you be within the context of your absolute
commitment to a total health program for the country including
National Health Insurance.

. Prospects for passage of some form of the Administration
proposal are not altogether certain; discussion on the Hill
produced a mixed report. The Senate is unlikely to take up

~ the legislation until the House passes its version, which
may not be until June. With many members spending a lot
of time on their reelection, the legislative pace is slowed
on any but top priority issues and this legislation is
likely to become a victim. It would be a serious mistake
having neglected this legislation for a year, for you to
enthusiastically endorse it, and then not have it pass.

In summary, your public and your informal statements of encouragement on
this legislation should be carefully structured so that it is clear that
this is a measure designed to strengthen a Medicaid program targeted to
provide health care for disadvantaged children within the context of a
broad camitment by you  to improve the health of all Americans, and in
no way reflects a diminution of commitment to the comprehensive National
Health Insurance legislation you will be submitting later this year.

The timing of any public statement would be important to be absolutely
sure you are with a winner.

PGB:ss
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‘HE PRESIDENI HAS SEEN.

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 11, 1978

MEETING WITH DEMOCRATIC MEMBERS OF THE
HOUSE WAYS AND MEANS COMMITTEE

Wednesday, April 12, 1978
9 a.m. (30 minutes)
Cabinet Room

From: Frank Moore//l( K
Stu Elzenstaffghﬁzf/ .

To emphasize the importance of the Administration's tax reform
proposals.

PURPOSE

PARTICIPANTS, BACKGROUND, AND PRESS PLAN

Participants: See attached.

Background: See attached.

Press Plan: White House Photographer.




PARTICIPANTS

The President

The Vice President
Secretary Blumenthal
Gene Godley

Larry O'Brien
Donald Lubick

Stu Eizenstat

Frank Moore

Bill Cable

Emil Sunley

Democratic Members/House Ways and Means Committee -
Bill Brodhead
Jim Burke

Omar Burleson
Jim Corman

Joe Fisher

Dick Gephardt
Sam Gibbons

Ken Holland
Andy Jacobs

Ed Jenkins
Martha Keys

Ray Lederer

Ab Mikva

Jake Pickle

Otis Pike
Charlie Rangel
Dan Rostenkowski
Pete Stark

Jim Guy Tucker
Al Ullman-CHAIRMAN
Charlie Vvanik
Joe Waggonner




BACKGROUND

Al Ullman (D-Oregon-2). Committee: Ways & Means (Chairman).
Administration support in 1977: 84.8%. Wife: Audrey.

Jim Burke (D-Mass-11). Committee: Ways & Means (2), Chairman -
Subcommittee on Social Security. Administration support in 1977:
78.4%. Wife: Aileen.

Dan Rostenkowski (D-I11-8). Committee: Ways & Means (3), Chairman -
Subcommittee on Health. Administration support in 1977: 90.9%.
Wife: Laverne. . :

Charlie Vanik (D-Ohio=-22). Committee: - Ways & Means (4), Chairman -
Subcommittee on Trade. Administration support in 1977: 97.4%.
Wife: Betty. '

Omar Burleson (D-Tex-17). Committees: Ways & Means (5); Budget (6).
Administration support in 1977: 9.1%. Wife: Ruth.

Jim Corman (D-Calif-21). Committees: Ways & Means (6), Chairman -
Special Subcommittee on Welfare Reform and Chairman - Subcommittee
on Public Assistance & Unemployment Compensation; Small Business (4);
Congressional Campaign Committee (Chairman). Administration support
in 1977: 95.2%. Wife: Nancy Malone.

Sam Gibbons (D-Fla-7). Committee: Ways & Means (7), Chairman -
Subcommittee on Oversight. Administration support in 1977: 59.5%.
Wife: Martha.

Joe D. Waggoner (D-La-4). Committee: Ways & Means (8), Chairman -
Subcommittee on Miscellaneous Revenue Measures. Administration
support in 1977: 17.8%. Wife: Mary Ruth.

Otis Pike (D-NY-1). Committees: Ways & Means (9); Budget (10).
Administration support in 1977: 72.1%. Wife: Doris.

Jake Pickle (D-Texas-10). Committee: Ways & Means (10).
Administration support in 1977: 46.5%. Wife: Beryl.

Charlie Rangel (D-NY-19). Committee: Ways & Means(1ll).
Administration support in 1977: 88.9%. Wife: Alma.

Pete Stark (D-Calif-9). Committees: Ways & Means (13), District
of Columbia (9). Administration support in 1977: 90.2%.

Andy Jacobs (D-Ind-11). Committee: Ways & Means (15). Administration
support in 1977: 66.0%. Wife: Rep. Martha Keys.

Ab Mikva (D-I11-10). Committee: Ways and Means (16). Administration
support in 1977: 97.6%. Wife: Zoe.

Martha Keys (D-Kansas-2). Committee: Ways & Means (17).
Administration_support in 1977: 83.0%. Husband: Rep. Andy Jacobs.




BACKGROUND (Continued)

Joe Fisher (D-Va-10). Committees: Ways & Means (18); Budget (16).
Administration support in 1977: 89.4%. Wife: Margaret.

Ken Holland (D-SC-5). Committee: Ways & Means (20).
Administration support in 1977: 51.4%. Wife: Jean.

Bill Brodhead (D-Mich-17). Committee: Ways & Means (21).
Administration support in 1977: 89.1%. Wife: Kathleen.

Ed Jenkins (D-Ga=-9). Committee: Ways & Means (22). Administration
support in 1977: 45.2%.

Dick Gephardt (D-Mo-3). Committee: Ways & Means (23).
Administration support in 1977: 87.2%. Wife: Jane.

Jim Guy Tucker (D-Ark-2). Committee: Ways & Means (24).
Administration support in 1977: 81.4%. Wife: Betty.

Ray Lederer (D-Pa-3). Committee: Ways & Means (25).
Administration support in 1977: 79.5%. Wife: Eileen.




BACKGROUND AND TALKING POINTS

The Ways and Means Committee will begin its mark-up of your tax
package next Monday, April 17. The tax reforms will be marked

up prior to the mark-up of the tax cut. The entire mark-up is

now scheduled to last through the third week in May.

This meeting is intended to convey 3 major points to the Democratic
members of the Committee on the eve of the tax reform mark-up.
First, the Administration is strongly committed to the tax reform
package; passage of the reforms is among the highest legislative
priorities for this year. Second, there is wide public sentiment
in favor of tax reform, and passage of this program is good
politics. Third, the tax cuts and the reforms are inextricably
linked; to the extent that the reforms are not adopted, there

will have to be substantial reductions in the tax cuts available
to the American people. Suggested talking points revolving around
these 3 crucial points are as follows:

1. Administration's Commitment to Tax Reform

o I am as strongly committed to the reforms as the day I
announced them; along with the tax cuts, the reforms are
among my highest priorities for this session of Congress.

o At the suggestion of many members of this Committee, we
did not propose as comprehensive and as controversial a
tax reform package as was under review last year.

We attempted to accommodate many of your concerns through
this more modest package; it is a package which eliminates
some of the worst abuses in our Tax Code and which will
enable the Democratic Party to honor its commitment, as
expressed in its platform, to tax reform. It is not a
package which will, as some critics have claimed, ruin
American businesses, create enormous unemployment, or
interrupt our economic growth.

o I recognize that some of you may have problems with
particular reforms; I hope, though, that you will consider
the package as a whole and will let the Treasury staff or
my staff talk with you and provide information to you
about any particular reforms which concern you. We stand
ready to provide as much help and information as you want,
and I hope yvou will have no hesitancy in letting us know
of your particular concerns.

o As you mark up the Bill, we will not only be trying to
help you with information but we will be intensifying our
public education efforts. We have begun a wide-scale



process of distributing throughout the country information
about our program; and, again, we are anxious to provide
information to any groups or individuals that you might
suggest. In addition, as some of your may know, a Citizens'
Committee for the Tax Package has recently been formed,

and it will also be helping to improve public understanding
of these reforms.

I am committed to see the tax reforms through to final
passage; we intend to fight for the reforms as vigorously
in the Senate Finance Committee and in the Senate as we
are in the House. I intend to be personally involved as
fully as possible in this effort.

Wide Public Support for Reform

0O

During my campaign, I found tax reform to be one of the
most popular subjects I advocated. I think the wide public
support for tax reform still exists, though that support is
obviously not as well organized or concentrated as is the
support for particular preferences and loopholes.

A very recent Harris poll has demonstrated the breadth
of support for tax reform; that poll indicated a better
than 3 to 1 (55-16) support for my tax reform package.
The poll also indicated that over 70 percent favored
the entertainment reforms; the elimination of referral
was favored by a 60-18 percent margin; the tax shelter
provisions by a 59-17 percent margin; and the personal
credit by a 56-19 percent margin.

I think this survey demonstrates that there is wide support
for tax reform, and that popular opposition to a particular
reform cannot be measured simply by an organized writing
campaign.

As our public education efforts increase, as citizens
committee efforts get under way, and as I become more
personally involved in the tax reform effort, it should
become even clearer that the results of the Harris poll
were not accidental but rather that they reflect a wide-
spread feeling 1in support of these reforms.

In sum, tax reform is popular, and I hope that you will not,
in the coming weeks, let the efforts of a few special-
interest lobbyists convince you otherwise.

Link Between Reforms and the Tax Cut

(o]

\

My tax program consists of $34 billion in gross tax cuts,
to be financed in part by $9 billion raised through the



reforms. A net tax cut, substantially exceeding $25 billion,
would cause unacceptable inflationary pressures and would
run counter to the very strong anti-inflationary program

I am committed to pursue.

o I hope you will keep in mind as you mark up the reforms
that every dollar of reform that is "lost" will have to
lead to a dollar cut-back in the gross tax cut.

o In otherwords, without these tax reforms, the broad-based
cuts for individuals and businesses would have to be
sacrificed to retain such tax preferences as entertainment
deductions, DISC, and deferral.

o I think the economy needs the stimulus provided by the
tax cut, and I feel strongly that the average taxpayer
needs relief from a tax burden which is becoming excessive.
I hope that we can enact the reforms needed to pay for the
relief desired and deserved by so many Americans. (Tax
cuts for the average family will be over $275 for those
earning between $10,000 and $20,000; and over $335 for
those earning between $20,000 and $30,000.)

* * *

Although the purpose of today's meeting is tax reform, the Committee
has a number of other issues before it which could arise in a question
and answer session with you. Briefly, the status of those issues is
as follows:

1. Tuition Tax Credit. VYesterday, the Committee reported to the
full House a modified version of the Tuition Tax Credit Bill
sponsored by Congressman Vanik. The Bill would allow the tax-
payer a non-refundable credit of up to $100 in 1978, $150 in
1979, and $250 in 1980 for full-time, post-secondary education
of an individual or dependents. The Bill no longer contains a
credit for elementary and secondary education. The Committee
will meet Wednesday to decide what type of rule will be sought
for consideration of the Bill on the House floor.

2. Industrial Fasteners. The Committee has before it the resolution
to override your decision to deny import relief for industrial
fasteners; the Subcommittee passed it by a 7 to 6 vote.

3. Hospital Cost Containment. The Committee is awaiting action
by the Commerce Committee to occur in the next several weeks
before taking up the Rostenkowski Bill.

4. Welfare Reform. Any action by the Committee on welfare reform
has been delayed until after the tax package has been completed.




Department of Energy
Washington, D.C. 20585

MEMORANDUM FOR: ‘ THE PRESIDENT
'FROM: : JIM SCHLESINGER
SUBJECT: Meeting with Natural Gas Conferees

‘Those in attendance at the meeting will be:

List

Congressman Ashley Senator Jackson
Congressman Staggers Senator Bumpers
Congressman Dingell Senator Johnson
Congressman Eckhardt , Senator Ford
Congressman Sharp ‘Senator -Domenici
Congressman Wilson Senator Hatfield
Congressman Rogders , Senator McClure

The purpose of the meeting is to try and overcome the
emotionalism and frustration which has begun to dominate
the conferees' recent private meetings as they attempt to
close the final gap between the House and Senate proposals.

The Senate Republicans are beginning to lose their patience.
Congressman Dingell has been raising an increasing number of
fine points. ' '

Attached you will find a proposed resolution of the
outstanding issues before the conferees, as well as the
summary from the previous memo of the differences between
the two proposals.

I would recommend that you visit with them for approximately
15 minutes, offer your proposal as a way of breaking the
deadlock, and then leave them to work -- offering to return
if needed. Finally, you may offer yourself as press spokes-
man whenever the meeting is completed.




P

recommend the following Talking Points:
Thank you for coming.

Natural gas is one of the most difficult and bitterly
fought issues before the Congress.

I know all of you in this room have gone much .further
than you ever wanted to in the effort to reach agreement
and have suffered criticism, as a result in the effort to
help produce a National Energy pPolicy.

That effort has been difficult, but it has in fact produced
some positive results. We are closer today to a bill than
we have been in the last 25 years. That is no small
accomplishments.

With all that effort, and all the great differences that
have already been settled, and all that is at stake for-
the nation, it would be a tragedy if we lost this bill
now.

I know tempers are frayed. Patience has worn thin. What
might be con51dered smaller points have now become major
issues.

There has been much concern expressed over whether the
discussions are focusing on the House or Senate proposal.
But the real question is one of settling the outstanding
issues. The suspicions that more and more issues will be
raised must be set aside in favor of a good faith effort
to review and agree upon a final package solution to this
problem.

In an effort to advance that process and perhaps refocus
everyone's thinking on a package that is fair and reasonable
to both sides, I want to offer today a proposed resolution
of the outstanding issues as I understand them.

I know you have all given much already. I know you have
all been subject to criticism -- as I have.

But I hope you will take these recommendations in the
spirit they are offered -- as a way of closing the final
small gaps that will enable us to get a good bill -- a
bill far better for all concerned than the status quo --
and a bill that will enable us to enact the National
Energy Plan. '



We have come so far., If you can just work with me and go
‘this final distance I think the result will be far prefer-
able to failure.

o 1Indicate your availability throughout their continuing
~detailed discussions. .

o Leave Secretary Schlesinger to discuss those details.

o Indicate you will return, aﬁd offer to be press spokesman
~as the meeting progresses.,



Prqposed Resolution of House and Senate Conference Proposals

I.l

IT.

Decontrol Mechanism and Ceiling Prices

"Extend controls to April 30, 1985. - Adopting this
"House approach allows a new Congress to review

the situation for purposes of passing a new law.

Accept the Senate price ceilings (inflation plus

3 1/2% through 1981, 4% through 1985, and 4 1/2 %
thereafter) and decontrol mechanism, requiring.a 6
month period when controls are off with a right to
reimpose by the President or Congress through a
concurrent resolution based on an FERC finding that
the Senate trend line has been exceeded.

Decontrol on deregulation day:
- New gas ‘ .
‘— Intrastate Rollovers over $1.00

- Special Incentive price (Senate)

but also incrementally pfice (as described in
YII below) all gas in these categories.

Incremental Pricing

Incrementally price in the interstate market

a. New .
b. Intrastate rollovers over $1.00

c. Special Incentive Gas

'only to the extent those prices exceed $1.48 per

mcf plus inflation (the last just and reasonable
cost based price).

Incrementally price high cost gas only to the extent
it exceeds the average price of foreign substitutes

Adopt the 300 mcf per day exemption for FERC
Incremenital Pricing Rule Number 1 applicable to
industrial boiler fuel users.

Pass the price above 1.48 per mcf plus inflation

on as a per mcf surcharge to distribution company's

based on the number of mcf's delivered in an earlier
period by such distribition companies to industrial



end users whose price is below the BTU equivalent of
substitute fuels. This avoids mandating federal
interference in State ratemaking proceedings and
leaves pricing above the BTU equivalency to. the
States,

- No Congressional review of FERC Rule Number 1
(House). ' '

- Retain one House veto as spécified*in both
proposals for Rule Number 2.
II1I. New Gas Definition
A. Offshore
- Add new reservoirs (discovered after July,

1976) in old leases (Senate) to the definition
of new gas, but do not deregulate such gas at
the time of deregulation.

"B. Onshore

- Accept House "withheld" gas exclusion from
' the new dgas definition.

C. General
- Accept House technical clarification on spud
date for new wells, directional drilling,
and marker wells.
~ Provide 45 days for FERC review of State
new gas findings (House 1is 60 days, Senate
30 days)

- Use GNP for price calculations instead of C.P.I.

1Iv. Special Incentive Price

- Eliminate 5,000 foot exclusion in the House
' proposal (Senate).



VIi.

VII.

VIII.

Intrastate Rollovers

Limit the eligibility for the new gas price for
intrastate rollovers on state lands to the gas
associated with State productlon, i.e., state’
royalty gas. ‘

Stripper Wells.

Accept the Senate price of $2.09 per mcf plus the
3 1/2 percent and 4 percent escalator.

Accept House definitional standards for stripper

status.

" High Cost Gas

Include wells below 15,000 feet in the high cost
category (Senate).

Impose a ceiling price of-$3.50 per mcf plus‘

-inflation on all categories except geopressurized

methane. Deregulate on day of deregulation, '

Decontrol geopressurized methane (Senate)}

Other Issues

Prudhoe Bay 0il Pool Gas

o0 require rolled-in pricing (Senate).

Gathering Costs

o leave current discretion in FERC (Senate).

Non Price Regulation

o <do not include the prudent operator standard
with regard to producer regulations.

o permit FERC regulation of contract duration
up to 15 years or life of reservoir,



Comparison of House and Senate Conference Qffers On Natural

Gas

1.

Deregulation Date

Senate

If no further action is taken under any other part of
the bill, control of those categories of gas described
in number 5 below would expire on January 1, 1985.

House

The House extends this expiration date six months to

July 31, 1985.

Mechanism for Reimposing Controls for a Two-Year Period

Senate

The President or both Houses of Congress acting jointly
can reimpose controls at any time after they have
expired if the actual average price of new gas exceeds

a target level price based on an assumed continuation of
controls.

House

The President or either House of Congress separately

can take action to continue controls for the two-year
period any time prior to actual expiration of controls
on July 31, 1985 pursuant to information provided by a
required DOE study of market equilibrium and supply and
demand balances.

New Gas Price

Senate

The new gas price would be $1.75 per mcf as of April 20,

1977, plus inflation as measured by the CPI, plus 3.5
percent per year until April 20, 1981, and then 4
percent per year thereafter.



House

The House uses GNP to measure inflation instead of CPI,
but otherwise is the same as the Senate until 1983 when
the total annual allowable price rise increases to 12
percent in 1983, 13 percent in 1984, and 14 percent in
1985 (including inflation). This so-called floating cap
ties allowable increases over each six-month period to
the average price of the previous six-month period.

Special Incentive Price

Senate

Gas from any wells located more than a state spacing
unit: from an existing well but within the two-and-a-
half mile limitation for new wells is entitled to a
special incentive price for reservoir extensions of
$1.75 plus inflation (no other escalation is allowed).

House

The House adopts the same concept as the Senate but
requires that such extension wells also be 5, 000 feet
or deeper.

Categories of Gas to Decontrol in 1985

Senate

Q. Anythlng classified as new natural gas

b. Any extension well gas rece1v1ng ‘the special $1. 75

" plus inflation price.

c. Intrastate contracts which under other sections of
the proposal are allowed to exceed $1 per mcf when
they are renewed.

House

The House deregulates only the new gas category outlined
in (a) above. Intrastate renewals would continue on at
a floating cap ceiling price, and extension wells at
their inflation-adjustment rate.



New Gas Definition

Senate

In addition to granting the new gas price to any new
lease off-shore, the Senate allows new reservoirs
(discovered after July, 1976) on old leases to receive
the new gas price as well.,

House

The House does not permit any off-shore new reservoir

definition. Significantly, the House on-shore

definition is basically the same as the Senate's.
This on-shore definition is a major improvement over
the pre-Christmas compromise.

Stripper Gas Price

Senate

For wells producing less than 60 mcf per day, the
Senate proposal provides for a special price of $2.09
per mcf plus inflation plus the applicable 3-1/2 or 4
percent escalation.

House
The House only allows for an inflation adjustment
without any additional incentive adjustment- it also

phases in the applicability of this provision between
100 and 60 mcf per day.

High Cost Gas

Senate

Immediately deregqulates geopressurized methane, Devonian

Shale, coal seam gas, and drilling below 15,000 feet.



House

Deregulates all but deep drilling only if it is sold
directly by the producer to a specific user (currently
about 1 percent of total sales); otherwise, it imposes a
ceiling price equal to the Btu equivalent of number two
fuel o0il plus 10 percent. Deep drilling is not included

-in this category, but rather is left to FERC price

setting discretion.

Incremental Pricing

'Senate

FERC must develop a plan within 18 months applicable to
the largest industrial users and submit that plan to
Congress where it is subject to one House veto. They
may submit a plan, subject to the same review process,
that covers more than the largest industrial users. Any
plan they submit must apply to interstate and intrastate
users. :

House

The House only extends incremental pricing to interstate
users. They also reduce the submission time to one
year, eliminate the Congressional veto-review, and
broaden coverage beyond the largest industrial users.
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APRIL 13, 1978

" 8:007A.M.

STATEMENT OF POSITION ON FUTURE NEGOTIATIONS ON

THE NATURAL GAS CONFERENCE

At this time, under the existing circumstances, we feel that
only one of three possible options can be pursued to try to
reach a conference agreement. These options are: -

1. Adopt the Senate compromlse proposal of ! '
April 3, 1978. T : -

2.

h.

Reconvene the full Natural Gas COerrenCe‘;ﬁgz- O

:Committee and return to open publlc se531ons,

" using the Senate passed bill and House passed .
“bill, as sent to the conference on October 13 a
~l977, as the basis for negotlatlon. - :

Use the Senate compromise proposal of April 3
1978, as the basis for negotiation, subject to
further negotiations on the following items:

a.

Date of'éééqptféii?f,;-;w~

Trend lines to befestabliéhed now.
The triggering'device.

The means of dealing with reimpoeftion of

. controls. and amendments to Senate Rules.
“ineremehtai'pfieing}

lNew gas, spec1f1cally

1. The House w1thheld" gas deflnltlon.
2. 45 day FERC review.

© 3. GNP vs. CPI.

. Price and deflnltlon w1th respect to strlpper—-“
- wells. 4

.

_ Prudhoe Bay.
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ACTION

FYI .

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

FOR STAFFING
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FROM PRESIDENT'S OUTBOX
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B e noFy agemets 5 Pus Gss

A&y;l}p

MONDALE

COSTANZA

ENROLLED BILL

EIZENSTAT

AGENCY REPORT

JORDAN

CAB DECISION

LIPSHUT2

MOORE

EXECUTIVE ORDER

POWELL

WATSON

McINTYRE

SCHULTZE

ARAGON

‘BOURNE

BRZEZ INSKI

BUTLER

CARP

H. CARTER

CLOUGH

FALLOWS

FIRST LADY

HARDEN

HUTCHESON

JAGODA

Comments due to
Carp/Huron within
48 hours; due to
Staff Secretary
next day

KRAFT

LINDER

MITCHELL

MOE

PETERSON

PETTIGREW

POSTON

PRESS

SCHLESINGER

SCHNEIDERS

STRAUSS

GAMMILL

" | VOORDE

WARREN




~

PR

THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON

- 4/7/78

Mr. President:

Staff and Agency comments
are at TAB A.

Some historical background

on the Center is attached
at TAB B.

Rick



- EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT-AND BUDGET ;
WASHINGTON, D:.C. 20503

March 17, 1978 —

: "~ ACTION

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT o
" .
| el 2
| FROM: : JAMES T. MchNTYRE% /%
'SUBJECT: B The Future of the National Center
for Productivity and Quality of
Workling Life
Purpose

We have worked with several Federal agencies to prepare
this memorandum which responds to your request for a
decision paper on the termination of the National Center
for Productivity and Quality of Working Life. If the
Center is abolished, a decision also needs to be made on
the a551gnment of organlzatlonal respon51b111ty for the
Center's programs.

j“ Tab A provides a summary of background information, as
well as a listing of current responsibilities in the area
of productivity and quality of working life in the Depart-
b %ac ments of Labor and Commerce and the National Center for
al \\\N

>
“x
s
o
S

Productivity. Also attached for your information (Tab B)
is the Labor-Commerce study on the National Center.

" Summary of Problem

The authorization for the National Center for Productivity
and Quality of Working Life expires September 30, 1978,
All agencies agree on the need for a continuing Federal
interest in improved productivity and guality of working
life and a need to assign specific responsibilities to
one or more Federal agencies. Given that agreement, the
problem becomes: 1Is the National Center, based on ex-
perience to date, a necessary entity for carrying out the

Federal role in productivity and quality of working life
improvement?




" Pros

The: Center, as the one agency dedicated solely to pro-
ductivity improvement, provides the symbolic value of

. Federal 1eadership The evidence of such value can be

seen in theé growing number of groups and organizations
in the country which are focusing on productivity
problems.

The agency provides a central focus for policy develop-
ment and coordination.

There is a need for trlpartlte cooperatioh (the Center's
Board of Directors includes labor, management, and
Government) to gulde a productivity program. An inde-
pendent entity is a more effective vehicle for obtaining
the cooperation and confidence necessary to address
issues and promote consensus.

Break-up of the Center would be perceived as a weakening
of the Admlnlstratlon s commitment to fighting inflation.

Quality of working life is not the major responsibility
of any Cabinet agency. The Center has been able to

bring into focus the human and economic potential of

labor-management cooperation:

- Cons

Both the law and the Center's program are unworkable.
-~ The Center's mandate is too broad.

-- The. formality of a board of directors,
exacerbated by the size of the group
(up to twenty-seven members), has
mitigated against effective functioning
as an advisory body

The Center is the object of criticism because of
the lack of solid achievements to date.

The Center's relationships with other institutions
and parties has failed to produce the necessary
coordination to further program interests.

- Many of the Center's responsibilities are duplicated

by other Federal agencies.



- As a peripheral beody, the Center is unable to in-
fluence economic policy which profoundly influences
productivity growth.

- Discontinuance of the Center fulfills your pledge
to reduce the size and complexity of the Federal
bureaucracy.

Discussion of Options

For the reasons given under the pro section above, repre-
sentatives of the Departments of Commerce, Labor, and
Treasury and the National Center believe that an indepen-
dent entity such as the Center should exist. They also
agree that this could be accomplished by restructurlng
the Center and refocusing its program.

Commerce recommends that the Center's productivity functions -
should now be absorbed by the appropriate line Departments—-
prinecipally Commerce and Labor--in order to capitalize on
product1v1ty programs in those agencies, the expertise and
experience which resides there, and the influence which

can be brought to bear on economic policy. The agency is
convinced that the title and focus of the Center should be
reoriented toward quality of working life to strengthen the
Administration's commitment to human rlghts.

The National Center believes, however, that the restructure
should focus on productivity and recommends that the Center
be extended at least three years with a mandate to pursue
its consensus-building and industry assistance activities.

Labor and Treasury urge a separate'organizational entity

as a demonstration of continuing commitment to productivity
and quality of working life efforts and to ensure the
necessary labor-management. cooperation.

The Office of Management and Budget believes that the Center
should be abolished and that Federal initiatives could be
sustained by reassigning the functions now entrusted to the
Center to established line agencies which have productivity
responsibilities. The overall responsibility for policy de-
velopment and coordination should be assigned to OMB. The
a551gnment to OMB recognizes the need for coordination of the
various productivity responsibilities among Federal agencies.
Such an assignment would be consistent with OMB's central
management role.



We do not think that a separate entity for quality of working
life can be Justified at this time. The definltlon, nature,
and importance of quality of working life is much less clear=
cut than that of productivity. Although Federal initiatives
in this area do exist, the Federal role has yet to be
reasonably defined. Unions themselves appear to be ambiva-
lent on the subject because of the somewhat ambiguous
concept and the uncertainty of its 1mpact on collective

” bargaining.

Regardless of the option selected, we recommend that respon-
sibility for productivity improvement within the Federal
community be transferred to the Civil Service Commission -

" (or Office of Personnel Management if Civil Service reorgan-
ization is adopted) regardless of whether the Center is
retained or not. Civil Service reform and reorganization
represents a significant opportunity to build productivity
1mprovement into the overall Administration effort to
improve Federal personnel systems. -

Options-

Retain the National Center but refocus its
program. (Labor, National Center, Treasury)

- Retain the Center but refocus its program
on quality of working life. Transfer produc-
tivity efforts to established line agencies.
(Commerce) Watson

L __ ¥ Allow the Center to expire; assign all operat-

b : ing functions to established line agencies;

f and assign overall policy formulation and "<j/
coordination to OMB. (OMB) CEA, DPS, Pettigrew

Implementation Consideration

If you choose either of the first two options which call
for extension of the Center, we will assure that the '
necessary leglslatlve drafting is undertaken to clarify
the Center's role.




If you choose the third option and assign these added
functions to OMB's management responsibilities, we will
develop the necessary legislation and implementation plan.

Attachments
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MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT
' ' ¢ Lﬁu
FROM: : JAMES T. McCINTYRE /A?:< _
| 'SUBJECT: ' The Future of the National Center
- _ for Productivity and Quality of
: Working Life
Purpose

We have worked with several Federal agencies to prepare
this memorandum which responds to your request for a
decision paper on the termination of the National Center
for Productivity and Quality of Working Life. If the
Center is abolished, a decision also needs to be made on
the a331gnment of organlzatlonal respons1b111ty for the
Center's programs.

J".Tab A provides a summary of background information, as

N well as a listing of current responsibilities in the area
 § n° L@ . of productivity and quality of working life in the Depart-
Y A0 ments of Labor and Commerce and the National Center for

Productivity. Also attached for your information (Tab B)
is the Labor-Commerce study on the National Center.

Summary of Problem

The authorization for the National Center for Productivity
and Quality of Working Life expires September 30, 1978.
All agencies agree on the need for a continuing Federal
interest in improved productivity and quality of working
life and a need to assign specific responsibilities to
one or more Federal agencies. Given that agreement, the
problem becomes: Is the National Center, based on ex-
perience to date, a necessary entity for carrying out the

Federal role in productivity and quality of working life
1mprovement?




" Pros

The Center, as the one agency dedicated solely to pro-
ductivity improvement, provides the symbolic value of
Federal leadership The evidence of such value can be
seen in the growing number of groups and organizations
in the country which are focus1ng on productivity
problems.

The agency provides a central focus for policy develop-
ment and coordlnatlon.

There is a needvfor tripartite cooperation (the Center's
Board of Directors includes labor, management, and
Government) to guide a productivity program. An inde-
pendent entity is a more effective vehicle for obtaining
the cooperation and confidence necessary to address
issues and promote consensus.

Break-up of the Center would be perceived as a weakening

of the Administration's commitment to fighting inflation.

Quality of working life is not the major responsibility
of any Cabinet agency. The Center has been able to
bring into focus the human and economic potential of
labor-management cooperation.

" Cons

- Both the law and the Center's program are unworkable.

-- The Center's mandate is too broad.

-~ The formality of a board of directors,
exacerbated by the size of the group
(up to twenty-seven members), has
mitigated against effective functioning
as an advisory body

- The Center is the object of criticism because of

the lack of solid achievements to date.

- The Center's relationships with other institutions

and parties has failed to produce the necessary
coordination to further program interests.

- Many of the Center's responsibilities are duplicated

by other Federal agencies.



-~ As a peripheral body, the Center is unable to in-
fluence economic pollcy which profoundly influences
productivity growth.

- Discontinuance of the Center fulfills your pledge
to reduce the size and complexity of the Federal
bureaucracy.

Discussion of Options

For the reasons given under the pro section above, repre-
sentatives of the Departments of Commerce, Labor, and
Treasury and the National Center believe that an indepen-
dent entity such as the Center should exist. They also
agree that this could be accomplished by restructurlng
the Center and refocusing its program.

Commerce recommends that the Center's productivity functions
should now be absorbed by the appropriate line Departments--
principally Commerce and Labor--in order to capitalize on
productivity programs in those agencies, the expertise and
experience which resides there, and the influence which

can be brought to bear on economic policy. The agency is
convinced that the title and focus of the Center should be
reoriented toward quality of working life to strengthen the
Administration's commitment to human rlghts.

The National Center believes, however, that the restructure
should focus on productivity and recommends that the Center
be extended at least three years with a mandate to pursue

its consensus-building and industry assistance‘activities;

Labor and Treasury urge a separate organizational entity

as a demonstration of continuing commitment to productivity
and quality of working life efforts and to ensure the :
necessary labor-management cooperation.

The Office of Management and Budget believes that the Center
should be abolished and that Federal initiatives could be
sustained by reassigning the functions now entrusted to the
Center to established line agencies which have productivity
responsibilities. The overall responsibility for policy de-
velopment and coordination should be assigned to OMB. The
a551gnment to OMB recognizes the need for coordination of the
various productivity responsibilities among Federal agencies.
Such an assignment would be. consistent with OMB's central
management role.



We do not think that a separate entity for quality of worklng
life can be justified at this time. The deflnltlon, nature,
and importance of quality of working life is much less clear=
cut than that of productivity. Although Federal initiatives
in this area do exist, the Federal role has yet to be
reasonably defined. Unions themselves appear to be ambiva-
lent on the subject because of the somewhat ambiguous
concept and the uncertainty of its 1mpact on collective

o bargaining.

Regardless of the option selected, we recommend that respon-
sibility for productivity improvement within the Federal
community be transferred to the Civil Service Commission -

" (or Office of Personnel Management if Civil Service reorgan-
ization is adopted) regardless of whether the Center is
retained or not. Civil Service reform and reorganization
represents a significant opportunity to build productivity
improvement into the overall Administration effort to
improve Federal personnel systems.

Options -

Retain the National Center but refocus its
program. (Labor, National Center, Treasury)

_ Retain the Center but refocus its program

on quality of working life. Transfer produc-
tivity efforts to established line agencies.
(Commerce) Watson

- Allow the Center to expire; assign all operat-
ing functions to established line agencies;
and assign overall policy formulation and ‘<j/

coordination to OMB. (OMB) CEA, DPS, Pettigrew

I1f you choose either of the first two options which call
for extension of the Center, we will assure that the
necessary legislative drafting is undertaken to clarify
the Center's role.




If you choose the third option and assign these added
functions to OMB's management responsibilities, we will
develop the necessary legislation and implementation plan.

Attachments




MEMORANDUM

" THE WHITE HOUSE

. WASHINGTON

7 April 1978 .

TO: : THE PRES IDEﬂ Q
N

FROM: : RICK HUTCHE

SUBJECT: ‘ Staff and Agency Comments on OMB
- Memo, "The Future of the National
Center for Productivity and Quallty
of Working Life"

Congressional Liaison has no comment.

CEA concurs with OMB.

Dick Pettigrew concurs with OMB's recommendation to ter-
minate the Center, and transfer its.:functions to line
agencies. However, he thinks that CEA/COWPS is better
suited than OMB to provide overall policy coordination.

Stu Eizenstat concurs with OMB. The contribution of the
Center to improving productivity and working conditions
"is minimal and mostly symbolic."

Comimerce..concurs with OMB's recommendation that the Center
be allowed to expire. "OMB's memo, however, makes no
provision for the continuation and development of Federal-
ly-supported quality of work 1life (QWL) programs in in-
dustry, government and communities. We find this a serious
omission which should be addressed by the Administration. -

"In the 1970"'s, QWL has emerged as the most important -
development in contemporary industrial relations both
here and abroad... There is mounting evidence that QWL
programs yleld 31gn1flcant human and economic gains,
1nclud1ng impressive increases in productivity measured
in the most orthodox fashion." Such firms as GM, ATs&T,
Xerox and Weyerhaueser are committed to QWL programs.
"Because there is growing evidence that QWL programs do
work, it is our conviction that these efforts should
receive Federal encouragement.

"We therefore request that Commerce be assigned respon-
sibility for Federal leadership in this area. We have



the experience, the commitment and the expertise in
senior people who have been in the forefront of QWL
developments over the years. With $250,000 (less.than
10% of the current Center budget) Commerce can do an
effective job."

Jack Watson concurs with Commerce. "We recommend transfer
to the Department of Commerce because there are two
active QWL programs underway within the Department itself,
because the Department has the resources, the experience,
the leadership and the commitment -- all of which are
required if QWL is to succeed. It is worth the effort,
the costs are minimal, and any other option means the
essential abandonment of Federal support of QWL."

Treasury "strongly supports the purpose and objectives of
the (Center). For a relatively modest budget outlay
of $3 million, the (Center) brings to the public's atten-
tion the importance of increased productivity and also
provides a forum for labor and management to discuss the
issues in a neutral, problem-solving way. Abolishing
the Center would suggest less than enthusiastic support
for strengthening productivity growth as an important
part of your anti-inflation program."

Labor concedes the "limited progress" made by the Center
to date, but recommends recreating the agency in an im-
proved way, rather than abolishing it completely. "The
current emphasis .on the importance of an anti-inflation
program brings productivity improvement even more directly
to the center of economic policy."

As Marshall sees it, the primary role of a recreated
Center "would be to assist private sector organizations
in locating and eliminating impediments to productivity
improvement. Its program would supplement and provide
highly useful support to the increasingly urgent mission
of CoOwps."

The new Center would have the authority to provide tech-
nical assistance upon request, and would support the
‘creation of counterpart State and regional productivity
centers. The Center would be governed by a Board com-
prised of the Secretaries of Labor, Commerce, Treasury,
the Director of the Federal ‘Mediation and Conciliation
Service, and the Center's chief gxecutive officer.

Marshall believes his proposal is more desirable than
abolishing the Center "in favor of a more diffuse and in-
herently less coherent and integrated multi-agency program."






THE NATiONAL CENTER FOR PRODUCTIVITY AND QUALITY
OF WORKING LIFE

Background

In the last decade productivity growth in the U.S. has been
unsatisfactory both to the Nation's needs and its capabili-
ties. Over time, various spokespersons on the subject have
indicated their belief that productivity growth must improve
to create high employment, deal with inflation, enable the
United States to compete in world markets, and bring about
a-higher standard of living. Concern for worker satisfac-
tion and the more effective involvement of employees in
decisions affecting the work environment--termed quality of
working life--is viewed as an important factor contributing
to productivity improvement.

Over time the need for an explicit Federal role in dealing
with these concerns has been recognized. GAO, in a study
it hopes to release shortly, identifies over $1 billion in
Federal expenditures for programs to improve various aspects
of productivity. These programs include activities in the
Departments of Labor and Commerce, the Federal Mediation

and Conciliation Service, the Civil Service Commission, OMB,
the National Science Foundation, and others.

In July 1970, the National Commission on Productivity was
established as part of a Presidential campaign to enlist
public support in controlling prices and combating inflation.
P.L. 93-311 made this a statutory body. In June 1974,
Congress broadened the Commission's charter to include quality
of working life.

In 1975, P.L. 94-136 established the National Center for
Productivity and Quality of Working Life as an independent
agency with responsibility for encouraging productivity
growth. The Center was authorized for three years. At the
end of that period the agency was to be evaluated to deter-
mine if that organizational structure was a feasible one for
carrying out the Federal role. GAO is completing an evalua-
tion of the Center. In late 1977 Departments of Commerce
and Labor conducted an independent study which included
interviews with spokespersons of major parties of interest

~
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in productivity and quality of working life. A theme common
to the studies is a general dissatisfaction with the Center.
Further, P.L. 94-136, creating the Center, has been the
object of criticism by some of the legislators who have been
strong advocates. A second and important common denominator
is the continuing belief in' the need for an institutionized
and visible Federal commitment to improved productivity
growth.

These issues have been discussed with staff of the Depart-
ments of Commerce, Labor and Treasury, OMB, the Domestic
Policy Group, and the Executive Director of the National
Center for Productivity and the Quality of Working Life.
While all agencies share the view that a Federal commitment
to and an explicit role in productivity and quality of working
.life improvement is necessary because of the serious impli-
cations that improvement has for labor-relations policy and
the Nation's economic well-being, there is a divergence of
opinion as to how the Government should organize to focus
attention on the issues. Their views are reflected in the
memorandum.. '
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THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

March 22, 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT
FROM: RICHARD PETTIGREW [Rcd
SUBJECT: _ , McIntyre Memo re the Future of the

National Center for Productivity and
Quality of Working Life

T believe it is politically imperative to‘strengthen the
federal role in fostering productivity improvements. This
requires:

l. locating operational activities in strong
institutional bases (only Cabinet departments
" like Commerce and Labor have the necessary
resources and broad contact with the private
sector);

2. creating a strong, high-level policy focal
point to assure coherent use of the $1 billion
federal resources devoted to productivity
improvement.

I support the OMB recommendation to terminate the Center.

I further agree that policy development should be coordinated
in the Executive Office of the President. It does appear to
me, however, that the Council of Economic Advisors -(together
with COWPS) rather than OMB has the expertise and private
sector contacts which make it more suitable for this role.

If this responsibility is assigned to CEA, we should consider
creating some formal process for public participation and
involvement. (This might consist of a labor-private sector
advisory committee to replace the Center's existing board.)



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 5, 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT
FROM: STU EIZENSTAT
SUBJECT: Future of the National Center

for Productivity and Quality
of Working Life

The agencies represented on the governing board of the
Center (Commerce, Labor and Treasury) favor retention of
this body. The agencies concede that the Center should
be strengthened and refocused, but they believe that an
independent Center is needed as a visible sign of the
Federal government's commitment to improving productivity,
to fighting inflation and improving working conditions.

Along with Jim McIntyre, I believe that the Center is un-
workable in its present form. It should be abolished and
its functions should be redistributed to other agencies.
The Federal government clearly has an important role to
play in improving productivity and working conditions.
Regulations governing wages and working conditions and
policies encouraging capital investment are the most
important contributors to these goals. However, the
contribution of the Center to these ends is minimal and
mostly symbolic.

Before you announce your decision, I recommend that you
ask Frank Moore's staff to consult briefly with interested
members of the House and Senate and to report back if there
are major problems.

In addition, the Administration's position, when announced,
should make clear that the Departments of Labor and Commerce
will pay serious attention to the issues of productivity and
quality of working life, with OMB coordination.
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‘'We disagree with the OMB recommendation that responsibility for policy
development and coordination should be assigned to OMB.

We support Commerce's recommendation (which is a variant of option II)
that thg Center be allowed to expire, that its programs be refocused
on guality of working life and transferred to Commerce.

Page 3 of the decision paper -states that Commerce's reason for its
recommendation is "to strengthen the Administration's commitment to
human rights." It is an incomplete statement of the Commerce position
and should be amended to add: "and because the traditional carrot and
stick address to motivation for productivity simple does not work and
there is substantial evidence that quality of working life (QWL) pro-
grams produce genuine human development and increased productivity.



Such programs are successful and active today in forms such
as General Motors, Texas Instruments, General Foods and
Harman International.

SR T e

Finally, we recémmend transfer to the Department of
Commerce: because there are two active quality of working
life programs underway within the Department itself,

because the Department has the resources, the experience,
the leadership and the commitment--all of which are required
if QWL is to succeed.

It is worth the effort, the costs are minimal and any
other option means the essential abandonment of federal
support of QWL.




"ACTION"

THE UNDER SECRETARY OF COMMERCE
Washington, D.C. 20230

March 30, 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Future of the National Center for
Productivity and Quality of Working Life

The Department of Commerce agrees with OMB's recommendation
that the National Center for Productivity and Quality of
Working Life be allowed to expire. We agree with OMB's
analysis that traditional productivity activities are now
being conducted by a number of government agencies,
particularly Commerce, and that these activities require
no single independent center.

OMB's memorandum, however, makes no provision for the
continuation and development of Federally supported quality
of work life (QWL) programs in industry, government and
communities. We find this a serious omission which should
be addressed by the Administration.

In the 1970's, QWL has emerged as the most important
development in contemporary industrial relations both here
and abroad. The growing number of corporations, labor unions
and communities using this new cooperative address attests
to its importance. There is mounting evidence that QWL
programs yield significant human and economic gains,
including impressive increases in productivity measured in
the most orthodox fashion. The number of firms now
committed to QWL programs includes General Motors,
Weyerhaueser, AT&T, Harman International and Xerox, among

" many others. The best managed companies know that '
traditional "carrot and stick" motivational and productivity
programs do not work. Because there is growing evidence
that QWL programs do work, it is our conviction that

these efforts should receive Federal encouragement.

We therefore request that Commerce be assigned responsibility
for Federal leadership in this area. We have the experience,
the commitment and the expertise in senior people. who have
been in the forefront of QWL developments over the years. With
$250,000 (less than ten percent of the current National Center
budget) Commerce can do an effective job.
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THE SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY
WASHINGTON 20220

March 24, 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

Subject: The Future of the National Center for
Productivity and Quality of Working Life

For the reasons stated in the OMB memorandum
dated March 17, 1978, the Treasury Department strongly
supports the purpose and objectives of the National
Center for Productivity and Quality of Working Life.
Policies that will increase productivity are vital
to this nation's future. For a relatively modest

" solving way. Abolishing the Center would suggest less
than enthusiastic support for strengthening productivity
growth as an important part of your anti-inflation
program.

Robert Carswell
Acting Secretary



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
WASHINGTON

MAR 24 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR: THE PRESIDENT

FROM: S SECRETARY OF LABOR P

'SUBJECT: The Future of the National Center for
Productivity and Quality of Worklng
Life

I am disappointed in the OMB memorandum of March 17, which I
feel does not present a full picture of the choices before
you regardlng the future of the National Center for Pro-
ductivity and Quality of Working Life.

It is unfortunate that the National Center has been able to
make such limited progress toward achieving the ambitious
goals assigned to it by P.L. 94-136. But it would be more
regrettable still, if on the basis of this one short-term
experience, we chose to prematurely abandon the key concept
Congress attempted to implement through the Act. The loglc
of maintaining an independent agency as the focal point of a
larger Federal effort to encourage productivity growth is no
less valid or compelling today then it was in 1975 when the
Center was created. 1In fact, the current emphasis on the -
importance of an anti-inflation program brings product1v1ty
improvement -even more dlrectly to the center .of economic
pollcy.

The deficiencies of the existing Center, including its
legislative charter, have been amply documented. While
there may be a strong temptation to respond to them by
abolishing the Center and diffusing its functions among
various departments and agencies, I think an alternative
course of action has more to commend. We can derive more
profit from this experience by using it to construct the
legislative foundation for a new independent agency that can
play a far more instrumental role in furthering the Nation's
economic and social interests. I envision the re-creation
of a new agency that would have:

—— A circumscribed and realistic scope of responsibility.
Its preeminent role would be to assist private sector
organizations in locating and eliminating impediments
to productivity improvement. Its program would supple-
ment and provide highly useful support to the increasingly
urgent mission of the Council on Wage and Price Stability.




Assistance to improve the productivity performance of
government .agencies, State and local as well as Federal,
though equally needed, would be prov1ded elsewhere in:
the.. Executlve Branch. .

;. Explicit and~spec1f1c authority tovprovide techniCal‘
‘assistance upon request, to develop and undertake

research and experlmental projects, to devise and
admlnlster information and educatlon programs and help .
support the creation of counterpart State and regional '
product1v1ty centers as partners in the natlonal

effort. :

Prov151on for governance by a pollcy—maklng and over—f

sight board comprised of the Secretary of Labor, :
Secretary of Commerce, Secretary of the Treasury,
Director of ‘the Federal Mediation and- Conciliation

Service, and the Center's chief executive officer.
" Such a board will strengthen the new agency by forging

a. bond betWeenvits program and those of other agencies."

An executlve dlrector who would be app01nted by the

'~ President with the consent of the Senate. The person
selected would bring to the Center substantial ad-

ministrative experience, a broad knowledge of sub-
stantive issues, and a familiarity with labor and
business operations. .The nominee would be of suf-
ficient stature to gain the acceptance and cooperation
of top union leaders and corporate executives and the:
highest policy officials of other government depart-
ments and agenc1es.

A fully functloning, non-government advisory council
whose members also would be appointed by the President
but without the requirement of Senate consent. Those
selected for this body would represent, in toto, the _
full spectrum of interest groups and the diverse per-  °
spectives in each (labor, management, science and '
technology, education, etc.). The Council would serve
as a forum for clarifying key productivity issues, a .
sounding board for evaluating center plans; and a
resource available for special progects.

A staff compléement that encompasses the full range of

knowledges and skills required .to deal with the many.

facets of productivity improvement.



‘I believe that this proposal outlines a viable course of
action that is significantly more attractive than either
retalnlng the National Center in its present form or. abollsh-<
ing it in favor of -a more diffuse and inherently less
coherent and 1ntegrated multi-agency program. I hope that
this will be given serious consideration before a- dec1s1on

is made. : : '

If this proposal is adopted, I would suggest as a temporary
measure the creation of an interim board of directors to the
present Center as outlined in .the memorandum of late last
year submitted to you by Secretary Kreps and myself..



National Center for Productivity and Quality of Working Life

March 25, 1978

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT
VIA Rick Hutcheson, Staff Secretary

SUBJECT: Requested Comments on McIntyre Memorandum re Future of -
the National Center dated 17 March 1978.

Your recognition of our national productivity problem has
been important but the response needs your leadership as well. The
Center represents a simple and effective method for the Administration
to lead by working together with labor and management toward resolution
of the problem.

Many labor, business and government leaders have voluntarily

. participated in the Center®s programs. They have gone beyond recog-
nition of the problem and have cooperated on actions to overcome
productivity obstacles particularly in d1stressed communities (e.g.
Jamestown, N. Y.), industries (e.g. men's apparel), and State and
local government. The need for reinforcing such cooperative efforts
is underscored by the emergence of local productivity centers through-
out the country who have looked to the National Center for leadership.

The Center has provided an opportunity for labor and manage-
ment to respond to the problem with a minimum of government assistance
(see memo to you dated 28 January 1977 from the tripartite Board of
Directors of the Center attached as Tab A). A revitalized National
Center with appropriate refocusing of its legislation and resources
would offer the opportunity for integrating existing Federal agency
_productivity programs with management interests and labor acceptance.
Without such an independent Center, this needed integration willbe
difficult to obtain (see memo to Jim McIntyre dated 16 March 1978
attached as Tab B).

Abandonment of the National Center would signal a lack of
Administration interest in the consensus of labor and management
behind productivity and other important economic issues. Also,
terminating this agency for organizational or budgeting reasons may
be seen by labor -and business leaders here and abroad as a weak-
ening of commitment to a comprehensive anti-inflation_policy (West
Germany and Japan spend three times as much on theix independent
productivity centers as does the United-States - gee table at Tab C).

2000 M Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. 20036 (202) 254-9890



Copieé to: .

The Honorable W. M1chae1 B]umentha]
Secretary of the Treasury

The Honorab]e Juanita M._Kreps
Secretary of Commerce

“The Honorable F. Ray Marshall
- Secretary of Labor

_ The Honorable Charles L. Schultze
»Chairman, Council of Economic‘Advisers

~ The’ Honorab]e James T. McIntyre Jr. ;
»D1rector 0ff1ce ‘of Management and Budget .

»The;Honorab1e.Stuart E. E1zenstat :
Assistant to the President for Domestic -

Affa1rs and Policy .

The Honorab]e Wayne L. Horvitz

o Director, Federa] Mediation and Conc111at1on

Serv1ce

f, The Honorab1e Barry Bosworth
D1rector, Council on Wage and Price Stab111ty
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National Ce nts :r for Productivity and QUQ“L} of W 9"\1'1’ L'iﬁ-‘ .

e - F' o : : , \l,kzshn...;, ton 20025 ;o :
January 28, 1877 ’

pear Hr. Pres'id'en_t.:'

. "Because the tripartite Board of Directors of ' .

the Kational Center serves coterminous with the S L

. term of the President, the outgoing Board (listed .. 7. 7: 7~
. . in Tab A) felt it important to convey to you its f‘ B

" . current thinking on proouct1v1ty issues fac1ng'tﬂ1e

- Mation. The enclosed memo (Tab B) was preparea

';by the Board at. 1ts last meetlng._-- ¥

L At that same meetlng it was also agreed -qaa\,'fggf"‘*;Q~;_
:f'nessrs. Rockefellex, Abel and Burnham would seak . --.7 = 5wl
. a meeting with you to discuss the memo and ways . - .70

—to preserve and expand the consensus of labor and = |-, =

management around product1v1ty 1ssues. 5;., , v_jﬁf;~;'.:f~f‘

- Very Respectfully,

'~ Executive Director - . . -

. The President -
-The White House S
Washington, D.C. 20500




L
ey
o

HALLIUNAL Chitioil ron PRUDUCLLV LY
ND&QUALITV OF hOR(ING LIFE

, - BOARD OF DIRECTORS '
e : - (As of January 139, 1977):,_

Nelson A. Rockefeller, ”Chalrman
Vice President of the Unlted Statesv

“X. W. Ab=l s
President, United Steelworkers
of America -

ADonald C. Bu rnhan

Director-Officer, Westlnohouse .
: Electrlc Corooratlon

- Berkel ey G- Bu rrell

’Pre51dent, Natlonal Bus1ness Leaguej‘

.Edward E. Carlson : S
‘.Chalrnan and Chief Executlve
Offlcer, UAL, Inc. . oot

C. L. Dennis’ ' '

Past~International Pre51dent

. Brotherhood of Railway, Airline,

" Steamship Clerks, Freight )

' Handlers, Express and Statlon '
Employees '

.Danlel J. Evans '
Former Governor of Wasnlngton

_eFrank E. Fitzsimmons - “
President, Internatlonal Brotherhood
of Teansters

Gaylord Freeman :
Honorary Chairman, First Natlonal
Bank of Chicago

Robert A. Georglne PR
. President, Building and Constructlon
Tradcs, AFL~CIO

Aandrew E;. Glbson K o
President, Maher Terminals

‘James E. Holshouser, Jr.
‘Forner Governor of North
Carolina

'Bess !«Iyerson S

. _Elllot L Rlchard.von

' James F. Scearce
Director, Federal 2dediation
: and Conc111at:u.on Serv1ce T

Wayne - L HOI.‘VltZ

Cnalrnan, Joint La®or/iianagement
Committee of the Retail E‘ooa
Industry

J. Lane Klrkland -

. Secretary-Treasurex, AE‘L—\,IO

- Re Heath Larry C
. Vice Chairman of the Board :
e Um.ted States Stee1 Corporat:ron

Syndlcated Columnist and

A Consumer Advocate

Secreta ry of Comn-e zrce

' Herbert s. Rlch y -
Presu'ient and Chi=f Emecutlve
- Officer, Valley Camp Coal

- Company; and Chafxman, United
States Cbamber o;. Comnerce

"L. Wllllam Seld’:nar* : ‘
Assistant to the President

for Economlc A;,fa irs

| Wllllam E Slnon | SR
-Secretary of the Treasury _

Wllllam J. Usery, Jr-

Secretary of Labor

.

~ George H. Kuper | :
" BExecutive Director , Wational

Center for Productivity and )
Quality of Workirrg Life
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~ Nationa! Center for Productivity and Quc.l_iiy of Working Life = .
- ' Washington 20435 - -

o Ja‘.nujar,y 28, 1977 v» -

" MEMORANDUH FOR THE PRESIDENT
| Prepared by» Lo i
THB.BohRD OF DIRECTORS OF THE

NATIONAL CENTER FOR PRODUCTIVITY .- -~ = == 77

‘ At‘]D ' . . . - - B .
QUALITY OF WORKING'LIFE'._*' -:{;{j;fﬁji"i_f'”"
. THE NEED FOR A NATIONAL PRODUCTIVITY PROGRAM ”f;;7fff;¥‘je-

- . - One of the toughest and most cr1t1cal challenges wh:.ch
confronts the incoming Administration is the rroblem of how
to increase’ the Nation's rate of product1v1ty growth. = Pro— -

ductivity — that is, the efficiency with which we use labor;, O

~ capital, and other resources to produce goods and services — -
provides the wherewithal to achieve the objectlves our society -
demands, :mcludlng a higher standard of living, better quallty
- products and services, a clean environment and better working ,
conditions. A h1gh productivity growth rate also assures: our
~ Nation the economic vitality to compete successfully in the
. world economy and to maintain high rates of employment while
- minimizing the inflationary pressures which mlght otner‘use
' accompany our efforts to create more jobs. . » .
. The present decac’le is an 1mportant turm.ng pcunt for
~ the trend of productivity in America. In the past, the
American political and economic system has provided a f£favor—
able climate for productivity improvement. As a resuli:, the -
average American worker today produces about four times as
- much in one hour. of work as the average worker of 50 years

ago. The widely acclaimed accomplishments of Z\nerlcan soc:.ety -0

. have been primarily facilitated by these 1mnrove'nents in our =
natlonal productivity. . : -

Unhaop11y, however, the Nation's productlvn.ty growth

has left much to be desired in recent years. One of the
clearest demonstrations of this situation can be Seen in .
the accompanying chart which compares the rate of productivity
growth in manufacturing in the U.S. with the productiwvity .
trend of other industrial nations, as compiled by the U.S..

- Bureau of Labor Statistics. For most relevant periods since
1950, the U.S. has clearly lagged behind the othexs.
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Without new p011c1es to promote greater produc’clvz.ty
growth, it is likely that America will continue to lag '
behind much of the rest of the industrial world. At a. = -~
© pational symposium on the future of productivity, soonsorec’l
" by the N ational Center for Productivity and Quallty of - :
vorking Life earlier this year, leading economists submitted
prcjections which forecast a 2-3% productivity growth rate.
over the next decade, vhereas productivity growth in Japan.
and Western Europe is expected to be closer \_O Ss. )

The Board of DlreCtOL<‘ of the ‘\Iatlonal Cem:ex: belleves
_that America has to do better than a 2-3% productivity growth
rate ‘in order to achieve our objectives of high employment,
low inflation, a clean environment and a higher standard -

. of living. 1In essence, we must either find a way to achleve
a higher rate of growth in productivity, or we will be .
forced to lower our expectations regarding the benazlts we
‘desire from our economy. We believe that the policies and .-~
- actions initiated during the term of the incoming Adminis- ... .
. tration can make an important difference in determining - -
- yhether Bmerica will return to a high productl\nty growth
rate and thereby meet the expectations of our citizens, . .7.'.' s
- or whether America will enter_ a future of redn.cea exoecta— ST

C tlons or even d:.sap001ntment

, .ths nemorandum has been prenared by the Boarc]’ to acqualr._ ,
_tlie incoming Administration with some of the initiatives which
‘we believe deserve the highest priority in returning the.-U.S.
- to a higher productivity trend. The Board wishes to emphasize
“that the factors which have inhibited our productivity growth
are complex; the actions which are needed to improwve our per— -
formance are only partially.understood. However, -at least
one thing is clear: we can no longer afford to let produc—
‘tivity "take care of itself". This principle is recognized .
by every other industrial nation - all of whom undezstand _
-the critical role of productivity in meeting their national- ;
objectives and all of whom have had extensive national pro— f
grams to promote product1v1ty growth for many- years- S L

Product1v1ty has not recelved the same level oF attenelon '
or support in the U.S.. Beginning in 1970 by Executive.State—
ment our productivity efforts have been carried on in a frag—
mented and discontinuous fashion, with minimal funding -and
without broad support. The National Center exists today
only because a few dedicated and enlightened leaders f£rom
. labor, management and government have persisted in pointing

out the need for a central public forum to consider policies
affecting our Nation's productivity growth. The’ establlshment
of the Center in November, 1975, was an importent step in the
right direction, but the support and leadershlp of the new

new Rdministration is urgently needed to insure that we do ,
not - lose tne momentum achleveﬂ S0 far. '



A

¢HE ROLE OF THE NATIO\IAL CENTER Lo

The \’.atlonal Center for Droduct:l\n.ty and Q:..ah ty of
Working Llre was created by Conjress in November , 1975.
rhe Center's Board of Directors is composed of leading
business, labor, government, and publlc representatives
who are app01nted by the President subject to Senate
confirmation. The Center and the National Commission on
Productivity which preceded it have tradltlonally operated
as non-partisan organlzatlons. H .

The nead for the Center is basea on the premise that
we all have a stake in the national objective of proJuctlvu_y
improvement but that we often have important dif ferences
of opinion about how to achieve that objective. The Center
provides an organization through which different sectors. -
of the’ economy can work toward reconc111ng tnese dlfrorences

The Board belleves that the Center has demonstr ed a
comparatively unique potent1a1 to develop a consensus in
support of productivity improvement. To the extent that =
this consensus-building capability can be useful to the new
Administration, the Board welcomes the opportunity toc exploit
it more fully. At the same time, the co—operative sgirit
‘'which the Center has achieved to date, is, by its nature,
fragile and would benefit cons:.derably from re:o.n.force.ment
by the new Admlnlstratlon. . L A SR :

,THE SOURCES OF NATIO’\TAL PRODUCTIVITY IMPROV ENT

In its first comprehen ive statement on nai.lonal '
productivity policy, the National Commission on Productivity
and Work Quality observed that the - most crucial factors
affecting productivity can conveniently be groupcd und Zer
three broad headlngs.} These are-}n»“

—— _ Human Resources ~ that 1s, ‘the level of health

: and education, skills,.ingenuity, and Gedication
‘of-all people involved in the production of goods
and services, and the extent to which we continue
to maintain and 1mprove thls product_lve Cc_OdblllLy-

— Techno-logy and Ca-pltal Investment — that 13, the
- process through which productivity—enhancing in-
novations are conceived, developed, firanced, and
diffused throughout the economy, in both the public
and the private sectors. -
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~— 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 contlnued
productivity improvements. _ -

“The Center's Board of DlrecLors reconmends these orouplngs
as a useful way of thinking about how .to promote DrOdUCthJ.ty
growth and improvement in the quality of vork;mg llfe, ana ha.» -
organlzed thls nemorandum accordingly. :

In addition to effective pollcxes i‘n"these'three areas, .
an expanding economy with plentiful opportunities for emoloy—‘ -
ment and investment is a necessary condition for productivity =
improvement. When jobs are plentiful, technological changes . .
.which lead to greater efficiency are more acceptadble to - -~ ..
employees. Similarly, the reasonable expectation of t_:';rovth'
-and profitability is necessary to encourage 1nvest0rs to
'.,flnance these changes. : .

Flnally, the Board has 1dent1f1ed partlcular: opportun:r.tles
to promote productivity in the public. sector = ircluding units.
~of Federal, state and local governments.  While public sector
productivity also requires effective policies affecelng hunan .
- resources, investment, technology, and regulatior, the Prasident

_and his Administration can directly influence the r-anagement and.
hence the productivity of government operations. The growing

- importance of the public sector to the economy as a wvhole as

‘well as the need for early action by the President have promo;_ed
the Board to offer addlx_lonal recommendatlons on thls toplc-

-

'HUMAN RESOURCES . .~~~ = . "

.During 1976, the Center has focused its attention on three -
imnmediate opportunities for improving the productiviiy of our
-Nation's human resources, and the Board preposes that these-
continue to be emphasized in the immediate future. First,
improved co-operative arrangements between labor and manage— ..

. ment need to be worked out to allow the 1ngenu1ty and know-—

how of employees to be utlllzed more fully in the: productn_ve
proceo... o

Second, ve need more effectlve publlc anc’[ prlvc.te pollc:_es
to assure workers that their cooperation in productlvxty—enhancn

changes will not unduly affect their job securlty and self—
interest. :



Third, wve need to define an appropFJ.ate role for the
Federal government in re5pond1ng to the growing interest
in 1mprov1ng job satisfaction and the cuallty of the, \,0""3 ng
env1ronment.

- —=Labor ‘Iiana‘g‘ement Cooperation.- The Center has scen cm'ﬂe
evidence that workers in both public and private orcanizations
can contribute important ideas about how to do the job botter.
Labor-management committees offer a proven mechanisiec for .
eliciting such ideas and, more generally, for allowing labor
and management to con51der common problems and objectives in a
non—-adversary setting. At the plant level,. joint committees -
have. allowed employees to contribute useful ideas about reduc—
ing waste, improving output and improving morale and job satis—
faction. Industry-wide committees have considered siructural
~ problems which inhibit productivity growth; community-level
committees have worked successfully on questlons oL economic
development. S T A -

The Board belleves that the Federal governmem_ should
take a more active role in encourag:mc the formatiorn: of labor—
nanagement comnlttees, and in promoting the concept of labor— .
‘management cooperation generally. Because labor-management
Mcooperc.tlon is necessarily a voluntary matter, it is not ,
~somathing which can be promoted by laws or orders. However,
the President can take a vital leadérship role in emncouraging
greater cooperation. Toward this end, the Board urges the
President and the members of the new Admlnlstratlon to actively -

endorse the concept of cooperatlon 1n thelr contacts with labor
and manageﬂent leaders. - : . :

Interest in labor—manajement commlttees is sma.v_l but
rapidly growing. That interest needs reinforcement, both :
~ through the sort of top-level endorsement that 1eaa¢~rshn> can
provide, and through an expanded program of information and
technical assistance from the line agencies of government. s
We recommend that programs in these areas by such organizations
"as the Departments of Commerce and Labor and the Federal :
Mediation and Conciliation Service be encouraged and suoport’ed-
‘by the new Administration. '

—-Job Securlty. Natlomude, product1v1ty 1mprov,_.ucnt and.
" employment are interdependent. Other things being ecgual, produc—
“tivity improvements generally come about by changes in work— . -
flow 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 employcos involwed

and in these cases the changes may be understandabl-: resisted.

TN S

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 so'newhtre else-.Tnus,
unless jobs are widely vallable, roduet1v1ty gro».ztb
is retarded. :

At the same time, continued productivity growth is
vital to the ability of the economy to supply new Jjobs and
to maintain existing ones. Unproductive organlzatlo'\s lose
their competitive position both at home and in relation
to foreign producers and thus their capacity to grow. -
Mations which fail to sustain an adequate level of produc— .-
tivity growth face severe unemployment in addltlon ko - - e
a reduced standard of 11vlng. DS e e

In a tlme of economic recession and hlgn une:::'oloymont,_

" there is considerable pressure for strong measures to - ... . .
increase employnent throughout the- econony . From = produc—-“**
tivity standpoint, the goal of ‘increasing employment is .
- essential because high levels of employment are a prerecz—
uisite for long—term producthlty growth There is a.lso

k .-:"_Sa risk that some methods of increasing employment will °

undermine productivity. In. the private sector, for example’

-one method suggested by some to increase employmemt 1n T
 the short-run is to retard or even reverse the normal - o T

progress of technological change, thereby using more 1abor——.*'

~ intensive-processes that would otherwise be the case. In-
the public sector, various forms' of.direct job sponsorshlp
- or emergency emoloynent may be consufiereo. L

_ Solutlons of thls type conta:m smnlflcant risks and o
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 xemedying o
" the underlying cause. Similarly, unless government—sponsored
" jobs are designed to be productive, or at least to p’ro'vide’ o
the training which will lead to productive work, there is a
danger that unemployed workers wlll s.mply be made permanently
'unproductlve at publlc expense. _ , .

Therefore, long-—term product1v1ty is best served by' o _
p011c1-._s wvhich stimulate demand and provide a stable 1nvest-—-.'

- ment cllmate, in conjunction with p011c1es which insure

that all members of the workforce have the appropriate

uklllS, training, and unrestricted entry to partlc:v.oate

in tne resulting job oooortunltle

——Quality of Working Llfe. Thern is a growing interest
in this country in conducting experiments designed to improve
the quallty of working life, 1ncltdlng .u'lprove'pents in the
worx environment and changes intended to increase job satis—
faction. Underlying this interest is the belief that improve—
ments in the guality of working life and productivity growkth



o e
are nutoally supportive. That is, Qelnv', in proauc._ Ivi tj

provide the securlty which is the basis 0f a willingynes
to cooperate in 1mprov1ng the work ‘environment. An improv ed

" work envnonnent in turn, encourages personnel to bnco
“actively and OOSItlvely involved with the overall operation

of the organization of which they are a part. This kind
of 1nvolvement and sense of participation can lead to
improvemnents in the quallty of the Droduct ori service.
being delivered and 1n even greater productlvz.ty gzins.

In Eurooe, such issues have resulted in 1eg101gtea initia—

tives and in this country there is also a temptation for the -

government to step in. However, the Board believes that it ‘is

"~ premature for the government to intervene -in or f..rrxancually

support private efforts to improve the quality of working
life. " In this country; our policy should be to allow quality
of working life changes to be worked out dlrectly Eetween

the partles. This policy recommendation is base& on the R
. premise that employers and employees know best what changes -

they want, what benefits these changes might produce, and

how to balance the benefits of an 1moroved work enwironment

agalnst other des:v.red rewards of work.

I‘ollowlng its leglslatlve mandate, the Center wxll continue

to explore an appropr:.at*e role for the go\rernment wlth reooect
to. quallty of worklng 11fe experlments.

'TEChNOLOGY AND CAPITAL INVESTHE\IT

The importance of both technologj and caoxtanl 1nvestm_nt
to productivity growth has been well documented. Science
provides the underlying technological base from which _
productivity-enhancing equipment and processes are developed.

Adequate captial must be available to finance the dGevelopment

and installation of such equipment and processes. Xn recent
years, serious questions have been raised about the adeguacy

0f the Nation's research and development efforts, its rate

of capital formation and 1nvestment: or both. = . - LT

Such questions are not ea51ly resolved It J.C' dlfflcult _
to agree on what levels of research and development or capital
investment are adequate; even if we could agree .on adequate
levels, we probably lack. the means to measure accurately wvhether
the desired levels are belng achleved :

In 1876, a ubcommlttee of the Board reviewed najor recent
studies of capital investment, which included evalrrations of
historic investment rates and projections of the M::tion's

-
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future caoltal needs and resources. On‘tne basis of this
review, the Board has concluded that we do not face an lm'nlnent
Cier ntal shortage in the aggregate; ho,qever, there is still a
rick that severe problems could arise in specific industries

AS tnoot problem sectors are identified it may be necdessary

to cons ider special measures to stirulate capital investment
for proquc..lVlt), 1"lorove1| ent. o

In cox151der1ng the Pos 51b11ty of a cap1ta1 shoru_ac'e in ..
particular industries or economic sectors, it is 1moortant
to understand that an inadeguate supply of funds is only
- one of many problems. which could retard an 1ndustry’="
product1v1ty growth or which could inhibit the expansion or’
capacity in an industry. These problens can vary greatly .
- depending on the industry or sector in question and hel:efor:e

. efforts to remedy bo;tlﬂnecko or poor product1v1ty porfonance ,
should be industry—specific. Toward this end, the Center -+ - -

intends in 1977 to continue to evaluate the opportunities for

- productivity improvement generally and in specific industries. .

.In these evaluatlons, the Center will consider other rervedles

. in addition to capital 1nvestmem. incentives, - including, .
" for example, 1morovements in the regulaLory procass znd

opDortunltles for greaterxr cooperatlon beu.reen organlzatlons
- within an 1ndustry. . e

: A related euestlon has developec] about whev_her cr not .
sufficient incentives exist or should be createdl for invest- .
ment in research. Statistical evidence has beenr presented N
which suggests that the percentage of our national rﬂsources
committed to research and development has been c’iropplna--
While this may not have an 1mmec'|1ate effect on the rate’

of productlvlty improvement, it may have a long range
negatlve effect. The United States has been the woild

leader in terms of technological advancement, and we have =~ - .-

been an exporter of technology to our major trading partners. -
However, other countries have been gaining on uws in. their -

development of technology. To maintain our leadership

it may be necessary to have more government support of - . - .-
basic research and technology in universities and in private -
industry. The indirect support that the government has

given through military contracts has been diminishing and

nay . not be as effectlve as it has been in the past-

) As res earch is translated 1nto products there is a& nomt
hovever, vhere government's influence should be diminished
~in favor of the marketplace. Therefore, before ac‘lop...ing
any major new program to provide greater incentives for
the application of technology we need to carefully examine
where and why any specific technological deficiencies have
occurred. Where deficiencies exist, or appear to exist, there
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is an understandable temptation for the' government to step
in and, in effect, to over—ride the market mechaniszm with
direct commercial applications, investment subsidies,
information programs, and the like. In some cases, somne
form of government intervention may be appropriate; in
others, closexr scrutiny may reveal that industry economnics
simply do not yet favor the adoptlon of a particular type
of equn.tment or process. Thus, as in the case of thne.
'caaltal investment questlon, the definition of a proper
role for the government in promoting tecnnologlcg. change ’
. requires a detailed understanding of the economic structure
- and operatlng procedures of spec1f1c industries in which

deficiencies are felt to threaten contlnued DI’.'OdU.C.L.lVl\_Y
1mprovement : - : .

| GOVERYHENT REGULATION

In the final ana1y51s, the 1nadeqL_ac1es we observe or
anticipate in the future may not be caused by a ‘shortage
~of Pnow—how or of funds to put the know-how to work, but
rather by uncertainties and discontinuities in- the potential
~ return on investment which can be earned from productivity—
.enchancing changes. Commitments ‘to new technology will
" always involve a degree of uncertainty about the potential
profits to be earned. As the national and vorld econony
becomes increasingly interdependent, however, we zdd many
new uncertainties to the uncertainty of the market. In
addition, there are uncertainties about whether new tech-
.nology; once installed, will meet various regulatory
reguirements which may not presently be in effect;  or,
regulatory processes can delay the construction of new

investment projects thereby increasing their cost far bf-ﬁronéi

- what was orlglnally anticipated; or new regulations reguire
expensive changes in equipment or operating costs wnlch can
31gn1f1cantly alter the . profltablllty of an lnvesLmont_ _

_ Aoart From the dlrect 1mpact of regulatlon, public -
pol_icxes in other areas contribute to increasing the uncer
tainty of investment returns. Government. p011c1es, dlreeg.y
or indirectly, can influence the price a business is allowed
to charge, the tax and depreciation schedules {hence the
profitability) which are appllcable to a new investment,
the extent to which foreign producers will be allowed
- to penetrate the domestic market, and numerous oth=r factors
‘which can make or break an investment.



“government and the private sector, vhere policies are
"~ developed through consensus and mutual understanding of

-11-
o7
S : . ]
Obviously, some degree of rogulatlon is necec‘sary. a.s
are p011c1es on taxes, foreign trade and the like. Iin

developing these policies, howeve‘r’, the Board believes that -

governinent and industry (including both management and labor)
noed to work in greater congruity in the future than they have

in the past. It is virtually axiomatic in a free enterprise

system that if investors can reasonably expeck an. attractive
return, the investment funds and the appropriate technology
will be called forth. If returns are .erratic ox uncertaln,
investment activity is- retarded. Thus,. many of the deficien-—
cies in productivity improvement which have been attributed . -

. to capital and technology shortages may in reality have been
brought about by an 1ncrea51n01y unrellable 1nve...tment our.-._,-_--

look

"It is worth restating that the orlrl.ary sbﬁfcé of‘ rnésoﬁ-:}'_’:":f”""-‘::-s-
able investment returns is a healthy, expanding-economy. - ...

In addition, however, an improved relatlonshlp betwee*x

problems and goals, can have:a crucizl stimulating ef,_ect R

~on our economy.. . In this regard, the President can take a = . -
leading role and can set the tone for others in the Admin- -
~istration. If the new Administration can simply reduce . .
the uncertainty and delay often associated with the devel—

opment of our public policies, and encourage closer consul— '

- tation with the private sector in the process the Board = =

believes that reg’ulatory goals can be more effectively .

~ achieved wlthout 1mpa1r1ng the momentum oF. tne econor"y.__, L

In 1976, the Center soonsored a major nat10na1 conference '

on-regulation, and subsequently has formed J.abor-"lanagenont
task forces within individual industries to study regulatory .
issues. As a result of these activities, the Board believes

- that we_ have made progress in. achieving greater co—operatlon,'

but that further efforts are needed still. There has been
a greater emphasis on 1nsur1ng that regulatory agencies __
fully explore the economic impact of potential regulations. '
The evaluation of economic 1mpact has lead public and ’
prlvate organizations to exchange information and po:.nts

- of view and thus to a greater understanding by all parties.

We recommend. that the new Ac'lmlnlstratlon suppor... more
of such efforts in the future. ‘ o :

In addltlon, the President can take a leadersnlp role
in assuring that the various. operatmg agencies of govermment
work closely with business and labor in the development of
policies. In the final analysis, attitudes at the top level

-
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can make the difference between meanlngful cooperation and
mere perfunctory compliance with reguirements to collcc.
1nforrut10n from the private sector. -

Flnally, the Board believes that re’vulatlon posces a
special problem for small businesses. Here the costs of
conpllance, including both increased operating costs and
regquirements for capital investment, can represent a severe
burden to many small organizations. Similarly, regulatory
mechanisms can raise operating and entry costs in an industry
so high that only large businesses can afford them. = If we vish
to avoid the further consolidation of our productive capacity
into increasingly large units, the new Administration will have -
" to develop ways of either reducing or offsetting the cost of
regulation to small business. R BT r

IHPROVING PRODUCLIVITY IN TH::. PUBLIC SECLOR -

“The publlc sector - including unlts of; Feder:al State .
~ and local government — now accounts for about one—th1rd of
" the GNP and the productivity of government operaiions has .
become increasingly important to the country’s total economic
. welfare. As in the case of the private sector, appropriate
- policies in the areas of human rescurces, capital and tech-
nology, and regulation can improve the rate of p,roauctlvny
growth in the public sector.  In addition, there are important
opportunities for the President to directly influe*xce the o
motivation of public sector managers to improve performance
and to prov:.dn the necessary tools for them ’co do the joo. <

Tc 1dent1fy these oppor..unltles, cne Cem:er during 1970
has launched a major examination of ways to improve proouc—-
. tivity in state and local government and in the Federal - :
government. The prellmlnary results of these'studiies suggest
that future efforts to improve product1v1ty shoul.o. ornnhas:.ze
at least five major p01nts- _ : :

rirst, product1v1ty 1mprovenent at all levels o govern——v
ment requires commitment and leadership from the &Top- AL,
‘the Federal level, the President and through him the heads
of the major operatlng units play a crucial role. In this
‘context, we suggest to thé new Administration that produc-
tivity performance must be systematically evaluated and '
revarded. General exhortations and endorsemenkts are not
enough. 'If top-level membars of the Administration under-
_stand that their productivity will be evaluated, munagers
down the line will soon get the message. -



Second, the single most 51gn1flcart onportunley for
increasing governmenteﬂ product1v1ey 'is improved management.
Government reorganization, in the sense of a redefinition

" of the relationships between and the responsibilities.

of operating units, can eliminate various structural

nhavriers to better performance. Ho‘reVer, if there is no

crange in what goes on within those units the impact on-
nlOdUCtlJltY will be maLI In addition, it is necessary
to make significant changes in the skills and practice
of public sector nanagers and in the 1ncent1ve sysce.us
wvhich affect managerial peric)me.nce. RIS _ R

Tnlrd managerf in the pub'l.lc sector oenerally lack

" the incentive to improve productivity. Too often in- fact, -
we reward our public sector managers for the resou'rces L.
“they use rather than the results they produce. Thus, we . = ..
are encouraging the opposite of product1v1ty. One - remndy R R
for this problem, as suggested above, is to evaluate .7 o -

the productivity performance of public sector managers,

starting at the highest level. 1In addition, howvever, - L
“we need major revisions in our present systems of hlrlng,-

" training, evaluation, promotion, compensatlon,. and - :
“budgeting at the Federal level. The Center is curren;.ly
- developing more comprehensive recomnendatlons in this area.

Pending these, vwe can state the general principles that

() managers who improve productivity by using less ~-.- - -
-resources should be rewarded by commendation and pro*notlon,

(2) rather than a budget cut, agencies yhich save resources.
in one area should be given greater latitude in reapplying

. part of those resources; and (3) we need to develop much-
.improved measurement and performance evaluation procec’lures _ »
so that we can 1dent1fy whlch managers are domg the 'JOb TR

and whlcn are not

Fourth, product1v1ty 1nprovement in the Feder 1 sector

‘requires greater support and assistance from the cenktral

management agencies (OMB, GSA, CSC).  The roles of thesea
agencies with respect to productivity improvement needs to
be better defined, and they need to be given adeguate -
personnel and resources to take on an expanded responsi—
bility for training, technical assmtance, and the evalua—-'
tion of agency. product1v1ty. _ v : .
Fifth, the extent to which productivity in the public
sector has been increasing or decreasing is largely wunknown.
The ¥Wational Income Accounts assume that governmental produc—
t1v1ty growth is zero. Thus it is @ifficult to intelligently
assess what is happening in an area of the economy which



S~

;comorlses one—thlrd of the GNP At the operating lcv:>1
progress has been made in developing effective measures

of Federal productivity. However, there are still many .
gaps in measurement at all levels of government which
prevent the kind of analysis which can identify opportun-
ities for improvement. This is as true . for unit operating
managers as for policy-makers at the highest level. :
nccordingly, we recommend that the new Administration

give high priority to developing wmore effectlve andi wide—~
soread measures of productlva,ty at all levels of gowvermient .

The Federal government also plays an important: role in

“encouraging productivity improvement at the State &nd local

level. In directing Federal efforts aimed at State and local
units, it is important to understand that the impeltus for '
improvement must come from the level at vhlcn the service
is dellvered. Accordingly, Federal programs.shoul@ be

~designed to encourage and supoort 1mprove'1ents, out not’ to

1moose them. P

In this context, there are Stlll several oppor._v..nltles

for I‘ederal initiative. ' Irproved measurement systems for

Federal operations as well as a greater demand For management
performance at the Federal level will influence State and _
local governments to follow similar directions. Ir addition,
we recommend that the heads of Federal agenc1es which deal
with State and local governments assist in developing and

" implementing measurement programs applicable to their func—-

tional areas which can be used to compare the orouuc..1v1ty
performance of different Jurlsdlctlons. s

‘Fin'ally-,' there appc'earv to be _stl‘gunif.ica'nt oppo.r‘tftm—_—’

ities for changing the relationship between Federal aznd

local governments in such a way as to improve the produc-—'
t1v1t_1 at all levels. Pending the Center's more comprehen—
sive recommendations in this area, the general premises
involved in these changes are that (1) many Federal
programs are of the cost-reimbursement type which offer

no incentive for local jurisdictions to be efficient -
with the resources involved and (2) there are insufficient

‘central funding sources at the Federal level to support
-management development efforts by State and local units.

Thus, a central Federal program wvhich encourages .greater
efficiency in the use of Federal resources and which
employs part of the savings thereby earned to support

‘management development at the local level would appearv

to offer significant opportunltles for pEOGUCL]_".Lf -
irprovenent. ' »
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CoRCrusIoN

This ne'norandum represents the views of leaders
from business, labor and goveinment concerning areas
which affect productivity, and in vhich our efforts
to improve productl\rlty should concentrate. As stated
at the beginning of the memorandum, our knowledge of
what has to be done to significantly improve our produc—'
tl\.’lty performance is incomplete. This knowledge
requires continuous study and refinement, wnlch 3.s one
of the major tasks nandaLeJ to the’ Center. '

In the actual 1mplementatlon of needed pol:.c:l.es

- and actions, however, the Center can play only a
limited advisory and catalytic role. Actual 1mprove—

ment depends on individual efforts and commitment ‘and,

as ve have stated so often in this memorandum, these - "
efforts will depend heavily in turn on the example set
at the top. Accordmgly, the Board urges the neiw Lo
Administration to give these matters early and carx e;.ul )
attentlon, and offers its best wishes and ass:.stance " k

_1n meetlng ‘the product1v1ty challenge. RN e






National Center for Productlivity and Qualuity of \Norkﬁhg Life

. March 16, 1978

AL&/L. MciNTYRE, Jr.

ide of Management and Budget

'MEMORANDUM ‘FOR THE HONORABL
’ Dlrector, 0f

SUBJECT: Federal Government Support of U. S.-Productirity
- Growth . S ' S

" Productivity has been the underlying strength of the U. S.
-economy during the last two centuries. -However, over the o
" last decade our rate of productivity improvement has slowed
down. The Council of Economic Advisors report that “This
[productivity] slowdown iIs one of the most 51gnificant
economic problems of recent years. L

v " We now know more about the factors of productivity
growth and their ‘application to specific industries and
"sectors of our economy. In view of the complexity and scope
of these factors, few would question the appropriateness

of a significant Federal role in the effort to achieve a
high rate of productivity growth. The question then
becomes: should the Federal role include a distinct organ-
ization such as the Center, or can the problem be effectlvely
addressed through other government organizations. The"
balance of this memorandum sunnarizes major points both pro-
and con for the continued existence of the Center as a
"vehicle for focusing attention more sharply on national

‘productivity issues, and concludes with a set of recommen-
dations. : : o

PRO

T The Center is an important symbol of the Federal govern—_qfﬁ
ment s commltment to higher product1v1ty growth. -

Money and Federal programs alone are not suff1c1ent to
~deal with the nation’s productivity problems. Needed,
in addition, is the commitment of individuals and organi-
zations throughout the mnation to work toward higher produc-
tivity in their local areas and -economic sectors. . There are’
at present numerous organizations and individuals who look
to the Center for leadership and encouragement, and who
‘"are able to lever their own resources and activities because

the Center exists. The continued existence of the National l_ l¢




Center would provide evidence of the Administration’s
comnitment to fight inflation, to promote greater efficiencya
in government, and to support productiv1ty 1mprovement in

"the private sectore.

Finally, in.this context, it would seem incongruous to
disband the Center while many within the Administration are

calling for a focus on our productivity problem and pointing
. to the superior productivity performance of Japan, Germany,

and other major industrial nations, each of whom have well
established centers, most of then originally Supported by

1the Marshall plan.;'

S IY. The Center provides a comparatively unique forum where

labor, management, and government leaders can develop jgint

solutlons to common economic problems.

Over theupast several years,'many national leaders ~-— .-

~including Cabinet-level government officials, the presidents

of major trade unions, and.the chief executives of leading
corporations ~- have actively participated in various

activities of the Center. . Interesting and useful high-level

discussion has occurred on such topics as capital investment,
governnent regulation, technological change, and labor-manage-
ment cooperation. These discussions are not a substitute

- for the policy-making role of the Fxecutive Branch but can

contribute to forming the consensus necessary to help
implement the policies of the Administration. 1In the
current economic climate, few would argue that we should
reduce the level of discussion concerning labor-management
cooperation, capital investment, and ways of achieving . '
regulatory objectives with a minimum distortion of the'_
smooth functioning of the economy. .- - :

Ihe Center has a good'track record in gaining the
confidence of labor and management leaders and allowing
candid discussion of common economic problems free of the
political limelight. For obvious reasons this functiom of
the Center would be difficult or impossible to transfer to

another line agency of government.




III. The Center provides a particular capability for
attacking the productiV1ty problens of distressed domestic
. industries. .

Increasingly, the Administration finds itself being
called upon to assist a major industry; in most cases »
the need for a higher rate of productivity growth is one of
_ the crucial issues facing the industry. While there are
many things the Federal government might do to help, and
many line agencies which might be called upon to lead the
effort, the Center has a fairly unique and historically.
successful approach which could not be easily transferred to
another line agency. The Center’s approach consists of o
getting affected people -- with particular emphasis on labor
.and management -- to identify and pursue solutions on their
ovn, with a minimum of direct Federal aid. The process
- requires an unbiased convener who can marshall the best

thinking in an industry without being threatening. Predeter+d'-

mined solutions rarely are effective and the cooperation

of all parties -~ including varlous agencies of the Federal
government ~-- 1is essentlal.' Cn
» Some of the.industries;with which the Center has been
involved have been the railroad, airline, food, and apparel
industries. It is quite clear to anyhody who takes the time
to look, that the Center has more than paid for itself in
terms of improvements that have occurred as a result of the

-Center”s actions in assisting individual industries. Since

these improvements are achieved through actions of managers
and others at the site, the Center takes little or no credit
for them. .Nevertheless, the benefits throughout the econony
are real, and probably would not be achieved without the
Center’s participation. Ideally, the Center should be - :
aggressively applying its approach to all U. S. industry.

con
I. The continued existence of the Center may be cohtrary'to

the Administration’s stated objective of reducing the nunber
of small, independent agencies and commissions.

To the extent that the Centet is Just.amother" redundant
agency whose mission is no longer relevant and whose
fqnction, if relevant, could be more cfficiently handled by



another line agency,‘the Center should indeed be disbanded.
However, the Center’s mission is far from irrelevant and in
fact is probably more critical today than when the Center
began. Additionally, focus on productivity issues would-
soon be lost by assigning responsibility to a line agency
because of competing pr10r1t1es and parochial interests.
While some of the Center’s functions may be more efficiently
handled elsewhere, others —-- as discussed below —- cannot
be. . : o, _ _ .

,Ii. The National Center has assumed responSibilitiesb

that might well have been performed by other agencies of -
the Federxral establishment.

o There are several functions for which the Center has

- responsibility (because of 1its 1aw_and for other reasons)
that might better be performed by other agencies.  Examples
of these activitles include Federal government productivity
- improvenent which logilcally should belong to the "M" of OMB;
and a wide range of information and communications activities.
Many of these necessary. act1v1t1es are beyond the Center’s
current resources and may well be better performed by other
governuent units.  Some of the functions.nominally the
responsibility of the Center are executed by an appropriate
- line agency with the Center providing necessary focus and
coordination (e.g. Federal government productivity measures
are produced by the Bureaa of Labor Statistics under the
Center’s direction).  However, the comparatively unique key
functions described above, such as providing a forum for
high-level policy discussions, and assisting distressed
industries, probably c¢annot be handled as well elsewhere.

~Conclusion and Recommendation

The continued existence of the National Center should
be determined by the dictates of economic policy. That
policy would be assisted by a distinct organization of the
Federal government that would provide a necessary focus on
productivity for symbolic leadership purposes, consensus
among affected parties, and to perform certain activities.
It is also important that this distinct organization not.
perform functions that might better be done by other agencies.




For these reasons the Center should be restructured and
revitalized to improve its ability to perform those functions
where its. role is unique, and to delete or transfer those
functions which are not appropriate. Decisions on the .
future raole and functions of the organization should be
guided by the economic policy leaders of the Administration
in consultatioen or together with individuals representing
labor and management. To accomplish this, I recommend that
the President ask the Congress to extend the Center’s
operations for at least three years at the current authorized
-Xevel with ‘a mandate to pursue its consensus-building '
and industry assistance activities. I also recommend that
the President proceed with the nomination of a Board of

Directors in compliance with P.L. 94-136. Meanwhile Adminis-

tration members of the Board should agree to a narrowed role
for the Center that will best utilize the comparative .
" advantage of a small but highly visible and distinct organ-
“ization of the Federal government focusing on productiv1ty
»1mprovement 1ssues.", 'ﬁa“ o

-

Respectfully,

Coples to: The Honorable W. Michael Blumenthal
: Secretary of the Treasury_

'The Honorable Juanita M. Kreps
Secretary of Commerce:

: The Honorable F. Ray Marshall
" Secretary of Labor

The Honorable Charles L. Schultze
Chairman, Council of Economic Advisers

‘The Honorable Stuart F. Eizenstat
Assistant to the President for Donestlc_
Affairs and Policy

The Honorable Wayne L. Horv1tz .
Director, Federal: Hedlatlon ‘and Conc111at10n
Service :



9] A8




NATIONAL PRODUCTIVITY CENTERS* (1977 data) B I

Annual : Government In House

Budget " ’ Funds as - Expenditure
, 4 -~ Population in Thousands  Number of ~ Percentage as Percent
Country ~(Millionms) of Dollars ' VStgff o of_Tot31 > . of Total
' Canada 231 1,886 0 100 100
Cyprus : | .6 '53 60 B 75 - 75
VBelgium .‘ 9.9 1,534 40 hf - 1601 | .25
Denmark , 5.1 833 20 100 20
France | 52.9 1,731 S36 100 50
Germany (West)  _ _ _ _ _ 61.5 _ _ _ _ _ _ _ 15,086 _ _ _ _ 50 _ _ _ _ _ _ 15 _ _ _ _ __ 50 _
Greece . | - 9.2 . 1,101 80 80 g0
Iceland ' | .2 - 527 12 .90 60
Ireland | . 3.2 287 | 400, 70 o 80 °
Italy 56.2 | 339 25 10 . 100
Japan _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ W24 ____ 1700 _ 300 __ __ 1 __ -
Lﬁxembourg ' ' 4 ' | 167 3.  65 - 75
Netherlands | 13.8 2,040 12 100 10
New Zealand 3. 154 15 100 75
Norway | 4.0 996 30 o5 40
Tufkey | 40.2 1,111 90 10 95
Yugoslavia | 21.6 o 522 25 100 100

United States = 212.0 - 2,750 30 S100 50

*data unavailable for Australia, Hong Kong, Indonesia, Israel, Mexico, Peru, Singapore, South Africs



- U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
March 30, 1978

To : William D. Simon
Deputy Staff Secretary

From: Lou Pk\jfﬁ/j}g

Attached is the slightly revised
Commerce position on the National
Center for Productivity and Quality
of Working Life. Under Secretary
Harman wants to be sure that it is
this version and not our earlier one
that goes into the President.

Thanks for all your splendid help
and T trust you'll let us know what
the decision ultimately is.

Attachment

TRANSMITTAL FORM CD-82A (30-07) - )
PRESCRIBED BY DAO-214-2 USCOMM-DC 1232-P87



U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

March_27,‘1978

To = "Bill Simon
Office of the Staff Secretary
The White House

* From: Lou Phillips
Office of the Under Secretary

Attached is Commerce's suggestion on
the future of the National Center for
Productivity and Quality of Worklng
Life. o

A personal thank you for giving us
the time to think this through and
still meet the deadline.

Attachment

TRANSMITTAL FORM CD-QZA {1G-67} -
PRESCRIBED BY DAD 214 USCOMM-DC 1232-P67



THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

Date: March 23, 1978

FOR ACTION:
Secretary Kreps

Secretary Marshall W

MEMORANDUM

FOR INFORMATION:

Secretary Blumenthal e¢ewegus-
Executive Director Kuper _ Py

FROM: Rick Hutcheson, Staff Secretary

SUBJECT:

McIntyre memo re the Future of the National Center

for Productivity and Quality of Working Life

YOUR RESPONSE MUST BE DELIVERED
TO THE STAFF SECRETARY BY:

TIME: 12:00 Noon
DAY: Saturday

- DATE: March 25, 1978

ACTION REQUESTED:
X Your comments
Other:

STAFF RESPONSE:
| concur.
Please note other comments below:

No comment.

PLEASE ATTACH THIS COPY TO MATERIAL SUBMITTED.

If you have any questions or if you anticipate a delay in submitting the required
material, please telephone the Staff Secretary immediately. (Telephone, 7052)



"ACTION"

: THE UNDER SECRETARY OF COMMERCE
Washington, D.C. 20230

March 27, 1978
MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT

SUBJECT: Future of the National Center for
Productivity and Quality of Working Life

The Department of Commerce agrees with OMB's recommendation
that the National Center for Productivity and Quality of
Working Life be allowed to expire. We agree with OMB's
analysis that traditional productivity activities are now
being conducted by a number of government agencies,
particularly Commerce, and that these activities require

no single independent center.

OMB's memorandum, however, makes no provision for the
continuation and development of Federally supported quality
of work life (QWL) programs in industry, government and
communities. We find this a serious omission which should
be addressed by the Administration.

In the 1970's, QWL has emerged as the most important
development in contemporary industrial relations both here
and abroad. 'The growing number of corporations, labor unions
and communities using this new cooperative address attests
to its importance. There is mounting evidence that QWL
programs yleld s1gn1f1cant human and economic gains, -
including impressive increases in productivity measured in
the most orthodox fashion.: The number of firms now
committed to QWL programs includes General Motors,
Weyerhaueser, AT&T, Harman International and Xerox, among
many others. The best managed companies know that
traditional "carrot and stick" motivational and productivity
programs do not work. Because there is growing evidence
that QWL programs do work, it is our conviction that

these efforts should receive Federal encouragement.

We therefore request that Commerce be assigned responsibility
for Federal leadership in this area. Its location in
Commerce would require considerably fewer resources than

the current $2.9 million in the National Center. For less
than half that amount, Commerce would do a very effective
job. We have the'experienCe; thée commitment and the
expertise in senior people who have been: 1n the forefront

of QWL developments over the yeggs. ¢




- DEPARTMENT OF LABOR RESPONSIBILITIES REGARDING
- PRODUCTIVITY AND THE QUALITY OF WORKING LIFE

Virtually all Labor Department programs bear, directly or
indirectly, on national interests in productivity and the
quality of working life. The legislative mandates being
carried out by the Employment Standards and the Occupational
Safety and Health Administrations, among others, make the
Department the agency concerned with the "quality of working
life."

Of the pertinent ongoing activities of the Department, the
following are particularly noteworthy:

1. The basic measurement programs of the BLS'
Office of Productivity and Technology,
which is responsible for developing and
analyzing productivity indexes for the
economy as a whole, its constitutent
sectors, and its specific industries.

2. The R&D program of the Employment and
Training Administration (ETA) currently
is supporting a number of projects whose
aim it is to develop and test new approaches
to improving productivity and the quality
of working life. These include several
demonstration projects examining the
benefits of cooperative problem-solving in
the private and public sectors through the
mechanism of labor-management committees.

3. The Labor-Management Services Administra-
tion has become increasingly involved in the
support of research and demonstration pro-
jects testing new approaches to labor-
management relations and conflict resolution.
Most noteworthy perhaps is this agency's key
role in the Chicago Construction Coordinating
Committee which is helping to stabilize employ-
ment and labor-management relations in an
industry long beset by debilitating labor
and productivity problems.



The Office of the Assitant Secretary for
Policy, Evaluation and Research is contin-
uing support for a major survey program
first initiated in 1969 for the purpose of
monitoring the quality of working life as
perceived by workers themselves. The "1977
Quality of Employment Survey," the third
such national sample survey will evaluate
changes and trends in worker attitudes and
employment problems over the 1969-1977 period
in .all areas of Departmental policy concern.



DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE RESPONSIBILITIES REGARDING
PRODUCTIVITY AND THE QUALITY OF WORKING LIFE

Among the agenc1es in the Department of Commerce which
support ongoing productivity efforts, the principals are:
the National Bureau of Standards, the Industry and Trade

~ Administration, the National Technical Information Service,
the Bureau of Economic Analysis, the Census Bureau, the
Office of Science and Technology, the Economic Development
Administration, the Office of Minority and Business Enter-
prise, and the Maritime Administration.

Among its current functioﬂs the Department:

° supports research and development to pro-
mote the enhancement and actualization of
improved manufacturing and technology and
standards;

° conducts seminars in productivity measure-
ment for U.S. firms;

° diffuses technological innovations for
application in the private sector;

° encourages inventions and issues patents;

° maintains constant watch on the economic
health of the United States through
demographic and economic research and
data services;

° develops science and technology policy
for the strategic application or pro-
ductivity improvement;

° reviews and monitors Federal regulations
seeking the elimination or modification of
requirements adversely affecting prlvate'
sector productivity goals- and

° assists economically dlsadvantagedrregionSW
industries, .firms and individuals to regain
and/or maintain productivity viability.



A considerable number of the stautory functions of the
‘National Center on Productivity and the Quality of Working
Life could be legitimately included among the Department's
activities.

In the past four years the Department's Economic Develop-
ment Administration took the lead in supporting quality

of work life action research in both private and public
workplaces. A series of projects was funded to provide
evidence of changes that could be replicated by organiza-
tions throughout the country. Among the significant
projects initiated by EDA were the Jamestown Area Labor-
Management Committee, the American Center for Quality of
Work Life, the Work in America Institute, the Massachusetts
QWL Center, the QWL Center at UCLA, and a State-wide effort
with the Department of Labor and industry in New Jersey to
create and test a worker participation system which retains
employees during cyclical economic downturns.

A major initiative in the Department's 1979 budget is the
National Bureau of Standards feasibility study of a Center
for Cooperative Technology which would assess the impact
of technology and technological innovations on productivity
and the quality of work life.
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PRODUCTIVITY AND THE QUALITY OF WORKING
LIFE: ISSUES AND INITIATIVES

October 1977

RICHARD P. SHORE J. WILLIAM NELSON '
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF LABOR U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
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Preface

‘This report has been prepared at the request of the Secretary
of Labor and the Under Secretary of Commerce. The request
was prompted by their mutual interest in U.S. productivity
\hnd quallty of working life matters generally, by the need
to review what the Federal experience in this field has been
to date, and by their desire to provide this Administration
with guidance regarding future directions.

The report covers the background of Federal initiatives
beginning with the establishment of the National Commission
on Productivity in 1970, the various interim oxganizations
that have succeeded it, and the creation of the current Na-
tional Center for Productivity and Quality of Working Life
by Public Law 94-136 (November, 1975). It analyzes the in-
tent of the Congress in passing P.L. 94-136, the organiza-
tional structure of the National Center, and the resources
authorized to discharge the Center's responsibilities. An
overview of National Center programs and activities is given,
including a picture of how personnel and funds are allocated
for this fiscal year.

Current productivity and quality of working life issues (as
defined by major parties of interest) are assessed, based
.on interviews with some sixty qualified spokespersons from
Government Agencies, the Congress, Unions, Management, Aca-
demia, private productivity-quality of working life centers,
and State and local Governments (see Appendix A). Interviews
were conducted using a basic guideline (see Appendix B) to
insure a uniform approach to major questions and issues.

The report concludes with an examination of decision options
~regarding the type of emphasis that might be applied to fu-
ture Federal productivity and/or quality of working life
programs, and on organizational alternatives to effect the
Federal role. No specific recommendations for "next steps"
are 1ncluded, on the grounds that these are properly the
province of policy level report recipients who w111 decidd
on future courses of action. '

Finally, it should be noted that data collection and report
preparation were completed during September 1977. Both
activities were carried out by the authors alone, who take
full responsibility for the material presented.



PRODUCTIVITY AND THE QUALITY OF WORKING LIFE:
ISSUES AND INITIATIVES
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

October 1977

\In July 1970, the President established a Natlonal Commission
on Productivity as one element of a much broader campaign to
enlist public support in controlling prices and combating in-
flation. After assigning statutory authority (P.L. 93-311)
to the Commission the following year, Congress, in June 1974,
added "Work Quality" to its title and correspondingly broad-
ened its mission to incorporate a concern for worker satis-
faction and well-being. In November 1975, Congress enacted
P.L. 94-136, transforming the Commission into a National
Center for Productivity and Quality of Working Life, an
executive branch agency assigned the responsibility for
implementing a national policy of encouraging productivity
growth.

Despite the uncertainty that subseguently arose about
legislative intent regarding "Quality of Working Life"
(OWL) , Congress' enactment of P.L. 94-136 clearly seems

to have grown out of its conviction that Federal action

was required to help reverse a consistent decline in the
rate of productivity growth. 1In this context, QWL was
treated asone of several factors contributing to produc-
tivity improvement and not specified as a co-equal goal

of national policy or the Center's program. The inclusion
of QWL also represented an effort to secure the endorsement
of some labor union officials who had expressed serious con-
cern that an exclusive emphasis on productivity might weaken
Federal commitment to the cause of improved worker well~
being as a national goal in its own right. Some explicit
recognition of QWL seemed necessary to enlist broad union
support for labor-management cooperation, a basic strategy
of the program intended by the Congress.

The 1975 Act established the Center as an independent agengy
that was to operate under the guidance of a Board of Directors
whose members would represent a number of pertinent inter-
ests---labor, management, State and local governments, and

the general public. With the exception of five ex officio
members, the Act provides that all others be appointed by

the President, with the advice and consent of the Senate.

The Center's staff is administered by a Presidentially-
appointed Executive Director, who also must be approved

by the Senate.
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Congress assigned to the Center reSpon51b111ty for performing
a wide variety of interrelated functions, 1nc1ud1ng- policy
‘development, research and demonstration activities, informa-
tion dissemination, and training in productivity-related
skills. The Center is directed to develop "maximum active
participation” of the private and public sectors, and to
take such actions as might "improve the cooperation between
labor and management in the achievement of continued produc-
tivity growth.” P.L. 94-136 also establishes the Center as
the locus of the overall Federal productivity improvement
effort by giving it responsibility for encouraging‘and
coordinating the activities of other Federal agencies,
including the measurement and improvement of productivity
within these agencies. Finally, Congress empowered the
Center to submit recommendations to the President and the
Congress regarding changes in policies, legislation, and
regulations that might facilitate achievement of the Act s
purposes.

While the Act authorized appropriations of $6.25 million for
FY 1976 and the transition quarter, and $5 million each for
FY 1977 and FY 1978, actual and proposed appropriations for
the second and third years were $2.75 and $2.9 million re-
spectively. With its staff complement of approximately
33 full-time employees, assisted by a dozen consultants
and experts, the Center has been conducting a wide variety
of activities under its exceedingly broad mandate. Perhaps
its two dominant emphases, however, have been the encourage- -
ment of labor-management cooperation (via joéint committees)
and the dissemination of information regarding impediments
to productivity improvement and strategies for removing them.
During its two-year life, the Center has received only nominal
guidance from its Board of Directors, which has yet to be
reconstituted by the present Administration.

In August 1977, the Secretary of Labor and the Under Secretary
of Commerce agreed to’undertake a joint review of Federal
efforts in the productivity and QWL areas with a view to
formulating recommendations regarding future directions. A
study plan thereupon was developed by staff of the two De-
partments, a principal component of which was a series of
interviews with spokesmen of the major parties of interest
(Congress, government agencies, unions, employers, academics,
and consultants).
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Interviews were conducted with»approximately 60 spokesmen in
these areas during which their views were solicited regarding
the basic issues, the way they have been addressed by the

Federal Government to date, and what might be the future role

\bf the Government. As part of this broad inquiry, they were

asked also to evaluate P.L. 94-136 and the kind of agency it
created, as well as the work of the Center to date. Follow-
ing are the principal findings of this study based on their
responses:

1. The product1v1ty rate of the Nation is generally regarded
as unsatisfactory in relation to the needs of business and
industry, workers, and the country as a whole. At the same
time, while most experts agree that productivity improvement
deserves to be stressed as a national goal, many also argue
that it should not be permitted to overshadow the Federal
commitment to protect and improve the welfare of workers,
iricluding their job security, material well-being, and safety
and health. Notwithstanding this reservation, productivity
is perceived as central to coping with a wide array of
economic and social problems now confronting the country.

2. The nature and importance of the "quality of working life"
issue are less clearcut than the character of the productivity
issue. Some employers tend to assign a relatively low pri=
ority to QWL, concerned ‘that attention to it may dilute
attention to productivity. Unions also have difficulty with
the somewhat ambiguous QWL concept but hold firm to their
conviction that its more basic component concerns--security,

wage adequacy, health, etc.--must remain central to national

policies and programs. One often agreed upon QWL issue is
the growing importance of worker influence or participation
in decisions affecting work and working conditions. Parties
to collective bargaining believe that this process has served
well as the means for enabling worker participation, although
some suggest that efforts in this area might be expanded.

3. The relationships between productivity and QWL are not’
fully understood, and consequently are not issues on which
there is anything approaching a solid consensus. Not many
spokesmen of any party see a simple cause-effect linkage in
either direction, but most agree that, under certain condi-
tlons, improved productivity can lead to improved QWL and

‘vice versa. Most significant is the frequent belief that

labor and management should explore ways of discovering or

developing a common ground where both interests can be
furthered.



. e g ;
e R e e ——— e R L el W e TSl e st

¥. In the view of virtually all spokesmen, a Federally 1ed
national effort is required to promote improvements in pPro-
ductivity and/or quality of working life. Management repre-
sentatives generally see product1v1ty as being the higher
priority goal, and nearly every union official regards
improved QWL (as they define it) as the more important,
unsatisfied need. One common denominator seems to be a
shared belief in the need for a national commitment to the
task of developing more economically and socially effective
work organizations, ones that.promote the 1nterests of both .
parties.

5. While there is broad agreement on the need for and
legitimacy of a Federal presence in the productivity and

QWL areas, there are differences of opinion regarding the
nature of the Federal role. The one commonly subscribed

to view is that the Government is perhaps uniquely gualified
to gather and disseminate statistics and information regard- -
‘ing problems and potential remedies for them. Aside from
monetary and fiscal policy-making, the réegulatory activities
.of the Government inspire more equivocal reactions. Somewhat
less debatable is the role of the Federal Government as. an
agency that facilitates the adoption of innovative practices
by management and labor. And the primary means of accomplish-
ing this is through labor-management cooperation.

6. P.L. 94-136, the Act creating the National Center for
Productivity and Quality of Working Life, is the object of
considerable criticism, extending even to some of the legis-
lators who have been strong advocates. Although virtually
no aspect of the Center, organization or program, earns a
strong vote of confidence, many see as the major underlyin
problems the ambiguity and unrealistic expectations of the
charter act, the insufficient resources provided to the
Center during its short life, and the depth of administra-
tion commitment (past and present). Still, nearly all
spokesmen readily acknowledge the need to retain something
like the current program concept, whether in the form of

the existing law and Center or through some similar approach.
Whatever specific action might be taken, realism, clarity,
and commitment seem to be universally held to as vital
criteria to achieve in the future.
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7. In considering the alternative emphases that might gquide
a (new) Federal effort, some persons express a decided pref-
erence for a dominant focus on productivity issues, while
others argue for QWL as the pre-eminent godal. The "compro-
mise" position is a policy and program orientation that seeks

_improvements in both areas, assuming that they do overlap

and that there is some common ground to be discovered and
exploited for the benefit of ‘both labor and management (and
mutually acceptable compromises to be reached where conflict
is uncovered). Each alternative emphasis has both obvious
advantages and disadvantages when exanlned in the light of
national interests.

8. Similarly, there are basic arguments favoring and
opposing each of the three major options regarding the
a551gnment of responsibility for implementing national
policy in the productivity and QWL areas. These are:
(a) maintenance of the existing National Center through -

" the extension of P.L. 94~136, with whatever legislative,

administrative, or budgetary changes are indicated;

{b) repeal of P.L. 94-136, dissolution of the Center,

and reassignment of its functions to established line
agencies (primarily Labor and Commerce); and (c) repeal
of P.L. 94-136, dissolution of the existing Center, and
legislative creation of a new independent agency within -
the Executive Branch. Whichever option might be selected,
however, there seems to be no doubt that all parties wish
to see some kind of institutionalized Federal commitment
to the goals of an improved productivity growth rate and
a better quallty of worklng life. ) i
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I. History of Federal Initiatives
Regarding Productivity and Quality
of Working Life, 1970 - Present ‘

v A. Key Presidential and Congressional Actions

In July 1970, as one response to the deepening concern
about rising inflation, a Presidential statement announced
the establishment of a National Commission on Productivity.
This new initiative was taken to focus public attention on
the importance of productivity to the Nation's economic
health and, as stated in the Commission's first annual re-

port, to "achieve a balance between costs and productivity

that will lead to more stable prices."” 1In December 1971,
the Commission was given statutory authority through an
amendment to the Economic Stabilization Act (P.L. 92-210),
as well as a somewhat broader scope of responsibility, in-
cluding the encouragement of labor-management committees.

After the expiration of the Economic Stabilization Act,
the continuance of the Commission effort was, for a while,
problematical. Although the Senate had approved a bill .
that would have broadened both the name and the charter
of the agency, by adding a "work quality" objective, the
House rejected the measure. Thereafter, from January to -
June of 1974, a productivity initiative, in highly re-
stricted form, was sustainedonly by subsuming it under.
the Cost of Living Council as an Office of Productivity.

- In June 1974, Congress enacted P.L. 93-3l1, transforming

the National Commission on Productivity into the National
Commission on Productivity and Work Quality. In doing so,

" Congress declared that "it is the policy of the United

States to promote increased productivity and to improve
the morale and guality of work of the American worker."

- With the futherance of this policy as the principal, if

not exclusive, objective of the Commission, the Act as-
signed to it three primary functions: (1) to spur the
organization of labor-management committees and coopera-
tion as a means of increasing both productivity and guality
of work life; (2) to conduct research pertinent to the
furtherance of these interests; and (3) to disseminate
information and ideas relative to this mission.

In enacting P.L. 93-311, Congress introduced for the first
time, as an objective of U.S. policy, the duality of pro-
ductivity and "work quality.” (While the latter term was
not defined, its general meaning can be surmised from re-
lated language used, such as "morale” and "a more satisfying
work experience.")
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Although controversy was later to arise regarding the
relationship between these two issues, as well as the re-
lative emphasis Congress intended to have placed on them,
P.L. 93-311 contains language that makes its intent rea-
gonably clearcut. Both the objectives and the functions
statements refer to two separable (although not necessary
unrelated) issues of productivity and quality of work.
Indeed, in specifying -areas of concentration to direct
the activities of the Commission, the first listed are
those that "are 1likely to make the most substantial impact
on the morale and quality of work of the American worker."
This priority is then balanced, however, through specifying
as the remaining three areas of concentration "the inter-
national competitive position of the United States; the

] eff1c1ency of government.[and] the cost of...goods and
services.

\

Although the authorization granted by P.L. 93-311 technically
expired on June 30, 1975, Congress sustained the Commission
until November of that year when it enacted P.L. 94-136,
the "National Productivity and Quality of Working Life Act
of 1975." The staff and functions of the Commission were
thereupon transferred to a new National Center for Produc-
tivity and Quality of Working Life, to be governed by a
tripartite Board of Directors most of whose members are to -
be appointed by the President with the advice and consent
of the Senate. (Five ex officio members alsoc are provided
for: the Secretaries of Labor, Commerce, and the Treasury;
the Director of the Federal Mediation and Conciliation
Service, and the Executive Director of the Center.) Au-
thorization for the Center is provided through the fiscal
year ending September 30, 1978.

B. Analysis of P.L. 94-136. "National Productivity and
Quality of Working Life Act of 1975"

This current Act has two explicit purposes: "(1l) to
establish a national policy which will encourage productivity
growth consistent with the needs of the economy, the natural
environment, and the needs, rights and best interests of
management, the work force, and consumers; and (2) to es-
tablish as an independent establishment of the Executive
Branch a National Center for Productivity and Quality of
Working Life to focus, coordinate, and promote efforts to
improve the rate of productivity growth."”
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The Act also contains two basic policy declarations:

(1) "it is the continuing policy of the Federal Govern-
\!ment...to stimulate a high rate of productivity growth,"

and (2) "it is the continuing responsibility of the

Federal Government to carry out [this] policy."

Attempting to satisfy a need that was perhaps not
satisfactorily met in the preceding Act, P.L. 94-136
includes definitions of its key terms. "Productivity

. growth" and "improved productivity" are taken "to .
include, but not be limited to, improvements in tech-
nology, management techniques, and the guality of
working life." This last factor, "quality of working
life," is then construed as "the conditions of work
related to the role of the worker in the production
process." ' . '

Since passage of this Act, a good deal of musunderstanding
and uncertainty has arisen about both the expressed and
the implied intent of Congress with regard to the inter-
pretation of the "quality of working life" issue [hence-
forth abbreviated for convenience as QWL] and its
importance in policy and program. At the two extremes

are the view that QWL is one of two co-egual objectives

of the Act and the belief that QWL is little more than

a minor addendum to a pre-eminent productivity improve-
ment goal.

A careful reading of the Act fails to support the position
that QWL stands as a major goal of national policy or
as a central objective of the Center program in the same
manner as is productivity growth. Although the Title I
statement of findings specifies job security, one dimen-
sion of QWL, as a benefit of improved productivity, and
it also refers to a need "to minimize the human costs ;
of productivity improvement," this section does not give
primacy to improvement of QWL per se. Similarly, the

- Sec. 104 definition of QWL as "the conditions of work
relating to the role of the worker in the production
process" and the Sec. 101 specification of this consid-
eration as merely "one of the factors affecting the growth
of productivity” suggest that QWL is given stress because
of its instrumental, and not its ultimate, importance.
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Flnally, and perhaps most telling, the Sec. 102 Statement
of’ Purpose establishes a policy to encourage productivity
growth" only, and establishes a Center "to 1mprove the
rate of product1v1ty growth“ exclusively.

It may be that Congress did not in fact intend to take
_ this distinctive productivity tack, but there is little
evidence to the contrary. As best the legislative
history can be re-created, the inclusion of the QWL
issue was largely in response to one point of view
that had been forcefully expressed’w1th1n the trade
union movement.

A near exclusive focus on productivity, it was argued,
would not do justice to a number of established and
vital worker concerns, which would be jeopardized if
QWL were submerged under an overwhelming productivity-
oriented,policy and program. At the same time, other
labor union spokesmen were equally insistent that
productivity growth indeed be given a dominant em-
_phasis, taking strong exception to any proposal to -
give equal attention to a seemingly amorphous concept
called QWL. The "compromise" elected by Congress was
to add "Quality of Working Life" to the titles of the
Act and the Center, and to make only one other care-
fully phrased reference to it in the body of the law.
Presumably, it was hoped that in this way the support
and cooperation of unions representing both viewpoints
could be retained, thereby encouraging labor-management
cooperation, the basic program strategy.

This point is developed at some length since a great deal
of confusion has since ensued regarding the intent and
ultimate decision of the Congress. Not having carefully
examined the Act and/or not being privy to the deliberations
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'leading‘up to it, many have assumed, from the title alone,
that it gives equal emphasis to productivity and QWL. In
addition, as the Center program has unfolded over the past
flew ,Years, there oftentimes has been an appearance of
parity in the treatment of these two national concerns.

To the extent that this is true, the equivalency ismore a
result of subsequent adninistrative determinations than

a completely literal interpretation of the Act.

P.L. 94-136 assigns to the Center an exceedingly wide
array of functions. Foremost among these is a mandate

to "develop and establish...a national policy for produc-
tivity growth in the private and public sectors of the
United States." Related functions include the examination
of "existing Federal, State, and local statutes, requla-~-
tions, and fiscal policies which adversely affect produc-
tivity growth or the economic performance of the public
and private sectors," and the obligation to make resulting
recommendations to the President and Congress regarding
new legislation and regulations or rev151ons of existing
ones. -

As in earlier mandates to the predecessor Commissions,
P.L. 94-136 stresses joint labor-management action. The
Center is directed to "encourage, support, and initiate
efforts in the public or private sector specifically
de51gned to improve cooperation between labor and manage-
ment in the achievement of productivity growth" (while
protecting the integrity of the collective bargalnlng
agreement).

Other assigned functions combine to give the Center an
"imposing role in influencing decisions and activities
throughout the Federal Government. These include:
stimulating, supporting, and coordinating the related
efforts of other agencies and departments; coordinating
agency expenditures in the productivity area; and de-
veloping measures of productivity within the Federal
Government.

Rounding out the list of functions are responsibilities
for the 'support of research and demonstration programs,
information dissemination and public education, develop-
ment of training programs for productivity-related skills,
and examination of the impact of material availability on
productivity growth.

-
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In order to carry out these responsibilities, the Center
is granted authority to enter into contracts and other
funding arrangements, conduct a variety of meetings for
information dissemination, collect and analyze data and
information for purposes of public knowledge, and "to
make such studies and recommendations.to the President

\land to Congress as may be necessary to carry out the
functions of the Center."

In a separate title, a "number of obligations are imposed
on all Federal agencies and departments that are intended
to facilitate the Center's work in implementing national
policy: (1) each agency is required to establish liaison
with and to assist the Center in carrying out its func-
tions; (2) each is directed to keep the Center abreast of
its own product1v1ty improvement efforts and to consult
with the Center prior to obligating its funds for these
activities; (3) each is required to provide to the Center
access to all relevant materials and information; (4) each
is obligated to recommend to the President and Congress
alternatives to statutes, policies, and regulations which
it judges to have an adverse effect on productivity growth;
(5) each is directed to provide financial and other as-
sistance to non-Federal organizations to aid their produc-
tivity improvement efforts; (6) each is required to under-
take internal productivity improvement programs. In total,
these activities establish the Center as the Government's "
chief facilitator, coordinator, consultant, and overseer
in all activities pertinent to its productivity interests.

In order to achieve the purpose specified by Congress--
that is, to perform the full set of assigned functions--
P.L. 94-136 authorizes to the Center a first year ap-
propriation of $6.25 million, and second and third year
appropriations of. $5 million each. However, actual
appropriations for FY 1977 were $2.75 million and for

FY 1978 $2.9 million.

C. Programs and Activities of the National Commission/Center

e

for Productivity and Quality of Working Life, 1970~
Present

The first National Commission on Productivity, under
the Chairmanship of George P. Shultz, was organized as a
working' body, operating through four subcommittees. Staff
work was done by the Executive Director, with few or no
additional personnel. The output of this arrangement was
largely in the form of several reports covering the meaning
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and measurement of productivity, public and private manpower
policy, labor-management approaches, education, and pro-
ductivity in the food and shoe industries.

The Commission's scope and resources were enlarged by the
provisions of an amendment to the Economic Stabilization
Act in December 1971. 1In June 1972, Congress appropriated
$2.5 million which allowed for a staff of 13 professionals.
Seven others were also recruited under a new Executive
Director, appointed by Peter G. Peterson, who succeeded
George P Shultz as Chairman.

It was decided then, -that to- achieve practical results, -
the Commission's staff should concentrate on determining
opportunities for improvement in specific sectors, par-
ticularly service industries that were lagging. The
sectors first selected for intensive work were food,
health, and State and local government, with rail trans-
. portation added later. With the advent of more staff
resources, the Commission's role shifted from that of a
working body to one more accurately identified as an
advisory group.

The staff operated through consultation with, and studies-
by, ad hoc industry panels made up of representatives from
business, labor, and the public. With so few people, this
manner of operation allowed the Commission to tap the
knowledge of several outstanding experts.

As a result of the Commission's success in marshalling

different groups in the food industry, for example, a unit

train was started that cut West-East travel time for fruits

and vegetables from 9 to 7 days, reducing wastage and spoil-

_ age. The Commission’ also stimulated classification of FTC

N backhaul regulations. Moreover, because of a Commission-
sponsored study on railroads, new experiments were started
that may help bring about significant productivity improve-
ments with regard to freight car utilization. Studies also
were undertaken on health care and other services in the
government sector.

When Congress failed to act on legislation authorizing the
Commission for FY 1973, activities were phased down begin-
ning in January 1974. The staff was reduced and transferred
to the Cost of Living Council as an Office of Productivity.
The enactment of P.L. 93-311 in June of 1974 reestablished
the Commission at its previously authorized staffing level.

:
¥
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Under P.L. 93-311, "Work Quality" was given greater emphasis
through Commission encouragement of the formation of labor-
_mhnagement committees on a plant, community, regional and
industry basis. Meanwhile, the Commission continued its
focus on both the public sector (Federal, State, local)

and the private sector (food, health, construction and
transportation), while mounting a more ambitious public
information program to educate the general public about
productivity issues. It pursued its goals largely through
three activities: :

o sponsorship of conferences, semlnars, and workshops
relating to product1v1ty measurement, labor manage-
ment cooperation, case histories, and sectoral
opportunities for enhancing productivity;

o publication of the results of public and private
sector task force studies on productivity needs,
barriers, and improvement techniques; and

o production of public information programs on the
concept, implications, and 1mportance of produc-
tivity 1mprovement. - -

One of the most significant achievements of. the National
Commission on Productivity and Work Quality was the publi-
cation in October 1975, of "A National Policy for Produc-
tivity Improvement." This statement (issued in pamphlet
form) reflected the Commission's own experlence -- and
that of its predecessor organization ~- in dealing with
the issue of productivity, and the various productivity-
improvement programs each sponsored. It was produced by
the Commission members themselves, with all concurring in
the policy statement's central thrust and contents.

One of the central functions of the Commission was to act ’
as a forum for exploring major policy issues affecting pro-
ductivity and work quality by leaders of labor, business
and government. Productivity growth and work quality
considerations were presented in a positive context so

.as to enable these diverse interests to develop a shared
commitment. This was particularly useful, many have felt,
because it permitted management and labor leaders to con-
vene outside of the collective bargaining process (with

its inherent adversarial character) and off of their
.respective "turfs."” That a national policy statement

could be agreed to by this group lends credence to this

as a key Commission function.
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As noted previously, whereas P.L. 93-311 was reasonably
specific about Commission functions, P.L. 94-136 is broad
and all-encompassing. Perhaps because of this’, and the
fact that the appropriations authorized by P.L. 94-136
ase not commensurate with its ambitious mandate, the
National Center has had to tailor its core activities

to £it budget realities.

The problem of budget constraints has been exacerbated by
the fact that the original National Center Board has met
only once, leaving the staff without consistent policy guid-
ance about program emphasis and resource allocation. This
sitvation has been ameliorated somewhat by the existence of

a seven-member Executive Committee which has met from time ,
to time, several program sub-committees, and the special. work
of a few Board members who have provided a "policy bridge"
through their own dedication to the National Center. It
appears too that the former Vice President's service as the
first Board Chairman contributed to some program continuity,
and certainly lent visibility to the National Center (the
Vice President also chaired the previous Commission).

Nevertheless, it is clear that the formal Board established
by P.L. 94-136, with tenure coterminous with the President's
and the requirement of Senate confirmation, has changed the
character of this body. Eleven months were required to -- - .
appoint and confirm the first Board, it met just once, and

a successor Board of Directors has not yet been appointed.
Accordingly, this calls to question the viability of a former
principal Commission "activity" - that is, serving as a
Labor/Management/Government policy forum under the format
kprov1ded by P.L. 94-136.

In spite of its abbreviated existence, the one appointed
Board did narrow the diverse and numerous functions speci-~-
fied by P.L. 94-136 to the following principal objectives
for the National Center:

o document and recommend policies to satisfy the
Nation's capital investment needs from a pro-
ductivity standpoint; '

© encourage labor-management cooperation to enhance
productivity and the gquality of working life;

o without compromising legislative intent, identify

and recommend changes in government regulations
which will improve productivity:;
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o stimulate and support industry task forces formed
to conduct industry-wide productivity 1mprovement
programs;

X
\ o develop and recommend more effective approaches to
~improve productivity in the public sector;

o improﬁe the review, coordination, and integration
of productivity enhancement efforts of other
Federal agencies; and

o develop a better understanding of the concept of
product1v1ty and encourage better technlques for
measuring productivity change.

Operating within these mission parameteré, the Center's
staff has carried out a number of programs and activities.

Technology and Capital Investment. =-- The Capital and
Technology Committee of the Board focused first on the issue
of capital availability, with existing forecasts of availabil-
ity examined in a series of informal meetings. Preliminary
‘results indicated that, while the evidence was not conclusive,
a capital shortage in the aggregate is not anticipated, though
severe problems exist or may arise in specific industries which
can adversely affect the entire economy. A related guestion
that has developed is whether or not sufficient incentive
exists, or should be created, for investment in such areas as
basic research and development. The policy implications of
these discussions will be a part of the Center's agenda for
the future. In addition, a committee of engineering school
deans and employers of engineers has been convened to review
engineering school curricula with an eye to modlflcatlons
that might lead to technology breakthroughs.

Human Resources. -- 1In this area, the Center has
addressed a number of policy issues and attempted to stim-
ulate the interest of individuals and organizations whose
purposes and resources can yield the necessary activities
to bring about improvements. Efforts in pursuit of these
ends have been undertaken in relation to labor-management
committees, job security, and the guality of working life.

For the past two years, workshops for union leaders and
management officials have been among the Center's most
effective means of bringing labor and management together
in an environment conducive to a better understanding of
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the value of‘cooperative endeavor. Thus far, the Center
has arranged workshops in seven states and twelve communi-
ties that have involved about five thousand management and
labor leaders.

Drawing from the experience of the workshops, and in
response to demands from organizations needing resource
material to support their interest, the Center prepared
a report on "Recent Initiatives in Labor-Management Co-
operation,"” which contains a number of illustrative case
studies. This report has been distributed widely to
parties considering the creation of their own labor-
management committees.

A "Directory of Labor-Management Committees” identifies
180 such groups whose members agreed to share their ex-
. periences with others. The purpose of the directory: is
to give to those interested in forming committees direct
access to others who have already done so. It is hoped
that this effort will narrow the demand for third-party
assistance to situations where the need for such inter-
vention is the greatest. .

While productivity growth, over the long run, generates

. new job opportunities in the economy as a whole, rapid
technological changes do have a potential for displacing
workers. Experience shows that proper manpower planning,
undertaken with the planning of technology 1mprovement can
often avert the layoff of employees and minimize the burden
of change for individuals.

To foster such planning the Center initiated three studies
of programs designed to enhance the job security of em-~
ployees affected by technological change. These will
be used in formulating a policy statement for the guid-
ance of labor and management decision makers.

As interest in ways of improving the gquality of working life
expands, new non-profit organizations have been created to
provide information, training, and technical assistance. to
managers and unions. To facilitate the exchange of infor--
-mation among these organizations, the Center sponsored a
meeting to bring together representatives of 11 produc-
tivity and quality of working life centers with officials

" of six Pederal agencies and private foundations. Problems
in achieving common goals of worklife betterment were the
main topic of the gathering. To provide a central focus
and facilitate exchange among these groups a directory of
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centers, giving the names and addresses of principals and
descriptions of their objectives and activities, was compiled
By the Center and published with a summary of the conference.
Government Regulation. —- The problems posed by government
regulatory programs involve a complex linkage of social, po-
litical, environmental, economic, and even psychological '
issues. In this area, the Center has invested its effort
thus far in gathering information and insights to clarify
relationships between regulation and productivity issues
for those affected directly. Taking advantage of its sta-
tus as a neutral party, the Center has worked toward improved
understanding in several key areas. These include Federal
reform efforts, the philosophy and intent of reform, regula-
tory impact on the private sector, and an impact measurement
model. '

To get beneath the charges by many of "overregulation" and
identify more precisely how and at what cost specific regula-
tions affect the private sector, the Center has solicited
the active cooperation of several industry groups: steel,
rubber tire, paper, retail, and construction. With ,
representatives of these groups, the Center has encouraged -
more complete documentation of the impact of government
regulations on productivity. With the Council on Wage

and Price Stability, the Center has co-sponsored a study

to attempt to define the impact of all regulations on a
single industry -- steel. Results of these efforts will

be forthcoming periodically. T :

Private Sector. =-- The Center has explored methods for
identifying opportunities for productivity improvement which
lie outside the direct control of individual organizations.
At present, it is emphasizing industries which seem on the
verge of significant improvements (shipyards, men's apparel,
construction, food distribution, and mineral exploration /
and mining). :

In addition to these, the Center has undertaken a series of
studies to help companies achieve advance productivity
growth. - These studies bring together examples of the
best-known practices of individual companies, analyzed

in such a way as to help others develop methods of oxr-
ganizing for productivity improvement.

"improving Productivity: ~A Description of Selected Company
Programs," was the first in this series. It covers five
different company programs directed toward better utilization



-] 3~

. of employer skills, involvement of employees in problem-.

solving, cost reduction through materials and energy
savings, and expansion of the market through new and
improved products.

"Improving Product1v1ty~ Through Industry and Company

Measurement,"” second in the series, was developed out of

the Center's June, 1976 conference on productivity measure-~
ment data. Over 100 trade association executives, business-
men, and union officials explored ways in which industry
productivity measurements can be used as benchmarks for
gauging individual company performance.

Public Sector (State and Local Governments). --  Because
of the magnitude of the effort required to achieve percep-
tible increases in public sector productivity, the Center
has invested a large part of 1ts resources in State and
local government activities.

One difficulty for local governments has been the absence
of a means of sharing information on mutual problems and
the solutions worked out by some jurisdictions. To help
overcome this, the Center developed the "Guide to Produc-
tivity Improvement Projects," which describes a variety
of approaches and techniques used by local governments

to improve productlvity. The Center has now transferred
responsibility for the "Guide" to the International .City
Management Association (ICMA), which will publish it on a

subscription basis.

Transfer of the "Guide" has permitted the Center to devote
some of its resources to analyzing in greater depth and
disseminating information on local government approaches

to productivity improvement. The Center has initiated a
series of case studies depicting in detail the technigues
being used to achieve specific productivity gains in State,
county, and city governments. Cases involve a food stamp
program, motor vehicle licensing, parks maintenance, a water
system, and other typical activities of ‘local government.
These case studies were disseminated in early 1977.

Federal Government Coordination. -~ Directly and
indirectly, the Federal Government plays a major role in
stimulating productivity improvement throughout the economy.
Under Titles II and III of Public Law 94-136, the Center is

- required to coordinate and review all Federal programs, in-

ternal and external, for improving productivity.- The Center
also is charged with reporting to the Congress annually on
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the results of the review process. The first such'report
was completed in December, 1976, and submitted to the
President and the Congress.

¢ompilation of the material relating to individual agency
product1v1ty programs and expenditures required establish-
ing a network of responsible liaison officers throughout
the Executive Branch. This mechanism not only produced
the necessary information input, but also spawned an
additional coordination structure to help with a variety
of future activities. '

Seminars were also held for managers of such functions as
inspection, grant and loan administration, to facilitate
" the improvement of technigues.

It should be noted that the National Center also was assigned
the responsibility for coordinating the Federal Government's
internal productivity program. Since this function is cur-
rently underg01ng separate scrutiny by an 1nteragency task
force, it is not covered here.

Productivitz;and The National Economy (Measurement). =--
The measurement of productivity is complex, yet critical to
an understanding of the nature and extent of the Nation‘'s -
productivity problems. Productivity statistics are now
published for only about 50 individual industries, cover-
ing 20 percent of private employment. Measures of produc-
tivity are not available for health care and other key
service industries, construction, and the public sector.
There continue to be many conceptual problems$ in accounting
for inputs of capital, quallty change, and unmeasured out-
puts.

The Center's activities in this program area have focused
on measurement technigues, materials availability, and the
long-term productivity outlook. As an example, at the re-
quest of the Center, the Committee on National Statistics
of the National Academy of Sciences is now undertaking a
review of concepts, definitions, methodology and data gaps
in productivity statistics. With support from the Center

(2 $300,000 grant), a panel of leading economists, sta-
tisticians, and social scientists is carrying out this
two-year study aimed at improving present understanding

of productivity measurement and at preparing a basis for
future research. The final report is due by December, 1978.
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The Center also exchanges experience with foreign productivity
centers through membership in the European Association of
National Productivity Centers. In a similar veln, it en-
courages productivity comparisons between firms in spec1f1c~
industries through a cooperative program with trade associa-
tions, government and private centers.

Public Education. —- The Center has sought to increase
the level of public awareness and understanding of productiv-
ity and work environment issues by directing its attention
to audiences which are specifically concerned with these
matters. Such audiences constitute the appropriate con-
stituencies in the seven program areas. The policies
and insights yielded within these program areas have been
conveyed through a variety of public information activities.

Foremost among these activities is the Center's publications
program, through which thousands of copies of the Center's
reports are distributed to interested audiences throughout-
the county. These publications provide'descriptions and
evaluations of methods for improving product1v1ty and the
quality of working life.

To incorporate productivity into the thlnklng of profe551onal
- public managers, the Center has participated -- by providing
speakers, panelists, and supporting materials -- in the
annual conference of such public interest groups as:
The American Society for Public Administration, Interna-
tional City Management Assoc., National Conference on
State Leglslators, National Governors Conference, and the
National Association of State Budget Officers.

A number of valuable sources of information on productivity
and the quality of working life exist in the United States,
but no concentrated effort has been made to consolidate

and make them widely available to people in need of such i
information. The Center, therefore, has undertaken the de-
velopment of a referral service that will ultimately link
together all such sources. As a first step, it has com-
piled a directory of libraries, information retrieval sys-
tems, and public and private institutions where expertise-
in productivity and the work environment may be found. At
present, the directory is designed for staff use, but will
soon be expanded and made available to managers in all
sectors of the economy to assist them in furthering the
productivity of their own enterprises.
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Finally, the Center has made maximum use of its limited
budget in a public service advertising campaign in support
of productivity improvement. The campaign, now ending its
fourth year, was developed and managed by the Advertising

. Council. It consists of advertisements in the business
press; bus, train, and subway posters; outdoor advertis-
1ng¥‘and local and network radio and television spot
-announcements. The Center contributes a small amount

of money for the preparation of the advertising material,
and the participating media contribute free time and space.
During the Center's first 10 months of operation, over

$1 million worth of advertising was donated to the campaign.
The Center is currently evaluating the results of the cam-
paign, and is discussing with the Advertising Council the
content and thrust of new media efforts.

D. Present Status of the National Center--Staff Organlzatlon
and Resources.

The current organizational configuration of the National
Center staff is essentially a mirror image of the seven
program areas ordained by the Board for principal emphasis,
plus units for executive direction, communications, and
administration. The staff consists of twenty-one full-time
professionals, one "para-professional," twelve consultants,
and eleven clerical personnel. Most staff members are
retained on a Civil Service "Schedule A" basis, which
provides maximum hiring-firing flexibility because few -
have civil service retention or reemployment rights.

The following breakout of personnel assignments with budget
allocations (including personnel salaries, expenses and

- contracts) provide a useful current profile of the
National Center's activity emphasis.

Technology and Capital ‘ - $150,000
1 professional, 1 clerical

Human 'Resources $500,000
4 professional, 2 clerical,
4 consultants/experts

Government Regulations $245,000
1l professional, 1 clerical
1 "para-professional"

Private Sector $355,000
3 professionals
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Public Sector ~ $525,000
3 professional, 1 clerical,
2 consultants/experts

Productivity and the National $225,000
\FEoonomx (yeasurement)
1 professional, 1 consultant/expert

Federal Government ) ' ~ $125,000 (in-

cluded in public

sector figure)

Executive Direction $250,000
2 professional, 1 clerical, -
3 consultants/experts

Communications o - 375,000
4 professional, 4 clerical,
1 consultant/expert

Administration | $125,000
2 professional, 1 clerical,
1 consultant/expert

In addition to the $2,750,000 in appropriated funds, a

total of $535,083 has been received by the Center in trans-
fer funds from HEW, HUD, DOT, and the Air Force, for projects
sponsored by the Center. They are broken out as follows:

Air Force 66,100
HEW 275,000
DOT ‘ . 28,000
HUD 165,983

$535,083

The funding shown ($2.75 million) is for fiscal year 1977.
(The FY 1978 appropriation of $2.9 million is being divided
among the program areas in roughly’the,same proportions.)
Authorization for the money is provided by Title VII,
Section 701 of P.L. 94-136, and this authority explres
with the conc1u51on of fiscal year 1978.

Accordlngly, unless new authorization and appropriations
are sought from -- and provided by -- the Congress prior
to that date, the National Center will expire by default
in September, 1978.
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At the moment nothing is being done about initiating a renewal
of legislative authority through the customary executive
branch channels, although a pro forma fiscal year 1979 bud- _
get of $2.9 million has been submitted to OMB at its request.
The National Center staff has been in no position to promote
aﬁbigitiative on new legislative authority, in the absence

of a Board of Directors to establish a policy on the matter.
In addition, action has been postponed pending review of

“the findings in this report and one being carried out by

the General Accounting Office. The latter review, required
by P.L. 94-136, is expected to be completed by February 1978.

The important element to be kept in mind is that some action
must be taken on this matter in the not too distant future
if the cecision is reached to renew the National Center's
life under P.L. 94-136.

Finally, while looking at fiscal considerations, it is also
important to remember that -- for the three funding years
covered by P.L. 94-136 -- funds actually appropriated for
the Center have never exceeded more than about one half of
the amounts authorized (see background section). This
monetary fact of life has had an obvious bearing on how
well the Center staff has been about to execute the mul-
tiple responsibilities accorded by the law.
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II. Assessment of Current Issues by the
Major Parties of Interest

'Productivity in the U.S. -- Definitions and Trends

... There is a broad consensus among parties that the U.S.
- “productivity growth picture is still as worrisome as it

was 10 years ago, and many think that the outlook is even
worse. Most believe that the Federal Government should
take the lead in seeking means to effect improvement.

There also is a basic consensus that insufficient under-
standing exists on the vital importance productivity

- holds for practically all current U.S. economic issues

(e.g., unemployment, inflation, payment of mandated
social programs, energy, ability to compete in world
markets, etc.). The continuous diminution of the U.S.
productivity growth rate is considered one of the most
important contemporary economic issues reqguiring Federal

.attention.

Regarding the meaning of productivity, the classic
definition -- measure of the relationship between
guantity of resources used and gquantity of output,
using output per man hour as the common expression of
productivity performance -- appears to be relevant’
still. Those believing that the classic definition
does not go far enough make the following points.

First, some feel (particularly academicians) that output
per man hour is no longer a sufficient measure, and that
multi-factor productivity (e.g., capital, technology,
R&D investment, human resources) is a preferable new
norm. As noted in a previous section, the National
Academy of Sciences is now working to ascertain that

all factors contributing to total productivity growth
can be adequately measured. Also, there is some debate ;

as to how inclusive the multi-factor approach should be

and whether it should encompass intangibles like
education, t:alnlng, environmental costs, etc.

As is well known, "output per man hour” has been
generally used because it can be measured more readily;
even though the other factors have been recognized as
of egual -- if not greater -- importance. Some note
that labor unions have seized on output per man hour
as an exclusive factor because of its usefulness as an
index for negotiating wage increases.
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Other concern about the classic definition centers on
the fact that it evolved largely as a manufacturing
measure of productivity. Accordingly, some believe

"that it does not serve adequately when applied to the

public sector (now accounting for 23% of U.S. output
and purchasing power) or to the grow1ng services area
.0f the economy.

However, it can be said that -- aside from the foregoing
exceptions -- for those who deal most frequently with

the concept of productivity, the classic definition still
has acceptability. When multi-factor productivity
becomes measurable, it will be an addition to, not a
total departure from, the output per man-hour approach.

As a partial indicator of where the Federal Government
might concentrate its improvement efforts, the relative
importance of the various productivity growth determin-
ants (e.g., capital formation, technology advances,

R&D, human resources) was questioned in the interviews.

The main theme of the respondents was that all of the
determinants contribute something to productivity growth,
that no guantifiable measures point to any one as the
single most important, and that therefore all deserve
attention. While Federal monetary and fiscal policies
may have the most impact on productivity growth in the
short run, some noted, attention to all the principal
determinants will yield the greatest beneflts over the
long run. <

-

- Others stress that no generalizations can be made about

the relative importance of the determinants because this
varies among industries. Human resources obviously are
more important in a labor' intensive industry, whereas
capital/technology deserve more weight in a highly
technical industry like petroleum refining.

Quality of Working Life in the U.S. -- Definitions and
Trends

As noted earlier, it is not at all clear that members of
Congress shared a common conception of "quality of
working life" in enacting P.L. 94-136. The Act itself
does little more than acknowledge QWL as a factor under-
lying productivity growth and suggest that it generally
pertains to "the conditions of work relating to the role
of the worker in the production process."” What these
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conditions are and what their important effects might
be are not explicitly dealt with in the body of the law..

Two years after the enactment of 94-136, this ambiguity
. persists, at least as evidenced by the statements of
\! _ Congressional spokesmen. Still, while there is no
. ~-ready agreement on the substantive elements of QWL,
there does appear to be some consensus on what might
be regarded as its procedural dimension. That is,
some key members of Congress, however large a group
they may represent, see worker participation in
decisions as a...and perhaps the...basic QWL issue. -
They express doubt that workers can be expected to
accept unchanged the traditional ways of organizing
and managing work, and believe that workers seek, and
. should be encouraged to seek, greater involvement in
the decision-making processes affecting their jobs and
the conditions under which they are performed. However,
this "consensus" may simply represent one of several
existing points of view on this issue, and surely cannot
be treated as evidence of a groundswell of Congressional
support for any particular form of "industrial democracy."

The senior staff of the National Center takes a different,
though not unrelated, position on the meaning of QWL. .
Here, QWL is seen as closely allied to the established
concerns of the Labor Department, yet distinguishable in
terms of degree of emphasis rather than substantive
content. Moreover, QWL is not regarded as separable
fram the quality of life generally. 1In addition to the
former affecting the latter, QWL also is conditioned by
what occurs off the job as well as by experiences in the

ce.]l Finally, here too participation is treated
as a key element of QWL, with collective bargaining and
labor-management relations serving as the major vehicles
for its expression.

There appears to be virtually no consensus among manage-
ment spokesmen on the meaning of QWL, save some tendency
to equate it with the equally nebulous concept of "job
satisfaction.®™ Assuming the two terms are basically
equivalent, and taking into account both the overall
satisfaction levels typically revealed by national
survieys and industry and occupational differences in
expressed satisfaction, there would appear to be little
justification, in management's view, for treating QWL as
an issue of national concern. Equally important,
excessive attention to QWL tends to detract from the
more basic and critical issue confronting management:
the need to improve productivity.
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Union officials, like thelr management opposites,

- .obviously subscribe to no single definition of QWL.

To some extent, however, this lack of agreement may be
more apparent than real. There can be no doubt that.-
union leaders share fully a belief in the primacy of
such worker (and union) goals as job security, wage

.sufficiency and equity, and occupational health and

safety. Insofar as these are integral elements of QWL,
there clearly is a substantial basis for agreement on
its underlying meaning and importance.

The frequent criticisms of the "quality of working life"
expression is quite a different matter, and seems to
reflect at least four basic reservations: (1) a disdain
for those QWL advocates, primarily academicians, who
assert that unions have been derelict in failing to
recognize and take action to improve QWL; (2) a concern
that excessive attention to less established dimensions
of QWL will detract from the labor movement's unfinished
business in ‘remedying basic economic and physical
problems of work; (3) a concern that the procedural
dimension of QWL (i.e., worker participation) might

- threaten the integrity of the collective bargaining

system and weaken the unions' traditional adversary
approach to labor-management relations; and (4) a
recognition that management, often aided by academic -
and other consultants, has sometimes exploited the QWL
issue as a strategy for combatting union organization
efforts and undercutting union solidarity and bargalnlng
strength.

Most of the more commonly used conceptions of QWL have
their origin in the academic and/or consultant community.
These are the definitions that tend to impart the more
novel and more equivocal meanings to the phrase, repre-
senting as they do values that have thus far achleved
less than universal acceptance: individuation,
self-actualization, human development, etc. If there
is a single element that is most common to the existing
array of broader definitions, it is the matter of

- individual control over the conditions of life at
work. In more general terms yet, however, the tie

that binds all conceptions together is a common reference
to the overall well-being of workers.

In summary, "quality of working life" is much more
equivocal than the productivity issue, but a good deal -
of the controversy seems to hinge on the semantic
ambiguity of the phrase itself. Once this conceptual
and verbal smokescreen is penetrated, there seems to
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emerge a reasonable underlylng consensus that QWL
(i.e., worker well-being) is a real, continuing concern
rather than an academic, ephemeral one.

Linkages Between Productivity and Quallty of Working
Life :

The productivity/QWL relationship is perhaps the most
problematical issue of all, particularly as a result
of the variance in definitions and measures applied

to both terms. There appears to be little subscription
to the once popular, facile assumption that satisfied
workers are invariably productive ones, or to the
equally simplistic precept that busy hands are happy .
hands. Still, few knowledgeable spokesmen deny that
productivity improvement and consequent economic growth
can be instrumental in furthering the material well-
being of workers, or that the thwarting of worker needs
and goals can impede the economic performance of the
institutions that employ them. The generalization that
seems most justified is that the two concerns, produc-
tivity and QWL, are indeed related to one another, but

not in fully understood ways and, certainly in a manner

that depends on the conditions present in specific
situations. ‘ .

The 1nev1tab111ty of some degree of conflict seems to
be acknowledged in the statements of both management
and union spokesmen. The former, as already noted,

are troubled by what they perceive to be a confounding
of the primary productivity problem by the intrusion of
an ambiguous QWI, concern. By the same token, union
officials are predictably disinclined to accept pro-
ductivity improvement as the dominant issue, when such
a priority poses a threat to the furtherance of worker
needs and interests. While each party might agree that
more “"effective" (not "efficient") work organizations
could better achieve both management and worker goals, 7
and that this common interest should be exploited, each
also appears to concede the need to find mutually
acceptable quid pro quos. ' Management seems unlikely

to adopt any course of action that promises improved
worker well-being without some assurance of a produc-
tivity payoff. Similarly, unions are egually disinclined
to commit themselves to the cause of productivity
improvement without guarantees of job and worker
protection, and the assurance of equity in the division
of productivity gains.
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Need for a National Effort

Most people, whatever party of interest they represent,
seem to agree that the productivity issue is deserving
of national attention and Federal action. This consensus
transcends any differences among them as to whether the
nation's rate of productivity growth constitutes a full-
blown crisis or is. "merely"” a matter of serious concern.
The productivity imperative stems in large measure from
the fact that it impinges on a great many U.S. economic
issues (energy, competition in world markets, budget

balancing, employment, etc.). Productivity improvement

also is vital to sustaining economic growth and thereby
maintaining, if not improving, the standard of living

now extant in the nation. This dedication to the cause
of productivity understandably is most prominent in the

management ranks (although common - among economists as

well) , where particular concern is expressed about the
relatively passive position thus far taken by this
Administration.

Some union spokesmen also -- particularly those con-
tinuously and intimately involved in the programs of
the National Center -- speak critically about the
Administration's neglect of the productivity issue. -
At the same time, still other union officials are
disturbed by the prospect of a national effort that
submerges worker interests under an overly dominant
productivity initiative. According to this view,
"quality of working life,"” however much confusion it
may have engendered in discussions of worker problems,
must remain an important national goal in its own right.
Such an assertionis typically bolstered by citations of
statistics relating to such critical issues as unemploy-
ment and underemployment, wage levels, and occupational
accidents and illnesses. That management spokesmen
express less support for a national QWL effort than
they do for a major productivity improvement campaign
is simply an affirmation of the obvious, compounded by
their uncertainty about the meaning of QWL. _

Third-party "neutrals" tend to regard both productivity
and QWL as issues demanding of national attention,
differing among themselves primarily in terms of the
relative stress placed on each concern. Some would
emphasize productivity as the central theme, with QWL,
used as a synonym for "human resources,"” cast simply

as one factor contributing to improved economic
performance. Others would argue that the principal
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effort should be directed to satisfying human needs, and
out of this, as something of a by-product, will come

productivity and economic gains for the enterprise.. A

third popular position stems from the assumption that

the two goals are fully compatible, and that efforts to
achieve them are~mutually reinforcing. An offshoot of
-this last point of view is the position that productivity
and QWL can be compatible and mutually facilitative, and
that the need of the day is for a national effort that
seeks ways of detecting these points of compatibility and
simultaneously promoting both interests (while recognizing
that some degree of conflict may be inevitable and, hence,
requlre mechanisms for achieving compromise). Whichever
view is favored, the clarification of the productivity/QWL
relationship is an 1mportant issue for Federal pollcy
attention.

The Role of the Federal Government

At the broadest level of analysis, the Federal'GoVernment
can be viewed as having three basic functions that affect,

directly and indirectly, productivity and quality of

working life in the nation. One can be characterized as

- an information function, and includes activities involved

in gathering and disseminating statistics and other forms
of information useful in defining, measuring, and, as
appropriate, interpreting issues and problems of national
consequence. The second function is regulatory in nature,
and ranges from the establishment and execution of fiscal
and monetary policies ("regulatory"” in the broadest sense)
to the enactment of rules and regulations governing highly
specific conditions in the workplace. Third is the
government function of facilitating actions by other
parties, private and public sector, in ways that further
a variety of national interests. At the risk of over-
simplification, these latter two functions can be
regarded as involving the judicious application by
government of innumerable incentives and disincentives;/
to action by management, labor, and government agencies
throughout the economy. (It might also be noted that
these obviously are not fully discrete categories,
considering, for example, that the provision of

certain kinds of information can itself be regarded as

a meéthod of facilitating action.) :

In contemplating the Federal role in the areas of
productivity and quality of working life, few would
deny that the government should have some kinds of
responsibilities for improving progress on both fronts.
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But there are not many points of consensus among the
parties in their beliefs as to what the particular
responsxbllltles should be. 1In the matter of specifics,
Federal action is warmly endorsed or adamantly rejected, .
depending on whose ox is being gored.

.. The one most notable point of agreement is on the

desirability and utility of government programs whose
purpose it is to define productivity and QWL issues and
problems, detect changes and plot trends in them, and
disseminate information about problem-solving and
innovative practices. At the most basic level, this
positive view involves a ready endorsement of the
statistical programs of the Commerce and Labor
Departments. The only reservation concerns what are
seen as gaps in the established statistical series,
such as the limited data available regarding specific
industries in the private sector.

Beyond this primary statistical function, the Federal
Government is seen by many as the agency that can best
gather, systematically and impartially, information
regarding current strategies and techniques that manage-
ment and unions have developed in pursuing their
productivity and QWL interests, and effectively
disseminate this information to others who might proflt
from it. This kind of clearinghouse function, whether
managed directly or created and supported outside of
the government bureaucracy itself, encompasses such
widely valued components as publications, conferences,
workshops, and the like. In summary, however, it is
the general information function that is so widely
endorsed as a Federal responsibility, and primarily

because its capability so clearly exceeds that of any
‘other institution.

The picture is much less clear, of course, with regard
to the regulatory functions of the government. Although
not that many opinions are apt to be volunteered about
regulatory aspects of productivity and QWL improvement,
management and labor hold to quite opposite views about
the general desirability and the degree of government
intervention. The former chaffs at the excesses of
regulation that it sees as an impediment to furthering
the economic interests of the enterprise, while the
latter argues that regulatory-programs in such areas

as occupational safety and health are too incomplete
and too weak to adeguately protect workers interests.
(The government's monetary and fiscal policies, which
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can be regarded as one quite distinctive facet of its
regulatory function, introduces issues that are too
complex to be dealt with in this limited review.)

There also is far less than perfect agreement on how--
or whether--the government might play a more conspicuous

. role as a facilitator of productivity and QWL improve-
ment efforts by management and labor. Some spokesmen

of each party believe that it should undertake a wide

~variety of actions that serve to stimulate, assist, and
‘'support the development and testing of new policies and

practices. According to this view, only the Federal. .
Government has the breadth of perspective, the know-how, ~
and the substantial resources requlredto exercise
leadership in establishing and sustaining a meaningful
national program of experimentation and innovation.

Other spokesmen, also representing both management and
labor, express serious reservations about the government-
as-activist position. In their view, many of the
matters at issue are ones that should be the preserve

of management and unions, and they caution that great

.care must be taken, above all, to avoid interfererice with

the collective bargaining process and/or the private
relations between employers and employees. Government_
assistance, it is feared, can too easily become government

intervention and regulatlon of a kind that is the antithesis

of established policy regarding enterprise management and
the freedom of the parties to bargain collectively for
wages and working conditions within the broadest possible
limits.

ItAmight be noted that the real guestion at issue is not
so much whether there is a role for government to play,

but what kind of role is most compatible with the U.S.

economic and political systems. Thus, government
policies which significantly impinge on productivity

growth have long been in effect. Similarly, the Labor,; .

Department, as the government's chief "QWL agency,"
already administers a number of programs, regulatory
and facilitative, that carry out national policies
established to protect and improve worker well-being. .

If there are any points of general accord in all this, y
they are that: (1) there are some activities related

to productivity and QWL improvement that only government
can carry out (e.g., monetary/fiscal policy, regulatlon),
and others that government can better carry out than

any other institution (e.g., data/information- gatherlng
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and dissemination); and (2) there is a widely, though
not universally, acknowledged need for national leader-
ship in spurring the development of more economically and
socially effective work organizations, and the Federal
Government can be instrumental in satisfying that need.

- Evaluation of P.L. 944136 and the:National Center

The foregoing point of view seems to have been the
motivation guiding Congress in enacting P.L. 94-136

and creating a National Center for Productivity and

Quality of Working Life. This Act establishes "a _
national policy which will encourage productivity growth,"
and presumably creates, in and through the Center, a
vehicle for implementing that policy. How effectively

P.L. 94-136 has served to further this national interest

is a matter of some doubt in the minds of a good many
involved and affected persons.

With some notable exceptions, a considerable number of
labor, management, academic, and governmment spokesmen
find serious fault with P.L. 94-136 and the Center it
creates. While these critics almost invariably hasten
to urge the continuance of some kind of special Federal
agency and program, they still hold firm to their belief
that what exists now falls short of what is needed. -

1. The mandate assigned to the Center is amorphous and,
in some respects, misleading. While productivity
and quality of working life are equally prominent
in the titles of the Act and the Center, this seeming
parity of interest belies the substance of the
legislation. The Act's policy statement unquestionably
establishes productivity growth as a national goal,
but leaves QWL in an ambiguous position at best.
Nowhere does the act define QWL in explicit fashion,
seemingly acknowledging it as no more than one of =
the several determinants of productivity growth. Among
those who have only a surface familiarity with the
legislation, a common but erroneous view is that
the law establishes productivity growth and improved
QWL as co-equal goals for the nation and the Center.
Also implicit, in their view, is the assumption that
. these two concerns are somehow inherently related
and mutually facilitative. As a result of these
misconceptions alone, the Center has been laboring
under a handicap in evolving its own program and
in its efforts to establish good understandings with
other agencies of government as well as with parties
in the private sector.
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As noted earlier, the Act assigns to the Center an
inordinate number of major functions, ranging from
the fuller development of national policy to an
oversight responsibility for the programs and
budgets of other Federal agencies (including those
pertaining to their internal activities). Most
critics see these broad responsibilities as repre-
senting an unrealistically high set of Congressional
expectations--expectations that would challenge the
capability of any major executive department, let .
alone a new agency and a new program of exceedingly
modest proportions. Given this imposing Congressional
directive, whether the Center could satisfactorily
carry out the mission assigned to it has always been
problematical at best.

Along with the burden of a responsibility overload,

- the Center also has been severely constrained by the

limits placed on its staff and financial resources,

' ceilings that have compelled it to undertake too many

superficial kinds of activities. These projects offer
quite modest help to the parties, and consequently

have resulted in barely perceptible progress toward

the ambitious goals established by Congress. It has
been primarily for this reason that much of the Center's
program sometimes has been dismissed by some as

nothing more than self-serving "PR.". How the Center
might have performed with an endowment more consistent
with its mandate can only be amatter for speculation.

The basic notion of establishing a tripartite body to
advise and guide the Center's program, as well as to
serve as a useful forum for discussing major national
issues, .goes unchallenged. Many are critical, however,
of the way in which Congress implemented this basic
concept. The formality of a board, particularly one
whose membership requires Senate approval, seems to
militate against the kind of informal forum that the
parties prefer. This handicap is exacerbated by both
the sheer size of the group and the appointment to

it of persons who have had neither the time nor the
inclination to become meaningfully involved in
helping to structure the Center's program. The

‘Board, consequently, has frequently been perceived

as a largely pro forma exercise that lends prestige

to the Center, but little more. 1In the absence of

a fully functioning advisory body, the Center's

staff has been left to fend for itself, deciding for
itself its yearly priorities, and charting its own
course in carrying out Congress's multi-facted mandate.
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Notwithstanding the fact that the law provides for
equal numerical representatlon of management and
labor on the Center's Board, neither party appears
to have been fully represented. Some members have
been able to commit only limited time and/or have
delegated responsibility to surrogates. WNot all of
the varied labor union perspectives appear to have

been represented, an imbalance that could not avoid

impairing a program whose accomplishments depend on
the extent to which support can be developed and
maintained throughout the labor union community.

The Center's relationship with other institutions

and parties has failed to evolve in ways that might
have furthered its program interests. The provisions
made in the Act for coordinating the activities of
other Federal agencies have proved less than effective.
Casual exchanges of information have fallen well short
of the actions required to develop a coherent Federal
effort. Nor was it realistic to assume that other
agencies would gracefully yield to the Center in
decisions regarding their own program activities

and allocations of resources. Even less workable

was the responsibility assigned to the Center for
intruding itself into programs involving the -
internal productivity concerns of other Federal
agencies.

Considering these basic criticisms, it is all the
more remarkable that there is so much agreement on
the importance of preserving some kind of Federal
agency akin (though not identical) to the existing
Center. However, a perpetuation of current structure
and program is called for by very few.
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III. Decision Options Regarding
The Federal Role

\In'planning the future direction of the Federal initiatives
"regarding productivity and quality of working life, two
.basic‘decisions are required.

\

One concerns the principal focus of Government activities,
.with the options being: (1) primary emphasis on produc~
tivity improvement; (2) a primary emphasis on improving

the quality of working life; and (3) egual emphasis on both
issues, presumably treated in tandem.

The second, though related, decision requires a choice of

the best means of developing and administering a Federal
program. Here the alternatives are: (1) maintenance of

the existing Center, with whatever legislative and/or
administrative changes, if any, are indicated, (2) aboli-
tion of the Center and reassignment of its functions to
established line agencies; and (3) dissolution of the Center
and creation of a new independent agency within the Executive
Branch. .

A. Principal Program Focus -

(1) A program emphasis on productivity improvement

" has the advantage of concentrating on an issue whose
importance is widely recognized and whose component concerns
are reasonably well defined. A renewed Federal commitment
would be readily endorsed by management and viewed as a
preparedness to undertake a campaign that has been long
called for by some spokesmen. In addition, some union
officials, who already have pledged themselves to the cause
of productivity improvement, would continue to lend strong
support to the Federal initiative. Finally, it can be
argued that progress in remedylng a good many of the nation’'s
social as well as economic problems is contingent on 4
sustaining economic growth via productivity improvement.
Hence, the productivity issue is basic to furthering a

broad range of national interests.

On the other hand, a near exclusive productivity emphasis
would stand the risk of foreclosing a good deal of union
support, and possibly stirring some strong antlpathles as
well. "Productivity" and the images it conjures up have
been anathema to many unions, suggesting as they do the
prospects of job loss, speed-ups, inequitable gains sharing,
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dand the like. In addition, a dominant focus on productivity
also could create doubt about the durability of the Govern-
ment's commitment to the cause of improved worker well-being,
a goal that is not always seen as compatible with an objec-
tive of productivity improvement. Finally, there appears

\}to have been some growth of uncertainty in "the public mind"
about a national policy that can be interpreted, perhaps
erroneously, as "productivity at any cost." At issue here
is the continuing concern about the so-called "externalities"
of production, particularly its adverse effects on the
environment and the quality of life generally.

(2) A principal focus on quality of work life improve-
ment also carries with it important pros and cons. Despite
the imbroglio regarding the concept and definition of QWL,

a sufficiently comprehensive and pragmatic specification

of QWL as a national goal would be favorably responded to
by unions, already critical of some Federal programs estab-
lished to protect and improve well-being (e.g., OSHA).
Furthermore, such a humanistically-oriented initiative also
might strike a larger responsive chord in the mind of the
general public, which, as already noted, has been expressing
increasing reservations about the sacrifice of human needs
to economic imperatives (e.g., the environment issue).

At the same time, a QWL emphasis doubtlessly would discourage
the support of management, many members of which deny the
reality or importance of QWL as anything more than one of
several determinants of productivity, or see Government
intervention in this area as threatening to their freedom
of action and principal economic mission. Moreover, unless
QWL were adequately redefined in a way that meshed with
traditional union interests, some unions also might be
repelled by unwanted Government involvement, particularly
if there were implications of a diminution of Federal
priorities regarding job security, worker health, and other
long-sought reforms. Finally, both labor and management
might oppose a QWL initiative that promised to "tamper with"
the basic structure of collective bargaining or alter the
historical adversary relationship between the parties on
working condition issues.:

(3) A dual and equal emphasis on productivity and QWL
would appear, on the surface at least, to respond well to
both management and worker interests. Despite the continuing
uncertainty about the "true" relationship(s) between the two
concerns, it ‘can be argued, and to some extent demonstrated,
that they are necessarily intertwined and cannot be dealt

C e e el genn s o m s g mrw e e g e e rm e -~ . N



“=33-

with independently. Though this relationship, under
particular conditions, can be conflicting as well as
harmonious, the resolution of conflict might be better
accomplished by directly confronting it rather than treating
these goals as though they were independent of one another.

A dual emphasis, particularly in the context of a scrupu-

lously neutral Federal position vis-a-vis labor and management
could assist the parties to recognize the points where their
respective interests converge and to develop mechanisms for
accommodation where they do not. '

On the other hand, an egual emphasis on productivity and
QWL might be regarded as the kind of compromise position
that earns the support of neither party, each being firmly
commited to championing its own priority interests and
concerned about it being diluted or distorted by the other.
Such a two-pronged effort also presupposes the existence
of a sufficient degree of compatibility between the two
goals, a question that to many is far from satisfactorily
being answered. In short, what may appear on the surface
to represent the best of both worlds may in fact reflect
too little of the reality of economic and social life.

B. Assignment of Organizational Responsibility

(1) Perhaps the most compelling argument in favor of
maintaining the existing Center is the fact of ‘its being.
Congress already has declared that productivity growth is
a goal of national policy and has created a vehicle for
implementing that policy. To now rescind the policy, if
only temporarily, and dissolve the Center might produce
a prolonged hiatus before a new Congressional or Executive
mandate could be developed. Even conceding the deficiencies
seen in P.L. 94-136 and the Center itself, what already
exists might be made to work effectively through some
legislative and/or administrative action, such as a revision
of the Center's mandate or merely a larger political and
financial commitment by the Administration. In addition,;
there already exists a basic foundation of management and
labor support that could be built upon in developing a
more effective program.

The opposing argument is largely detailed in the summary
of critical evaluations of the Act and the Center presented
earlier. A number of spokesmen have judged both law and
program to be unworkable. Consequently, to maintain the

- Center is to perpetuate a Federal initiative that they have

repeatedly judgedrdeficient, and to attempt to build anew
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on a weak foundation. Moreover, the very title of the
Center includes two terms, "productivity" and "quality

of working life," that have been continuously productive
of controversy and may well sustain discord. And, perhaps
most important, the basic law in qguestion is too deficient
‘to permit any significant improvement through limited/or
more cosmetic kinds of change (e.g., a new title) and,
therefore, should be replaced by a new Act.

(2) Were P.L. 94-136 to be repealed or permitted

. to lapse in September 1978, and the Center thus abolished,
Federal initiatives in both the productivity and QWL areas
could be sustained by reassigning the functions now entrusted
to the Center to established line agencies (principally the
Commerce and Labor Departments). This action could have
some distinct advantages, one of which is its interpreta-
tion as a fulfillment of the President'’'s pledge to reduce.
the size and complexity of the Federal bureaucracy by
eliminating less essential agencies. The Commerce and

Labor Departments already are deeply immersed in programs .
intended to promote productivity growth and the quality

of working life, and they could incorporate the kinds of
activities hitherto performed by the Center within their
broad policy and administrative frameworks. In addition,
these Departments can bring to bear on the issues a range -
of knowledge and experience that could not easily be duplicated
in a small independent agency, and also could offer a better
guarantee of continuity and a sustained Federal effort.
Finally, although their respective "constituencies" are

not exclusively labor and management, both Departments have
had long historical ties and working relationships with
these two principal parties that could be most helpful in
securing their support and active participation.

Among the arguments against this course of action is the

fact that both Labor and Commerce often are seen as highly
partisan agencies that cater to quite distinctive clientele
groups. What takes place in either agency tends to be !
suspect in the view of one or the other party, particularly -
where that agency's mission is primarily regulatory in nature.
In addition, a division of responsibility between Labor

and Commerce could significantly impede a unified Federal
effort to find and promote points of conjunction between the
two issues, and also could make more difficult the enlist-
ment of labor and management in any joint endeavor, including
-participation in an advisory panel or discussion forum.
Moreover, long-established line agencies often display a
predilection toward conservatism and caution, creating an
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organizational climate that is not conducive to more innova-

_tive, risk-taking ventures, which many believe should be the .

hallmark of a Federal effort in the productivity/QWL area(s).
Finally, in an agency already entrusted with a number of
basic functions, an added productivity and/or QWL responsi-
\'bility might fare poorly in competition with issues of
established priority and be relegated to the periphery of
.policy concern. . '
(3) The third principal organizational option is to
repeal P.L. 94-136 and dissolve the Center, but create in
its place, legislatively or administratively, a new and
independent entity in the Executive Branch. Such a step
could help unencumber the program from the somewhat nega-
tive history of the current Center and the controversy
surrounding both "productivity"” and "quality of working
life.”™ A new organization, judiciously titled and mandated,
~could be assigned a unique responsibility for spurring
the development of mechanisms that might simultaneocusly
promote management and worker interests so far as they
coincide, and for assisting the parties to find mutually
acceptable compromises where conflict is uncovered. This
would be a gquite distinctive mission that clearly distin-
guishes such an organization from both the Labor and
Commerce Departments, which could maintain as their near- _
exclusive concerns policies and programs intended to improve
the quality of working life and productivity respectively.
As in the case of the existing Center, a new center also
could retain the independence and impartiality required to
enlist labor and management in joint endeavors. Furthermore,

not beset with "normal" bureaucratic conservatism and inertia,

it could undertake, within reasonable limits, more imagina-~
tive and innovative kinds of projects than those typically
supported in the past. Finally, creation of a new center
and a new program with a Presidential imprimatur would be
favorably looked upon as signifying a new Administration
commitment to improve the nation's productivity and economic
growth picture. : _ i

The primary argument against creation of a new organization
is the potential loss of the Congressional and labor-manage-
ment acceptance that already has been won by the existing
Center. Notwithstanding the reservations that have been
expressed by spokesmen of all parties, there is a reluctance
to abandon what has been created, particularly in view of
the lingering belief that insufficient resources may have
been a major cause of the Center's limited achievements.

"It also could be argued that too much time would be required

P
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to coalesce sufficient support within Congress and among
the chief labor and management interests, a period during
which the Federal commitment might further wane. Finally,
although this action would constitute less the creation of
a new agency than the re-creation of an established one,
\'it could be viewed by the public as a contradiction of

the President's proclaimed intention to reduce the size
and cost of the Federal bureaucracy.

R ot




APPENDIX A~

Interviews were conducted with Representatlves of the
following organizations:

Federal Government

. U.S. Department of Commerce
\Yop.s. Department of Labor
Mational Center for Productivity ané Ouallty of Worklnq Life
U.S. Senate and House of Reoresentatives
Department of Health, Education and Welfare
Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service
National Science Foundation
National Academy of Sciences
General Rccounting Office

State and Local Government

Labor-Management Relations Service
State of Washington

Unions

AFL~CIO

United Steel Workers '
International Association of Machinists
American Federation of State, County, and Municipal Employees
Teamsters

United Automobile Workers

Industry-Management

Conference Board

Chamber of Commerce of the United States
National Association of Manufacturers
Committee for Econoric Development
General Motors Corporation

Detroit Edison
Honeywell, Inc. _ )
Westinghouse Corporation i
ITEK

McKinsey and Company

i

Productivity/Quality of.wOrkin§ Life Centers-Institutes

American Center for the Quality of Work Life
Work in America Institute

Massachusetts Quality of Working Life Center
Amer ican Productivity Center




Academic Institutions

The Brookings Institution
George Washington University

Massachusetts Institute of Technolocy
~ National Bureau of ”conomic Research
‘Harvard University

Institute for Policy Studies

Cornell University

.University of Illinois

University of Michigan
University of Califcrnia
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APPENDIX B

INTERVIEW GUIDELINE

~

l. What is productivity? Is there general acceptance
of the standard economic definition that it is a
measure of the relationship between quantity of

... resources used and quantity of output (using output
per man hour as the most common expression of
productivity performance) ?

2. Assuming sufficient agreement on the definition,
is the U.S. productivity growth picture still
worrisome enough to require a national policy and
special organizational arrangements to execute it?
What changes and trends in productivity growth

suggest the need for a national (i.é., Federal) - . - -

effort to bring about improvement? To what extent
is there a consensus among major parties of interest
regarding the nature and severity of problems in the
area and prospective solutions for them?

3. What are the major determinants of productivity
growth .and their relative importance (capital,
technology, R&D, human resources, etc.)?

4. What is "quality of working life"? 1Is there a )
general consensus regarding a definition within
and bhetween major interest groups? Is QWL already.
defined by the legislative mandates assigned to the
Labor Department, or are there new dimensions to be
considered? What are the principal determinants of
QWL?

5. On the basis of the best available definition(s) and
measures, what can be said about QWL throughout the
labor force? Has it been deteriorating, relatively
constant, or improving in recent years? 1Is there
evidence that problems exist or are emerging which
are of sufficient magnitude and importance (social
and economic) to require additional Federal attention
and action? - :

6. What is the relationship between productivity and OWL--
relatively independent, mutually facilitative, conflict-
ing, or what? How do labor and management see this
relationship? What conclusions about it can be drawn
from the research and experimentation to date?
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What specific needs were being addressed and goals
sought in establishing the MNational Commission on
Productivity? What led Congress to subsequently

append "Work Quality"” to its title and charter? What

was the intent of Congress in transforming the Commission
into a National Center? What were the implied and

express purposes of the 1975 Act, and what functions

were assigned to _the Center as the means for accomplishing
them?

Poes P.L. 94-136 create the right kind of agency and
program to carry out the Federal role and further
natlonal interests?

a. 1Is P. L. 94-136 explicit in terms of the emphasis
that should be accorded to—product1v1ty and QWL
respectively?

b. Does it assign to the Center a realistic and
adequately defined mission, and enough authority
to carry it out?

c. BRave the Center's staff and financial resources
been commensurate with its mandate?

d. 1Is there provision for appropriate, workable, and
effective relatlonshlps with other parties of
interest? ° :

e. How have unions, employers and government agencies
perceived the purposes of the Center, and to what
extent has each party seen the Center as accomplishing
these purposes?

f. Has an appropriate balance been struck between the
Center's execution and coordination functions?

If the answer to question 8 is generally p051t1ve,;
and assuming a continuing need for Federal leadership
in productivity and QWL improvement, what administra-
tive and/or budgetary changes are required, if any,
to enable to Center to achieve the purposes of its
charter Act?

>
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If the answer to guestion 8 is primarily negative, and
assuming a continuing need for Federal leadership,

a,.

which of the following options should be acted upon:

continuation of the National Center as it is
presently established (i.e., Board of Directors
and staff) but with a more explicit legislative
mandate, and sufficient resources to carry it

"out;

dissolution of the National Center, and the
creation of a different kind of independent
agency within the Executive Branch; or,

dissolution of the National Center and the

reassignment of its functions to exlstlng Federal
llne agencies?

What new legislative, executive, or other appropriate

action should be taken to effect the recommended option?

I1f option "b" or "c" above is recommended, what should

be the prlorltles and activities of the current Mational

Center in order to obtain the largest pay-off in the
time remaining under its present authorization and

with its existing staff? How should its Board of

Directors be reconstituted?
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- 2BX PRESIDENT uas SEEN,

THE WHITE HOUSE

WASHINGTON

April 10, 1978

 DINNER WITH SPEAKER TIP O'NEILL AND HIS WIFE MILLIE
Monday, April 10, 1978
7:30 p.m.
Residence

From: Frank Moore;;ﬁ/éh/

I. PURPOSE

To discuss completion of major legislative programs
during the remainder of this year.

ITI. BACKGROUND, PARTICIPANTS, AND PRESS PLAN

Background: Speaker O'Neill and his wife Millie will be
joining you for dinner this evening. You should know
that Tip is very upset over a front-page story that

was printed in yesterday's New York Times regarding the
Korea probe. The story contained no new information, but
was a rehash of old stories on the subject.

Participants: The President and Mrs. Carter and the Speaker
and Mrs. O'Neill.

Press Plan: White House Photographer.

III. TALKING POINTS

1. The Speaker may refer to your letter dated today regarding
this Administration's position that the 1977 social
security financing legislation should not be changed
this year. (A copy of your letter is attached.)

2. Referring to the energy bill, you may want to mention that
the differences between the House and Senate versions are
small and you feel you must now get involved in the politics
of the conference to try and get a bill this year. Ask
the Speaker for his counsel on how best to use the White
House in moving the conference. Explain to the Speaker
that Rep. Dingell wants to help but cannot compromise more
than he has and that without Dingell the only other option
left is a coalition with Republicans which you don't like.
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THE WHITE HOUSE
WASHINGTON
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joyce cook--

) please have draft thank you

- done {not too wordy...)and
‘returned for president's signature.

- (given to him today...at eeremen-
-signing ceremony)

thanks =- susan clough









