
MANAGEMENT PREROGATIVES
BT HAROLD B. BERGEN

THE publicity resulting from the
demands of a regional director
of the United Automobile Work-

ers (CIO), during its recent dispute with
the Chrysler Corporation, that the un-
ion participate in the setting of produc-
tion standards, has focused increasing
attention on the question of what are
management functions, on the one hand,
and what are the functions of employees'
representatives, on the other. Before the
rise of unionization and collective bar-
gaining during the past five or six years,
the question had only academic signif-
icance in most industries. But with the
enforcement of the Wagner Act and
the growth of collective bargaining has
come the need for a practical defini-
tion of functions satisfactory to both
sides and to the public—which in the
long run determines industrial relations
policies.

The traditional prerogatives of the
employer group for many years—^with
the exception of a few industries—have
included the absolute right of manage-
ment to select, transfer, promote, de-
mote, lay off, reemploy, and discharge
employees on whatever basis it desired;
to establish rates of pay; to determine
work standards, duties, and responsibili-
ties; and to demand the coopteration of
employees in whatever plans of opera-
tion ware undertaken. Many progressive
employers exercised this power judi-
ciously, developing the art of employee
relations and personnel mans^ement.
Som.e employers consulted with their

' Thif •iiniption va*f, of comae, be queitiaiied in
die l i ^ of Tccent trnab. The right of emplayees
in a democratic tuuety to bargain colkctivdy with
their empioyen, however, appears to have been
generaUjr accq>ted by the American public.
* In diirimiiig a controvenial queition of this type.
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employees on these matters through the
machinery of employee representation
and other devices, but the ultimate au-
thority of top maneigement in these deci-
sions was unquestioned.

With the passage of the Wagner Act,
however, the fi^edom of management
was restricted to the extent of prohibit-
ing it from discriminating against an
employee because of membership in a
labor union; prohibiting it from domi-
nating, interfering with, or supporting
an organization of employees; and re-
quiring it to bargain collectively with
the representatives selected by the ma-
jority of the employees. Furthermore,
the results of collective bargaining in
many cases have restricted to a much
greater extent the freedom of employers
to manage their enterprises accordling
to their best judgments.

The Wagner Act states that it is the
policy of the United States to encourage
the practice and procedure of collective
bargaining relative to the terms and
conditions of employment. If we can
assume for the purposes of this article
that this policy will not be changed,
there remains the question of what terms
and conditions of employment are sub-
ject to negotiation.^ In this connection,
there are at present wide differences in
the opinions of employers, labor leaders,
government officials, and impartial stu-
dents of industrial relations.* The price
of labor and the hours of work have been
generally, albeit reluctantly, accepted as
n^otiable items by managonent when

cue should ficanUy state one's t»as. Most of the
authoi's businca life has been spent as a representa-
tive cf management—as a personnel manager, di-
rector cf industrial relations, and management
coosultanc The limitadons of this experience un-
doubtedly color the views expressed in thb article.
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it has bargained collectively with unions;
but the negotiating of management rules
as substitutes for arbitrary decisions has
been bitterly resisted by many employers,
irrespective of whether they have made
an issue of collective bargaining per se.

In the Chrysler situation, we witnessed
the union on the one hand demanding
participation in the fixing of production
standards and the management on the
other stoutly resisting this demand. In
the more recent San Francisco water-
front dispute, the issue was over the
control ofthe hiring of clerks. The strikes
of textile workers over the "stretch-out"
and of automobile workers over the
"speed-up" are still fresh in our minds.
The restrictions imposed by some senior-
ity provisions on the efficient operation
of advanced employment techniques are
bitter pills for employment supervisors
and industrial psychologists to swallow.
Restriction of output, make-work rules,
and other results of the curtailment of
traditional management prerogatives
have caused many plant executives to
wonder who is really managing their
operations. Encouragement was given
recently to these inroads on the free-
dom of employers' decisions by W. M.
Leiserson, member of the National
Labor Relations Board, who stated:

Just as political government functions
with the consent of the governed, so also
must management function with the consent
of the managed.'

It is not the purpose of this article to
present a judicial view of what are the
rights of management versus those of
unions under collective bargaining in a
democratic society, but rather to discuss,
from the viewpoint of practical plant
management and employee relations,

«Quoted in the New Tork Times, January 9, 1940.
* "The Contents of Collective Agreements," 3 The
Society for the Advancement of Management Journal 13
(January, t938).

the courses of action open to manage-
ment when it is faced with demands
for rules which will restrict its freedom
to make decisions, and to outline means
to prevent this issue from arising.

This issue of management versus
union prerogatives has been succinctly
stated by Sumner H. Slichter, as follows:

The success of collective bargaining re-
quires that a proper balance be maintained
between the employer's freedom to manage
his plant and the workers' right to protec-
tion against arbitrary management. If the
employer is given too much freedom, hostile
employers will teike advantage of it to
destroy the union. If the employer is given
too little freedom, union plants will lose
out in competition with non-union plants,
and the efforts of the union to protect the
jobs of its members will have the unin-
tended effect of destroying these jobs.''

Furthermore, according to Professor
Slichter:

If the management is too severely re-
stricted in rewarding efficiency or in dis-
carding old methods of production, col-
lective bargaining becomes a method of
protecting the old against the new, of
retarding technological change, and of pro-
tecting vested interests in obsolete methods.
Thus it becomes a method of keeping down
the standard of living.'

The history of collective bargaining
is replete with examples of restrictions
of management's freedom causing losses,
not only to the owners of the business,
but also to the employees and to the
public. Conspicuous cases will be found
in the railroad and building industries.
On the other hand, it is unusual for a
union willingly to give management too
much freedom, unless the union is weak.

A critical problem, therefore, con-
fronts the management of unionized

> "The Changing Character of American Industrial
Relations," 29 American Eeommic Rauw SuppUment
122 (March, 1939).
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plants. After the issue of union recogni-
tion has been settled and wages and
hours fixed by collective beirgaining,
management must determine the extent
to which it, as a matter of sound policy,
will accept restrictions on its freedom of
decision in such matters as the following:

1. Selecting new employees.
2. Determining who shzill be dropped.
3. Determining who shall be promoted.
4. Determining work standards and mak-

ing technological changes.

Selecting New Employees

Should management accept any re-
strictions on its freedom to select new
employees—excepting, of course, its
freedom to discriminate against union
members, which is now outlawed by
the Wagner Act? The solution of this
problem will vary with conditions, but
the most practical approach is to pre-
vent the issue from arising by sound
employment management. Among the
measures which may be adopted to this
end are the development and skillful
use of selection techniques, including
job specifications and procedures for
measuring individual differences in ap-
plicants, and, underlying these, the con-
sistent application of a pwlicy to select
new employees solely on the basis of
merit. The centralization of employ-
ment in an appropriate unit of the
organization, the assignment of employ-
ment responsibilities to a competent ex-
ecutive with appropriate status,' and,
finally, employee education in the fair-
ness of the selection policies and pro-
cedures are effective means of obtaining
satisfactory relationships between man-
agement and employees.

Unfortunately, adequate employment
procedures have been established in
' It should be emphasized that 6nal approval of the
applicant selected should rest with the foreman of
the department in which the new employee a to

only a handful of progressive companies.
One does not have to visit many plants
to find inadequate development of the
standards just mentioned. Favoritism by
foremen and higher supervisors, nepo-
tism, and just plain carelessness have
been prevailing practices all too fre-
quently. Broken-down foremen, glori-
fied pay roll clerks, or recent college
graduates without qualifications or sta-
tus have been appointed employment
managers. It is not surprising, therefore,
that employees have lacked confidence
in the fairness of selection procedures.

On the other hand, the immediate
aims of organized labor include the con-
trol of job opportunities through the
closed shop. Some strong unions have
forced employers to hire only the work-
ers selected by business agents of those
unions, and have limited their member-
ship by rigid restrictions. Some of the
weaker unions, however, have not re-
stricted in any way the freedom of
employers in the selection of new em-
ployees. Between these extremes, there
have been a number of procedures
which reflect not only relative strength
but also the extent of unionization in
and the traditions of the industry. In
this connection, the following examples
may be of interest.

A group of laundry owners recently
signed an agreement with the teamsters'
union which included the following
provision:

The employer will call upon the Union
office when in need of help. If satisfactory
and qualified Union help is available,
preference to fill ojjen positions will be
given to Union members. The employer is
to be the sole judge of qualifications. If
satisfactory and qualified help is not avail-
able through the Union office zrfter such
inquiry, the employer shall have the right

be placed. Oa the other hand, no placement should
be made by the foreman without the approval of
the employment office.
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to hire in the open market men of its own
choosing.

Another local of the same union ne-
gotiated the following provisions in its
agreement with a delivery company:

The Company shall be free to hire any
person subject to the provisions of this
agreement. . . . All persons who shall be-
come employees subsequent to the effective
date of this agreement shall be eligible for
and admitted to membership in the Union
on the same terms and conditions as those
on which employees now members of the
Union were admitted to membership.

Although it would appear to be im-
sound policy for management to accept
restrictions on its freedom to select em-
ployees on the basis of merit—^with the
exception of an agreement to give pref-
erence to qualified workers who have
been laid off—^maiu^ement may find it
desirable to obtain the recommenda-
tions of the business agent of the union
whenever workers are to be hired. Some
unions have proved to be good sources
of supply for applicants. The employer,
however, should reserve the right to
utilize any or all sources in his endeavor
to secure the most qualified applicants
available. In any event, he should make
certain that he is utilizing adequate
selection procedures which are thor-
oughly understood by the employees.

Determining Who Shall Be Dropped
The termination of employment when

production schedules are cut has given
many headaches to employers and
unions during the past few years—with
the exception of those plants where ade-
quate employment polides and pro-
cedures have been developed. It has
usually been the practice d employers,
when layoffs were necessaiy, to recog-
nize length of service as well as ntait.
Family status and need have also been
given consideration. Favoritism by

foremen, discrimination against union
members, and inadequate procedures
for measuring job performance, how-
ever, have caused many compleunts, and
have contributed to the demands of
workers for seniority rights as a pro-
tection against discriminatory layoffs.
Seniority has also been demanded as
a protection for the older workers
against all<^ed replacement by younger
employees.'

The interpretation and execution of
these seniority provisions have often
proved unusually difficult. It is almost
impossible to write seniority formulas
which will satisfactorily cover all cases
in a given plant. Simple but rigid state-
ments of seniority rights invariably lead
to injustices, and complicated formulas
rarely facilitate efficient personnel
administration.

An example of the inadequacy of a
simple and rigid statement occunred in
a medium-sized hard rubber company,
where the management told the Unit«l
Rubber Woricers' Union to write its
own fcnrmula. This formula merely pro-
vided for layoffs and reemployment on
the baas of departmental seniority. Dur-
ii^ the 1937 downturn in business, the
production sdiedules for one large de-
partment were severely ciirtailed, but
not in another large department. Long
9ervice employees in the first depart-
ment were laid off, while new employees
in the second department worked full
time. When the imion requested that
seniority be changed from a depart-
mental to a plant-wide basis, the
management pointed out that the dif-
£erent skills and qualifications required
for die various classes of work would
not permit int^io'^tnmatr' tcsustfcn fixun
department to department. As a result
(rf several cmferences, a revised sen-
iority provision was developed which
'Reoem ito^ci bavc indicted Oat the icpiace-
mentaf dwaU by Ac youag in induRiy hat been
gieatiy envgented.
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restored to mans^ement most of its
previous freedom to determine who
should be dropped.

An example of a complicated senior-
ity formula is provided by the agree-
ment between the union mentioned
above and a large rubber company.
The seniority provision in this agree-
ment contains over 1,900 words. It
should be obvious that such a compli-
cated formula will not promote effi-
cient personnel administration. There is
a danger that rules will become obsolete
and at the same time difficult to change.
Good employee relations are developed
by sound management rather than by
legislative methods and complicated
rules.

In contrast to these examples are the
seniority provisions in the agreements
between a medium-sized paper plant
and several AFL craft unions. The
formula in each case is practically the
same, namely, that in cases of layoff
and reemployment, length of service
shall govern, provided qualifications arc
approximately equal. Provision is also
made for due consideration of the num-
ber of dependents and of home owner-
ship status. In thb company, adequate
employment techniques have been de-
veloped, and the personnel manager
has been able to make transfers across
craft lines and layoffs on the basis of
merit without many grievances arising.
The employees have confidence in the
fairness of the management and in its
ability to make sound decisions in these
matters.

When management has accomplished
as much as in this instance, it will find
itself in a better position to resist de-
mands for inflexible or complicated sen-
iority provisions. Management will not

'The term "caniultative nipervisioD" has been
suggested by H. H. Carey (see ffatton's Businta
44 ff., April, 1937). It epitomizes a technique of
leadenhip, sdvocated toe many yean by penonnel

restrict its freedom, on the other hand,
if the collective agreement provides that
seniority shall govern layoffs and reem-
ployment when qualifications are rela-
tively equal. Qualifications are rarely
equal.

Notwithstanding the success it may
achieve in retaining its freedom to
determine who shall be dropp>ed, man-
agement may find it advantageous,
in the author's opinion, to practice
"consultative supervision" in making
layoffs.* For example, one personnel
manager reduced seniority grievances
to a minimum by holding a conference
with the foremen concerned and the
shop stewards whenever layoffs were
to be made. Ratings of employees,
production records, service records,
qualification records, attendance and
punctuality records, illness and accident
records, and the like, were examined.
Recommendations were then submitted
to the plant manager for final decision.
As a practical solution to the problem,
the majority of layoffs were based on
seniority, but the management did not
surrender its freedom to retain the out-
standing employees in preference to
those of longer service.

Closely related to problems of layoff
are those of discharge. Employees want
protection against indiscriminate dis-
charge by their foremen. While ade-
quate employment procedures—with
the centralization of all terminations in
the employment office—provide some
protection, many industrial relations
men have long considered it sound prac-
tice to provide for the adjustment of
discharge complaints and for the rein-
statement of the employee if his dis-
charge could not be justified to his
fellow employees. Hence, some pre-

men, whereby supervison and executives consult
with em[doyees or their representatives on matters
affecting their interests prior to formulating poUcies
or taking action.
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NRA employee representation plans
provided for statements of the causes
for discharge and for grievance pro-
cedures to handle complaints of unfair
discharge.

It will be difficult, as a practical mat-
ter, for management to refuse to concede
to employees the right of appeal of dis-
charge complaints through a formal
grievance procedure. In actual practice,
the number of such complaints which
cannot be adjusted by the management
and the union without recourse to arbi-
tration should be limited. Some em-
ployers report excellent cooperation
from unions in disciplinary situations
requiring discharge, but some report
that business agents invoke arbitration
in order to avoid disagreement with
constituents and at the same time to
save their own faces. The extent of co-
operation appears to depend upon the
degree to which businesslike union-
management relations have been de-
veloped and upon the relative power of
personal leadership of his constituents
which the business agent has achieved.
In some plants the personnel manager
has found it desirable to discuss each
proposed discharge with the shop stew-
ard or business agent before final action
is taken and has usually received helpful
advice and support.

i tie satisfactory handling of dis-
charges will in the final analysis depend
upon the success of the management in
convincing the employees that the dis-
charge procedures are fair. Regardless
of the extent of the concessions it makes,
management should make cert£iin that
it is maintaining adequate employee
rating and follow-up procedures. If the
employees have been educated in the
fairness of the company's procedures, a
formal arrangement for discharge com-
plaints with arbitration as a final step
should not unduly restrict the freedom
of employers in discharge matters.

Determining Who Shall Be Promoted

Studies of employee attitudes have
disclosed much dissatisfaction with the
fairness of promotion procedures. Here
again, favoritism, nepotism, and inade-
quate techniques for measuring job per-
formance have contributed to lack of
confidence on the part of employees.
Also, many workers believe that length
of service automatically qualifies them
for promotion, and that seniority in-
herently entitles them to promotion
when openings occur. As a result, some
collective agreements include provisions
governing promotions; and most of these
emphasize seniority.

Seniority as a basis for promotion
does not further plant efficiency, em-
ployee initiative, and morale. The out-
standing employee becomes discouraged
and is likely to seek promotional op-
portunities elsewhere. One has only to
inspect certain public services and cer-
tain industries, where seniority almost
invariably governs promotion, to reach
the conclusion that this practice is dead-
ening to initiative and conducive to
inefficiency. Employers should take a
strong stand, therefore, as a matter of
perpetuating the business, against any
concessions which will restrict their free-
dom to promote employees on the basis
of merit.

In taking this stand, however, it will
be necessary for employers to make cer-
tain that their promotion policies and
procedures are adequate. Among them
may be included grading all jobs on
the basis of relative importance and
difficulty, indicating general lines of pro-
motion, centralizing all promotions in
the employment office, making promo-
tions, when feasible, on a company-wide
rather than departmental basis, main-
taining systematic procedures for rating
and recording the performance and
qualifications of employees, and educat-
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ing employees in the fairness of the pro-
motion procedures. These procedures
should be integrated with those for se-
lecting new employees, transfer, layoff,
reemployment, and discharge. The
development of sound employment
policies and procedures should prevent
serious difficulties from arising over the
freedom of management to decide who
shall be employed, transferred, pro-
moted, demoted, laid off, orreemployed.

On the other hand, there is no reason
why management should not agree to
give consideration to length of service
if qualifications are approximately the
same. In the past, management has
usually given some consideration to
length of service in making promotions.
Reducing to writing, therefore, what
has always been good policy should not
restrict management's freedom in this
matter.

It should be mentioned, also, that
because of traditions in certain occu-
pations, management may find it sound
practice to base promotions in these
occupations largely on seniority. For
example, traditions in the industry
caused a large delivery company to
agree to the following provision:

In its decisions regarding promotions
from heljjer to driver, the company, in
addition to such other factors weigheid by
it in determining such questions, will also
give due consideration to, but shall not be
bound by, seniority.

It is the opinion of this employer that
operating efficiency has not been ap-
preciably impaired by this application
of seniority to promotion.

In connection with promotion, some
employers report that they have found
it desirable to consult with the shop
stewards before final selection is made.
These stewards have frequently been
able to give helpful suggestions relative
to the qualifications of the candidates

under consideration. This practice has
in no way restricted management free-
dom of decision.

Determining Work Standards and
Making Technological Changes

Disputes over work standards have
increasingly plagued management since
the recent rise of collective bargaining.
It had long been the tradition in most
industries that the determination of the
speed of work, the size of job assign-
ments, the number of machines to an
operator, and the size of crews was a
prerogative of management. Employees
were expected to cooperate willingly in
these matters and in any changes in
machinery or processes which manage-
ment introduced. There was a constant
drive by production men in most in-
dustries for greater output and lower
costs. By time and motion study, work
simplification, job standardization, and
wage incentives, industrial engineers as-
sisted management in attaining these
objectives. But technological changes
were made, work standards established,
and wage incentive rates set usually
without consultation with the workers
affected. As a result, much employee
dissatisfaction was engendered, because
human resentment is almost always
stirred up when action which vitally
concerns the individual is taken without
consulting him.

Personnel men and industrial psy-
chologists, however, have pointed out
that human efficiency is dependent
ufwn employee satisfaction as well as
on improvements in equipment and
methods. Attitude studies have indi-
cated that the most important determi-
nant of employee morale is the quality
of the sup)ervision. Personnel men have,
therefore, emphasized the necessity of
able personal leadership in improving
employee satisfaction and productive
efficiency. One of the elements of per-
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sonal leadership which has received in-
creasing attention is consultative super-
vision, referred to earlier in this article.

Ck)nsultative supervision is nothing
more than commonsense leadership. If
an employee has an opportunity to
participate in creating, determining,
and affirming the regulations and rules
under which he must work, he is likely
to put forth his best effort to meet these
standards. Especially is this true in con-
nection with job standards. Mam^ers
who have practiced consultative super-
vision report much better results from
this technique than from arbitrary
methods of supervision.

It would appear to be sound person-
nel administration, therefore, for man-
agement to consult with the employees
or their representatives in determining
work standards, regardless of whether
the plant has been unionized. On the
other hand, there is considerable ques-
tion as to whether management should
accept restrictions on its ultimate free-
dom of decision in these matters. It is
one thing to practice consultative supter-
vision as a matter of good leadership,
but another to agree in writii^ that the
setting of work standards is a matter
for joint determination. Consultative
supervision, however, should prevent
the issue from arising.

In any event, it would appear that a
tretditional production philosophy, with
its emphasis on a mechanistic increase
in human efficiency without regard for
human satisfaction, will have to give
way to an approach which recognizes
that employee morale and employee
productiveness go hand-in-hand, and
that improvements in productive effi-
ciency which at the same time do not
increase employee satisfaction will in
the long run act as a boomerai^ on
costs. This change in management atti-

• The £h^ Reward SfiUm md Laai Umm PtMtms
19-20 (New York, United Electrical, Radio and

tude will require the retraining of many
foremen and superintendents. It does
not mean, however, that management
need accept any restrictions on its free-
dom to determine work standards or
to make technolc^cal changes. It means
rather that extreme care will be taken
to consult with employees at length be-
fore standards are established or changes
made.

The failure of management to prac-
tice consultative supervision has resulted
in provisions for joint determination of
work standfirds in a number of collec-
tive agreements. Not only the United
Automobile Workers, in the Chrysler
situation mentioned above, but also a
number of other unions have demanded
participation in the establishment of
such standards. For example, the in-
structions to shop stewards issued by
the United Electrical, Radio and Ma-
chine Workers state, "No piece work or
unit system rates should be adjusted by
management without discussion with
the steward of the department involved.
Any new job not previously timed,
which appears in the department, must
be timed jointly by the Steward and the
foreman."* The pamphlet Production
Problems issued by the Steel Workers
Organizing Committee advocates the
joint determination of production stand-
ards and piece rates.'*

Provisions in collective agreements for
the determination of work standards
and piece rates, however, vary consider-
ably. An agreement with the Steel
Workers Organizing Committee in-
cludes the following statement:

The policy regarding speed ai operation
is that time studies dudl be made oa a bans
of faimcii and equity conattent iwith quality
of wmkniandiip, cfiBdency of operattoxu,
and the reaamiaUe wtNtk capaaAx* of
normal operatk»is. The management has
Macfaioe Worten cf America, 1937).
>• Plttibuigh, 1938, n>. 10 ff.
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full authority to settle such matters. If an
employee or group of employees claim the
timing of their work is too fast and the fore-
man is unable to adjust the matter, the job
will be restudied and if found to be tmfiair
an adjustment in the time vnll be made
under the provisions of this agreement.

In contrast to this agreement, whereby
management does not relinquish its free-
dom, is the following provision in
an agreement of the Textile Workers
Union with a southem employer:

Either party may request a study of work
assignments. In the event of such request,
each party shall appoint a representative,
the two so appointed shall select a third,
and such three persons shall constitute a
conuxiittee for the purpose of making the
study. A majority decision ai such commit-
tee upon the point or points at issue shall
be final and binding upon both parties.

In this case, management is at the mercy
of the third person, who may or may not
make a wise decision.

Joint determination of work standards
involves certain difficulties. Unions
have frequently limited production
standards because of their belief in a
faulty "lump-of-labor" theory. No mat-
ter how volubly some labor leaders give
lip service to the need for greater pro-
ductive efficiency, in actual practice the
rank and file often attempt to restrict
output as a means of prolonging the
work. The wise employer, therefore, will
resist any restrictions on his fi-eedom to
determine work standards and piece
rates, although as a matter of sound
employee relations and management
leadenJiip he will practice consultative
supervision.

It should be mentioned, however,
that work standards have been set satis-
factorily by Joint determination in
several companies. In some cases, the
union has agreed to higher standards
than the management would have
established working alone. Nevertheless,

the extent to which union-management
cooperation in improving operations
and establishing work loads has been a
success appears to have been limited.
Much education of labor leaders and
the rank and file as well as of numage-
ment is needed before a fair appraisal
can be made of the practicability of
this technique.

The importance of consultative super-
vision in connection with the determi-
nation of work loads is emphasized in
the recent report of a study by Elliott
Dunlap Smith." This study attempted
to determine the factors differentiating
successful labor-saving installations from
unsuccessful ones in a group of eighteen
cotton mills. The successful mills in-
creased work assignments only after ex-
plaining each change to their employees
through collective channels every step
of the way. In contrast, the practices of
the unsuccessful mills were charac-
terized by spotty personnel manage-
ment and employee relations.

Example of a Collective Agreement Not
Restricting Management Freedom

The following provisions and ex-
cerpts are taken from the collective
agreement between a large textile
manufacturer and the Textile Workers'
Union, which was negotiated recently
after an extended series of conferences
characterized by an absence of hostility
and suspicion and by an attitude of
businesslike

Management.—It is expressly recognized
and agreed by the parties hereto that
management of the Mill is and shall con-
tinue to be vested solely in the Mill and also
that the Mill, in its judgment, may increase
or decrease operations, remove or install
machinery or appliances, remove the plant
to another location as circumstances may

" Ttdmtlott mU Labtr: A Stmfy <^ tin Human ProbUms
ofLaiorSmat (New Haven, Yale Univenity Press,
1934).
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require or close or liquidate the Mill. In
case the Mill should determine that the
plant shjill be closed, removed or liquidated,
the Union agrees that the employees shall
continue operating without any slowing
.down until all stock-in-process has been
completed.

Employment, Discharge, Layoff, etc.—It is
recognized and agreed that the Mill shall
have the exclusive right at all times to
employ, layoff, reemploy, transfer, promote,
demote and discharge employees as in its
discretion will be most conducive to the
efficient operation of the Mill, provided
such actions are not on account of union
activities or membership, and that they
comply with seniority provisions of this con-
tract. If it is believed that an employee has
been discharged for insufficient reasons, the
case may be subject to established grievance
procedures of this contract.

Technological Changes and Work Loads.—
(a) The parties recognize that the best
interests of both the Mill and its employees
make changes necessary from time to time
of a technological or other character in
order to meet competition and lead to
better and more economical operation of
the plant. The Union agrees to coojjerate
in such changes.

(b) The parties recognize the necessity
of time study work, and the Union agrees
that the Mill shall make time studies to
establish and maintain work loads and that
the Mill, at its sole discretion, shall make
time studies to check and correct work loads.
The Union agrees to cooperate in time study
programs. The Mill agrees that should the
Union feel such chsmge is not reasonable it
will review the same with the Union.

(c) Employees displaced by reason of
technological changes or time study pro-
grams shall be el^ble for preferred hiring
in such jobs as they may be qualified to
perform subject to seniority provisions of
this contract.

Seniority.—In cases of layoffs and reem-
ployment, when such factors as pcrfcxm-
ance, ability, physical fitness and family
status are relatively equal, length ctf continu-
ous service shall govern.

This company, by practicing con-
sultative supervision, should be able to
prevent the issue of management pre-
rogatives from arising in the future and
thus avoid accepting restrictions on its
freedom to make decisions.

Conclusion

A review of production management
and personnel administration during the
past two decades leads to the conclusion
that much of the difficulty experienced
by employers today over the issue of
management prerogatives has been
caused by inadequate employee rela-
tions and personnel management. Al-
though the literature of personnel
management during this period lays em-
phasis on the necessity for adequate
employment techniques and consulta-
tive supervision, the vast majority of
plant executives did not adopt such
measures. All too often there was a
constant drive to increase output and
to reduce costs without regard to the
workers' attitudes, and without a reali-
zation that in the long run employee
dissatisfaction and less substantial cost
reductions would result. Also there was
an absence of sound employment prac-
tice relating to selection, promotion, lay-
off, reemployment, and discharge. The
net result of these omissions has been a
demand by employees through un-
ions for restrictions on the freedom of
management.

The most practical way of solving the
present problem is, in the author's opin-
ion, for management to prevent issues
fraax arising by developii^ adequate
personnel policies and procedures and
by practicing consultative supervision.
If these steps are carried out propierly,
the employer should be able to avoid
any smous difficulties arising with re-
spect to management's prerogatives.






