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Abstract:   Thomas Friedman’s political analysis of the Lexus and the Olive Tree are used to frame the discussion of the future of integration in the EAP, Work/Life and Wellness field.  Many claim that for progress to occur, one needs to understand history.  Friedman, however, pushes the reader further to focus on understanding the constant interplay and tension between present day advances and past traditions. This article briefly reviews one of the early attempts at comprehensive benefit services in the United States, Welfare Capitalism as a means to understand the beginnings of some of these endeavors. In addition early research conducted by Lawrence and Lorsch on organizational integration and differentiation are briefly reviewed as a conceptual framework to ground the discussion of future trends in the field of integration. Finally, some closing thoughts are offered that both raise questions on areas requiring further investigation on the topic of integration, as well as a challenge to professionals regarding what role they would like to take regarding the future of these services.
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Thoughts on the Future of Integration

Particularity and separability are infirmities of the mind, 

not characteristics of the universe
Dee Hock, 1999


Introduction 
The principal analogy in Thomas Friedman’s the Lexus and the Olive Tree (2000) is the juxtaposition of time enduring opposites.  His basic argument is that “globalization…. has replaced the old Cold War System… (and has)…. its own rules and logic that today directly or indirectly influence the politics, environment, geopolitics and economies of virtually every country in the world”.   Alas, the world is made up of far more than microchips and markets and this is where Friedman’s comparison of the Lexus, the symbol for technology, and the Olive Tree, the symbol for ancient forces, cultures and people, surfaces.  The author contends that “world affairs today can only be explained as the interaction with what is as new as an Internet web site and what is as old as a gnarled olive tree on the banks of the river Jordan.” (p30)
Friedman’s political analysis is quite appropriate for the business world, particularly in regards to benefit services.  Many claim that for progress to occur, one needs to understand history.  Friedman, however, pushes the reader further to focus on understanding the constant interplay and tension between present day advances and past traditions.  The collection of articles in this Special Issue on Integration of EAP, W/L, and Wellness Programs focuses on present practices regarding the integration of services, with trends pointing to what the future may hold. While several articles present a context for appreciating the conceptual richness of programmatic organizational integration, Friedman’s insistence for considering the contextual picture of where we have come from and where we are headed may add needed insight to the discussion of the future of integration of services.  This article briefly reviews one of the early attempts at comprehensive benefit services in the United States, and then moves onto present day thoughts.  Next, the discussion section briefly reviews a useful conceptual framework for the study of integration, and then discusses Friedman’s metaphor as it relates to the integration movement.  Finally, some closing thoughts are offered on what current trends tell us about the future of integrated efforts in the benefits arena.  But first, let’s set the context for the historical review.
Historically, at least in the United States, the emphasis for business success has been on the procurement and retention of productive workers.  Many historians have written extensively about the dilemma of companies seeking to increase productivity (Mintz and Kellogg, 1988, Kett, 1983, , Kanter 1977, Janson, 1935, Fehlant, 1904).  However, it is Stewart Brandes’ (1976) American Welfare Capitalism that seems most relevant today to the issue of integration of benefit services in organizations.
Historical Background

One of the earliest attempts at creating a comprehensive benefits program occurred in the late 1800s and was referred to as Welfare Capitalism.  Brandes defined this term to indicate “any service provided for the comfort or improvement of employees which was neither a necessity of the industry or required by law.”  During the period of the Industrial Revolution (1860 – 1930), the US experienced an explosive growth from the inventions in many arenas:  invention and diffusion of electricity, the steam and gasoline engines, the railroad for transportation and distribution of goods, and the telegraph for communication.  These discoveries transformed and revolutionized all aspects of American Society.  The industrial revolution propelled the US from an agricultural society to a world class manufacturing leader in the space of a few decades (Googins, 1991).  
Factory life typified the shift from rural farm work to urban employment and the workplace became defined by the factory. Factories began employing large numbers of people and the expressions “workday” and “work habits” were introduced. With the search for efficiencies came the birth of the assembly line, a term synonymous with the monotonous, repetitive nature of shift work. Although the assembly line was a boon for production, Brandes notes that it was also a time of rising unhappiness amongst workers,  and an accompanying increase in malingering, drinking, absenteeism, and even acts of pure sabotage of production efforts. Strikes were clearly the most ominous and visible sign of the troubled times between employees and management.  Between 1880 and 1900, nearly 23,000 strikes affected more than 117,000 establishments. Companies acquired guns, tear gas, and police power to deal with the frequent strikes.  Bloodshed on both sides was inevitable.  During the great railroad strike of 1877, hundreds of people were wounded and many killed (Brandes, 1976).  Management and labor seemed on a collision course threatening the economic progress Americans had come to value so highly.
Business leaders eventually learned that wages, while necessary, were not sufficient to maintain a stable workforce in the factories.  Workers needed to be housed, fed, socialized to urban living, and properly educated for the industrial society.  Many firms responded by establishing company restaurants and stores.  The US Steel Company once owned more than 28,000 houses for their employees (Brandes, 1976).  Schools were established for employees and their children.  By 1900 various US firms operated every form of school short of college.  Toddlers could attend the company kindergarten, children the company grammar school, and even some company high schools were available. 
Welfare Capitalism was perceived by some as an attempt by the corporate sector to “co-opt” the employee and their family into the belief that they were all one big happy family.  For example, the Endicott Johnson Company gave new employees a booklet entitled “E. J. Workers’ First Lesson in the Square Deal.” The booklet summarized the services and benefits available to employees and their families and boldly declared:  “You have now joined the Happy Family” (Zahavi, 1988).
Many things have changed and evolved in the employee benefits arena since Welfare Capitalism, however, some feel they have stayed the same. During the Golden Age of the 1950s a clearer separation arose between family and work.  Husbands were busy commuting back and forth to work while housewives/mothers managed the home front. And all the while, Corporate America continued efforts to socialize the family into the norms of the firm.  Books were written to inform “corporate wives” how they should respond in social situations (Whyte, 1956). And General Motors conveyed the clear message that what was “Good for the Company” was also good for the family.  The not so subtle message was that it was the family’s role to be ever ready to bend, sway and adapt to what the company needed for operational growth and efficiency (Googins, 1991).  The almighty “Transfer” was one very pervasive method in which the family learned they had to bend to the whims of corporate America.  Atlas Van Lines reported that the typical corporate manager moved fourteen times during his career in one organization (Mintz, 1988).

More recently Laura Nash (1994) coined the term “Nanny Corporation,” in accusing companies of devising benefits merely to keep workers on the job for longer hours each day.  Some of these benefits such as: “hot meals”, concierge services, organizing children’s birthday parties, and academic tutoring are very reminiscent of the old Welfare Capitalism days. The question that continues to surface in today’s market place is what is the goal of employers regarding the scope of employee benefits and what is the most efficient and effective way of prioritizing them..
Present Day 
Today’s organizations interact in a complex milieu of evolving economic and social forces. Since the late 1980s dire reports have surfaced about the nations’ education system and its inability to produce people with the proper skills and abilities to meet the needs of today’s marketplace (Nation at Risk, 1983).  In addition, current reports of an aging workforce and a lagging birth rate have others concerned about the country’s ability to meet workforce needs in the future (Burud, 2004). Globalization has also changed the face of business such that a diminishing number of products and companies are purely American. Everyone is competing with everyone else around the world at any given moment in time. Technological innovations are also changing the face of what used to be considered “work.”  Robert Reich (2004) describes three categories of workers in today’s changing society: routine production workers, people who deliver in-person attention-giving services, and symbolic-analytic workers.   Reich further points out that it is the symbolic analytic worker who creates and designs the content of every consumer product and service in the current marketplace.   There is an increasing need for this group of skilled workers in today’s society and they are quite different from the skills needed during the days of Welfare Capitalism.  Given the need to both recruit and retain skilled workers, it is more important than ever for employers and employees to build up what Reich refers to as “relational capital.”  Reich coined the term to define: “the cumulative experience of people in the organization in dealing with their customers and clients – understanding their needs and developing those relationships.”  From his vantage point, the true sources of productivity and success in any organization critically depend on people understandings the needs and capacities of the other people around them.  Employees are looking for a sense of whether their employers take into account who they are as individuals while allowing for events that arise in their private lives as well as their work lives.  According to Reich, it is this sense of affinity that allows a company to build relational capital and be successful in today’s fast paced competitive global market.
Bringing the conversation to a more concrete and specific level, one can examine current marketplace practices by reviewing employment surveys conducted over the last 40 years.  In 1969, the Department of Labor funded three national studies of the United States workforce as part of the Quality of Employment Survey (Bond, 2002). The last of these three surveys was conducted in 1977 (Quinn, 1979) and was the first one to address the personal lives of employees as well as their work lives.  A hiatus occurred in the collection of national workforce data until the early 1990s when the Families and Work Institute began a series of studies entitled the National Study of the Changing Workforce (NSCW).  To date, three surveys were completed in 1992, 1997, and 2002; each with an average sample size of 3500 workers.  The samples surveyed have included wage, salaried and self-employed workers.  The most recent 2002 survey incorporated questions from the 1977 study and thus affords the reader an historical lens to compare changes and shifts over time.  
The NSCW 2002 results demonstrate that there has been a significant increase in employee sense of “interference between job and family life” since the 1977 survey.  Researchers explain this increase spillover between work and home life as arising mainly from increased work demands in today’s fast paced society. (Bond, 2002, p. 45)  A complimentary reason for this shift is the substantial increase in the number of Dual Earner Couples.  In 1977, approximately 66% of the married workforce lived in Dual Earning Relationships.  In 2002 that number had increased to 78%. Another interesting finding is the increase in number of hours worked. All workers, couples and single earners report an increase in the number of hours worked from 70 hours a week in 1977 to 82 hours a week in 2002. The increase for Dual Earner Couples with children has increased from 81 hours a week in 1977 to 91 hours a week in 2002. Clearly, today’s couples have less time away from their job responsibilities than they did in 1977 (Bond, 2002, p15)
An important finding from the NCWF 2002 study that relates to the field of employee benefits focuses on the relationship between cyclic spillover from work to home and back to work.  If an employee’s work environment has negative effects, spillover onto an employee’s personal life, this has a direct effect on the worker’s attitude toward their job and employer. Employees will be less satisfied with their jobs, less committed to their employers, and less likely to be retained. The NCWF study clearly indicates that in today’s world, work and family are inextricably linked.  And if there are problems in one arena, either work or home life, then there will likely be resulting problems in the other arena. All of the above background material addresses historical efforts and current concerns, now we need to turn to the actual discussion of integration.  What does organizational integration mean and how has history affected the delivery of employee benefit services? 
Discussion
As mentioned in an earlier article the conceptual study of   “organizational integration” originated back in the early 1960s when two Harvard Professors, Paul Lawrence and Jay Lorsch, conducted an industrial research study on collaboration (1967). These researchers were aligned with the “contingency” school of organizational theory, but their work focused specifically on refining the concepts of integration and differentiation particularly from the perspective of functional managers.  Lawrence and Lorsch posed the question of “what kind of organization does it take to effectively deal with various economic and market conditions.”  They contributed to the refinement of the concepts of integration and differentiation and characterized them as normal adaptational responses over time within organizations.  The term differentiation refers to the “difference in cognitive and emotional orientation among managers in different functional units.” Integration, on the other hand, is defined as “the quality of the state of collaboration that exists among departments that are required to achieve unity of effort by the demands of the environment (Lawrence and Lorsch, 1967, p11).  
As firms grow and adapt to new internal and external requirements, they differentiate into specialized functions.  For the system to be viable and operate smoothly these separate parts must be fine tuned with appropriate operational structures, coordinating processes and reward mechanisms that integrate the company together into a functioning whole. In considering how best to achieve this integration, the specific demands and marketplace opportunities as assessed from the organization’s environment must be taken into account. The researchers acknowledge an ongoing tension between the need for differentiation as new products or services emerge, and the need for integration as new demands arise for coordination from within the firm or from the external marketplace.

The question now becomes how to integrate Friedman’s analogy about the contextual tensions of yesterday and today, with Lawrence and Lorsch’s conceptual model of organizational integration.  Both acknowledge ongoing tensions.  Friedman’s refers to the tension between the past and the present while Lawrence and Lorsch address the interplay between developing new products and then integrating them into a cohesive and adaptive system.  Addressing the historical piece first, it is interesting that in the late 1890s and around the turn of the 20th century, employers understood the reciprocal benefit of taking steps to care for their employees as a way to obtain productive contributions from their time at work. Many have criticized the underpinnings of Welfare Capitalism as being too paternalistic a movement for our country.  The more important issue is that as the country changed from an agricultural society to an industrial one, caretaking moved away from a solely family focus to a role shared by employers. These phenomena continued until the Depression.  Brandes (1976) attributed the Depression as starting the demise of Welfare Capitalism. Yet it is fascinating historically that this was also the time when Franklin Delanor Roosevelt ushered in the New Deal.  The new policies and resulting programs, including Social Security, moved the care of our nation’s citizens under a government umbrella. A similar path has been taken on the international level.  Many of these benefits were socially and government driven as is illustrated in several of the international contributions to this edition of articles.
In borrowing from Lawrence and Lorsch’s work it is interesting to review the history of EAP, W/L and Wellness Programs from a differentiated lens and postulate whether there is readiness to move towards a more integrated model of service delivery. As mentioned in an earlier article, OAPs were the precursor to EAPs and evolved in the early 1940s from employers’ need to procure productive workers.   The Work/Family field arose in earnest in the early 1970s when a significant increase arose in the number of women entering the workforce.  Although some early fitness programs arose about this time, it was not until the 1990s that the Wellness field truly made an appearance in the benefit arena.  As each new benefit/product evolved there appeared to be a “silo” effect or a differentiated model of service delivery as the uncertainties associated with new experimental services were tested.  Each specialty area was initially housed in different departments and, quite frequently, with little interchange between the programs.  Today, the conceptual question is whether corporate culture believes that the most effective and efficient way to deliver these benefits services is through an integrated structure, or whether global competition is driving cost cutting to the detriment of their employee and the breadth and depth of the services needed.  As Freidman reminds us it is important during this discovery period to take history and the prevailing norms of both the various professions and the industries into consideration as this evolutionary adaptation unfolds.  The bottom line question becomes what is the most organizationally efficient way for employers to deliver benefit services while effectively meeting the needs of its employees. 

Today’s world and market place are an order of magnitude more complex than the early days of the Industrial Revolution. As Reich pointed out, the level and range of skills needed by workers has changed dramatically. What has remained constant is an attitude of employers realizing the competitive importance of providing a culture that attracts and retains talent over time.  This quid pro quo approach is pragmatic not paternalistic.  Instead it acknowledges that people lead lives with a dual focus on their work and on their personal lives. Now let’s turn our attention to the future.
Thoughts on Future Directions
Will integration of EAP, Work/Life and Wellness services be the wave of the future?   With survey predictions reporting that 62% of the marketplace will be providing integrated services by 2007, organizational integration of benefit services is already a documented trend. But numerous important questions remain unanswered.  What is the operational definition of integration? What organizations might best utilize an integrated approach versus a differentiated one for service delivery? How does one measure effective integration? Are there stages or linear phases to integration? Can an integrated approach be more cost efficient without introducing detrimental effects such as a decrease in quality of service? Is an integrated approach more or less effective than a differentiated model, and how does one measure and evaluate that difference? What is the decision making process concerning the evolvement of an integrated program? And how can that be measured? And finally, what are the barriers to an integrated approach to service delivery. Roman, in an earlier article, outlines the research agenda needed to address some of these concerns, but as he points out, the field needs both financial support and interest in conducting this level of empirical studies.
Throughout this collection of articles the reader has learned about organizations which have been successful across various levels while following an integrated approach to service delivery.  Other articles raise legitimate questions as to the extent and long term viability of this approach unless there is a change in mind set about the notion of collaboration and sharing of domain knowledge across professional groups.  In our competitive world the notion of collaboration is not always a natural occurrence.  As in Friedman’s metaphor of the Olive Tree, cultural and professional norms that have developed over time, need to be considered in the ongoing tensions for adaptation and change in the face of current environmental demands.  The ongoing march of progress and adaptation in the face of an increasingly complex, fast paced, and fiercely competitive global marketplace may not wait for cultural and professional norms to catch up with current demands.  Companies need to be progressive about experimenting with viable solutions to jointly meet the needs of the marketplace and their employees.  Rigorous research is needed to contribute guidance about the choices for effective and efficient programs. And the professionals who deliver these services need to grapple with whether they want to be in the forefront of these particular organizational decisions or merely reacting to competitive external market demands.
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