WORKSITE LEADERSHIP CONSIDERATIONS
Building an effective structure of worksite leaders as organizers in not as simple as training, especially an annual one-size-fits-all training event. In fact, it goes well beyond training. Here are some of the things that should be considered:

Title—How should the union refer to the people who lead the union at the worksite? Stewards, Building Reps, Chapter Leaders, Fed Reps, and Pro Reps are among the titles currently in use by AFT local unions. Increasingly, however, local union are moving toward calling then “worksite leaders” in order to make more clearly obvious that what we seek to identify and build is leadership at the worksite level—not just the simple performance of tasks to enforce the contract an merely maintain the union. We need leadership that can motivate potential members into becoming members, members to becomes activists and activists in the leaders. People holding of worksite leader are not expected to do it all—but lead a team of union members in getting it all done.
Rep Selection

· Leaders vs. Doers: Are we looking to recruit people who get things done? Or people who can lead others to do things?
· Election vs. Appointment vs. Application: Are elections really serving us? Are they even happening? Are there other ways to select worksite leaders that ensure higher quality and greater accountability?
Expectations of Reps
- 
Roles vs. Performances: Expectations stated as roles are ambiguous. When stated as performances they are more specific as to what is to be done, when, and to what level of quality.
· Clarity: See above. Are worksite leaders really clear as to what is expected of them? How do we know?
· Individual Expectations vs. Worksite Expectation: Do worksite leaders see themselves as lone rangers in the performance of expectations? Or, do they rightly see themselves as lead organizers among member activists who get the work done?
Expectations of Members—Do members understand the role and what is expected of worksite leaders? Do they understand that they—not the worksite leaders—are the union and that they have a duty and obligation to support the worksite leaders in their work to meet expectations for the union at the worksite. How is this made clear? If it is not, there will be a disconnect between what the worksite leaders are trying to achieve and what they are actually able to get down with the support and involvement of members.
Contact/Problem Solver vs. Leader/Organizer—In the service/transactional model, worksite leaders come to see themselves as mere conduits of one-way communication and agents to refer problems/gripes/grievances to other union leaders or staff who have the “power” to “solve” these.  Worksite leaders should function more as leaders/and organizers in that their primary mission is to build the union at the work site by increasing membership density, commitment and participation. The worksite leader should still take on some responsibility for problem solving, handling gripes and contract enforcement. BUT in addition. . . the worksite leader constantly looks for ways to empower members to work together to resolve issues at the worksite level that may not necessarily be the subject of grievances.
Constituency
· Do worksite leaders have a clear sense constituency, i.e., who are the specific individuals to whom they communicate and organize?
-
Is there a reasonable proportion of worksite leader to specific individuals (no more than 1 to 30, ideal of 1 to 10)

Training in Support of Expectations
-
Does the training package support the performance of the specific expectations of the job? Is it performance-based in that worksite leaders in training practice and get feedback on what they are to perform in their jobs?

-
Is training ongoing in the sense that there are multiple opportunities for worksite leaders to receive training throughout the year, vs. a one-time event that may accommodate only some fraction of the total?
· Is there continuum of training that allows worksite leaders to continually develop their leadership/organizing skills from basic to mastery.
Accountability / Feedback—People tend to stop doing things they asked to do if those who asked never take notice of whether these things were done or not. People generally best improve their skills through regular feedback. So, how do we build accountability and feedback into our worksite leadership structure, keeping in mind that we are dealing with volunteers?
Incentives / Rewards—There are myriad ways to demonstrate how much we value the role of worksite leaders and to honor them, short of paying them or rebating dues. The point here is to begin brainstorming them and implementing as many ideas as possible to communicate that worksite leaders are valued and very important.
Incorporation into Staff/ and Leadership Structure—All locals will say the building, care and feeding of the worksite leadership  structure is of tantamount importance and a top priority. Yet, few can point to the leader, staff person or staff/leadership body that takes day-to-day responsibility for doing this.
Role in Governance—Should local unions formally involve worksite leaders in governance—the constitutional process of policy and program development? Some make the argument that doing so elevates their status as leaders and enhances the role worksite leaders play in encouraging two-way communication between the union as a central entity and the union at the workplace.
Contract as Support—What can we bargain (or achieve through employer policy) to support and reward worksite leaders (release time, super seniority, designated parking spaces, inclusion on key building committees, etc.)
De-selection—What happens when a worksite leader is not performing well, not functioning at all, or operating counter to the democratically determined policies or position of the union?
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