Considering a New Approach

M Where did it come from?

® How is it structured?

Traditional Progressive Discipline -

INFORMAL
TRANSACTIONS

Coaching & Counselling




Traditional Progressive Discipline

FORMAL TRANSACTIONS

Step 1: Verbal Reprimand

Step 2: Written Warning

Step 3: Suspension — without pay
Probation
Final Warning

Step 4: Termination

What is wrong with Punishment?

What is wrong with Punishment?

® People who arc disciplined are considered
troublemakers

® Once tagged and being a “marked man;,
superiors spend their time looking for negatives.

M Conmumi and ie di

® Work gets done at a minimum level
W Industrial sabotage can occur
W Supcrvisors are reluctant to use it

& Morale suffers




What is wrong with Punishment?

Short-Term Consequence. ..

Can be some improvement

BUT

What is wrong with Punishment?

Can be some improvement
BUT

Long-Term Consequences...

Often includes anger, apathy,
resentment & frustration

What is wrong with Punishment?

The basic premise of
the traditional system
is that
“crime”
must be followed with
“punishment”,




PUNISHMENT

———
Warnings. ..
Reprimands...
Suspensions without pay...

Do not deliver what is really needed in the
workplace.

.t
R

The New System

m Where does it come from?
= John Huberman
= Dick Grote

® What is it called?
- Non-Punitive Discipline
® Discipline without punishment
w Positive Discipline

The New System — How is it different?

® Informal Transaction
= Positive contact

» Coaching session




The New System — How is it different?

w Formal Disciplinary Transactions

= Level It Oral reminder
» Level 2: Written reminder
u Level 3: Decision making Icave (paid)

If this system fails then... TERMINATION,

u Demonstrates good faith
w Can change anger to guilt
® No ‘score to seitle’

u Easier for supervision

w Reduces hostility




Why pay for one day?

m Increased defensibility

= Removes money as an
issue

m Consistent with values &
vision / people

w Positive impact on
working climate

A Disciplined Organization

Recognize & Reinforces
good performance.

Confronts & Corrects
poor performance.

Discipline without Punishment

The absolute
CORE TO SUCCESS

is the organization’s ability to work on
POSITIVE CONTACTS

and the
RECOGNITION OF GOOD PERFORMANCE .




Making the Move

= Some misconceptions, ..

m Employees won'’t take it seriously.

® Supervisors wont be able to handle it.

m The systems won’t be upheld by 3" parties.

m Good employees will resent it.

= People will take advantage of it.

u WE will lose our power to control employees.
m The program rewards misbehavior.

Discipline without Punishment

m Gives supervisors the tools they need to do a
tough job right.

W Provides complete procedural guidelines.

m Clarifies the exact responsibilities of line
management and HR.

Discipline without Punishment

PP

® Develops accurate, complete and defensible
documentation.

® Requires employees to take responsibility for their
own behavior and performance.

W Requires managers to recognize and reinforce the
good performance of the majority of employees.




1 Discipline without Punishment

B

Provides dramatic results;

w fewer discipline incidents

= fewer grievances and termination

x reduced exposure to arbitration / litigation
= better attendance, attitudes and morale.

Brings your discipline
policies and practices

into line with your
mission, vision and
values.
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Discipline Without Punishmenf———Af Last

David N. Campbell, R.L. Fleming, and Richard C. Grote

It was a particularly nasty incident irivolving a

foreman that triggered Tampa Electric Company’s
decision to switch to a nonpunitive approach to disci-
pline. The labor relations manager recalled the 1977
confrontation between the foreman and a lineman
this way: “The lineman’s confrontational behavior
caused the working foreman to grab the lineman by
his shirt collar and shake him severely. This is unac-
ceptable behavior for a working foreman, and he was
-suspended for 13 days. I had no choice under the
existing policy but to support that suspension, but I
never felt good about it. All T did was penalize an
employee and his family; 1did not change his behav-
ior in any way. I believe he would have done the
same thing again. I forced compliance, but he will
still believe the company was wrong.”
His prediction was accurate. Five months later an-
other disciplinary situation arose with the same fore-

man. The previous suspension had proved ineffective

in improving behavior.
The labor relations manager’s frustration with the
company’s punitive approach resulted in a search for

Both Messrs. Campbell, senior vice president, administration,
and Fleming, director of labor relations, participated in the imple-
mentation of anonpunitive system of discipline at Tampa Electric
Company of Tampa, Florida. Mr. Grote is president of Perfor-
mance Systems Corporation of Dallas, Texas, a management con-
sulting firm that specializes in helping organizations implement
nonpunitive performance management systems,

Author’s note: We thank Bric L. Harvey for his contributions to
this article,

an alternative. The organization wanted a system
that provided consistency, fairness, and lasting cor-

rective measures without resorting to punishment. -

In September 1979, the production operations and
maintenance groups replaced the old approach with
a nonpunitive system for a one-year trial period. By
January 1981, the new system .was in effect compa-
nywide. The pllot project, which covered 1,000 em-
ployees, grew to include nearly 3,000.

After the program had been in place in production

operations and maintenance for about a year, Tampa

Electric surveyed the 100 managers and supervisors
in the affected departments. Allbut 2 not only agreed
that the program should be continued but also rec-
ommended its expansion. “When you get 98 out of
100 managers agreeing on anything,” one senior ex-
ecutive commented, “you know you’ve -got some-
thing that's very successful.” Shortly thereafter,
Tampa Electric expanded its nonpunitive approach
to all operating, service, and administrative depart-
ments. ,

‘Since the program was adopted companywide in
January 1981, Tampa Electric reports only favorable
results: more effective and accepted disciplinary
measures, fewer successful unemployment compen-
sation clalms after employees have been terminated,
less absenteeism, and fewer arbitrations. In fact, in
1982, no union grievance proceeded to arbltratlon

The decline in absenteeism alone resulted in siz-

"able financial savings for the company. Sick time
" usage in maintenance and production operations

Copyright © 1985 by the President and Fellows of Harvard College. All rights reserved.
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dropped from an average of 66.7 hours in 1977 to

36.6 hours in 1983. In one operating department, the .

average use of sick time per employee dropped from
58.8 hours to 19.5 hours pet year in five years, Based
on a 1983 average wage rate of $11.78 per hour, this
reduction in sick time use saved the companhy
$439,404, or 1.38% of the 1983 payroll—the equiva-
lent of havmg 18 additional people ori the job. -
‘Tainpa Electric’s expenence with its nonpumtlve
system was best captured by thie’ ‘words of 4 long-
tefm supervisor who expressed relief over the elimi-
‘natiofi of the unpaid suspension. “I've néver yet seen
a guy come back from an unpaid suspensmn,” he
said, “feeling better about his boss; , his job, the com-
pany, or. himself.” (Sée the itisert, “Similar Results
in Dlssnmlar Orgamzat1ons," formiore information. ]

Resistonce & accepfance

’IWenty years. after its mtroductlon, a growing

number of companies. are finally moving to imples

ment John Huberman'’s “discipline without punish-
ment” approach.!. Five reasons explam why it has
taken so long for the new system to gain acceptance :

1 “No percezved need
muoh of the 1970s exist "ng ap

phnary se ies of warnmgs and suspensmn was
comfortable and familiar; managers didn't e ‘eet to.
bring about behavioral changg and ¢ommitment f
the orgamzatlon s 80 1s. Iri the profes sional and tech-
nical sectot, orgamzatlons tended _dlscount ‘the
need fora formal discipline syste 0, Formal dis c1p11n-
ary actlon was somehow séen as 1nappropnate for
this more sophlstlcated better éducated portion, of
the worlk force; problems were as likely to be avoided
as confronted.

Today, the old standard is not good enough Prés-
sures for quality -and product1v1ty demand a work
force committed to meeting orgamzatlonal goals and

requirements. Compames are 1mplement1ng nonpu- .

nitive discipline systems as a strategy to build com-
mitment and productivity.

2. Understanding “corporate culture.” Until re-
cently, few companies recognized or cared whether
they had a corporate culture that influenced the col-
lective behavior of its members. Discipline was not
perceived as 4 reflection of culture—represented, for

1 John Huberman, “Discipline Without' Punishment,” HBR
Iuly—August 1964, p. 62.
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Throughout the 19603 ‘and »

example, in the idea of a well-disciplined organiza-
tion. Rather, discipline was merely something “done
to someone” in response to misbehavior. With the
new interest in a company definirig its corporate cul-
ture, however, has come a recognition of the way
discipline defmes the relatioriship between managers

~ and workers.

8. Lack of an effectzve unp]ementatlon process. _
Huberman's 1964 article merely suggested replacmg
asefiés of punitive steps with a series of nonpunitive
steps. ‘But simply renaming “the steps has littlé im-
pact on the day-to-day behavior of supervisors con-
fronted with employee misbehavior. For an
organization to change it§ approach t0 d1sc1pl1ne it
has to review and reevaluate its entire approach to
performance management. With imot¢ experierce,
managers have found methiods to iise il movmg an

orgamzatlon from the old style t6 the new one.

4, Changmg Work force Values At the tlme Huber- '
man introduced his approach, the “baby boomers"—

the huge population born between 1946 and the mid-

1960s—had hot yet entered the work force. The trad1~

tional values of hard work, diligence,
authority, and self-discipline still prevalled
with approximately 48 % of the work force co iT
of people borti between 1946 and 1964, managers
have to deal with employees who grew up in
that spurned discipling for permissiveness, re]ected
authority figures, and, insisted on immediate gratlfl-
cation and part101pat10n if decision making, When

“managers today complain that the “new breed” is

different, they’re right:

Moreaver, baby boomer_sp‘not only make up the
great majority of young employees in an organiza-
tion, but also “senior boomers,’ "in their middle and
late thirties, are now assuming posmons of authonty
where they are requlred to set d1sc1p11nary standards
In their new tasks, many continue the unconven-
tional attitudes and approaches they brought with

them to the organization.

5. Changing perceptions. 'Twenty years ago, disci-
pline was peroerved as a distasteful task best left to
line supervisors and the labor relations department.
Discipline did not deserve senior management’s at-
tention.

Because of the tremendous increases in wromngful
termination suits and challenges to disciplinary ac-
tion by outside third parties, discipline has assumed
a more significant place on the corporate agenda.
Senior managers are recognizing that the traditional
approach to discipline is out of alignment, both with
other human resource systems and, more important,
with most of our beliefs about the worth of the indi-



vidual and the best ways to manage human re-

sources.

These five factors have contributed to the increas-
ing interestin and introduction of nonpunitive disci--

pline systems in a variety of organizitions. As a

result, the purpose of the disciplinary transaction has.

changed from a punishment meted out in response to
a violation to a process that requires individuals to
accept respons1h1hty for theit own behavior, perfor—
marice, and contmued part1c1pat10n in the enterpnse

The d'iSc_-ib,liﬁé diemia

Few systems in Amencan orgamzatlons seem
more accepted yet less productlve than the old-line
“progresswe discipline.” In the desire to enforce rules
in the work force, organizations frequently act in
ways that prevent real self disciplinie. Considet:

o In a plant of a major food-processing company,-

disciplinary problems bécame so severé that in'a

space: of nine monthsl managers fired 58 of thei

210° employees Superv1sors eagerly wrote up in-
fractions with the intent of running off ”trouble-
makers."” ‘The atmosphere turned - poisonous;
obscene messages began appearing in 'che plant'
products

o A Midwestern office-furniture manufacturer, re-
sponding to demands from supérvisors foraconsis-
tent discipline systeim, conicocted 4 point scheme
that rated the seriousness of every concéivable dis-
c1pl1nary offense. An, employee accumulatmg 200
points éarned 4 written warning; an employee ac-
cumulating 350 points in a 12-month. period
earneéd automatic termination, Supervisors pass-
ing workers loitering by the timeé clock called out,
“That'll cost you 251" Every d1sc1pl1nary action
was grieved; “point shaving” was commonplace

o A glass factory’s system made final ‘action an un-

paid suspension, the length to be determined by -

the facts of the case and the employee's record.
An employee who had previously been suspended
for one day would be suspended for three days for
repeatmg the offense; a five-day suspension might
be ten the next time. A frustrated personnel man-

ager complained of one individual who was now

on his fifth suspension—this time for one month—
and admitted that when he returned he would be
no better than when he left. “What should we
do next?” he asked. “Suspend him for a year?”
In the meantime, production was disrupted as
less-skilled employees had to fill in. Overtime in-
creased, and other employees kidded the supervi-

. sor about how they too would like a month’
‘racation,”

0 A middle manager in a fast-growmg high-tech
company was disturbed by a senior engineer’s per-
formance. A long-term employee, the engineer
demonstrated his apparent resentment of younger

colleagues by leaving work early, disregarding.
deadlines, and producing second-rate work. The.

manager, asked if heé had talked to the. engineer
about the situation, replled "No, I know I should,
hut Thate that kind of confrontatwn I'd really] l1ke
to giye ] him a written warning, but that’s only for
factory types.” . . :
P
‘These examples 1llustrate the dllemma of CllSCI—
phne Attempts t establish a disciplined environ-
ment by using a traditional approach canriot produce
employees who are committed to the goals of the
company and the pollc1es and rules by Wh1ch it oper-
ates,

Other problems abound. Superv1sors resist and re-
sent a-discipline systen in which they suffer more
pain than do.the employees on the receiving end.
Simply: from doing theit job, superv1sors may face
apathy, hostility, reduced output, and an uncomfort-
abl¢ personal relationship with a subordinate.

Old-line approaches require the supervisor to play

. the heavy and wea a blacl< hat. By definition, the

]ob demands that he or she Wnte up, suspend place
on probatmn or dehver a “final Wwatning” to mem-
bers of the worlc group. Because they con31der it an
obstacle to developmg a professmnal image, most
stpetvisors today avoid this role.

- Not only do they catch flak from below but supeér-
visors also discovet that mamtammg d1sc1pl1ne may
produce reversed decisions “upstairs,” pressure from
peers and bosses who aré more tolérant of rule viola-
tions, ot subtle: messages not to “rock the boat.” Bven
more insidious is the’ perception. that a supervisor
who takes many disciplinary actions demonstrates
a lack of administrative competence.

Furthermore, some supervisors believe that the
goal of a d1sc1pl1nary action is to build a case justi-
fying an individual’s term1nat1on Reluctant to enter
a one-way street, supervisors often spend too much
time in unproductwe counselmg sessions to avoid
taking any formal measures before they have made
up their minds that discharge is the answer. They
then begin the discipline process with the objective
of termination rather than rehabilitation. But this
approach has its own perverse twist: should the em-
ployee improve following a disciplinary step, the su-
pervisor may feel frustrated about losing the grounds
to justify recommending dismissal.

Finally, the most significant problem with a tradi-
tional punitive approach is that it leaves the worker
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freed of responsibility for future good performance.
To the employee, the slate is now clean: “I did the
deed, I paid the price, now everything'’s back to nor-

.mal.”” Management, on the other hand, has neither

requested nor received commitment to future good
performarnce or acceptance of reasonable standards.
The worker has been absolved of wrongdoing by ac-
cepting the punishment.

HARVARD BUSINESS REVIEW  July-August 1985

The traditional industrial system assumes that
crime must be followed by punishment lest chaos
reign. It requires managers to sit in judgment of the
individual to determine the penalty that fits the
crime. It seems irrelevant that this approach pro-
duces few beneficial results.

While layoffs, probations, final warnings, and so
on may produce initial compliance, over time this

5



approach generates more problems than it'solves. A -
worker punished with a writteri warning or unpaid
suspension resporids with tesentmient or apathy; ab-
senteeism and grievances mcrease communication
and trust decline; “get by" or “get even” performance
results, In fact, it is the. prevalence of these very
problems that has led. organizations to change to a
nonpumtwe approach

Basics of q nonpunmve syste‘

L1l<e Tampa Electnc, many 0rgan1zat10ns dre IOwW
adoptmg an approach modeled on Huberman'’s sys-

tem; The dlfferences in method show up not only,

in the formal steps but -also in the orgamzatmn ]
adm1n1strat1ve pol1e1es and‘in management’s attl—
tudes, behefs, and ‘behavior.”
formal nonpunitive d1sc:1p11ne is
to isstie’an oral reminder.” The manager meets pri-
vately with the employee to discuss the problem
The manager’s primary goal is to gain the employee’s
agreement to solve the problem. Instead of watning
the employee of moré serious disciplinary.action to,
corie, the manager reminds the individual that he or
she has a personal résponsibility to ineet reasonable
standards of performance and behavior. In most orga-
nizations the manager documients the discussion but
retains the documentation in a working file. Iii this
way the manager extends a strong incentive for im-
provemernt by adv1smg the individual that although
this is the first formal step. of dlsmplme, no record
of the transaction will appear in the employee 's per-
manent tecord unless the. problem arisés again, -
Should the problem continue, the manager moves

1

to the second step, the “writtén remmder 7 The man-

ager talks to the employee again in a serious manner
but w1thout threats. The manager reviews the good
business reasons why the tule or standard must be
observed, discusses the employee’s failure to abide
by the original agreement, and, through counseling,
again gains the employee’s agreement to solve the
problem. Together they create an action plan to elim-
inate the gap between actual and desired perfor-
mance, Then the manager writes a memo to the

individual summarizing the conversation, and places

a copy in the employee’s personnel file.

In both steps, the main objective of the conversa-
tion is to gain the employee’s agreement to change.
This agreement is important for several reasons.
First, the employee is more likely to improve if he
or she makes an agreement to change than if the
company mandates compliance. Second, and more
important, if the problem continiies and another
disciplinary discussion is necessary, the subsequent

6

discussion will focus not only on the continuing
problem but also on the employee’s failure to abide
by. the original agréement—a much-more serious

- concern. Finally, should the employee refuse to agree

to meet reasonable employer expectations, the-docu-
mentation of that refusal in the second step strength-
ens the company’s position if a récord is needed to
justify’ ‘the employée's termmatlon )

Issumg mmders 1nstead of warnings. mvolves
i ht ofhand Wammgs

state the essent1alness of the rule and the md1v1dual'

: respons1b1hty to uphold it (see Exhzbzt I). The point

is not to reprimand for past misbehavior but rather
to create an action plan for the future;

The decision-making leave

When diseiplinary discussions have failed to pro-

duce the desired changes, management places the

individual on a paid, one-day, “décision-making
leave:” The company pays’ ‘the employee for the day
to, demonstrate the organization’s desire to se¢ him
ain a member‘ of the orgamzatlon and to

actions usually produce But tenure twith the orgam-
zafion i§ conditional on the individual’s decision to

“solve the immediate problem and malke a “total per-

formance commitment” to good performance on the
job. The employee is instructed to return on the day
following the leave with a decision either to change
and stay or to quit and find more sat1sfy1ng work
elsewhere,

On returning to the ]Ob the employee does not
1mmed1ately begin work. He or she first meets with
the supervisor to announce the decision. If the deci-
sion is to change and stay, the employee and supervi-
sor set specific goals and develop an action plan. The
supervisor expresses confidence in the individual’s
ability to live up to the requirements of the action
plan but also tells the employee that failure to live
up to the organization’s performance expectations
will lead to termination. This statement is repeated

ina formal memo documenting the step; the ongmal_'
is given to the émployee and a copy is placed in the

personnel file.

The rationale for a nonpunitive system

While most managers can accept the philosophy
of dealing with poor performance or misconduct in
a nonpunitive way in the early steps, the concept of
a paid disciplinary suspension still disturbs many
managers. Two issues are involved here. First, why
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Exhibit]  Warnings vs. reminders

Reminders

Warnings: -
Timing L Before the conversuﬂon Alter the eorive'féatién
Focus , 4 _. L Next sfep Indlwdual responmblhty
Purpose. . . . _Threaten further riegative consequences Remind employee of performance sfanclard
Timé pei‘s’be"cfiQé Past: Future
Reéepe{ﬁ:sfbility for S"uﬁefirisdir B Employee
action. SR
Superws Judg ) ~ Coach

suspend somecne as a fmal dlsmplmary stepz Second
why pay the petson during that suspension? -

The benefits of suspensicn as a final step are inany:
suspension: clearly demonstrates to the errant er-

ployee the seriousness of ‘the situation; it provides.

an opportunity for cool reflection and decision mak:
ingfor hoththe employee and management; it proves
that the company means business; and, perhdps most
important, it has been umversally accepted by arbi-
trators 4s sufﬁclent notice to the 1nd1v1dua1 that the
job is at risk:. -

Given that suspension can effer some beneflts un-
charactensuc of other “final step” stratégies, what
does the comnpany gain from paylng the employee
during the leave?

O Paying the employee reduces the need for the indi-
vidual to“save face.” In contrast, when an individ-
ual returns from ari unpald suspension, the ariger,
resentment, or apathy provoked by the layoff often
results 1nmartyrdom, reduced output, subtle sabo-

tage; “and other forms of costly antiorgdnization .

behavmr

o Concertis about employee | abuse of the system,

such s inténtional misbehavior to gaini a “free day
off, " have proved unfounded. Organizations using
the system have found that employees treat the
leave seriously. They do make a decision about
.changing their behavior and maintainirig employ-
ment. Unlike the traditional unpaid suspension in
which the individual must do no more than “serve

timeé,” now the employee must take responsibility -

for future performance and behavior. Employees
discover that, in spite -of the pay, they are con-
fronted with a far tougher company response to
their:failure to meet standards. A Tampa Electtic
Company employee who returned from a decision-
making leave commented, “Believe me, brother,
‘that was no vacation!”

0 Good workers do not resent the paid suspension.
Virtually all employees view the leave as a grave
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step. Interestmgly, what good workers do resént;
we have found; is management’s failire 'to con- -
front a poor performer, sirice" they ustally mist
shoulder thé work not done by their colledgue,

0 Whilé the cost of paying the émployeg for the day

_ heor she is absent is a visible ofig, it usually i the
only cost-associated with using the nompunitive
system. Unpaid suspensions often gerierate fmuch
higher hidden costs in overtime, inefficiency, dis-
ruption of others’ worlk; arid feduced output.

0 Inunionized organizations, grievances and arbitra-
tiohs takeé-om 4 totally new: perspeetive. The sys-
tem makes moot the question, “Does the penalty
fit the crime?” Consequently, it eliminates at-
tempts at penalty reductions, claims of punitive
inconsistencies, and deal makmg In addition, a
nonpunitive system reduces the number of d1sc1-
pline-related grievances and arbittations.

O Finally, the paid suspension is evidence of the
company’s sincere, good-faith effort to convince-
the individual to ehange and accept responsibility

- for appropriate behavior. Should the company ulti-
mately fire an employeé; this step reduces the
chances of a third party’s reversal of the decision
or'a wrongful discharge suit.

Most important, a nonpunitive approach to disci-
pline represents the company’s refusal to make an
employee’s career decision. Traditional methods of
discipline force management to make all the deci-
sions. Is the offense serious encugh to warrant a disci-
plinary transaction? Given the seriousness, what is
the appropriate level of punishment? Is the punish-
ment for employee A similar to what we did to Band
C in like situations? Then management caucuses,
analyzes the available data, and decides what action
is most appropriate. The decwlon is then announced
to the employee, who from the outset has been out-
side the process.

Organizations in the white-collar professional and
technical sectors have found this approach more pal-
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atable. Problems that arise on the factory floor are

“frequently the same as those that arise in the office.
A final warning or unpaid suspension for an engineer,
a programmer, Or a manager seems somehow inap-
propriateé, but most mariagers can accept a strategy of
reminding a professiohal to méet the organization’s
standards. The use of a decision-making leave can
be as powerful in the executive suite as on the factory
floor.

| Making the move

Accepting a new disciplinary approach leads orga-
nizations to develop a complete human resource sys-
tem . that integrates the nonpunitive disciplinary
method with all its other human resource programs.

"Employees recognize that through its approach to
discipline, the company displays its true attitude
about people, professmnahsm, and, productivity.
Consequently, the company’s disciplinary program
can create either trist or distrust and produce either
positive or negative results in the rest of the huiman-
resource-management system. Discipline touches
oni the largest organizational questions; How will

good performanee be recognized? How-will problems .
be dealt with? Who has the responsibility for ensur- -

ing acceptable behavior? Who will be expelled from
membership in the organization family? How and by
-whom will that decision be made?

Since the unplementatmn of a nonpunitive system
affects the entire organization, its philosophy; and
values, a major organizational effort is required. For-
mal pol1c1es and informal day-to-day practices must
be reviewed and reconsidered. Supervisors need
to be trained in the new approach, the belief system
behind it, and the methods for holding nonpunitive
dlsc1p11nary discussions. They must learn how to
develop action plans that lead to an employee's
agreement to change and to recommit to the com-
pany'’s objectives. Management must communicate
to everyone concerned both the general purpose of
the system and the specific administrative practices.

Finally, management must link the system with
all other existing human resource programs and poli-
cies such as performance appraisal, attendance man-
agement, grievance and appeal procedures, and
employee assistance programs. After installing the
new system, managers must measure, monitor, and
mdintain it. The process typically involves several
months of alternatives analysis, decision making,
and training, and requires the efforts and involve-
ment of a large number of supervisors and managers.

To develop the system, most organizations appoint
a team of supervisors and managers from different

8

levels and functions. The team's task is to manage
the transition to the new system by answering ques-
tions like:

What are the appropriate roles of personnel and
line management? To which categories of employees
will the system apply? How will the severity of differ-
ent problems and offenses be determined? How will
unrelated problems with the same individual be harn-
dled? What authority and responsibility will first-
line supervisors have for each step of the system?
How will the supervisors be trained? -

While initial answers to these questionis can come

.from the experience of. other ‘organizations that have

adopted similar systems ultimately no answers can
be adopted off the shelf. For the policies to be work:
able and appropriate; they must take into account
the organization’s culture and history..

Once all manhagers have been trained and top man-
agement has formally approved thie policies, the com-
pany commuricates the change to all employees. It
holds meetings with all conmipany members to review
the key elements and operatiorr of the system; the
reasons for the change, and the. philosophy- ‘behind
the program. Managers also hold meetings with em-
ployees already on a discipline step to advise them
where they will stand when the new system begms

Managers maintain the program by measuring the
results, feeding information back to higher level
managers and senior executives at regular intervals;
and reinforcing supervisory counseling skills.

Ensuring a successful implementation

The secret of nonpumtlve d1s01p11ne is that there
are no secrets. To produce a commiitted work force

of professionals, this program, like any other change

process, must be installed in an open, collaborative,
and honest fashion. Inev1tab1y, problems and pitfalls
present themselves. For example:

O Some senior managers oversimplify the cultural

and operational differences between nonpunitive-

performance management and traditional ap-
proaches. Many executives overestimate the abil-
ity of supervisors, managers, and employees to
translate their intellectual appreciation of this
type of system into a practical approach: Con-
versely, senior executives may also fail to appre-
ciate the ease with which some supervisors,
especially those most experienced with the dismal

results of a a punitive strategy, will accept the new

approach.
O Senior managers may recognize the benefits of a
new approach; those benefits, however, must also
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Advantages of nonpunitive systems
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be perceived by everyone affected, including the.

great majority of -employees who are never af-
fected by formal disciplinary procedures. Every
employee and every manager will evaluate the
program from the perspective of “What's in it
for-me?” The answers must. be built into the
development communication, installation, eval-
uation, and management processes.

O Some managers believe that once a sensible pro-
gram is installed, it will somehow run on auto-
matic pllot But experience suggests that unless
the program is tightly managed and’ mainfained,
it is very easy for old procedures and practices to
creep in. Then, like so many other well-intended
programs, it will become an event that occurred
some time in the past rather than a part of the
practices ingrained in the cothpany’s culture.

O PBinally, excessive dominance by the personnel
function in the development and implementation

. process can undermine a new approach; While ex-
pertise in human resource management is critical
to successful implementation, it is only one criti-
cal aspect. Significant issues dividing personnel
and the line organization respons1ble for managing
the d1sc1pl1ne system often go unresolved if per-

sonnel is perceived as bearing full responmblhty'

for the program’s success: - -

Building momentum foward change

~ The results speak for themselves: organizations
that have adopted a nonpunitive strategy for han-
dling.performance problems have found measurable
reductions in absenteeism, dismissals, disciplinary
actions, grievances, and arbitrations. Less measur-
able but equally significant results include improved

morale and increased respect for management, a re- |

duction in wrongful termination suits, and a sharper
focus on the great majority of employees who are
performing well. The responsibility for action shifts
from the supervisor to the employee; the time frame
changes from past to future; and the objective be-
comes commitment and not mere compllance (see
Exhibit II).

But in the 20 years since Huberman proposed the
concept, many organizations still seem reluctant to
move away from traditional strategies. What is the
source of this hesitation?

The most common criticisms managers make—a
nonpunitive system won't be taken seriously by em-
ployees, employees will take advantage of it to get

10

a “free day off,” it won’t be upheld in arbitration—
have all been proyen groundless by the many organi-
zations that liave adopted the approach. A deeperand
more subtle concern is the hesitation to abandon
the traditional parental role of total control. But the
decision to perform well or perform poorly, to follow
the rules or to disregard them, is the employee’s.
Only when managers recognize this can they create
a system that not only ehcourages individual respon-
sibility but also requires it.

Perhaps the greatest difficulty in chariging an orga-
nization's approach to discipline is in readjusting
managers’ ' ingrained attitude that pumshment is the
appropriate response to employee failures in behav-
iorand performance. Like most people in our culture,
many managers have grown up believing that mis-
conduct must be followed by punishment. At home,
misbehavior earned a spanking; at school, it earned a
visit to the principal’s office. Mote serious violations
were met with more severe punishments, all in the
sacred name of “justice.” But is justice the ultimate
and appropriate objective of an orgamzatlon s disci-
pline system?

Organizations havé legitimate and reasonable
rights: the right to expect employees to be on time;
to attend regularly, to put in a full day’s work; to be
mentally and physically prepared for the tasks at
hand; to respond positively to direction; to learn the
job at hand and the jobs to come; to adapt to change;
to get along well with customers, supervisors, and
fellow employeées; to know and to follow the rules
and procedures; and to meet the technological and
ethical standards of the enterprise. In other words,
the employee must fit into the culture of the organi-
zation—which is not too much to ask of anyone who
draws a paycheck. Most-people do fit in. But when
they donot, the need arises to confront the difference
between what is expected and what is delivered.

Organizations that have adopted a nonpunitive ap-
proach to discipline reject the use of punishment,

" not only because it seems to create more problems
" than it solves but also because few counterbalancing

positive effects can be identified, It seems impossible
that people will become better workers if manage-
ment treats them progressively worse.

The ultimate problem with traditional approaches
to discipline is that they take problem employees,
punish them, and leave them punished problem em-
ployees. A nonpunitive approach to discipline re-
quires problem employees to make a choice: to
become either committed employees or former em-
ployees.
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Discipline |
without

Punishment -

This is the story of a top management
that questioned the value of punitive
measures like demotion and dismissal,
and worked out a unique and highly
effective philosophy to replace them.

56 Reprinted from HBR July-August 1964

By John Huberman

Discipline on the production floor is neces-
sary, as is the maintenance of good workman-
ship and acceptable levels of output. An entirely
different question, however, is whether demo-
tion, temporary suspension, or similar forms of
punishment are necessary, desirable, or effec-
tive methods for dealing with lapses from disci-
pline or satisfactory workmanship. I don’t be-
lieve they are.

This conviction results from a searching in-
quiry conducted in a large Douglas-fir plywood
mill. The study resulted in the adoption of a
new philosophy, policy, and set of procedures
which exclude punishment (in the usual sense
of the word) as a means of dealing with sub-
standard performance and with such breaches
of discipline as late arrival for work, unneces-
sary absenteeism, overstaying of rest periods,
and disregard of a foreman’s instructions.

While the new methods were developed to
handle more effectively a specific situation which
had arisen in one plant (the largest one in the
company), they may well be considered for gen-
eral application in industry, because they ap-
pear to be based on a realistic appraisal of well-
known principles governing human behavior.
In retrospect, they may éven constitute a small
step in the direction of applying “Theory Y” ad-
vocated by Douglas McGregor.* :

To introduce and discuss the subject of this
article, and give the reader a better “feel” of the
practicality of our solutions, I shall use a case-
history approach. As many businessmen will
recognize, the problems we faced are common
ones in industry today. Indeed, to a greater or
lesser extent they should be familiar to almost
all managers of organizations.

The Settfr;g :

Our mill is a typical Douglas-fir plywood mill.
At the time our story begins it had a work force
of about 300 hourly paid (and unionized) em-
ployees, which rose to about 550 just at the
time the “new look” plan became operational.

The company has been in operation for 20

1 The Human Side of Enterprise (New York, McGraw-
Hill Book Company, Inc., 1960); for a brief description
of “Theory Y,” see Alva F. Kindall and James Gatza,

“Positive Program for Performance Appraisal,” HBR No-
vember-December 1963, at top of page 165.

No. 64409



years. The founders started the business with
a benevolent-paternalistic philosophy. Turkeys
were handed out at Christmas and bonuses at
Christmas and Easter; interest-free (and unse-
cured) loans were available to employees, along
with certain other unusual benefits. During an
industry-wide strike, the canteen was kept open
solely for use of the pickets, and employees could
obtain payroll advances to tide them over. A
real “family atmosphere” prevailed.

As the corporation grew, its philosophy gradu-
ally took a more businesslike direction. Deal-
ings with employees became more impersonal.
As competition stiffened, wages rose, and a few
lean years followed; the special benefits men-
tioned earlier were gradually withdrawn. There
were also repeated changes in mill managers,
whose approach ranged from the highly permis-
sive to the strongly authoritarian.

At the same time, a strong personality arose
among the union members. This man skillfully
rallied around himself those who resented the
gradual dwindling away of what they had con-
sidered their “privileges”; soon a tightly knit
union organization grew up, spurred by dissatis-
faction over the withdrawn benefits. Whenever
a union brother got into trouble, the union stood
behind him to the last man, regardless, in most
instances, of the merits of the particular case.

The Probiem

When shifts in top management’s philosophy
are sudden, there is likely to be an explicit state-
ment of the new thinking. But when, as so fre-
quently happens, the changes are slow and al-
most unconscious, no announcement at all may
be forthcoming. Lower levels of management
then have to interpret the change from occa-
sional acts of top management which do not
seem to fit into the previous pattern. Such grad-
ual changes are likely to create uncertainties in
many management areas, and: insofar as they
include a shift in attitude regarding employee
relations, they are likely to create an ambiguous
situation for the foreman and superintendent
who are in daily contact with the workers.

The problem of how unsatisfactory work pex-
formance and disciplinary matters should be
handled can become particularly vexing. Should
one deal with them in a casual manner as in the
“good old days,” or begin to take a stern, busi-
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nesslike attitude? Should one try to reason with
the individual, or tell him “either you do things
right or you will be sent home”?

Deterioration & Unhappiness

Such uncertainties did arise, of course, and
where there was uncertainty there was also a
tendency to delay action. The relatively fre-
quent change of plant managers who had wide-
ly differing beliefs about how best to deal with
problem cases did not help matters. Gradually,
the following pattern developed: -

® Foremen would let minor infringements of
the rules go by. A few individuals who noticed
this would then start to test just how far they
could go. After several annoying incidents, a fore-
man would get sufficiently angry to decide on im-
mediate discharge.

* At this point, the union would step in. Since
no record of previous misdemeanors of the indi-
vidual would be on file (because no action had been
taken), the union usually experienced little diffi-
culty in convincing management, including the
angry foreman, that no arbitrator would sustain
the discharge. Under the collective agreement,
any grievanceé could be brought to arbitration
(which was binding). Agreement was then usu-
ally reached on commuting the discharge to a tem-
porary suspension without pay.

e At other times, the discharge might be changed
to demotion to a lesser paid job.

o At still other times, management’s original
decision may have been a temporary suspension
without pay. In these cases the union would in-
stitute megotiation directed toward reducing the
period of the suspension. In at least one case it
became known that the union had actually paid
the penalized worker his full wages during the
suspension,_ thereby enabling him to enjoy his pen-
alty in the form of a paid vacation.

Management, and the foremen in particular,
were showing signs of increasing unhappiness
over the union’s success in protecting individ-
uals who had repeatedly demonstrated a lack of
discipline or interest in good workmanship. Not
that the company was in any way “anti-union”
in its attitude. On the contrary, management
prided itself on the many constructive solutions
it had worked out to presumably “insoluble”
problems in full cooperation with the union;
some of these solutions gradually filtered through
to the rest of the industry. The company also
realized that there was an obligation on the part
of the union to act as lawyer and defender for
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its members. This knowledge, however, did
little toward dissipating the irritation of the
foremen who felt that whatever action they took
to enforce discipline or sustain good workman-
ship was effectively counteracted by the union.

Other Annoyances

Other, almost equally annoying, features re-
sulted from management’s efforts to use the
standard disciplinary tools:

@ In case of demotion, a new man had to be
trained to replace the one who was demoted. Also,
vigilant supervision was required to make sure that
the latter individual would not act out his annoy-
ance over the punishment by lowering production
or quality.

@ Suspension brought with it the nuisance of
multiple temporary job movements: the next senior
man would be entitled to the job temporarily va-
cated, his job would be taken by the next senior
man, and so on down.

« Upon return from suspension, the man obvi-
ously had to save face. The method usually chosen
for this purpose was for him to inform everyone
how pleasantly and usefully he spent the “time
off.”  Occasionally a few unprintable remarks
would be dropped about management in general
and about the foreman in particular, followed by
the recommendation that others follow his exam-
ple. The motto became: “As long as you don’t
burn down the plant, or punch a foreman in the
nose, nothing will happen to you — the union will
protect you!”

@ Lastly, the whole procedure was very costly
in terms of the time of the foremen, personnel
manager, superintendent, and occasionally the gen-
eral manager himself. It took time to deliberate
the initial action to be taken; also, more time was
spent in the grievance meetings which followed
the action. The grievance meetings regularly in-
volved not only the supervisory staff but also the
full plant committee; members of the committee
who were on shift had to be replaced on the mill
floor and also received full wages for the time
spent in the meetings.

This, then, was the situation which seemed
to call for some remedy, especially as the plant
was in the last phases of preparation for the
doubling of its eapacity. If experienced fore-
men were uncertain how to deal with unsatis-
factory work performance and annoyed about
the results of the system then in effect, the prob-
lem would take on. unmanageable proportions
with the influx of about 200 new workers and
several new, partly inexperienced foremen. —

It was therefore decided to analyze the phi-
losophy and results of our past methods of deal-
ing with unsatisfactory workmanship and prob-
lems of discipline; with a view to developing
something better.

Change in Thmkm

The first thoughts which occurred to manage-
ment ran somewhat like this: Shoddy workman-
ship or flagrant violations of discipline did not
normally occur without some warning signs.
The man would usually drift into such behavior
gradually. If the foreman paid attention to such
signs and, when observed, sent the man to the
Personnel Office for a counseling interview,
many outbreaks requiring disciplinary action
might perhaps be forestalled. '

This thought was put into action and had re-
markably good results. It did not, however, pre-
vent all trouble. At times foremen may have
lacked the perspicacity to observe the gradual
deterioration of behavior; at other times they
may have been too busy solving problems brought
about by expansion of the plant (e.g., introduc-
tion of new machinery and methods).

The second thought was ‘to retread the well-
worn path of enforcement. Management would
establish a system of written warning slips to be
handed out on the plant floor when an infrac-
tion occurred. A “criminal code” would also be
developed which would list the appropriate pen-
alty for the more usual infractions if the first or
second warning slip failed to produce the de-
sired behavioral change. This system would
give the foremen a well-defined method to deal

. with such matters and would also make the

workers aware of the type of penalty they could
look forward to if they didn’t toe the line.

To arrive at such a code, it seemed logical first
to analyze all events which had led to some
type of disciplinary action over the previous
three years. Concurrently, the results which
these penalties appeared to have had on the in-
dividuals involved would be assessed.

The outcome of the analysis was the sad pic-
ture of the undesirable results mentioned in the
preceding section. This was not entirely un-
expected; what surprised the team working on
this project was that not a single desirable result
could be detected.

The people who had been disciplined were



generally still among the poorest workers; their
attitude was sulky, if not openly hostile, and
they seemed to be spreading this feeling among
the rest of the crew. Some were known to play
little games to frustrate the foremen, but were
taking increasing care not to get caught.

Pitfalls of Punishment

Could it be that “punishment does not pay”?
We thought of a statistic which is well known
but is seldom considered thoughtfully enough:
85% of all those who entered the local prison
returned there within three years of their re-
Jease, not counting those who found their way
to other penal institutions.

This experience was not then — and is not
in many prisons today — unusual. Experience
indicates that even severe punishment achieves
nothing to redirect behavior into more desirable
channels, at least in the large majority of cases.
The “penal ritual” we are engaging in seems
entirely futile. Are we making the same mistake
when we demote or suspend people in the mill?

It might be argued that an analysis of the
effect of punishment on criminals cannot throw
light on the efficacy of punishment in the “nor-
mal” industrial situation. Theoretically, this is
a valid argument. In practice, however, the
troubles experienced in our mill seem more con-
sistent with the hypothesis that, in adults, pun-
ishment generally produces many undesirable
— and few, if any, desirable — results.

These thoughts directed the team’s attention
to consideration of the possibility that it might
be useful to eliminate all forms of punishment
as unsuitable instruments for maintaining good
workmanship and discipline.

At first the idea seemed preposterous. How-
ever, the more management thought about it,
the more logical it appeared. Finally, after
many. discussions, a philosophy, a policy, and a
system of procedures were evolved which prom-
ised to deal more effectively with the difficulties
we had been experiencing and which were free
of “punishment” or the threat of “punishment.”

New Philosoph J

Having told the story of our change in think-
ing about discipline and punishment, I wish
now to describe the principles and policies we
try to follow. We believe that:
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« The presence or absence of certain personality
variables and environmental conditions exercises a
decisive influence on a person’s general adherence
to, or disregard of, high standards of workman-
ship and disciplined behavior. The variables and
conditions which we consider most important in

“this respect are set out in EXHIBIT I.

@ Tt takes time and money to train individuals.
We also acknowledge that industry has certain re-
sponsibilities to act in a humane manner. Both
considerations require that we give each individual
every possible and reasonable chance to play a
positive and satisfactory role in the company's op-
erations. We believe, however, that it is only pos-
sible to play such a role if the individual has ade-
quate self-respect. By this we do not mean that
an individual will never lapse from excellent work-
manship or strict discipline. We believe, rather,
that in a person with adequate self-respect such
lapses will happen rarely and will stop promptly if
brought to his attention in a friendly manner.

@ Repeated demonstrations, within a relatively
short interval, that such friendly methods do not
produce the desired results are taken as indi-
cations of lack of adequate self-respect. When such
a regrettable conclusion has been reached about an
individual, we do not wish to keep him in our em-
ployment. We shall use orderly methods to termi-
nate his services.

Policies & Procedures

How is such a philosophy implemented? Six
policies and procedures seem of especial impor-
tance to us and have been adopted:

1. No disciplinary demotions, suspensions, or
other forms of punishment will henceforth be
applied.

2. In case of unsatisfactory work perform-
ance (e.g., carelessness in handling materials,
inattention to duty) or breach of discipline (e.g.,
overstaying rest or lunch periods, unnecessary
absenteeism, disregard of safety, failure to carry
out the foreman’s instructions), the following
steps will be followed:

Step One — The foreman will offer the worker
a casual and friendly reminder on the job.

Step Two — Should another incident arise
within four to six weeks of Step One, the foreman
will again correct it casually on the job but will
later call the individual to his office for a serious
but friendly chat. He will explain the need for
and purpose of the rule(s); make sure the person
understands the explanation; and express his con-
fidence that the person will henceforth decide to
abide by them. He will also listen to any reason-
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able excuse the employee may bring up. If he de-
cides that the transgression was unintentional or
based on a misunderstanding, he of course informs
the employee that the matter is closed,

does not wish to abide by company standards. He
is informed. that"he will get full pay for the time,
as a last expression of the company’s hope that he
will wish to stay and abide by the rules. He is also

ExHIBIT 1. MOTIVATIONAL FACTORS IN EMPLOYEE PERFORMANCE

Step Three — In case of further incidents
within about six weeks, Step Two is repeated with
some variation. First, the shift foreman is also
present at the discussion; secondly, the employee’s
attention is directed to the possibility that he may
dislike the work we have to offer, or he may find
the relatively strict. industrial discipline distaste-
ful. In such case, would it be better to look for
some other job or line of work? (Vocational coun-
seling is available through the Personnel Office.)
The foreman then expresses his hope that the em-
ployee will, in fact, decide that he likes the work
and the company and will adapt himself to the re-
quirements. This conversation is confirmed in a
letter to the employee’s home.

Step Four — The employee who perpetrates
another incident of poor workmanship or breach
of discipline within six to eight weeks of Step
Three is called off the floor into the foreman’s
office, again in the presence of the shift foreman.
There he is directed to go home for the rest of the
shift and consider seriously whether he does or

. FACTORS PRODUCING
* UNSATISFACTORY PERFORMANCE

YTHING THAT TENDS - .- :
TO DAMAGE SELF-RESPECT .
~WILL GENERALLY CAUSE.- -
. 'POORER PERFORMANCE.
. “PUBLIC SHAMING, THREATS
“~ "OF PUNISHMENT, ORACTU
;- PUNISHMENT OPERATE IN
A NEGATIVE DIRECTION. .
_PUNISHMENT IN PARTICU-
“LAR IS UNDESIRABLE WHEN
. “USED AGAINST PEOPLE
- WHO HAVE ADEQUATE S£LF-
. ~RESPECT AND USELESS
- "WHEN :EMPLOYED WITH. -
"~ PEQPLE WHO DO NOT.

ANGER RESULTS IN
'NEGATIVISM OR OTHER
) UNDESIRABLE ATTITUDES

told that another occurrence of trouble within rea-
sonable time will lead — regretfully — to termi-
nation.

3. If another incident should occur within
reasonable time, the employee's services are
terminated.

4. In case several incidents happen at un-
usually close intervals, Step Two or Step Three

- may be skipped.

5. If no further incident occurs within six
to eight weeks of any ome step (except Step
Four), such step is cleared from the employee’s
record. Should another incident happen at a
later time, the last step will be repeated. Con-
siderable time — in the range of a year —
would have to elapse without incident before
Step Four is cleared from the records.

" 6. In case of discovery of criminal behavior
or in-plant fighting, termination results without
preliminary steps. Such behavior is taken as con-

a



clusive evidence of lack of adequate self-respect
and discipline even if it happens only once.

Is Discharge Punitive?

A question invariably asked by those who
hear about our plan is: “How can you pretend
that your method eliminates punishment? Are
you not just eliminating minor forms of pun-
ishment (e.g., demotion and suspension) while
retaining the most severe of all, namely, dis-
charge?” What the questioners imply here 1is
that termination, by the very fact that it inflicts
severe unpleasantness on the recipient, must
logically be regarded as a form of punishment.

We believe that this is not necessarily so:
termination may, or may not, belong logically
to the general class of “punishment,” depending
on the presence or absence of extraneous fac-
tors. The most important of these is the desire
for retribution. If we fire someone “to pay him
back” for what he has done to us, our act would
take on the nature of punishment. But if we
take the same action for any number of other
reasons (e.g., to avoid expected future trouble)
and exclude retribution as a motive, then we are
not dealing out “punishment.”

The distinction we are trying to make here
may appear subtle, but it is not a semantic
sleight of hand. What we say, in effect, is that
if we terminate a person’s employment, we do
not do it even partially as retribution for what-
ever undesirable action he was involved in. We
do it only because his act or acts lead us to be-
lieve that he lacks self-respect and, therefore,
that his future behavior is going to be trouble-
some and contrary to the legitimate aims of the
company. We agree with psychologists who
state that the best predictor of a person’s future
behavior is his past behavior under similar cir-
cumstances, and that when the same behavior
is elicited by dissimilar circumstances, it is like-
ly to be of a general character and hence re-
peated in the future.

Accordingly, during Steps One to Four we
attempt to establish the individual’s tendency
toward distuptive behavior. It is future trouble
we wish to avoid. Thus, ouf;system is future-
oriented. In contrast, the ptinitive approach is
past-oriented; it seeks' to apportion the “proper
punishment” for a given “crime.”

This difference can be made even clearer by
examining the typical arguments which some-

2See E. J. Sachar, “Behavidfal Scieafe and Criminal
Law,” Scientific American, Nové’g}ber 1963, PP- 39-45-
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one might present under each system concern-

_ing the appropriateness of a decision to termi-

nate an employee’s services:

V¥ In the punishment-oriented system, a man
sympathetic with the “offender” would probably
plead that “the punishment doesn’t fit the crime,”
that the sentence is too harsh, that the individual -
doesn’t quite deserve it, and that it should be com-
muted to a lesser one.

A In the system used in our company, such a
sympathizer would have to argue that the observa-
tions of the person’s behavior are inaccurate or in-
sufficient in number for reliable prediction, or that
the theory behind the prediction is not sufficiently
reliable or is outright wrong.

The difference between the punishment-ori-
ented and the predictive systems is a reflection
of the different views taken of deviant behavior
in criminal law and the behavioral sciences.”

If termination were considered the ultimate
punishment, the rest of our system would have
little chance of functioning. The system as de-
scribed here places on the employee the onus of
deciding whether he wishes (or is able) to con-
form to the requirements of a particular work
situation. During Steps One to Four he is re-
minded of the requirements without any impli-
cation that if he does not conform, he commits
something morally wrong for which he deserves
condemnation and punishment. The supervis-
ory staff is trained to avoid giving any such im-
pression. We feel that if we condemn an indi-
vidual, we give up all hope of changing him.

It is very questionable whether any super-
visory staff could be trained to take a friendly,
blame-free approach in its dealings with em-
ployees if it considered terminationthe ulti-
mate punishment. If superiors. took this atti-
tude, they might regard Steps One to Four as a
nuisance, to be gotten over as quickly as possible
on the way to the “big stick.” Such an attitude
would also manifest itself in their discussions
with employees under Steps One to Four and
would create the same psychological effect as if
overt punishment had been administered.

Rationale for Payment

People . who hear about our new approach
also often ask: “Why does a man receive pay
for the rest of the shift if he is sent home?”

First, let me explain why the employee is sent
home. We feel that after a supervisor has had
several discussions with him which prove fruit-
less, a dramatic gesture may be the only means
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to induce him to consider the situation serious-
ly. Being sent home from work would appear
to fulfill this requirement. The payment — per-
haps the most novel part of the plan — makes
sense for several reasons:

(1) Sending a person home without pay would
undoubtedly be interpreted as punishment and
would, therefore, be contrary to the avowed pol-
icy and philosophy.

(2) The foreman is instructed to tell the per-
son that paying him is a demonstration of the
company’s interest in keeping him — in seeing
him decide that he will conform to acceptable
standards in the future. This is a basically sup-
portive statement, and we hope that it will be
difficult for the foreman to make it without being
supportive himself.

(3) Since there is no loss of income, there are
no grounds for grievance. (In the past, a grievance
always resulted when a person was sent home
without pay.) The expense of grievance meetings
is much greater than the cost of paying an em-
ployee to take an afternoon off.

(4) Should a person’s employment have to be
terminated at a later date, the company’s good
faith, manifested by its paying him to think over
whether he wished to abide by company standards,
would certainly minimize any chance of an arbi-
trator’s reversing the dismissal decision.

Theoretically, at least, the procedures outlined
would appear to solve all the problems which
we set out to tackle. They make it mandatory
for the supervisory personnel to deal with prob-
lem cases in a constructive, nonpunitive man-
ner. They eliminate all forms of “punishment,”
along with all the undesirable and time-consum-
ing side effects that we experienced in the past.
And, should termination become necessary, they
minimize the danger of reversal by arbitration.
Lastly, the procedure seems, at least to us, fair.

So much for theory. What are the practical
results? This brings us back to the story of what
‘actually happened.

The policy was put into effect in the sum-
mer of 1963. It had the full backing of the su-
perintendent, the personnel manager, and the
shift foremen, who had participated in its form-
ulation. The junior foremen were called in for
meetings and were given instructions regarding

the background, philosophy, and techniques in-
volved in the plan.

As the next step, we were going to advise the
union of the new policy. Before this could be
arranged, an in-plant fight occurred as a conse-
quence of horseplay. Both individuals involved
(one of them a young shop steward) were dis- -
charged. The shop steward initiated the expect-
ed grievance procedure; the union agreed that
in-plant fights were dangerous and.could not be
tolerated, but pleaded for commutation of the
termination to suspension.

We refused this request and proceeded to give
the union the whole background for our deci-
sion to eliminate all forms of “punishment,”
much in the same manner as described in this
article. We also expressed our hope that it would
support us in our efforts to deal with grown-up
union members as men and not as a collection
of schoolboys. 4

The union did not seem too pleased with this
unexpected turn of events but found it diffi-
cult to argue the point. The terminations stood.

Since then, three individuals have been proc-
essed to Step Four; i.e., sent home for the rest
of the shift with pay. Two of them returned to
work for a period of a few weeks and then quit.
The third person, a young man, returned at the
end of the shift to see his foreman. He was
ostensibly moved:

“T would never have thought the company
would be that fair, and take so much interest in
me,” he said. “When I got home, I started to think
about the way I used to act for the first time. I
now realize that I have been taking a very childish
attitude all along. I came to thank you for what
you have done for me and I assure you there will
be no more trouble.” '

At the time of this writing, seven months
have elapsed and the boy’s work, as well as his
attitude, have so far left nothing to be desired.

There has been no occasion for terminating
anyone’s employment. Several employees were
dealt with up to Steps Two and Three. In each
case there was adequate improvement or the
individual left quietly and voluntarily. Some
even stated that they were quitting “in fairness
to the company.” There were no grievances.

The morale of the foremen and the superin-
tendents has shown marked improvement. - They
seem to feel that for the first time they have a
strong, reliable, and fair tool to deal with un-
satisfactory work performance and breaches of
discipline.



