
plo;ree discontent and the responsib-ilities of management to ame-

Iiorate thi. dis.or',t"tt 
-l-di'*u"'"d 

that oniy a tiny minority of

American .orporu,[r,. have institutionalized ethics programs di-

rected at employee--u'"g"*"ttt reiationships These programs in-

clude ethics committees und -at'ug"ment development programs

that have "tfri., 
ut'itt ln their culricula Many corporations' of

course, huu" ,o-.ril"J "op""-door gr-ievance" policies' b-ut these are

intimidating t" ";;i"y*s 
and tai-ely eventuate in truly objective

grievance hearings' 
^^ L,,+ -lo

one idea that has met with increasing acceptance but also tn-

creasing resistance is the use of Peer Review Panels to resolve em-

ployees' .omplui'''-ts"unJ f i""''ttt' This idea was constantiy dis-

cussed ut Ourt*o"t;;; I was deeplv impressed with the idea

while i was there.

Pellegrinopausestomeasurethereactionfromhisboard'whichiscom-
posed of successful businesspersons' none of whom had previously reflected

much on these issues ;';;;g"-ent-empioyee relationship. H? then pro-

ceeds to explain thut,plo'"t;i;g f'o- ti'" bu't-o.'th seminar' he immedi-

ately set up a meetinilil il cE,_,nci1 of 
,N{anagers 

at a large plant site in

worcester, \,Iassachuseii.,i", ,rr" purpose of implementing a small-scale, two-

,.u, t".t period for peer review of grievances at the plant'

llnder hi, irriri"ti g"lau']J"' the managers agreed to the experiment'

During the planning;;; il;'"uth"d the conclusion that one of the poten-

tial advantag", of huuin?" *"t" ""pficit 
personnei poiicy was that formal rules

woulcl protect gooa -;iA"tt ""a 
good 

"rnplovees 
alike Before they began to

implement th"i. ta"u.lif,:;;;Gt "stabllshld 
explicit standards for firing'

merit evaluatiorr, ,"tir"*"r,i, ani participati'e. management by.workers' The

first clecision they r"acheJ u'as thai they would no longer permit a manager to

fire an employee *itf.rl'i f"t*g u t"tta reason or wittout informing the em-

;l.o-yl";iilt;t her right to an independent hearing

Working .tor"ti'*n"t-,-r"n-," "? 
rn. most infl'uential managers, Pe',egrino

implemented hi.__a,ld ,.'o* ,r,"ir-ideas for peer review of grievance cases'

They appointed four il;;;i;;;"' "'a 
three managers to hear each case and

rured that the concrusio.,, of thii group were absolutely binding, with no fur-

ther appeal possibie #;i"r;";;J.ty tn"y also devised an intentionallv infor-

mal arrange*".t fo'"rtJ*];;if" complarnt and reviewing the evidence' No

representatio, by lt*;;;t "'lt'f"tnritt"a 
io' any party' and the hearings were

conducted i, ,,ootn iiin ""i,"g}'" 
chairs arranged in 1circle.'The 

manager'

the grievant, and individual witnesses were each called into the room sepa-

rately. Coffe. *,' '"'I'"if,uting 
the interview' and the discussion proceeded on

the model of , .o.u"riil;;;;g frie.nds. complete confidentiaiitv was as-

sured to ail parties, ;; *i, ",.."pi,"" 
U";nglh,"t'.onfidentiality could not be

assured in the event of a subpoena'-

The first .".""'^h;;t;l'" U"fot" the group involved l-ll"-'"ut' female

employee who had.*"i"J."iy modest ru[".1o. three straight years, whereas
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