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J UST where are industrial relations
really heading in the United States?
In the general stocktaking that fol-

lowed the "surprise election" of 1948
this question became a central concern.
Explicit public discussion did not im-
mediately furnish new or important
illumination; attention focused rather
upon the next version of the legislation
governing union-management relations
since 1935. This focus is understand-
able enough — one more component
part of the whole short-run reaction to
President Truman's election. Legisla-
tion, past and prospective, constitutes
the coin of political campaigning, and
the replacement of the Taft-Hartley
Act could be foreseen in the electoral
count of 1948 just as amendment of
the "Wagner Act was implicit in the
Congressional elections of 1946. But
this time, let it be hoped, the preoccu-
pation with legislation will not eclipse
the recognition that relations between
labor and management are now cast in
new but enduring patterns, that in the
long run the development of collective
bargaining itself, rather than its legis-
lative regulation, will determine the
directions in which our democracy will
be moving.

Strangely enough, we have yet to de-
termine just where we are in this vital
area of domestic policy — just where
the momentous years between the vali-
dation of the Wagner Act by the Su-
preme Court in 1937 and the invalida-
tion of the Taft-Hartley Act by the
election returns in 1948 have brought
collective bargaining in the United
States. That the decade has trans-

formed organized labor from a fringe
movement to a potent industrial force
and made bargaining between large
unions and corporate business the
dominant pattern of American indus-
trial relations, none would gainsay.
But the swiftness of the unions' rise,
the very newness of these evolving in-
dustrial institutions, the tensions of the
period in which they first tried their
new strength, the aegis of law under
which they acquired status and power,
all have tended to blur the complex
variety of development that actually
makes up this transformation of in-
dustrial relations.

Instead of reacting to the highly
dynamic and diverse realities of the
situation, popular opinion has clus-
tered about the polar extremes of
hortatory judgment: Relations between
powerful corporations and powerful
unions representing their employees
are pronounced "good" or "bad,"
"stable" or "unstable," "constructive"
or "destructive," with virtually no
gradations in between. To the recog-
nized preoccupations of press and radio
with "industrial war," sober students
of collective bargaining counter with
studies of "industrial peace." The
psychologically minded contrast the
conflict stemming from the "aggression
of insecurity" with the cooperation fol-
lowing "mutual acceptance" — again,
black and white. The legally minded
parallel the clean-cut juxtaposition ot
"wrongs" and "remedies," "abuses and
curbs," with similarly neat antitheses in
collective bargaining. For most of us,
as a result, the dusty detail of daily
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dealings in the shop, the untidy tug of
interest and power at the confereitce
table, have been compressed into in-
dustrial relations that are either sound
or unsound, either "responsible" or
"irresponsible."

The realities are more complex and
multiform. A fresh look at what men
actually are doing as they confer at the
work bench or across the bargaining
table soon obliterates the simplicities of
judgment upon what they ought to do.
Instead of two widely inclusive pat-
terns of relationships, the one embrac-
ing relationships generally "good," the
other generally "bad," certain varieties
or patterns of industrial relations have
been crystallizing out of the joint deal-
ings carried forward by management
and unions since 1935. A pattern or
type-form that proves effective and
therefore "good" in one situation may
not fit at all the requirements of an-
other. The bargaining practices that
recommend themselves to one kind of
leader in union or company may not
seem in any way adequate to a different
kind. The structure of relationship
that serves well the uncertainties of
early stages in joint dealings may
thwart the potentialities of a later
stage.

Policy, needless to say, whether in
the legislature, the managerial office, or
the union headquarters, must reckon
with this pluralism, this variety, this
endless dynamism of industrial rela-
tions. The individual leader, seeking
guides for effective action, must place
his major reliance not in hard and fast
formulae applicable to all bargaining
situations, but in the flexibility and
discriminations that promote adapta-
tion to specific situations and concrete
problems.

Always, it is true, the relationship
he is constructing will bear one uni-

form characteristic that finally differen-
tiates it from all other relationships:
He is grooving courses of interaction
within which two powerful institutions
will relate one to the other; on the one
side a union, on the other a corpora-
tion, functioning in American indus-
trial society. The fact that the union
and corporation to be related are
powerful institutions, each with its own
objectives, logics, and codes of behav-
ior, must condition their interactions
from the start. The further fact that
they are both American industrial insti-
tutions sets the external bounds for
their mutual as well as their own spe-
cific organizational action.

Thus it is that the collective bargain-
ing rising from the diversities of joint
dealings between labor unions and
business corporations emerges also as
still another distinctive American insti-
tution. The men who build relation-
ships within such an institutional
framework are evolving patterns and
skills that will be uniquely adapted to
— or uniquely unavailing against --
their particular objectives and needs.
That is why only a concrete inventory
of just what has been crystallizing out
of the developments of the past years
for industrial relations can yield reli-
able signposts for going foirward from
where we now are.

It is the purpose of this article, ac-
cordingly, first to survey the various
patterns of industrial relations, the
anatomical framework, so to speak,
within which collective bargaining takes
place today; then to explore, more
functionally, the way in which such
patterns change and evolve in a given
industrial situation, by an analysis of
union-management developments at
several large American corporations;
and finally to draw conclusions which
may prove helpful to both management
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and labor leaders thinking in terms of
practical action.

Differentiation of Patterns
At least eight prototypes of joint

dealings are sufficiently different one
from the other to be roughly labeled
as structures of: (1) containment-ag-
gression, (2) ideology, (3) conflict, (4)
power-bargaining, (5) deal-bargaining,
(6) collusion, (7) accommodation, and
(8) cooperation. The order in which
these eight patterns are listed is sug-
gestive only; the succession does indi-
cate a certain progression — the first
four represent degrees or varieties of
conflict and the last four belong in
the general sphere of cooperation —
but not necessarily an actual sequence
of chronology or a line of evolution or,
for that matter, a scale of judgment.

The very labels affixed to these type-
forms of relationship seek to establish
the classifications for what they are —
convenient abstractions from a cease-
less overlapping flow of interrelated
action and response. These "patterns,"
differentiated one from another, sum-
marize multiple gradations of difference
in degree, of more and less, rather than
of differences in kind, among the rela-
tions that bind managements and unions
in characteristic activities ranging from
conflict to cooperation. Even within
that format they do not denote final or
fixed structures of relationship, but
tentative, experimental, perhaps clini-
cal hypotheses submitted for testing in
research and practice — and as a guide
for understanding.

All these structures of relationship,
finally, show the impact of the strategic
fact that, since 1937 and the validation
of the Wagner Act, union recognition
as such, formerly the central issue of
industrial relations, has been removed
from the scene of overt industrial war-

fare. The union certified as majority
representative of the employees in a
bargaining unit now must be accepted
as the party of the second part in joint
dealings. Even conflict pattems of re-
lationship today signify predominantly
relations between managements and
unions which do bargain together —
a very different accent to conflict in
industry from that generated by the
refusal to establish any bargaining re-
lations at all.

The Structure of Containment-
Aggression. In this structure — with
the union aggressively pressing to ex-
tend its scope of action and manage-
ment striving with equal determination
to contain it within bounds — the
modes of joint dealing generally reflect
the responses of leaders on both sides
to the sheer newness of the relations
into which they suddenly have found
themselves plunged by legal compul-
sions and organizing force. These de-
velopments have been marked particu-
larly in the large-scale plants of basic
industry, long strongholds against the
entry of unionism. The transition to
collective bargaining between the new
unions, turbulent, pushing, or even
grasping, and the reluctant, disturbed
managements upon which they were
imposed often evoked a determination
to keep the intruders as much in their
place, and in as narrow a place, as
possible.

By the nature of things, the descrip-
tion of relations in this structure pro-
ceeds largely in terms of management
negatives. Every characteristic phase
of bargaining practice is held to the
strict limits of legal obligation. In
negotiating the joint agreement, man-
agement gives way as gradually as pos-
sible. It accepts the organization first
as representative solely for local union
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members among the employees, then
perhaps as exclusive bargaining agent
for all workers in plants where the
organization has won representation
elections, and only at long last for
production and maintenance workers
throughout the company. It also care-
fully enumerates the categories of "ex-
cluded" employees. Any form of
union security is resisted, while the
check-off also is regarded with extreme
reserve. The scope of negotiation is
not only rigidly defined but consist-
ently held to the traditional subject
matter of wages, hours, and conditions
of employment.

Strict construction of the agreements
affords management further safeguards
against union pressures. In daily ad-
ministration, legalistic interpretation
and insistence upon disciplined ob-
servance of contractual obligations
seem to offer the best assurance of the
shop order sought amid the turmoil
and uncertainties of the new relation-
ship.

Some managements are sincerely
convinced that this structure fills an
enduring need, just as some unions
have no idea of a more mature status
for themselves. In this view, the aggres-
sion of new unions, forcing entry into
plants long resisting collective bargain-
ing, is not solely a phase of transition.
Instead militancy, ceaseless union pres-
sures against the established practices
of shop authority, are regarded as in-
digenous characteristics of unionism it-
self. Accordingly, joint dealings which
limit the field of union intervention to
rigidly defined bounds project a pat-
tern of seeming permanence. Within
this narrow compass managements are
ready to deal with their employees who
are union members. But regarding the
compass itself within which a union
may act for its members, they will not

voluntarily give an inch. Containment
hardens into matters of "principle."

But the responses such containment
inevitably evokes, or the impulses it
inevitably re-enforces, quite as inevi-
tably undermine the containing rela-
tionship within which management
would hold joint dealings. For a union
is, in fact, a highly dynamic institution,
ceaselessly pressing against the estab-
lished orbits of shop rights and custom.
The more management strives to con-
fine mutual action to limited agenda,
the more labor leaders intensify their
pressures to- break through to wider
acceptance. Do "wages" validly in-
clude demands for a guaranteed annual
wage; do "conditions" include insur-
ance and security plans? These repre-
sent typical issues of current bargain-
ing scope. The union meeting a firm
"no" from management has been turn-
ing to the courts or the strike or the
political campaign. Its leaders watch
more successful rivals, see factional
opponents make a case for greater mili-
tancy to the members, and step 'up the
tempo of their demands upon manage-
ment. In other words, if union aggres-
sion originally arouses the managerial
desire for containment, persisting con-
tainment incites intensified aggression.
Joint dealings in such circumsunces
will give way to some other, and per-
haps more intractable, pattern.

On the other hand, very different
developments in bargaining relations
may transform containment into a
more accommodative pattern of joint
dealings. For the very fact that the
relationship has continuity creates a
kind of reassurance. New unions ma-
ture; the turbulence of transition
settles down to the relative stability of
established leadership and seasoned
membership; the recurrent meetings
across the negotiating table or in the
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grievance conference engender the
acceptances of familiarity, the routines
of interaction, the habits of adjustment
and compromise. This does not mean
that sharp differences and episodes of
conflict no longer will arise. They un-
doubtedly will; but they will also be-
come accustomed incidents in one of
the accommodative structures of rela-
tionship. The structure of contain-
ment-aggression, in a word, contains a
capacity for internal evolution — to-
ward intensified conflict or toward
more accommodative relations.

The Ideological Structure. Very
different in almost all respects is the
ideological relationship. This struc-
ture of joint dealings is still numer-
ically unimportant, but as long as any
given structure of joint dealings re-
mains in the hands of the ideologists,
inevitably it remains also a conflict
pattern. In this structure the union
sets the basic design, with management
doing the reacting, rather than the
other way around as is more typical of
the containment-aggression pattern. Of
course ideological unions —unions dedi-
cated primarily to an ideology like
socialism or communism or the tran-
scendence of class over national con-
siderations — are no new phenomenon
in American industrial relations. But
their earlier prototypes, such as the
syndicalistic Industrial Workers of the
World or the socialistic Workers' In-
ternational Industrial Union, were
minority organizations within a fringe
labor movement. The socialism of the
founders of such important organiza-
tions as the major needle trade unions
has been assimilated, as they grew in
strength and responsibility, into Ameri-
can progressivism and pioneering bar-
gaining. But the communist and left-
wing unions of the present day loom

more formidable precisely because the
party line they seek to serve via union
policy ties in with an expanding revo-
lutionary movement dominated by a
powerful communist state. And the
American labor movement within
which they pursue the party line is no
longer a marginal force futilely be-
sieging basic industry, but a growingly
powerful institution functioning at the
very core of the whole economy.

In the United States, of course, the
ideological structure of relationship
remains predominantly a vehicle of
particular union leaders. The straight
trade union programs by which they
hold the members become also a tool
of ideological purpose. Repeated ob-
servations have now made widely fa-
miliar the fluctuations of the party line
with the changing issues of foreign rela-
tions stemming from the Kremlin,
through the defense period, the war,
and the postwar years. To be sure,
these gyrations have on occasion in-
duced policies of the most unalloyed
cooperation. But even then, just as on
occasions when militancy becomes
again the watchword, the major de-
terminants of action root in considera-
tions external to the intrinsic interests
of American industrial relations. Be-
yond any short-term changes in the
bargaining program, accordingly, the
ideological structure does constitute
the most undeviating and ineradicable
conflict pattern in present-day indus-
trial relations. For the party-line lead-
ers accept neither the system of free
collective bargaining nor the American
democracy of which it is part.

Manifestly, such an undivided focus
on external goals means that the ideo-
logical structure of relationship possesses
no innate potentialities for evolution
toward a more accommodative struc-
ture of joint dealings. Consequently,
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the reliance on time and experience,
which may prove helpful in other struc-
tures, in this one can become a source
of actual danger. Only by ousting
party-line leaders from positions of
union leadership, whether by legisla-
tion or by employer resistance or by
intra-union action, may this source of
conflict be minimized.

The Structure of Conflict. The con-
flict structure that rises from the deter-
mination of a management to refuse to
deal with a particular union dominated
industrial relations before 1933. To-
day it has become, for reasons already
indicated, a secondary pattern in col-
lective bargaining. Nevertheless em-
ployers still remain, particularly in the
South, who hold onto the earlier deter-
mination to bar unions by all means
now legally at their disposal. And at
their 1948 conventions the central fed-
erations of labor prepared to renew in-
tensive organizing campaigns in the
South. The organizers may turn to
new tactics that build upon carefully
won community acceptance of the un-
ion, or they may depend chiefly upon
the older, more familiar devices that
"fight it out."

But the same sharp difference, of
course, once more sets all such union-
management conflict apart from the
organizing struggles of earlier decades:
Whenever the union receives a ma-
jority mandate from the employees to
whom it is appealing, the employer
must embark upon joint dealings and
collective relationships. Under a con-
flict structure, however, such an em-
ployer usually never really accepts the
union. In contrast to containment, he
does not yield to the union even a
narrow, restricted scope until he liter-
ally has to, and he looks for the first
opportunity to get rid of the intruder.

The Structure of Power-Bargaining.
Power bargaining among the structures
of present-day industrial relations also
continues an old-style pattern of con-
flict, with roots extending far back in
industrial history. But unlike the basic
conflict patterns stemming from non-
acceptance of the bargaining institu-
tion as such, the parties to power-
bargaining generally accept not only
one another but also the unqualified
logic of the market place. Indeed, the
outstanding representatives of power-
bargaining among the unions — the
leaders of the mine workers, musicians,
teamsters, building trade workers, and
so on — are often conservatives, even
in their politics, with little interest in
idealistic "trimmings" that might "dress
up" their hard-boiled willingness to
exact by every pressure within their
power the last ounce of benefit for
their members that economic condi-
tions at any given time make possible.
Tough leaders in their own organiza-
tion as well as tough bargainers at the
negotiating table, the artificers of
power-bargaining seldom explain or
expound; they demand and act to wrest
from the men on the other side all that
the traffic will bear.

If certain conservative unions and
their leaders have become the best-
known practitioners of power-bargain-
ing, they hold no exclusive patent to
its "techniques." Left-wing organiza-
tions also operate within this pattern
of relations. Even more important, the
employers involved, either by their own
historic initiative or through present-
day policies directed toward establish-
ing a balance of power, have always
played — and still do play — their sig-
nificant part. Thus management too
marshals power as it can and with
hard-̂ boiled calculation takes advan-
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tage of market and other conditions
favorable to its interests.

The distinctive development of
"multiple-employer bargaining" in the
San Francisco Bay area furnishes a
vivid example of the interacting influ-
ences stemming from strategy and
tactics on both sides. It originated as
a strategy of defense on the part of the
employers who faced the militancy and
aggressiveness of such new unions as
the left-wing International Longshore-
men's and Warehousemen's Union, or
of older but also militant and swiftly
expanding organizations. Labor was
developing to high efficiency its "whip-
saw tactics" of wresting different con-
cessions from individual employers
and then embodying into the final
over-all agreement the provision on
each issue that granted the most favor-
able concessions. The employers finally
sought to counterattack through the
master agreement covering a group or
association. These associations then
fought to "promote the recognition
and exercise of the right of employers
to bargain collectively." Some em-
ployers' councils have stopped with
the function of negotiating contracts;
others engage also in contract ad-
ministration, with staff men who
handle grievances and interpret con-
tract clauses, as well as conduct
negotiations. But throughout the joint
dealings the frank manipulation of
relative power dominates relations.^

Thus whatever the background de-
velopment behind any specific struc-
ture of power-bargaining, the same
characteristic alignment is apt to exist.
Strong and securely established unions
face strong, and often associated, em-
ployers. The implications of strength

1 Clark Kerr and Lloyd H. Fisher, "Multiple-
Employer Bargaining: The San Francisco Ex-
perience," Insights into Labor Issues (edited by

and relatively balanced power are
faced; each side "accepts" the other as
sovereign spokesman for its side. And
they accept each other as practical men
and economic realists. Thus, when
market conditions favor one side, the
other attempts the best possible hold-
ing operations, and vice versa.

During the past decade, while the
unions were gaining such marked
accretions of strength, market condi-
tions have favored labor's exercise of
power. What employers in these power
relationships may do when the eco-
nomic pendulum swings downward re-
mains to be seen. But given the
present-day strength of the unions, the
strong loyalties of their members to
most of the outstanding power-bar-
gainers, and the practical, if "tough,"
realism of their leaders, the adjust-
ments seem likely to move in the orbit
of market conditions and the balance
of power, rather than in any renewed
effort to "break the unions" themselves.

By that very fact, the potentialities
of this structure in the new institu-
tional context of large-scale collective
bargaining seem clear-cut. On the one
hand, the bargaining organizations may
move to an effective balance of power
that will itself minimize overt conflict.
While the union may hold the threat
of company-wide, market-wide, or even
industry-wide strikes to enforce com-
pliance with its demands, management
will possess the parallel potentialities
of effective lockout. Students of San
Francisco multiple-employer bargain-
ing believe that experience points
toward such general developments. On
the other hand, power-bargaining may
also stimulate increasing government
regulation.

Richard H. Lester and Joseph Shister; New York,
The Macmillan Company, 1948), pp. 25-61.
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Power, of course, constitutes a com-
ponent in all collective bargaining, and
it has been expressly to redress existing
inequalities in the balance of industrial
power that our recent laws have been
enacted. But experience is showing
that it is not the possession of power
but the manner of its exercise that
creates the intractable problems and
the ones least amenable to internal
controls. By that same token, it is in
the manner in which unions and com-
panies exercise the power they all seek
to bring to the conference table that
the power-bargainers differ from those
bargaining in the other structures of
relationship. By the very logic of their
approach the power bargainers come,
particularly to contract negotiations,
prepared to press their every advantage
regardless of the impact upon the
consuming public. Whatever the
means, whether jurisdictional strike,
shutdown of a basic industry or essen-
tial service, or recourse to violence, the
power-bargainers have not hesitated to
follow the course that served the ends
of their own members.

Thus it is that even when those as-
pects of racketeering or criminality
which may be injected into the ruthless
fight for advantage are excluded, use of
traditional power instruments often
degenerates into abuse. Yet in many
cases the leaders involved can urge
justification in their quest for answers
to real problems among their members
and real service of their legitimate in-
terests. Few would be inclined to ques-
tion, for instance, the hard and danger-
ous conditions of life and work endured
by the miners. But somewhere a line
must be drawn between the ruthless
use of generally valid means in pur-
suit of good group ends and the re-
sponsible linkage of such means and
ends.

As long as the power bargainers did
not control whole industries or locali-
ties, their strategies, whatever the ad-
mitted difficulties in specific applica-
tions, might seem tolerable or at least
preferable to legal regulation. But the
sheer expansion of organized group
power makes such exercise of it in-
creasingly affected with the public
interest. The chain of cause and effect
seems to lead irresistibly to the end re-
sult of increasing government inter-
vention directed expressly toward curb-
ing excessive exploitation of power
which recurrently threatens the general
welfare.

The Structure of Deal-Bargaining.
What we may term "deal-bargaining"
— the kind that involves a "deal" be-
tween management and union — un-
doubtedly requires a high degree of
cooperation and mutual understanding
between the management and union
leaders who engage in it. By the very
nature of the deal it is a device limited
to top leadership. This is at once the
source of its efficiency and strength,
and also of its inherent weakness.
Belonging to the secret diplomacy of
bargaining, it naturally does not reveal
itself on the records. Yet all familiar
with the concrete experiences of in-
dustrial relations can testify to the
wide prevalence of the deal — in nego-
tiation, grievance settlement, arbitra-
tion, rate setting, strike settlements,
and other joint activities. Indeed deal-
bargaining represents one more version
of a rooted American habit; in many
fields of activity our people have always
enjoyed the procedures of making
"good deals."

In so far as the deal promotes smooth
and pacific adjustment of differences,
with relative speed and efficiency, it
seldom creates an immediately threat-
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ening problem. The public profits by
the resulting industrial peace and un-
interrupted production. Management
has repeatedly paid gratified tribute to
the practical labor leaders with whom
it can "do business." Union represent-
atives are often equally appreciative
of management spokesmen who under-
stand their particular problems and are
willing to meet them halfway in find-
ing workable answers.

Yet deal-bargaining remains a trun-
cated cooperation precisely because it
does not bind all levels of the partici-
pants in the bargaining structure. By
the deal each side voluntarily gives up
something within the total set of de-
mands presented at any time for those
the leaders represent, and it may be
difficult to explain the reasons for the
compromise to the ranks. Different
reasons — rationalizations —- may be of-
fered, at times with impressive grand-
stand plays to the unsuspecting gallery
watching their leaders "fight for them";
or no explanations may be forthcoming
at all. Opportunities for participation
and education by experience are
missed.

The mode of communicating or
transmitting the results of the deal,
accordingly, is the test that affords the
ultimate measure of its usefulness amid
the realities of practical joint dealings.
In so far as its mutualities fail to em-
brace all levels of the relationships
affected by the decisions reached by the
men at its top, it builds a type of co-
operation that remains at the least
limited, at the worst recurrently pro-
ductive of trouble, of misunderstand-
ing — and of conflict in the form of
wildcat strikes.

Precisely because deal bargaining is
secret and episodic, an illustration or
two may bring out some of its prob-
lems. In a chain of retail stores selling

consumers' goods, a union had won
recognition after a stormy organizing
struggle. The employees were pro-
foundly stirred; and even after the first
agreement had been signed, company
executives found some of the shop
stewards, overactive and zealous in
pressing grievances, a thorn in the
managerial flesh. As the second con-
tract came up for renegotiation, the
union was fighting for inclusion of a
"union security clause" in its terms.
Top management made a proposition
to top union leaders (patently this was
before the Taft-Hartley Act went into
effect): In return for a union shop, will
you give us a contract provision con-
fining all grievance procedure to head-
quarters officials on both sides? Union
headquarters agreed; top union offi-
cials journeyed some 200 miles from
the center of turmoil in the ranks to
company headquarters. There the re-
vised agreement was negotiated ami-
cably and signed with mutual felicita-
tions. A new era in joint relations,
the negotiators declared, had been
lauhched.

But the ink had hardly dried on the
signatures when one of the most mili-
tant of the shop stewards insisted upon
handling a complaint despite his
supervisor's warning that he must not
leave his work. When he was dis-
charged for' insubordination, em-
ployees threatened to strike unless "this
best fighter for our interests" was im-
mediately reinstated. Management de-
manded contract observance of the top
union leaders; these union leaders in
turn pleaded for time to educate their
members; and the members, turbulent
and restive again, talked only "strike."
The matter had to be appealed to an
arbitrator, who soon realized that he
had been called upon to undo a veri-
table Gordian knot — the discharge of
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a steward deprived of contract status
through a "deal" which had not been
transmitted to the ranks.

Very different in its context but
similar in its results is the deal which
generated a dispute over vacation
rights in another company. Relations
between union and management in this
industry had been long established and
were highly cooperative. In the market
where this dispute arose, transfers of
ownership, mergers, and other mana-
gerial changes were frequent at the
time. It had been common for a pros-
pective "new" management, before
completing its purchase or other acqui-
sition of a given "old" business, to con-
fer with top union leadership of the
region in order to negotiate relaxations
of responsibility for specified employee
rights under the agreement. When eco-
nomic conditions seemed to justify the
request and loss of members' jobs was
the threatened alternative, the union
generally proved willing to negotiate
the deals that would enable the new
owners to take over.

One merger, however, combined a
long-organized small firm with a large,
highly successful company owned by
close relatives of management in the
acquired shop. It happened to be
February when the employees, laid off
during the merger negotiations, were
recalled to work. The union leaders
had negotiated certain wage-rate ad-
justments to facilitate the merger, but
there was dispute over whether the
"deal" included any agreement on
vacation rights and other benefits. At
any rate, when summer came, em-
ployees who had worked for more than
three years, and indeed up to twenty
years and more, for the "old" firm were
refused two weeks' vacation to which
their complete service gave them con-
tractual title.

Management insisted that as em-
ployees of the present firm they could
not be credited with more years of serv-
ice than the company itself had been
in existence. The aroused members
threatened to strike if denied their
"vacation rights." The union urged
that management was violating the
whole spirit of the joint relations by
claiming the letter of the law as test of
obligation to long-service employees.
And once more the arbitrator was asked
to unravel a vexatious difficulty created
by deal-bargaining.

Examples could be multiplied; but
the bearing of the evidence is clear.
Deal-bargaining, often practicable, re-
alistic, and cooperative though it may
be, remains cooperation only at top
levels and is instinct with trouble if
the ranks do not prove willing to "go
along" with the deal.

The Structure of Collusion. When
deal-bargaining shades into collusion,
the resulting "cooperation" generates
problems that extend beyond the spe-
cific "internal" structure of relation-
ship to affect adversely the legitimate
interests of other employers, other
workers, and the consuming public.
For the collusive parties to collective
bargaining connive to control their
market, supplies, or prices, or engage
in practices of mutual interest to serve
their exclusive advantage. They co-
operate, but through a form of jointly
established monopoly which is frankly
unconcerned with every legitimate in-
terest except their own. The courts
have already declared certain types of
these collusive deals illegal, and the
watchfulness of competitors, rival
unions, and public representatives will
no doubt continue to curb these ques-
tionable d l ^

best known court decisions. United
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It must be recognized, of course,
that American experience with such
collusive relationships has been accu-
mulated in small-scale industry. The
potentialities of collusion between big
unions and giant corporations loom
far more formidable. But most stu-
dents of present-day collective bargain-
ing would agree, I believe, that little
sign of such developments can be found
in its concrete realities.*

The Structure of Accommodation.
The structure of accommodation has
many likenesses, as would be antici-
pated, to the structure of cooperation;
it is also difficult to define precisely the
differences between them. As useful,
but necessarily still tentative, boundary
lines to mark the one off from the
other, I would suggest that accommo-
dation may be differentiated from co-
operation in joint dealings by two
broad tests: (1) the scope of mutuality,
and (2) the intangibles of underlying
spirit.

By and large, managements and
unions who deal together within rela-
tionships of accommodation tend to
confine their cooperative approaches
to what may be termed the traditional
agenda of collective bargaining. They
still concentrate practice and proce-
dure upon establishing wages, hours,
and conditions of employment, and
then upon administering the jointly
established standards. Although not
unduly alarmist about the potential of
every demand for encroaching upon
managerial prerogatives, or of every
counterdemand for undermining valid
shop rights, the parties to accommoda-

States V. Brims, 273 U. S. 549 (i92S); and Allen
Bradley Co. v. Local Union No. 5, I.B.E.W., 325
U. S. 797 (1945) show the persistence of the
underlying problem in the almost two decades
that separate the two cases.

tive bargaining do maintain alert
watchfulness upon these ramparts of
principle, these orbits of respective
equities and privileges.

But within these established bounds
of normal collective bargaining, the
leaders, ranks, and organizations linked
by relationships of accommodation
interact within comfortably "custom-
ary," familiar patterns of behavior.
They have evolved their routines of
recognizing functions and settling dif-
ferences. They have learned how to
adjust one to another in daily affairs,
to accept the reduction of conflict as an
accomplishment without demanding its
totaf elimination. They have proved
themselves willing to compromise
whenever possible, to conciliate when-
ever necessary, and to tolerate at all
times.

The very potentialities for more con-
structive joint dealings inherent in the
structure of accommodation emphasize
the value of distinguishing it from the
structure of cooperation. The fact that
it can be a stage in development toward
cooperation and at the same time may
be more practicable under existing
circumstances both in industrial plants
and for collective bargaining as a whole,
means that it is worth setting up as an
attainable goal. The end results may
be more satisfying and productive of
sound relations because the difficulties
and frustrations of trying to go too far,
too quickly, are thereby avoided.

The Structure of Cooperation. This
structure, in the pattern it usually takes
in present-day collective bargaining, is
characterized by the fact that the

' See, for instance, Frederick H. Harbison and
Robert Dubin, "Patterns of Industrial Relations:
United Automobile Workers (CIO), General
Motors, Studebaker" (Chicago, Science Research
Associates, 1947), pp. 190-191.



186 Harvard Business Review

parties extend mutual concerns beyond
the familiar matters of wages, hours,
and conditions. They also recognize
productive efficiency, the solvency of
business, the price of products, the
elimination of waste, the advance of
technology, and so on, as components
in their common interest. The union
accepts managerial problems as being
of concern to labor; management rec-
ognizes its stake in stable, effective
unionism; together they dispose of
problems as they arise. The dealings
developed through the years in the ma-
jor needle trades constitute the out-
standing example of this structure of
predominantly cooperative relation-
ship, although there are similar instan-
ces elsewhere of course, and still other
situations show the parties to collective
bargaining attempting by conscious
policy to promote such cooperation.

We can use the experience in the
needle trades to illustrate the differ-
entiating characteristic of underlying
spirit. Clothing workers still may
strike, to be sure, and still may face
tough differences with employers. But
when cooperative relationships have
been achieved, not even in such epi-
sodes of conflict will the Amalgamated
Clothing Workers, for instance, pub-
licly denounce, or even attack in its
own press, the firm of Hart, Schaffner
and Marx, let us say, or Hickey-
Ereeman, or Bond's, or the National
Association of Men's Clothing Manu-
facturers as "profit-swollen corpora-
tions," or "greedy exploiters," or any-
thing else of the sort. Nor will the
companies charge the union with ir-
responsibility, or politics, or power-
driven leadership. Instead, differences
are recognized elements of cooperative
dealings whether at the negotiating
table or the grievance meeting. Simi-
larly, mutual acceptance carries over

to undeviating subscription, on the
part of the union, to the right and need
of business profits and, on the part of
the company, to the right and need of
union intervention.

It may be noted that the 15 case
examples chosen by the National Plan-
ning Association for its unfolding in-
quiry into "The Causes of Industrial
Peace" represent structures either of
accommodation or cooperation.

Evolving Relationships
These eight structures, then, over-

lapping as they are, blurred though the
boundaries between them may be,
nonetheless suggest the variety of
present-day industrial relations in indi-
vidual plants and industries. By that
same token they also can help us deter-
mine the directions which collective
bargaining, as a dynamic institution in
the whole American economy and as
it operates in any particular sector of
that economy, may be taking in a con-
tinuous, evolving response to internal
and extemal pressures.

There is, let it be said at once, noth-
ing inevitable in those directions, or in
the general line such evolution will
follow. It would be comfortably re-
assuring if we could believe that unions
and managements which bargain today
within a conflict structure of relations
will be led by time and experience to a
cooperative structure. Time, as we
shall see, does play its seasoning part,
as does experience. Indeed conflict and
containment structures belong to re-
cently organized sectors of the whole
bargaining network in industry, where
usually "new" unions deal with man-
agements that long were nonunion or
face managements that still are non-
union. Correspondingly, the major
cooperative structures, particularly ac-
commodation and cooperation, find
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their outstanding exemplars in long-
organized industries. Yet the fact that
older bargainers also deal one with the
other within the patterns of power-
bargaining, deal-bargaining, and collu-
sion suggest that these, too, may consti-
tute stopping points in the development
of joint dealings within any given bar-
gaining unit. For, to repeat, with time
and experience the fears and hostilities
underlying conflict relationships lose
their sharp edge; yet the exacting
mutualities of accommodation or co-
operation pose demands that are not
easily met within the institutional
logics of the bargaining organizations.
Power-bargaining, deal-bargaining, and
even collusion often win quicker and
easier results, at least in the short run.

But if the directions of future devel-
opment in collective bargaining are in
no sense inevitable, in no way a fore-
gone outcome of internal or external
forces, they become by that very fact
amenable to human choice and pur-
pose. The leaders of any particular
union or company, as they become
increasingly aware that relationships
can be shaped or structured in a num-
ber of different patterns, can con-
sciously determine which of the avail-
able recourses best fits their respective
needs and objectives. They can then
seek to build their relations on the
chosen model. In time practical skills
and insights should develop for such
collective bargaining, skills that carry
forward the characteristic activities of
joint dealings — negotiation, grievance
adjudication, arbitration, legislation,
even strikes or lockouts, and so on —
to further the promotion of the desired
continuing relationships.

Such developments may actually be
under way in the basic industries where
collective bargaining has secured its
most recent and also its most important

foothold. All is in flux in these newest
sectors of collective bargaining, and
specific experiments lend themselves to
varying interpretations in their poten-
tial for evolving relationships. This is
not to imply that the leaders on either
side are testing innovations by any
purposeful program for structuring
relationships in defined and chosen
patterns. They may be; but they also
may merely be seeking ad hoc answers
for pressing immediate problems.

Nevertheless the question of precise
origins need not prevent them, or the
rest of us, from learning from their
experience whether the things done by
the parties to collective bargaining can
cast joint dealings in deliberately
chosen molds. Even a cursory survey of
the whole field lies beyond the compass
of this analysis; a glance at some recent
developments in steel production and
auto manufacturing, however, may il-
lustrate the general flux and variety
which remain the significant tenden-
cies in present-day industrial rela-
tions.

U. S. Steel and the United Steelwork-
ers. In 1947 the United States Steel
Corporation wrote into its contracts
with the United Steelworkers of
America (CIO) a provision which
management likes to term the "atti-
tudes clause." This declaration of
joint "purpose and intent" is directed
expressly toward improving relations
between the two institutions.

The familiar background against
which collective bargaining has been
developing in steel production high-
lights the general dynamism of current
industrial relations and the specific
significance of such an experiment as
"the attitudes clause." For 45 years,
from the Homestead Strike of 189a to
the signing of the first joint agreements
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in 1937, the steel industry had con-
stituted a stronghold of resistance to un-
ionism. No bitter, hard-fought organ-
izing struggle, however, preceded the
actual initiation of collective bargain-
ing in the United States Steel Corpora-
tion. Instead, a series of amicable con-
ferences between Myron W. Taylor
and John L. Lewis produced the first
agreements.

The industry generally, however, did
not follow the big corporation's lead in
this change to union recognition. Its
influence did ramify widely, of course,
enabling the Steelworkers to sign agree-
ments, with only minor strike incidents,
in some 140 companies within three
months after the pioneering agreement
with the key U. S. Steel unit, Carnegie-
Illinois. But ten of these contracts
were with subsidiaries of U. S. Steel;
and only one really large independent,
Jones and Laughlin, "signed up."
The major independents — Bethlehem,
Republic, Youngstown Sheet & Tube,
Inland, and Weirton — continued to
resist, and by and large succeeded in
staving off collective bargaining until
1941.

The subsequent evolution of rela-
tionships has seen the crystallization of
a variety of patterns. Containment had
its considerable innings and still exer-
cises influence upon relationships. At
the opposite pole, ventures in coopera-
tion toward improving production
techniques, reducing waste, and in-
creasing efficiency have been urged on
its locals by the union from its earliest
days,* and have actually been under-
taken with some of the smaller com-
panies.

For the most part, however, just as

*E.g., "Production Problems, A Handbook for
Committeemen of Local Lodges of Steelworkers
Organizing Committee," Publication No. a, 1938.

= Agreement between Carnegie-Illinois Steel

the master or standard agreement
negotiated between U. S. Steel and the
United Steelworkers determines wages,
hours, and working conditions gener-
ally for the industry, so the stabiliza-
tion of joint dealings in U. S. Steel
seems to have characterized develop-
ments in other companies. Wildcat
stoppages have exhibited a steady down-
ward trend as grievance adjudication
develops its customary approaches and
acceptances. The massive job inequity
program, formally initiated in Febru-
ary 1945, simplified and standardized
the rate structure throughout the in-
dustry on the basis of joint studies and
procedures undertaken by 12 major
companies and the union. (It is true,
and should be noted, that this program
stemmed from a directive of the War
Labor Board in 1944. Nonetheless, its
execution constituted a remarkable
demonstration of accommodative rela-
tionships and an effective disposition
of a long-recognized problem.) Joint
safety committees since 1947 function
in basic steel plants, expressly "not to
handle grievances" but to study and
improve existing rules and practices.
Within the traditional orbits of wages,
hours, and conditions, in a word, rela-
tions in this basic industry have been
exhibiting the growing mutuality, tol-
erance, and understanding that suggest
progress away from containment.

Within this context "the attitudes
clause" * emerges as an innovation ex-
pressly designed to further the relation-
ship we have here defined as "accom-
modation." This clause explicitly
makes progress toward "the highest
possible degree of friendly and coopera-
tive relationships," the "goal" of both

Corporation and the United Steelworkers ot
America (CIO), production and maintenance em-
ployees, April 22, 1947, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania,
pp. 4-6.
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the company and the union. Relation-
ships are projected as an integrated net-
work binding the companies and the
union through "their respective rep-
resentatives at all levels" and "all
employees." Good institutional rela-
tionships, it is further recognized, must
be based upon "proper attitudes" —
upon "full understanding of and regard
for the respective rights and responsi-
bilities of both the company and the
union."

Promotion of such relationships, it
is expressly recognized in turn, "de-
pends on more than words in a labor
agreement." It depends "primarily on
attitudes between people" acting in
their institutional roles in local plants
as well as negotiation conferences.
These attitudes are best built in con-
crete activities. Accordingly, the par-
ties provide that regular quarterly
meetings should be held for joint ap-
praisal of problems arising under the
collective agreement that "may be
interfering with the attainment of their
joint objective . . . to accomplish the
goal of cooperative, good industrial
relations. . . . " Finally, the parties re-
late success in their effort to funda-
mental national purposes; they see it
serving to "protect private enterprise
and its efficiency in the interests of all,
as well as the legitimate interest of
their respective organizations within
the framework of a democratic society
in which regard for fact and fairness
is essential."

The outcome of this experiment
of course cannot yet be foretold. The
first quarterly meetings held under the
stipulation of the attitudes clause, on
July 15 and December 11, 1947, were

'John A. Stephens, Vice President o£ Indus-
trial Relations, Carnegie-Illinois Steel Corpora-
tion, "A Concept o£ Industrial Relations"; an
address before the Executives Club o£ the Boston
Chamber o£ Commerce, Oct. 14, 1948, pp. 17-21.

formative. The 1948 wage negotia-
tions then interrupted the program.
Indeed, the company's decision at that
time to deny the union's demand for a
wage increase pending further observa-
tion of trends in living costs evoked
strong resentment. Although labor
honored its obligation not to strike, the
growing resentment found expression
in anticompany propaganda. And man-
agement began to ask whether the polit-
ical nature of the union as an institution
would ever permit a permanent quietus
on the anticompany propaganda that
blocks progress toward cooperative
relationships.®

Certainly these fears of the manage-
ment may have substance; the union
may not be ready as yet for such a
cooperative experiment amid the pres-
sures and tensions of the times. Never-
theless the steel corporation intends to
persist in its quest and may still demon-
strate the potentialities for advance
toward constructive relationships. For
U. S. Steel is a recognized pattern
maker not only for steel production
but for the whole economy. Patterns
can be set not only in the concrete
specifications of wages, hours, and
working conditions but also in the
quality of the underlying relations
within which they are determined.'̂

General Motors and the Auto
Workers. On May 25, 1948, General
Motors Corporation and the United
Automobile Workers announced the
amicable conclusion of their negotia-
tions. The settlement cancelled a
strike call that would otherwise have
become effective three days later; it
incorporated a "wage formula" by

'For a different interpretation of these
developments in steel see Frederick H. Harbison
and Robert Dubin, op. cit., pp. 199-200 and Part
IV as a whole, pp. 181-221.
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which wage rates for the two-year
contract term would be adjusted to
defined changes in the cost of living
and would also be raised by stated an-
nual increments to yield an improved
standard of living. It attracted national
attention, not only by virtue of this
interesting wage formula (actually the
formula was not widely adopted else-
where), but because the adjustment
thus established in this pattern-making
corporation did change the course of
developing wage policy toward labor's
demand for "third-round" increases.
U. S. Steel resumed negotiations and
granted a wage increase, as did General
Electric, although Chrysler and Ford
adhered to the policy of "holding the
line," the former even taking a strike
on the issue.

From the standpoint of the present
discussion the GM settlement raises
questions of more enduring importance:
May the wage formula represent also
the first signs of an important turning
point in a structure of industrial rela-
tions very different from that in steel,
but also highly important? The turn,
if turn it is, suggests none of the ex-
plicit purposiveness written into the
attitudes clause in the agreement be-
tween U. S. Steel and the Steelworkers.
But it does at least justify the question
whether, even beyond the immediate
realization of the parties, sheer concrete
bargaining experiences and the very
activities of joint dealings may not
slowly change the patterns of relation-
ship.

Intrinsically such a formula would
suggest a move toward accommodation
in union-management relationships.
Yet, ever since the union had won its
first foothold in General Motors — and
in motor manufacturing as well —
more than a decade before, the leaders
of both sides had been functioning

within a structure of containment-
aggression. The company, like so
many mass-production employers, had
long resisted unionism; the United
Automobile Workers won their first
agreement on February l i , 1937, after
a tumultuous struggle climaxed by sit-
down strikes.

Recognition was gradually extended.
But from the start to the present com-
pany-wide bargaining, restrictions upon
the agenda of joint dealings have been
consistently and rigorously maintained.
Even under wartime pressures the cor-
poration barred any invasions of the
bounds and limits its executives deemed
the proper frontiers for bargaining.
They resisted concessions on work
standards or wage increases that might
distort the wage-rate structure. They
accepted maintenance of membership
only as a War Labor Board directive,
and in the first postwar negotiations
explicitly terminated this form of
union security, "in consideration of"
the company's compromise formula for
check-off of dues.

Although harassed during the tur-
bulent transition after union recogni-
tion by wildcat stoppages and "quickie"
strikes, management soon restored
discipline by insisting upon compliance
with every contractual obligation and
penalizing those guilty of infractions.
Now both sides testify to the orderly
character of daily administration. As
early as 1940 provision for a permanent
arbitrator was embodied in the agree-
ment; but the issues both within and
beyond his arbitral jurisdiction have
always been specifically enumerated,
and arbitration has been kept to
strict legal construction in all griev-
ances.

If the corporation has pursued
the policies that denote characteris-
tically the effort to contain the union
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accepted in joint dealings, the union
has countered with equally typical
aggressiveness in seeking to penetrate
the bounds and limits by which its in-
tervention is confined. Walter P.
Reuther has been Director of the Gen-
eral Motors division of the union from
the start, and even retained this post
after his election as International Presi-
dent of the UAW in 1946. Mr.
Reuther, one of the nation's ablest
labor leaders, is not the type who
recognizes permanent limits to the
scope of collective bargaining. At any
rate, the resulting tug of principle
through concrete recurrent "demands"
has been persistent — before the war,
during it, and after it.

The bitter postwar strike afforded
the most recent and highly dramatic
manifestation of this underlying tug
between containment and aggression.
The details of the union's effort to
make GM the first target in labor's
effort to maintain take-home pay
against the feared dislocations and un-
employment of postwar adjustment
are still fresh. UAW leaders gained
favorable public reaction when they
professed willingness to reduce the
union's demand for a 30% increase if
a "look at the books" would prove such
an advance impossible without corre-
sponding price increases for assurance
of a fair profit. But GM stood firm
through a hotly and hard-fought strike
that lasted for 119 days. Though the
UAW finally offered to settle for the
191/̂  cents recommended by a Presiden-
tial fact-finding committee, GM in-
sisted on settlement at the "national
pattern" of i8i/^ cents, after agreeing
upon this figure for its employees rep-
resented by the United Electrical
Workers — CIO. This sequence, highly
distasteful to the UAW, set the pattern
also the following year — settlement

first with the UE for 111/̂  cents plus six
paid holidays, while the UAW was
pressing for 23!/^ cents.

Against this background the 1948
negotiations were undertaken. Con-
tainment and aggression still seemed
to stamp their impress upon the un-
folding proceedings. The corporation
refused to facilitate in any way the
union's drive for union shop elections
to meet the requirements of the Taft-
Hartley Act. It refused to bargain on
the union's continuing demands for
pensions and insurance.

When the actual negotiation confer-
ences opened, the union had presented
132 requests for concrete changes —
not as many as the total would suggest,
since the union's proposals incorpo-
rated all demands from the locals, even
different versions of substantially the
same demands, or separate demands for
changes in each paragraph of a given
contract provision, but still an impres-
sive "package." Management under-
took to handle the whole 132 proposals
"with careful objectivity and respect."
Its bargaining representatives prepared
thorough factual analyses to support
its statement of position upon each
demand. The union thereupon pre-
pared counteranalyses. At each session
the parties read these respective, and
often lengthy, expositions to each
other. The union brought a court
stenographer into the proceedings to
make, for the first time, a verbatim
transcript. After raising futile ques-
tions concerning the wisdom of this
innovation, GM introduced its own
court stenographer, and two transcripts
were made! And so on.

And it may well be that these evi-
dences of containing, arm's-length deal-
ings overweighed any potentialities of
the wage formula. Yet when the com-
pany offered the settlement at the 38th
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bargaining session, its spokesmen did
make interesting references to joint
experience and did articulate sympa-
thetic understanding of the union's in-
stitutional needs in the immediate situ-
ation.

It is impossible to cite the whole in-
teresting statement of position, but se-
lected citations and paraphrases do not
violate its tenor if they stress the expres-
sions of such "mutuality." "We realize,"
the company's spokesmen disclosed to
the union negotiators, "that time is run-
ning out, that you have dates that must
be met." The decision we make here
will exert its influence upon the whole
economy. The company knows your
union leaders possess the power and
authority "to authorize a strike" of
GM employees. But "all of us have
had firsthand experience with strikes
and the effect and aftermath of strikes."
Both sides have learned that "big strikes
have many of the same aspects as a
war." Seeming victory for one side or
the other "is only a relative matter as
both the employees and employer lose
. . . and the whole country loses along
with them." The union's objectives of
maintaining and improving purchasing
power are fair, and the current adverse
position claimed in these matters for
GM workers has been proved by the
"facts, as reviewed." Accordingly GM
is prepared to offer a proposal designed
to meet these express union objectives,
if the union will apply it within a long-
term contract assuring management
"stable and cooperative relations with
our employees."

The UAW did settle with GM on
May 25; two days later UE accepted
the pattern thus established.

Now, no "outside" exploration of

'C . E. Wilson, President of General Motors,
"Looking Forward in Labor Relations," a talk
given before the Rochester Chamber of Com-

this development can determine ex-
actly what it portends in the "intent"
of the parties regarding their own
internal, evolving relations. It may
well be that the wage formula still
represents a device of containment.
For it guarantees over the two-year
term of the contract only 9 cents per
hour increase, the same amount as
given the Packinghouse Workers; the
rest hinges upon changes in the cost
of living. (The amount actually
guaranteed is made up of two 3-cent
raises, one for each of the two years of
the contract, to pace increases in pro-
ductivity and improve the employees'
standard of living; and 3 cents out of
the initial 8-cent cost of living adjust-
ment, the amount which remains in
the rates as the floor for downward
adjustments.)

Company officials have recommended
to those "especially interested in union-
management problems" careful read-
ing of these agreements "as much for
what they leave out as for what they
contains." ^ If the omissions are in-
dices of containment, the 1948 agree-
ment does indeed show no provision
for a union shop; no provisions re-
garding insurance or pensions; no
changes in grievance procedures, in
the establishment of production stand-
ards, in seniority rights; and no conces-
sions on fringe benefits — all originally
proposed by the union.

The wage formula, on the other
hand, conceivably may indicate a
subtle adjustment to the realities of
power-bargaining. The union — utiliz-
ing the revealing military terminology
still so favored in its publications —
recommended the settlement to its
members as "essentially a holding

merce, Rochester, New York, Wednesday. June a,
1948, p. 9.
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operation" that could be "termed a
victory only in the context of today's
economic and political reaction." *
Both sides acted with acute awareness
of the actual costs and continuing im-
pact of the 1945-1946 strike. In the
union's strike vote two important
plants refused to support a walk-out.
Many union members were known to
feel that GM workers had been in the
front lines of the wage fight too often.
For its part the corporation had suf-
fered severe losses and much adverse
publicity in 1945-1946. Employees
who had sacrificed homes and savings
harbored resentments. The wage for-
mula did offer not only a settlement
but also potentialities for favorable
publicity and wide discussion.

Yet, when all this is granted, the
settlement also contained features that
might project emerging accommoda-
tion. Whatever concrete limitations
the union might see in the arithmetic
of the formula, its leaders felt that
General Motors, in making it, "has
accepted the principle that prices and
profits are a concern of labor. This is
progress." 1° Mr. Wilson, in analyzing
it for other businessmen, agreed that
employees could ask a "I64 question"
if the company refused increases as
living costs advanced and cars were
selling below the price "the market was
willing to pay for them." He subscribed
to the conclusion "that present high
wages were more the result of funda-
mental inflationary pressures created
by the war than of unreasonable pres-
sure of powerful international unions
of which the public is so conscious due
to the annual strikes and threats of

»UAW-CIO release. May 25, 1948. Cf. also
"What's in the GM and Chrysler' Contracts,"
Ammunition (published by the UAW-CIO)
Volume VI, Number 6, June 1948, pp. 3-10.

C. E. Wilson, op. cit., pp. 11-14.

Strikes." Arid he felt critics of the
formula should say how workers could
"get their real wages increased" to
"share in the prosperity of America.
Can they only accomplish this by strikes
and threats of strikes?" ^̂

Perhaps the most revealing aspect of
the wage formula lies in its indication
of new directions in relations, regard-
less of the precise form they may prove
to have taken. It may offer concrete
evidence of the generalization that the
structure of containment-aggression
represents a transitory stage in our in-
dustrial relations.

"Sizable organizations," to borrow a
phrase from Mr. Murray, like GM and
the UAW, enter each new episode in
joint dealings from a background of
evolving experience. The strike of
1945-1946 influences policy in 1948.
The sheer activities of collective bar-
gaining engender a search for adjust-
ments. And all the while the union is
emerging from the instabilities of early
factionalism and the struggle for leader-
ship. In its turn it grows aware of GM
as an institution. The corporation's
executives cite with a measure of ap-
preciation Mr. Reuther's characteriza-
tion before the Meade Committee of
the United States Senate when he said,
"General Motors is tough — we don't
agree with everything they do —• but at
least they have policies and they know
where they are going." ^̂  This mani-
fest and growing institutional adjust-
ment may crystallize eventually as
astute power-bargaining or as accom-
modation; but some change seems al-
ready in the currents of continuing
relations.^^

^ H . W. Anderson, Vice-President of General
Motors, "Management's Responsibility for Disci-
pline," a talk before the Industrial Relations
Section of the California Institute of Technology
in Los Angeles, January 1947, p. 14.

"Again, for a different interpretation of
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Ford and the UAW. Developments
in another sector of motor manufactur-
ing, the Ford Motor Company, reveal
still different aspects of the dynamism
and variety of present-day industrial
relations. For those developments sug-
gest a failure in one effort to win good
relations and a subsequent effort to
restructure relations.

The Ford Motor Company, it may
be recalled, like so many mass-produc-
tion employers, had long resisted union
recognition. Indeed, even after the
validation of the Wagner Act and the
initiation of collective bargaining in
the plants of its two major competitors
(GM and Chrysler), Ford held out
four years more. Those years saw the
struggle over unionism continued by
every weapon familiar to this no-
quarter battle — from court action to
outbreaks of violence. When Ford de-
cided to end the conflict in 1941, man-
agement apparently determined to go
"all-out" in recognizing the union.
No fonn of union shop has ever been
voluntarily granted by GM or Chrysler;
Ford in its first agreement of 1941 ac-
cepted the union shop and the check-
ofiE. All employees whose discharge for
alleged union activity had been pro-
tested to the NLRB were reinstated.
Management offered to incorporate
into the wage structure rates at least as
high for each type of work as those paid
by any major competitor named by the
union.

This first and admittedly liberal
agreement could well have been a prod-
uct of some form of deal bargaining.
But if management hoped thereby to
obliterate the hostilities and turbu-
lence evoked in the struggle for recog-
nition, and to move swiftly to stable

potentialities in the evolving relations at General
Motors, see Frederick H. Harbison and Robert
Dubin, op. cit., pp. 15-100; 181-201.

relationships, the results proved dis-
appointing. Protests against wildcat
stoppages and lack of discipline soon
were voiced to the union and reported
in the public press. Before long, how-
ever, the needs of war production over-
came all other considerations.

But with the end of the war, contract
negotiations raised questions regarding
the probable directions of relations,
questions still relevant in 1949. No
final answers can be formulated from
the agenda of the negotiating confer-
ences during the postwar years; the in-
tent of the parties may still prove some-
thing quite different. But their record
remains to be probed: Has management
been striving to restructure relation-
ships with the union, to tighten the
generous frame of accommodation or
deal-bargaining projected by the first
agreement, toward a more restrictive
frame of containment?

Amid the tensions and unsettlement
in labor relations that followed V-J
Day, Ford replied to the union's de-
mands for a 30% increase in wages
and other contract amendments with
an impressive list of 31 specific de-
mands of its own for contract revisions
— all seeking to codify and tighten the
contract, all explicitly grounded upon
the "experiences in the last four years."
Perhaps the most revealing of these
demands was the request for what
management termed "company secur-
ity." Pointing out that its acceptance
in 1941 of the union shop and check-off
had been hailed as "one of the most
progressive steps ever taken by union
and management toward industrial
peace," Ford deplored the unhappy
outcome of the "experiment."

A record of 773 work-stoppages since
1941, the Ford management argued,
hardly seemed proper retum for the
financial costs of the check-off and for



Varieties of Labor Relations 195

the union security afforded the union.
It proposed financial responsibility for
such stoppages in violation of the agree-
ment by assessing upon the union
stated fines for each worker involved.
Although the public statements of the
union met this charge with counter-
charges of "union-busting" and provoca-
tion, the actual negotiations produced
Article V of the 1946 agreement entitled
"Union Responsibility." Its terms set
penalties ranging from reprimand
through suspension to discharge for
employees involved in illegal walkouts.

In 1947 proposals for adjustments to
the requirements of the Taft-Hartley
Act and the union's increasing empha-
sis upon demands for pensions consti-
tuted the focal sources of hard-fought
differences at the negotiating sessions.
Once again it at least appeared as if
management was bent upon containing
the extreme push of militant demand
on these issues. The union's request
for freedom from liability for damage
suits under the Taft-Hartley Act was
submitted to joint study and suspended
action for a period of one year. The
union shop would be continued if the
union met the requirements of the law
through membership elections. As for
the pension plan, the members were to
vote their choice between two alterna-
tives: essentially the wage pattern for
the year (lii/^ cents plus six paid
holidays) and no pension plan; or a
7-cent hourly wage increase with the
pension plan. The workers chose the
first plan. Ford had effectively gauged
employee sentiment and held to the in-
dustry's wage pattern for that year.

When the 1948 negotiations ap-
proached, indications of a possible man-
agerial effort to withdraw from the
concessions of the first agreement multi-
plied. Ford requested elimination of
wage differentials which allegedly made

its rates still some 7 cents above those
of its major competitors. The union
challenged this claim and even charged
that Ford's standards were now in im-
portant respects inferior to those of its
competitors. As provided by the 1947
contract. Ford stood ready to continue
the union shop if the elections required
by the Taft-Hartley Act validated the
union's mandate. But when the union
requested company acquiescence in
holding these elections on plant prem-
ises, the management hesitated. Inter-
preting the hesitancy as a refusal, the
union arranged to have the polls else-
where. The company also insisted, up
to the point of NLRB appeal, that the
plant rather than the company should
be the unit in such elections but lost
out on this point when the union won
its protest before the NLRB. Some
90^ of eligible employees voted, of
whom almost 98^ cast their ballots for
the union shop. At Ford, as at GM,
the union pressed for a pension plan
and also an expanded insurance pro-
gram. The issue was temporarily set-
tled by providing for study by sep-
arate committees, with management
undertaking only to "consider" union
ideas on the matter. On the always cen-
tral demand for wage increases. Ford
urged that the time had come for man-
agement and union to weigh "public
security," as they had underwritten
"union security" in 1941 and "com-
pany security" in 1946. Management
counseled "holding the line against in-
flation" and receded from this position
only after GM had set the pattem for a
wage advance.

Whether such "straws in the wind"
really point to an effort on the part of
Ford to restructure relationships, to
abandon the cooperation it had pro-
jected as a complete turning point from
harsh and protracted conflict and to
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move toward something resembling
containment, time alone will tell.
Events will soon afford a significant test
since the terminal dates of current con-
tracts make it possible that Ford will
constitute "the target" for union pres-
sure in 1949. But beyond the certain-
ties of the calendar and the short-term
strategies of bargaining lie the unex-
pected subtle potentialities of industrial
relations themselves. Management at
Ford is people-minded, reorganizing,
willing to experiment; it has shown
readiness to cooperate; its disciplines
are not impersonally tight. The UAW
is stabilizing, maturing, learning from
experience. The balance may still veer
from containment to true accommoda-
tion in such a setup.

But whatever the outcome, once
more the drift of the concrete evidence
is clear: Developments are underway in
collective bargaining, and nothing is
constant in industrial relations save the
capacity for change and variety.

Importance of Awareness
How important it is for management

to act always with awareness of this un-
derlying process of structuring relations
may be seen dramatically in an unwit-
ting strengthening of ideological struc-
tures by General Motors and General
Electric. In 1946 and 1947, it will be
recalled. General Motors settled the
wage demands confronting the company
first with the United Electrical Work-
ers, leaving the United Automobile
Workers no alternative but to accept
the "pattern" thus set. In 1946, this
difficult prospect faced the United Au-
tomobile Workers at the closing days
of a long and costly strike. In 1947, the
fait accompli confronted them on the
threshold of an interunion conference
at which the "Big Three" of the CIO,
the Steelworkers, the Automobile

Workers, and the Electrical Workers,
were scheduled to confer on wage strat-
egy; by the time the meeting assembled
the UE had become the union "pattern
maker" through the voluntary offer of
General Motors.

The Electrical Workers represent
some 85,000 employees of General Mo-
tors; the United Automobile Workers,
some 220,000. But the top leaders of
the Electrical Workers have also been
listed among the "party-line" unionists
in the United States. The union's posi-
tion on the test issues of foreign affairs
and on domestic politics has never de-
viated from the left-wing, pro-Commu-
nist program; its leaders have failed to
sign the non-Communist affidavits; and,
most recently, the Atomic Energy Com-
mission has undertaken to bar it from
contracts in plants working on its proj-
ects, on grounds of national security.
It is true, of course, that, even within
so "externally" centered a structure of
relationship as the ideological, consid-
erable variety exists. The experience
of AUis Chalmers's dealing with a left-
wing UAW local or of the International
Harvester's bargaining with the left-
wing United Farm Equipment Work-
ers has not paralleled that of companies
facing the United Electrical Workers.
James Matles, director of organization
of the United Electrical Workers, is
recognized as an effective negotiator;
and management executives have told
me that they have "never found him
breaking his word." The opportunity to
settle with him may have appeared good
tactics to a company engaged in a tussle
with the redoubtable Mr. Reuther.

But Mr. Reuther in 1946 and 1947
was engaged in a no-quarter battle with
left-wing opponents in his own union.
The attacks against him in the Daily
Worker and the party-line union jour-
nals were persistent and unmistakable.
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From any long-term point of view, those
concerned with the fundamental secur-
ity of our changing democratic society
would hardly seek deliberately to
strengthen left-wing unions or factions
against the so-called right wing, what-
ever the opportunistic gains at a given
moment in bargaining strategy. (Gen-
eral Motors apparently took cogni-
zance of the inevitable resentments
evoked in the UAW by the prestige
given to the UE when the company, in
1948, settled first with the larger union.
Mr. Reuther had made it clear that
UAW would refuse to accept any ear-
lier settlement made with the UE as a
"pattern."

The problems of discriminating pol-
icy take on even larger significance
when they present themselves through
the activities of a management con-
vinced that employers have "a new job
today - a job of pre-eminent impor-
tance . . . if we are to survive as a de-
mocracy and if we are to retain our free
economic system of competition and in-
centives." ^* General Electric has been
conducting an educational program of
this kind. With "Communism and
f>ther forces of collectivism . . . press-
ing on all points toward the destruction
of America and its economic system,"
the time has come, in its view, to remedy
the fact that "no effort of any kind has
been made to answer the persuasive ar-
guments of the coUectivists," or coun-
teract "the grossest form of economic
misinformation and pressure-group
propaganda." i' Through "intra-plant
activities and plant-city advertising,"
General Electric has been making that
effort.

One piece of misinformation that the

" L . R. Boulware, Vice President, General
Electric Company, "Look to Smokestacks," a
timely article reprinted from Editor ir Publisher,
3Movember 6, 1948.

company has sought recently to correct
among its employees is that "we in Gen-
eral Electric management favored one
faction or the other in the UE." The
claims of favoritism had apparently
arisen from the preconvention battle
between the incumbent left-wing lead-
ers and their right-wing antagonists
seeking to oust them from office. The
same battle was mounting in intensity
in other CIO unions; it was to resound
a few weeks later in the 1948 Portland
convention of the CIO itself. General
Electric explicitly declared itself neu-
tral regarding the outcome of this fight;
it "had, and has, no choice"; it disap-
proves equally of both factions. Call-
ing "a plague on both your houses" —
such was the headline it used in one of
its announcements — the management
declared its belief that both sides in the
UE are "consciously or subconsciously"
working against the "better understand-
ing" and "better use" of our American
free enterprise system. Against this cen-
tral fact, management felt it made no
difference that one was termed "anti-
Communist" or the other a "door-
opener for the Communist party." ^̂

But the difficulties of such an absolut-
ist neutrality, above the realities of the
whole contemporary drift of events,
soon caught management's argument in
its own contradictions. From the stand-
point of collective bargaining, the ques-
tion immediately obtrudes itself as to
just what kind of labor union GE would
approve. Management attempted to
answer the implicit question in em-
phatic black type: "General Electric ac-
cepts the idea of free labor unions as
thoroughly in keeping with the basic
procedure guaranteed to all American

"Ibid.
"General Electric Company Commentator,

September 24, 1948.
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individuals and institutions." But
would a party-line UE really be the
same kind of free union as an "anti-
Communist" one?

GE has been dealing with the UE
which has been "certified to us as their
[the employees'] choice of bargaining
representatives." The experience has
undoubtedly engendered its "head-
aches"; and, if that certification now
could be challenged via the non-Com-
munist affidavits, GE might well deem
it good policy to avert such a fight.
Even Mr. Philip Murray, at Portland,
did not include the UE in the range of
his anti-Communist drive; within the
CIO, as in management, responsible
leaders may prefer to wait upon inter-
nal changes in this astutely directed or-
ganization. (Two of the most impor-
tant locals in the UE passed recently
into the control of right-wing leaders
after a bitter fight with the left-
wing incumbents — at Westinghouse-
Pittsburgh and at General Electric-
Schenectady. The right wing also con-
trols the large General Electric-Lynn
local as well as many smaller locals.)
An "educational program" directed at
employees, however, surely should
draw distinctions between the "big"
government sought through union ac-
tion by the totalitarian Communists
and the welfare state "advocated" by
the right-wing unionists. Emphatically
they are not "the same thing for our
employees, our company, and our
country."

Some weeks later, indeed, GE modi-
fied the information thus transmitted
to its employees in an article detailing
"Why Joe Wants Your Union." By
citations from Stalin, Lenin, Marx, and

*'"Why Joe Wants Your Union," General
Electric Commentator, October 8, 1948. See also
"We Withdraw A Statement" in the Commentator
tor October 39, 1948. The Commentator took up

the Communist Intemational, manage-
ment sought to explain how the Amer-
ican Communist Party, as Communists
abroad on orders from Russia, plans to
capture top control of unions to gain
possession of a "ready-made agency"
for crippling their country and then
overthrowing it by violence. Employees
must learn that, when these leaders
"seek to appear to be running 'good'
unions in the members' interests," they
are also building the unwitting loyalties
by which they hope ultimately to en-
compass "America's ruin." " General
Electric thus appears to make discrim-
inations between "Communist" and
"good" unions but without drawing
the inferences for its own policy toward
the corresponding factions within the
union with which it deals.

If questions must be raised about
such tactics on the part of managements
confronting a powerful, astutely led but
nonetheless ideological union, it can
also be said that tactics are amenable to
change. Thus the arguments in GE's
educational campaign have been mov-
ing uneasily around this issue, and
GM's relations with the two unions
within three years have responded to
changes in the tactical considerations of
contract negotiation.

Conclusion
Illustrations could be multiplied from

various industries. The fact is that
leaders in business and labor are struc-
turing union-management relations;
they are directing them toward objec-
tives which are more latent than mani-
fest. But, as yet, this process moves for-
ward opportunistically, by ad hoc poli-
cies, with tactical decisions made on the

the effort to discriminate again on December 10,.
1948, when GE explained its position on various
charges against it stemming from its labor rela-
tions under a headline "What Is The Trouble?"
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basis of short-run considerations that
do not fit into any long-term program
to which management —̂ or union —
would subscribe were it made explicit.

Would it not lead to more construc-
tive results if the direction in which in-
dustrial relations are developed — or
their structuring, to put the thought in
one word — became purposive, delib-
erate, consciously aimed, in each activ-
ity and in each policy-making decision
toward desired goals? The question
answers itself, and the answer needs no
elaboration.

But let it be understood at once that,
though the explicit formulation of such
broader scope objectives for industrial
relations constitutes an eminently prac-
tical approach, the factors underlying
the actual structuring of industrial re-
lations are complex, numerous, and at
times intractable. Conscious direction
of collective bargaining toward defined
patterns of relationship will never
prove a facile, simple process.

The relationships to be shaped are
relationships between powerful indus-
trial institutions — corporations and
unions — each with its own objectives,
its own interests, its own institutional
logics concerning the validity and satis-
faction of those interests, its own loyal-
ties, its own traditions and background.
Out of these elements — and more —
must be created a complex network of
relationships binding individual lead-
ers, usually men of force and drive,
their subordinates, and the ranks of fol-
lowers who must interact in varying
roles to those above them on each side
of the evolving network. The whole
framework, moreover, often appears

formidably large scale, unsettlingly
"new," and tensely competitive. Never-
theless such are the realities that con-
stitute the factors with which the archi-
tects of present-day industrial relations
must reckon.

Given the newness of collective bar-
gaining in the basic industries of the
American economy, the bigness of the
bargaining institutions dealing together
under stress, and the competitiveness of
a divided labor movement in a pro-
foundly changing political and social
scene, would we not be well advised to
relinquish for the time the goal of co-
operation? Does not accommodation
appear the more realistic, promising
objective? By keeping the goals for the
visible future realistic and attainable,
we may avoid the frustration of failure
and the cynicism of finding a good ob-
jective too good for the realities of
human striving. Indeed, if within the
next decade we achieve accommodation
in collective bargaining within the ma-
jor sectors of industry, so new for the
whole economy, so large-scale, so dy-
namic, we will have wrought well
indeed.

Cynics may say that any conscious
building or structuring of relationships
in the face of formidable factors repre-
sents a hopeless venture, wishful think-
ing. But one thing we cannot afford in
these troubled times is cynicism. The
stakes are too great — for industry, for
America, and indeed for a world watch-
ing us, both sharply and eagerly, to
see whether we can cope as effectively
with our problems of industrial rela-
tions as we do with those of industrial
technology.






