
PRODUCTIVITY—AND LABOR RELATIONS

BY BENJAMIN M. AND SYLVIA K. SELEKMAN

SINCE the end of the war, despite
the dramatic accomplishments of
war production, a mounting con-

cern over the prospects of productivity
weighs heavily upon industry. What
are the facts? What can we learn from
past and current experience as a guide
to what lies ahead?

Mounting Concern of Management

As management undertook in 1945-
1946 the conversion to peacetime pro-
duction, the fear was widely expressed
that worker, job, and plant productiv-
ity had gravely deteriorated. During
the months that followed, the initial
concern became a persisting anxiety:
Would the prewar efficiency levels of
1941 even be attained, let alone ex-
ceeded as had been so generally antici-
pated when the fighting ended?

Now, fortunately, it begins to ap-
pear that our historic rate of advance
has been resumed.^ Perhaps the first
sign of encouragement, emerging even
from the scanty data as yet available,
was the indication of a mixed trend;
here and there, in different companies
in different industries, improvement
showed itself. Then, by the close of
1948, well termed "the transition year,"
over-all productivity had increased. By
this time much new equipment had
been installed and the retooling was
well advanced. Total physical produc-
tion apparently had increased in all
major categories except transportation.

AUTHORS' NOTE: The published record bearing
on this subject — articles, pamphlets, books, etc. —
is surprisingly full. The very fact that there has
been so wide and so prolonged a discussion of the
questions involved deserves emphasis; it makes a

which held close to its 1947 level. And
for 1949 some authorities actually ex-
pect an over-all gain of as much as 3 %.

Yet the tension and concern of man-
agement have not been allayed by these
encouraging signs. Conflicting inter-
pretations of the "real" potentialities
of postwar productivity in the light of
the wartime record still echo those
that figured so significantly in wage bar-
gaining during the transition.

To many managers of industry, labor
seems simply to assume tbat the techno-
logical progress of the past will inevi-
tably continue into the future, to view
rising productivity as a natural force
rather than a man-made achievement,
or — if man-made — as a sort of "mira-
cle drug" for meeting the "staggering"
union demands of each year's here-and-
now. Aware that it is still they who
must combine the various factors deter-
mining efficiency at the work level into
the concrete daily operations which
maintain and increase the fiow of goods
and services, yet feeling themselves
harassed by "interferences" with the ex-
ercise of the operational functions that
underlie effective discharge of that re-
sponsibility, these managers have left
no doubt of their fears regarding the
"attitudes" of their now largely union-
ized workers. "Will labor go along in
the steps that must be taken if produc-
tivity is to advance?" — what analyst of
labor relations is not familiar with this
worried inquiry from businessmen?
significant point in itself. For this reason, we have
not tried to skimp on references to sources. Busy
readers need pay no attention; those who wish to
explore further can find the footnotes usefully as-
sembled in an appendix to the article.
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The concern is usually made con-
crete by references to restraints upon
efficiency that have become the stock
examples of labor's restrictive practices
— the familiar stories of the bricklayers,
plumbers, and painters, the teamsters
and musicians. But the stock examples
in their turn document the very imme-
diate anxiety that roots clearly in the
swift-spreading unionism of the past
decade. Even the Department of Justice
(it! the person of Corwin D. Edwards)
had raised the warning that "in accept-
ing collective bargaining as a means
toward higher wages, shorter hours and
improvement of labor's working status,
the nation has not desired to grant any
private veto over industrial progress." ^

Beyond question it is of the utmost
importance to probe these widespread
fears of management and of many other
Americans as well. Has the recent
growth of collective bargaining so mul-
tiplied the restraints and restrictions
upon output that productivity is newly
threatened? Grant that the swift ex-
pansion of union organization in the
j>ast decade has generated a host of dif-
ficult problems for management. But
what is the true substance of those
problems in terms of production? Do
they call primarily for the devising of
ways and means to combat the enlarge-
ment of union restraints upon opera-
tional discretion?

In seeking answers we would do well
at the outset to test the chronological
chain of interpretation that thus makes
the threatening present a bridge be-
tween a clear-cut past and an uncertain
future. Do these very words represent a
true description of the links binding
our industry's today with its yesterdays
and tomorrows? In the first place, is the
record of the past really so clear-cut?
What does the past establish beyond
question concerning productivity itself

that can help delineate the true prob-
lems of shop operation within the un-
certainties of present-day labor rela-
tions? Again, what does the past dem-
onstrate regarding today's feared
restraints by labor on operational dis-
cretion? Do the admittedly important
attitudes of unions constitute the whole
problem of interferences with effi-
ciency? Do they really pose a new chal-
lenge for productivity? Or do they in
truth continue a very old and more com-
prehensive problem — presented now
perhaps in a new guise — with which
we must finally learn how to deal?

"Facts" ahout Productivity
First, what about the sheer facts as

to terms, measures, and trends? Let us
stake out five relevant categories:

(l) Unit of measurement— Vre-
cisely because "productivity" is a term
of general and comprehensive coverage,
it has been used to indicate many dif-
ferent comparisons of input and out-
put, defined in various ways and meas-
ured by any one or a combination of
the many variables determining pro-
duction at a given time. At their best
the measures of such ratios are crude
statistical devices. They may express
the ratio of output per unit of horse-
power, capital equipment, or labor; of
physical output or value output per
man-hour; of net physical output or
gross physical output per man-hour;
and so on. The most generally utilized
measure has been physical or value out-
put per man-hour. And just because it
is deemed important to indicate how
many interrelated factors determine
productivity, "physical output per man-
hour" has been deemed "better than
'labor productivity' as a term descrip-
tive of most currently published in-
dexes." -^ Labor's effort is only one of
many determinants in physical output
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per man-hour, and no particular figure
indicating a downward fiuctuation
necessarily implies a criticism of labor.

(2) About 2^0 per year gain over
the long run — Granting all the uncer-
tainties of existing measures, a gener-
ally accepted estimate places the aver-
age annual gain in output per man-
hour at about 2% over the long run.
Dewhurst gives the figure as 18.2% per
decade, or 1.7% annually compounded
from 1850 to 1940.* Fabricant sets the
rate of growth as 1.9% for the 40 years
from 1899 to 1930. Even in manufac-
turing industries alone, wbere technol-
ogy has scored its most dramatic appli-
cations, the annual increment has aver-
aged only from 3% to 31/2%.'

(3) Not an even rate of growth over
time or between industries — This
long-term gain in productivity has not
been achieved at an even rate from year
to year or decade to decade. On the
contrary, wide variations exist: from
3.3^ for the depression decade 1870—
1880, for instance, to almost 42% for
1930-1940.^ Thus an apparent retard-
ation in the growth trend, or even a de-
cline registered in any year, does not
indicate necessarily a reversal of the
long-term pattern, any more than sharp
advances, as during the peak war years,
can safely be taken as targets for the
future.

Nor have all segments of the econ-
omy shown the same advances in pro-
ductivity. In manufacturing, mining,
electric utilities, railroad transporta-
tion, and (during recent years particu-
larly) agriculture, productivity has
increased more rapidly than in indus-
try as a whole.''̂  These are the sectors,
of course, in which mechanization has
been most intensively applied.

The rate of advance has varied also
between industries even in those sec-
tors accounting for the over-all gains.

In manufacturing, for instance, pro-
ductivity rose some 125% between the
two world wars, 1919 to 1939. But the
greatest increases were registered in
relatively new and expanding indus-
tries: rayon, automobiles, petroleum
refining, rubber tires and products, in-
dustrial chemicals, and so forth; here
the gains in man-hour output ranged
from 180^ to 400^. In contrast, the
smallest advances were recorded gener-
ally in such older industries as food
processing, leather, and furniture, in
which volume of output has not ex-
panded rapidly and manufacturing
methods have been relatively stable.

Even within particular industries,
moreover, the record of productivity
has not been a uniform thing. Effi-
ciency has varied between individual
plants and companies, refiecting the
impact of many diverse influences such
as quality of management and policies
regarding modernization, equipment,
age of the plant, scale of operations, and
so on.

During the war years industrial ex-
perience furnished an outstanding
demonstration of the historic produc-
tivity record, reproduced as it were in
intensive microcosm. Eor dramatic ad-
vances in man-hour output were
achieved in the direct war industries as
new modern plants were constructed,
mass production methods widely
extended, standardized-type products
turned out (even in shipbuilding), new
techniques developed, and so on. Gains
as large as 74% in one year and 160%
m three years were achieved, as for in-
stance in the production of airframes,
while the man-hours required to con-
struct a Victory ship were cut in half
in one year. The experience of the
nonmunitions industries was not uni-
form, but their showing as a whole
contrasted sharply with that of the war
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industries, largely because similar in-
novations could not be made. For all
mtinitions industries, the o\er-all gain
from 1939-1944 was estimated at 25%
by the War Production Board; for 32
nonmunitions industries man-hour out-
put, after increasing generally from
1939 to 1941, turned downward from
1941 to 1943, levelled off in 1944, and
increased in 1945.*

(4) Difficulty of singling out any
one factor as primary — Patently the
data do not measure the specific con-
tribution of any single factor in produc-
tion, be it labor, capital equipment,
management, or any other cotnponent
in the whole process; they register in-
stead the combined results of all the
distinct but interrelated inffuences that
determine output per man-hour. Yet
equally patently the long-term gains in
efficiency stem mainly from the advance
of science and technology and its ap-
plication to production. Predominant
have been the contributions of manu-
factured power; of varied improve-
ments in equipment ranging from the
steady accumulation of small changes
to the introduction of highly special-
ized and semiautomatic or automatic
machines; of parallel improvements in
the organization of the production
process, from more efficient layout to
assembly-line production; and so on.
Other factors which, if they have had
less potent inffuence upon productivity
within the long-run pattern, have none-
theless played their continuing part at
any given time include the scale of
operations, the level of plant efficiency,
the location of the shop, the quality
and ffow of materials, the skill and atti-
tude of the work force, and so on.

(5) No straight-line correlation be-
tween unions and productivity — Even
a cursory review of the factors thus en-
tering into productivity establishes

with particular emphasis two conclu-
sions of direct significance for labor re-
lations. In the first place, it suggests
clearly how much of the responsibility
for what actually takes place resides in
management. Management determines
concretely where new plants shall be
located, ^vhat equipment shall be used
in any particular plant, how produc-
tion shall be laid out and organized,
when improvements shall be intro-
duced, the scale of operations, and, to
some extent at least, labor's attitttde.

In the second place, in so far as the
statistical record goes, no correlations
can be established between the pres-
ence of ttnions and the pattern of pro-
dtictivity. Thus in trade and service
occtipations, where unions have as yet
made only slight inroads, productivity
has so far registered only slight ad-
vances; in railroad transportation and
mining, where tmions have long been
established, large gains in productivity
have occurred over the years; and in
manufacturing, the checkered experi-
ence indicates slight correlation either
over time or within any given time with
the advance of unionism.^

An Old Problem
But statistics are artificial abstrac-

tions. We trtay grant thetn their gener-
alizing place in evaluating social expe-
rience. But they also have their well-
known way of obscuring specific day-to-
day realities. Certainly the ffesh-and-
blood record of actual human activities
in shop and mill (whose broad results
the statistics summarize) leaves no
doubt that labor's attitude toward the
concrete, ceaseless innovations underly-
ing advancing productivity has consti-
tuted a continuously serious factor in
industrial progress. The interferences
management iears so sharply since the
swift spread of collective bargaining in
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the past decade have been feared for
many decades before.

We need not return to tbe revolts of
the "machine wreckers" in the dawn
days of the Industrial Revolution. As
we approach the midyear of our cen-
tury, we may note merely that the prob-
lem was in the forefront of discussion
at the century's turn. In 1903 John
Mitchell, then president of the United
Mine Workers, reminded "the hostile
critics" of the trade unions that labor
organizations bad exercised major in-
fluence in effecting the "gradual change
in the whole attitude of the workman"
from "instinctive hatred once felt . . .
for machinery" to recognition "that
machinery has enormously multiplied
the productive power of the commun-
ity." 1" But already at that time "the
question of the regulation and restric-
tion of output" had been the subject of
so much public concern over a decade
that the Department of Commerce and
Labor had conducted a comprehensive
official inquiry into the subject." And
the debate in this country had been
stimulated in part by a series of articles
appearing in the London Times which
laid the "comparative decline of Brit-
ish trade and commerce" at the door of
conscious and deliberate "restriction of
output" on the part of "many of the
trade unions." ^̂

The debate persisted. In 1912, Ered-
erick W. Taylor saw one of the major
gains of scientific management in the
remedies it offered for the understand-
able but costly evil of restriction of out-
put by workingmen who "are not an-
gels, but wbatever else they are, they
are not damned fools." Workers were
meeting rate cutting by soldiering and
limiting the day's work to an agreed
level of earnings." But the unions of
those workingmen were also opposing
scientific management so strenuously

that the United States Commission on
Industrial Relations was even then in-
vestigating that aspect of "the general
efficiency philosophy and movement
which of late have gripped the imagina-
tion of the business world." *̂

In 1921, when the Federated Ameri-
can Engineering Societies reported on
their study of waste in industry, tbey
held botb management and labor re-
sponsible for the inefficiencies and
wastes they uncovered — management
indeed more responsible. But the in-
stances of restrictive practices charged
against labor repeated an already fa-
miliar indictment, and unions were
urged to change their "rules regarding
restriction of output, unreasonable
jurisdictional classification, and waste-
ful methods of work." ^^ And so the
debate has gone on, to our own day.

Interpreting the Historical Record
Eive conclusions seem justifiable

from available data on the past half-
century, conclusions that yield helpful
insights for understanding tbe require-
ments of effective action.

(1) Erom the earliest official inquir-
ies into these "regulations of output"
to the managerial anxieties of our own
day, the feared and debated restraints
emanating from labor have been con-
centrated upon the whole gamut of
union rules and bargaining practices.

(2) But, despite this long-standing
and general identification of labor's
restrictions upon output with union
policy and practice, day-to-day observa-
tions in earlier inquiries as well as later
systematic studies reveal that behav-
ioral reactions crystallizing as restric-
tions do not flow primarily from union
organization and collective bargaining.
They represent, rather, basic human
responses appearing among all workers,
nonunion as well as union. It is im-
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portant to realize, however, that union-
ization does introduce its special
infiuences. If the patterns of restrictive
behavior exist among workers before
their entry into a union, labor organi-
zation gives this behavior instittitional
expression and thereby multiplies the
workers' resources of defense against
the dangers they fear.

(3) Unionization introduces an-
other difference that may furnish a
most important clue for shop manage-
ment in present-day industry. For the
restrictive practices carried forward by
individual employees and their clique
organizations at the bench reveal a con-
stancy and uniformity of concrete con-
tent that contrasts strikingly with the
variation and change exhibited over
the years by union policy impinging
tipon productive efficiency. Thus, de-
spite the workmen's recognized in-
genuity of invention in resistance and
management's multiplying devices for
spurring efficient job performance, the
record reveals the bench employees of
1878 "restricting output" by much the
same devices as those utilized by their
descendants in 1948.

(4) But however institutionalized
and extended these human resistances to
industrial process may become with un-
ion organization, the record also dem-
onstrates that with this same institu-
tionalization they take on a new
capacity for modification. On every
restrictive practice explored through
the years, evidence of significant changes
in particular union policies can be mar-
shaled. In a word, there is apparently
nothing inevitably fixed in specific re-
strictions or regulations once they have
been formalized as union rules or con-
tractual provisions.

(5) By that same token, the proce-
dures of collective dealings may offer in-
stitutional instruments for coping with.

as well as for expressing, the underly-
ing human responses to the technical
organization of industry that become
restrictive practices. (This will be de-
veloped at length in a separate article
to appear subsequently in the REVIEW.)

Merely to sample the voluminous
data on "restrictive labor practices" suf-
fices to indicate how strongly buttressed
are these five generalizations by the
facts of long industrial experience.
Consider first the persisting concentra-
tion of the disctission, scholarly and
popular alike, upon union policy.

Concentration on Unions
In the special report of the Commis-

sioner of Labor on regulation and re-
striction of output in 1904, cited ear-
lier, virtually all the restraints attribut-
able to labor (30 trades were covered)
were traced to the collective bargaining
provisions established by the unions of
that day — rules upon the rate of out-
put; the introduction, use, and man-
ning of machinery; dilutions of skill
and job requirements; organization
and size of work crews; methods of
wage payment; hiring and firing; un-
ion membership as a condition of em-
ployment — all in all, a striking coinci-
dence with the present-day sittiation as
management views it.

For what are the specific restraints
upon operational discretion that now
are said to threaten efficiency, produc-
tivity, and "the American statidard of
living"?'"' There are still, as in 1904,
restraints on technological improve-
ments in processes and machinery; rules
requiring the performance of unneces-
sary work or the hiring of luinecessary
men; restrictions upon job (oritent, in-
centive systems, discipline, allocation
of work, use of prefabricated products,
hiring and firing, and sometimes pro-
motion and demotion.
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The growth of collective bargaining
as such is simply refiected in new var-
iations of long-continued restraints.
Thus seniority rules with hardly im-
portant at the turn of the century; they
receive no mention in the almost l ,000-
page report of 1904, though precursors
of such rules might have been seen in
the union "waiting lists" administered
by labor organizations in some indus-
tries." It was in the decade of the 1930's,
and so coincident with the swift expan-
sion of union organization, that sen-
iority rules began to spread through
industry. But though they did grow
more or less coterminously with collec-
tive bargaining, authoritative opinion
generally sees the causes of their exten-
sion in deep-reaching economic and
psychosocial facts. Professor Slichter,
for instance, ascribes the development
to the impact of the depression, follow-
ing upon long-term trends in tbe labor
market that culminated during the dec-
ade of the 1920's.i*' Be that as it may,
today seniority rules figure promi-
nently among the concerns felt over la-
bor's interferences with efficiency. '̂'

Actually, union organization did not
beget such specific restraints; rather did
it rechannel the fears and sentiments
that foster the basic resistance.

Recognition of Nonunion Restric-
tions. Erom the earliest investigators
and industrial observers, this distinc-
tion received at least its sporadic recog-
nition. Eor example, tbougb the report
of 1904 was focused predominantly
upon union practices, "instances . . .
of restriction of output by individuals,"
and "by nonunionists," as well as by un-
ions, are recorded.̂ ** Even an account
of a union restriction may be prefaced
by the comment that the "essence of
what is charged as restriction of out-
put against the Iron Molders' Union

seems to be a development from what
in the fovmdries was a task system be-
fore the union was organized." ̂ ^

Taylor himself regarded employee
slowdown as a natural human response
(and one which he had shared) to the
rate cutting he deplored. But, in con-
trast to Professor John R. Commons
who directed the investigation of 1904
and concluded that the union some-
times "comes in to formulate and pre-
serve" restrictive working customs and
traditions from managerial infringe-
ment via "modern shop equipment,"^^
Taylor believed tbat true scientific
management eliminated the need for
collective bargaining."^

It was not until 1930, however, that
a systematic study was undertaken into
restrictive practices among nonunion
workers.^* The experience of Mathew-
son and his collaborators convinced
them of the existence of a problem of
portentous dimensions transcending in
its import and pervasiveness the formal
union policies to which attention had
been exclusively directed. Erom the
large automobile and tire plant to
the small machine shop and retail store,
the ingenuity of unorganized workers in
devising methods for slowing down out-
put, beating the time study men, main-
taining stable earnings and a measured
volume of daily work under incentive
rates, and so on, was equalled only by
their effectiveness in indoctrinating
new employees witb the philosophy and
practices of restriction.

The causes for these pervasive habits
of withholding full effort on the job
were multiple. Deep-seated fears of
rate cutting, speed-up, unemployment —
even where there was no real basis
for such concerns — played their part.
Group pressures upon tbe individual
induced allegiance to the general cus-
toms of work, and one surprise finding
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was how often immediate supervisors
cooperated with, or at least condoned,
employees' restrictions. Unsound rela-
tions between management and men ex-
ercised an inffuence, as did individual
grievances and personality traits.

Deep-Rooted Motivation. The study
made by Elton Mayo and his associates
in the Hawthorne Works of the West-
ern Electric Company (also a nonun-
ion plant), at more or less the same
time, probed more deeply into human
motivation. The findings are well
known and hardly require restatement.
Let us recall for our present purposes
how the bench wiremen controlled
their daily output.

The interviews conducted during
1931—1932 naturally uncovered some
depression-indticed fears of layoff and
unemployment among these operators.
But the investigators could not regard
these "economic" anxieties as the prime
generators of the controlled produc-
tion. Indeed, only if interpreted by
"the logics of efficiency" did the behav-
ior on the job tinder observation merit
the term "restriction" at all. For these
employees had never encountered those
unfavorable economic experiences to
which the response of "restriction" is
ustially attribttted. Their otitput stand-
ard had not been raised nor their piece
rate lowered; they gave no indications
of work fatigue; they exhibited no
strong hostilities toward management,
no resentments against alleged manage-
rial inefficiencies. Thus, their behavior
emerged for the investigators not as
"economic" bttt as "sociological" in
genesis — responses to strong senti-
ments which cemented the individual
at work to his informal but cohesive
work group and, through it, to the
whole social structure of the company.^"

Whatever the genesis of these senti-

ments, their potent hold upon workers
and the pervasive work restrictions
stemming from them seemingly have
a long history. From Commons' re-
minder in 1904 that the "nonunionist
does not change his nature when he
becomes a unionist" ^̂  to Leiserson's
conclusion in 1930 that "the cumula-
tive evidence" compiled by Mathewson
raised "the question whether nonunion-
ists are not responsible for a greater
amount of restricted production than
can be charged to organized labor"; ^̂
from the stimulus given to Taylor's
whole lifework in scientific manage-
ment by his early recognition (as early
as 1878, indeed) that "deliberately
working slowly so as to avoid doing a
full day's work . . . is almost universal
in industrial establishments" -** to the al-
most incidental discovery of the in-
vestigators at the Hawthorne Works in
1931 "that they were encountering sev-
eral related phenomena, the import-
ance of which had escaped them before
this time . . . chief among these [being]
restriction of output";^^ from Mathew-
son's prime observation that "restric-
tion is a widespread institution, deeply
intrenched in the working habits of
American laboring people" "̂ to the
most recent conchision drawn in 1946
from current studies by nietnbers of
the Committee on Human Relations
in Industry at the University of Chicago
"that restriction of otttput in some form
exists in nearly all establishments, on
all sorts of jobs, under all kinds of pay-
ment systems, and in unorganized as
well as unionized plants" '" - through-
out the record the human, and so the
deep-rooted, character of restrictive
practices is spread for all to see and
ponder.

Bringing Hidden Practices into the
Open. Certainly then the manager who
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today must maintain and advance pro-
ductivity can only profit by recogniz-
ing from the start the complexity of his
problem. But a further examination
of historical aspects also gives hope that
the problem is not intractable; that, in
fact, the entry of the union and tbe col-
lective dealings which follow may help
make necessary adaptations.

Always initially, and in some cases
persistently, it is true that unions also
aggravate interferences with manage-
ment. By the very fact that they institu-
tionalize patterns of defensive behavior,
they give power and authority to per-
vasive negative practices. Clearly the
individual worker or small bench
group resisting production policies is
limited in recourses; actual resistances,
moreover, must be hidden and surrepti-
tious. The union, on the contrary, may
seek to protect employment and wages
and "solidarity," not only by regulating
the pace or volume of work, but also
by setting up and policing condi-
tions regarding hiring and firing, the
introduction of new wage systems or
technical improvements, the adminis-
tration of working schedules, the defi-
nitions of job content, and so on.

To the manager newly confronting
tbese complex curbs and restrictions
upon bis pursuit of maximum produc-
tivity, union rules thus may indeed
complicate and compress his orbit of
shop discretion. But they may also
represent gains precisely because they
bring into the open pervasive restric-
tive practices which hitherto had been
secret and hidden. By that very fact
defensive restraints become amenable
to discussion through the tests of evolv-
ing experience and subject to change
by the same procedures of collec-
tive bargaining wbich afforded the orig-
inal safeguards sought by the em-
ployees.

Examination of Union Practices
Certainly, insights for understanding

— and clues for handling — the resistant
responses to innovations foi increased
productivity are to be found in this
characteristic contrast: Through the
decades restrictions practiced by the in-
dividual workers and small bench
groups exhibit a remarkable uniformity
and constancy, while union policies dis-
play revealing variety and change.

Taylor's Experience. In seeking to
probe this continuing contrast for the
insights it yields into our current prob-
lems, let us go back for a starting point
to Taylor's vivid description of the
"systematic soldiering" he encountered
in the Midvale Steel Company in 1878,
where work in the machine shop had
been done on piece rate for several
years, and "as was usual . . . the shop
was really run by the workmen, and not
by the bosses." Says Taylor:

The workmen together had carefully
planned just how fast each job should be
done, and they had set a pace for each
machine throughout the shop, which was
limited to about one-third of a good day's
work. Every new workman who came into
the shop was told at once by the other men
exactly how much of each kind of work
he was to do, and unless he obeyed these
instructions he was sure before long to
be driven out of the place by the men.

Taylor had established friendly re-
lations with many of the machinists;
and, upon his promotion to a gang
boss, one after the other came to give
warning together with their congratu-
lations. They boped Taylor, knowing
"the game," would not prove "a piece-
work hog" — but just "try breaking any
of these rates and you can be mighty
sure that we'll throw you over the
fence." A three-year war followed be-
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fore Taylor could feel he had won, but
so harsh did the struggle become that
final "success" could not offer "any
right-minded man . . . a recompense
for the bitter relations he is forced
to maintain with all of those around
him."

Thus Taylor had to outmaneuver
his workers, endlessly ingenious in con-
triving "various ways" to break or dam-
age their machines and then lay re-
sponsibility "at the door of the fore-
man" because, they alleged, they had
been forced "to drive the machine so
hard that it is overstrained and is being
ruined." He had to discharge or other-
wise discipline "the more sttibborn
men"; he hired and himself trained
"green men"; he sought to circumvent
the pressures immediately brought on
these new men "to do about as the rest
did, or else quit." Spared, because he
was now boss rather than fellow worker,
from the familiar social pressures of
"foul names," abuse of his family, ill-
treatment of his children, he was warned
"not to walk home . . . along the lonely
path by the side of the railway." ~̂

It is worth while pondering the de-
tail of this early experience, because it
emerges as the prototype of all the
parallel resistances tincovered among
unorganized workers by later investi-
gators. The workers set their own
standard "of just how fast each job
should be done," a standard well under
"a good day's work." They initiate
"every new workman" into the group
standard; the newcomer conforms or
endures pressures until he quits. Super-
vision is assimilated into the group
program if the foreman, or other boss,
shows himself a "right guy"; if not,
he too learns how ingenious the men
can prove in contrivances of "beating
the game" and the foreman with it.
"Social pressures" are exerted outside

the shop as well as within it. This has
been the pattern through the years
down to otir own day. '̂̂

Adaptiveness of Unions. In sharp
contrast to the persistent pattern of
worker resistance illustrated by Taylor's
experience and still valid, we have noted
that nothing seems constant in union
policy toward production problems
save variety and change. This does not
mean that unions always exhibit the
fiexibility demanded by adjustment to
changes in industrial methods, equip-
ment, and techniques. On the contrary,
because union rules originate in em-
ployee sentiments; because the worker-
members, as all humans, do not easily
relinquish safeguards that seem to be
protections against job and wage threats;
because the union, like all social insti-
tutions, exhibits the inertia that retains
customary patterns after the conditions
engendering them may have passed -
for all these reasons obsolete practices
enforced by some union organizations
remain a grave problem. Of this more
presently. The important point here is
that other unions have proved able to
move from sheer obstruction to more
progressive modes of adaptation; thus
variety remains the revealing charac-
teristic of the whole range of union
policy, in contrast to the imdeviating
pattern of employee resistance.

This variety may be indicated by
union policies on two problems of
particular import for productivity: the
introduction of new machinery and
incentive wage systems. Let us look
at some specific instances.

The Linotype and Typographical
Union. During the closing years of
the nineteenth century, the linotype
was introduced into typsetting; by
1929 it had practically appropriated
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the whole field of straight composition.
At the outset and particularly during
the depression years of the 1890's, the
hand compositors suffered grave dis-
placement. These individual crafts-
men and some of their local unions in
smaller centers thereupon illustrated
once more the frequent contrast be-
tween grass-root and official union
policy. Eor the men on the job sought
initially and sporadically to oppose
directly the introduction of the new
machine by refusing to set any wage
scale at all for composition on the
linotype. When the International
Typographical Union disapproved
strikes to enforce such refusal and broke
up tbe one strike that did occur in
Zanesville, Ohio, outright obstruction
gave way to resistance in the form of re-
ducing rates for hand work, setting up
cooperative hand shops, and seeking ex-
cess crew assignments or limits upon the
individual's work-week.** So intense
was the hostility and spontaneous
anxiety of the rank and file, indeed,
that they defeated for re-election the
union president under whom the policy
of acceptance was formulated and
launched.

Though understanding and sympa-
thetic, the national officers steadfastly
promoted a very different program,
which became a prototype of intel-
ligent effort to adjust to technological
improvements. It was jointly agreed
that hand compositors would receive
first opportunity to learn machine
composition; and as soon as they ac-
quired the requisite speed, they would
be paid at the old hand rates. The
traditional apprenticeship period was
reduced, and the union established
"learners' scales" to compensate the
men at a special lower rate while they
were acquiring the new skill. The
union even procured some machines

on which members could be taught
their operation. The piece-rate sys-
tem of compensation which had dom-
inated hand composition was replaced
by time-rate payment on the machines.
Share-the-work policies eased the tem-
porary unemployment of transition.

By the turn of the century it was
felt that the most difficult phases of the
transition had been successfully navi-
gated; and, with the great expansion
of printing, earnings were increased,
hours reduced, and employment en-
larged and regularized. ̂ ^

Other Unions. Even this example of
constructive union policy indicates the
problem of educating rank-and-file
members and at times of even imposing
adjustment upon local unions. It need
hardly be surprising, therefore, if the
record reveals differing policies, policies
for various reasons expressing the work-
ers' immediate, almost spontaneous de-
sire to fight directly the threats of new
"labor-saving" machinery upon skill
and earnings or their refusal to face up
to the long-run implications of such a
fight.

Barnett, for instance, generalized
his findings under five broad policy
types, "according as they are designed:
(1) to prevent the introduction of the
machine, (2) to increase the amount of
work going to the handworkers by de-
creasing the wage for handwork, (3)
to enlarge the field of employment for
handworkers so as to include the opera-
tion of the machine, (4) to reduce the
inflow into the trade, and (5) to distrib-
ute more widely the work left to the
handworkers." *® Slichter suggests three
large types: (1) the policy of obstruc-
tion, (2) the policy of competition, and
(3) the policy of control.^^ The investi-
gators of 1904 noted seven different
forms of regulations upon the use of
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machinery among the labor organiza-
tions of that day.̂ ^

Whatever the classification, the im-
portant fact remains precisely the vari-
ety of specific policy thus summarized.
The same machinery may evoke differ-
ent policies from different unions, as,
for instance, when the Flint Glass
Workers' Union attempted to stop the
introduction of the semiautomatic
bottle machine at the turn of the cen-
tury, while the Glass Bottle Blowers'
Union met the innovation with a pro-
gram of controlled acceptance compar-
able to that of the Typographical
Union. It has happened more than
once that national union officials find
themselves unable to win their members
to a policy of acceptance, and so the
organization willy-nilly pursues the
membership's aim to fight the machine
— until the modification in policy can
be made, at times too late, as in the case
of the cigar makers or the window
glass workers.

Policy deviations between local
unions and national headquarters also
have occurred; and, when locals have
been strong enough to determine their
own rules, variation in response has
characterized the branches one from
the other as well as from the central or-
ganization. Thus, among the stone-
cutters, some locals enforced success-
ful prohibitions upon use of the ma-
chine planer for years (e.g., Chicago,
St. Lotiis, San Francisco); others ac-
cepted it on such terms as they could
secure; and serious divisions developed
between union members employed in
shipping centers and those working in
receiving centers where the planer-cut
stone wotild have to be used.

How, then, have these varying cur-
rents in union policy over the years
combined into the broad drift of our
own day?

Attitude toward Technical Changes

Perhaps Mitchell was overoptimistic
in 1903 when he wrote that "at the
present time the great majority of labor
organizations are desirous of promot-
ing the introduction of machinery, al-
though in such a way as to work the
least possible injury to the wage earner
and to confer upon him the greatest
possible benefit." ŝ But there can be
little question that today most unions
— there still remain, of course, a few
notable exceptions, of which the build-
ing trades are the most important —
offer no opposition to technological
change.

Opposition to technical change has
been replaced by a policy of protect-
ing members, so far as possible, from
potentially adverse effects. This end re-
sult represents, once more, evolutionary
adjustments of many diverse patterns
in many different unions. The general
policy has not emerged from formal
conventions convened to frame effective
devices for adapting to technical inno-
vation; rather, experience and time and
specific industrial conditions have cti-
mulated their changes in union pro-
grams, to be crystallized in the predom-
inant attitudes of present-day labor
organizations toward the historic prob-
lems of technical improvement.

Needle Trades. Developments in
the major needle trades, to cite one in-
stance, have become a familiar but out-
standing example of the trend from
opposition to acceptance with negotiated
devices for human adjustment. In 1904
the union cutters in the manufacture of
men's clothing were enforcing limits
tipon the lays of cloth through which
they would cut with the new electric
and band knives."" As mechanization
spread with the passing ot the years
— power-driven cutting, sewing, and
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pressing machines; machines for but-
tonhole making, pocket making, but-
ton sewing, clothing examining, spong-
ing, and other segments of the pro-
gressively subdivided work — the unions
initially fought such innovations on
the grounds that they displaced workers
and impaired working standards.

But by the 1920's, and even before,
union policy had changed. For instance,
when market stringencies in the mid-
1920's compelled Hart, Schaffner and
Marx to introduce shop efficiencies
that reduced its need for cutters, the
union not only cooperated in the
requisite production and merchandising
policies but with management worked
out the device of separation allow-
ances. Similarly, the arbitration pro-
cedure, beginning with an early award
in 1918, has been utilized to buttress
the joint policies regarding improve-
ments in methods of production: to af-
firm generally management's contrac-
ttial right to introduce methods that
save (and so displace) labor, with the
proviso that "changes when made
should not be at the expense of the
worker where it is possible to avoid it." *'^

Adjustment policies have included
the absorption of displaced workers
into other positions, the paced intro-
duction of new technical devices, joint
guarantees of wage rates and working
conditions under certain circumstances,
provision in joint contracts for con-
tinuing administrative agencies em-
powered to establish rules regulating
the introduction of new machinery "in
order that workers should not suffer un-
due hardships," and so on. But the
qualifying "where it is possible to avoid
it" remains the controlling considera-
tion. The union has proved itself re-
sourceful in uncovering mechanisms
for safeguarding members' interests; but
when joint consultation establishes a

needed technical innovation against
which desired safeguards cannot be
provided, the advance is not opposed.

Philip Murray's Position. In the
newer CIO unions, which account for
the bulk of recent union expansion
into basic industry, comparable ac-
ceptance of technical improvements is
firmly grounded. In these sectors of
the economy, of course, mechanization
had already reached a high stage of
development before the unions en-
tered. But, whatever fears this spread
of unionization may have evoked in
management, the unions at least have
not attempted any obstructive resist-
ances against continuing mechanization,
which is precisely the factor, as we have
seen, that emerges as so significant for
the long-term advance of American
productivity. Instead, in these crucial
areas of manufacturing also, union
policy stands forth as one of unques-
tioning acceptance of technical change
implemented by proper protections
for members, so far as may be possible,
from potentially adverse consequences.

As Philip Murray detailed it for the
steel workers: "This means that tech-
nological improvements should be in-
stalled at such times and under such
conditions as not to displace workers,
bankrupt communities, close up com-
plete mills, and otherwise disrupt the
social fabric of industrial districts." *^

John L. Lewis' Claims. The final
confirmation of a major drift may be
read in the fact that, even under so
power-conscious and watchful a leader
as John L. Lewis, the policy of the
miners' union has in no way qualified
the acceptance of machinery enunciated
by John Mitchell in 1903. On the con-
trary, the union's approach toward
mechanization remains for Mr. Lewis
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a subject of proud affirmation. For
that redoubtable representative of our
coal diggers claims credit for the supe-
rior man-hour output of American min-
ing as compared with British, and calls
upon the critics of his bargaining poli-
cies to look with him upon its national
fruits. His address to the 1948 miners'
convention merely reiterated a deeply
held conviction:

The only thing that has modernized
the coal industry in this country, built up
its productive capacity, lowered its unit
costs and increased its per man per day
output has been the policies of the United
Mine Workers during these last 50 years,
constantly pressing for better standards,
safer conditions, shorter hours and a
higher wage, which, in turn, has com-
pelled the industry to adopt modern tech-
nicjues to lower unit costs of production.
Had it not been for that pressure from
the United Mine Workers the American
coal operators would have done the same
as the British coal operators, not put our
money back for modernization, not adopt
modern techniques, and as a result the
man production would have been low,
perhaps nearly as low as it now exists in
Great Britain, where they are only pro-
ducing a little over one ton per man em-
ployed as against our national [daily]
average of six tons pltis.**

Policy toward Incentive Systems
In the area of incentive wage sys-

tems the evolution of union policy has
been more checkered. Most students
would agree that the hostility and an-
tagonisms directed against all forms of
incentive payment have been persistent
and widespread. "Interference with
the employer's method of wage payment
is one of the most widely prevalent and
severely criticized of the restrictions
whicli we have met," reported tlie in-
vestigators of 1904. "In general it ap-
pears that the employers endeavor to
establish speed-incitiug methods of pay-

ment and the workmen oppose such
methods." ** Some 40 years later the
Department of Labor was finding the al-
most identical attitude in the shops of
1942: "Few management policies have
aroused as much opposition from work-
ers as have incentive systems." *'

Early Opposition. Once again, how-
ever, this opposition antedates the ad-
vent of unions; it may indeed at times
have furnished one of the impelling
dissatisfactions leading to unionization
itself and so persisted as a pattern of
shop behavior after the entry of the
union. Strong sentiments enforcing
informal nullification of incentive sys-
tems are revealed again and again.
Take this statement of tbe 1904 study:

Even where there are no formal rules
it has been universally found, both in
union and nonunion establishments, that
the common sentiment of the workman is
strong and severe against those whose out-
put is materially above the average. This
fact is substantiated by the prevalence of
terms of opprobrium, certain trades having
each its peculiar term to be applied to
violators and violations of this code, such
as "hog," "hogger-in," "leader." "rooter,"
"chaser," "rusher," "runner," "swift,"
"boss's pet," "pace-setter," "bell-horse,"
"horsing." '*"

Studying employees of three factories
in the Chicago area from 1942—1946
as participant observers, investigators
of the Committee on Human Relations
in Industry discovered agaiu that it
"was quite clearly understood in each
of these factories that a mau might
think as he pleased about labor union
organization, but that he must conform
to the commonly accepted pattern of
output restriction." Fven the otherwise
divided AFL and CIO members xvere
drawn together by "their common feel-
ing about restriction of otitput, and
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their antagonism toward rate busters."
The work group had its time-honored
"social mechanism" for pressure upon
the nonconformers who "are the only
workers responding to wage-incentives
as management expects": hiding of
tools, threats, ridicule, and, most im-
portant, ostracism. Not surprisingly, a
sample of 300 skilled machinists studied
in 1946 revealed the presence of only 9
"ratebusters." *̂

Increasing Acceptance by Unions.
Because unions as spokesmen for
workers seek safeguards to meet their
fears and suspicions, formal rules limit-
ing earnings or output under incentive
systems, strong opposition to time
study, and curbs upon the pace of work
or upon change in methods of payment
do, of course, find an important place
in the history of organized labor.
Union policy nonetheless exhibits here,
too, a variety and capacity for modifi-
cation that once more contrast it strik-
ingly with the persistent patterns of
informal employee resistance. If in
1904 the investigators of the Bureau of
Labor had to record interference with
the employer's methods of wage pay-
ment as one of the most widely preva-
lant types of restriction, they also had
to note that the interference took "vari-
ous forms," ranging from the complete
opposition of some unions to all in-
centive systems, even straight piece-
work, through qualified acceptance by
others who demanded concurrent safe-
guards and guarantees or who already
had demonstrated a capacity for succes-
sive modifications of policy on the issue,
to the outright preference for piecework
reported by still others.

In the same way studies of our own
day portray a wide variety of concrete
responses occurring within the frame-
work designated as general "opposi-

tion." Thus in 1942 the Bureau of
Labor Statistics reported a "consider-
able variation" in the prevalence of
incentive wages uncovered in 26 selected
industries — almost entirely absent in
construction and printing; a slight use
in three industries; a moderate use in
10; substantial incidence in 4; and
general prevalence in 7. The investi-
gators weighed the probable influence
of "the nature of the work performed
. . . the diverse attitudes of manage-
ment, or the resistance or lack of re-
sistance to incentive wages by the
workers and their unions."

We find, for example, that the bar-
riers to incentive systems in construc-
tion and printing are due "in large
part to the opposition of the unions."
In shipbuilding, collective agreements
have prohibited piecework or bonus
plans on the West Coast; but incentive
wages are used widely along the At-
lantic. Time-study and premium-wage
systems are barred from federal Navy
yards and arsenals — and from the Post
Office! In contrast, in the flat glass in-
dustry the union has actively supported
and actually effected the extension of
incentive plans, even group incentives.
Among the industries in which unions
gained bargaining position during the
1930's, established methods of incentive
payment generally have been continued
with the sole exception of automobile
manufacturing, in which union pres-
sure has resulted since 1934 in a change
from incentive to time wages in many
of the largest units.*^

But even official position is not al-
ways a reliable guide to actual practice,
which, quite as much as formal union
policy itself, exhibits "a. wide diver-
gence." For many years the Interna-
tional Association of Machinists, for
instance, has by constitutional provision
barred not only the extension of in-
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centive systems but even their advo-
cacy on penalty of expulsion. Inves-
tigators have found, however, "little
evidence of active prosecution of this
policy by the union as a whole and
. . . a great many individual instances
of departures from it." Even in the
automobile industry, where the union
is counted among the "most implacable
opponents of incentive methods," de-
viations are found; in local plants and
unions actual preferences for piece-
work have been expressed.*^

And once again these policy de-
velopments, as in the case of machinery
and technology, typify a general historic
trend, a persisting pattern of variety and
change, that continties into the present.
Even amoug the apparel industries, in
which piecework has its deepest roots
and longest experience, union policy
has undergone modifications. The In-
ternational Ladies' Garment Workers'
Union, for instance, ended the long-
standing policy of piecework in 1918.
The victory of the proponents ol time
work culminated a stormy intra union
debate which had waxed partictilarly
hot during the prior war years. The de-
bate, however, continued for many years
after 1918; and in 1933 the organiza-
tion once more reversed its official
position. The return to piecework was
accompanied by certain guarantees on
earnings written first into the NRA
codes and then continued in collective
instrtimcuts. Today, rates are set by
complex price lists, and the union's en-
gineering department assists in rate ad-
justments and negotiation.'™

Danger of Generalizing
The variety that characterizes union

policies regarding productivity inno-
vations still includes, of course, re-
strictive practices today as in the past.
The impatient critic, therefore, lnay

feel that he can demolish the counter-
evidence of change and more flexible
adaptiveness exhibited by some other
unions. For when he asks, as he so
often does, "What about the brick-
layer and the plumber, the machinist,
printer and painter, the musician,
stagehand and cinema operator, the
teamster, railroad engineer, and the rest
of the featherbedding crew?" he mar-
shals a familiar array of union workers
that have become almost synonymous
in the public mind with labor restric-
tions. He also defines a baffling and
perplexing problem. For where such
practices attain the stufiborn hold tliey
have in unions powerful enougli to en-
force them for years, tliey create grave
and often intractable difficulties.

But when this has Ijeeu conceded, we
need also to remain contiruiously aware
of the equally significant fact that for
decades now these familiar instances
of union restrictions have been drawn
from the same unious — a relatively
limited number within the whole labor
movement. Yet instead of furnishing
evidence that \ariety always character-
izes uuion ]3(.)licy, these stock examples
have tended to be merged into a general
indictment of organized labor.

During the first year of the great de-
pression, wheu the union movement
was at the ebb tide of its strength,
Mathewsou wondered "just why ]jric:k-
laycrs" and pluniheis' tinions [had be-
come] stock examples of groups who
practice restriction," in such a way
as to identify "restriction of output
in the popular tnind with the trade
unious." One decade later when, on
the threshold of the war years, the
antitrust division of the Department
of Justice under Thtirman Arnold's
direction was becoming alarmed over
the danger to industrial progress of the
large scale growth of unionism, the con-
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Crete evidence marshaled no really
new restraints stemming from the ex-
pansion of unionism but predomi-
nantly the old "stock examples." So,
too, when the war had ended five years
later, managerial spokesmen still cen-
tered their disturbance regarding
labor's direct interferences with pro-
ductivity upon the same case examples."^

Nonindustrialized Trades. The very
repetitiveness of this concrete evidence
counsels a closer scrutiny. Perhaps the
first feature worthy of note stems from
the prevailing industrial location, so
to speak, of these restrictive union
practices. The bulk of them clearly
occur in trades which have not as yet
been industrialized or in those which
supply services or custom-tailored rather
than standardized products. Again only
in the building trades do the familiar
"restrictive practices" exemplified by
these stock examples include the whole
gamut of restraints — even opposition
to technical innovation. The union
musician, the pressman, the railroad en-
gineer tisually do not oppose mechani-
zation as such; rather they seek controls
over the crews assigned to new equip-
ment, make-work rules, and so forth.

Needless to say the resulting prob-
lems rank among some of the thorniest
now vexing labor relations. But they
still do not qualify the fundamental
finding that persisting restrictions ef-
fectively enforced by unions occur
among a limited number of organiza-
tions functioning predominantly out-
side the central stream of rising Ameri-
can productivity. This is not to blink
the fact that practically every other
union, quite as much as the most per-
sistently, pervasively, and effectively
restrictive of them all — the building
crafts union — has at some time in its
history sought comparable safeguards

for its members. But in the extreme
"stock" case of construction most con-
sumers, as employers and workers alike,
have continued to demand custom-
tailored products. As long as home
builders — or, for that matter, office
builders too — still want an individual-
ized product; as long as construction is
conducted on a contracting and svib-
contracting basis, i.e., as long as it re-
mains a nonindustrial process; so long
will it be difficult to plan and set stand-
ards by means of which productivity
may be measured and increased. Just so
the stagehands, the teamsters, the
musicians, and the hotel employees
may find it easier to impose restraints,
because they do not work in basic,
quantity-production industry.

Contrasting Behavior of the Same
Craftsmen. The difference between the
behavior of the self-same craftsmen in
construction and in basic industry
offers the most dramatic evidence of
precisely this conclusion. Union
painters, for instance, still bar the use
of the spray gun on construction jobs
in many cities, despite the efforts of the
national officials who have been unable
to overcome the local option by which
decision is reached. But the automo-
biles turned out on the assembly lines
have consistently been painted by the
spray gun. In steel mills, bricklayers
work on incentive wages.

Indeed, in the experience of one of
the authors, bricklayers have been en-
countered protesting a wage-payment
system which they deemed an inade-
quate measure of individual perform-
ance. Management invited suggestions
that would meet obstacles in the way of
daily job measures. The men and their
union officers recognized these difficul-
ties and attempted to devise answers.
Some details may be interesting.
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Furnace construction contains com-
ponents which constitute "fast work"
and which manifestly would yield high
incentive earnings to those particular
bricklayers working on the days when
such work was scheduled. But the total
job also contains preparatory work
which is inevitably "slower" yet equally
essential to the completed task. "Slow"
and "fast" work could not be equally
divided on a shift basis; it might well
be, indeed, that even on a given day
different members of the same crew
would be engaged in these varying
elements of the work. Yet the men felt
daily computation might itself spur
the quest for ways to speed the "slow"
components of the job.

At any rate the bricklayers and their
union representatives grappled with
the problem; and when no mutually
satisfactory solutions could be worked
out, they carried their protest through
the grievance procedures to arbitra-
tion. Just because the arbitrator was
himself conditioned by the prevailing
notion about bricklayers, he found it a
novel experience to listen for several
hours to arguments by the men for a
more discriminating incentive system
that would give each bricklayer what
he earned on a particular shift in ac-
cordance with his productivity!

The Crucial Qiiestion

The question inevitably obtrudes
itself: Why have the familiar restraints
of this type associated with unions
evoked so much continuing criticism,
such perturbation, so much condem-
nation, even though they stem from a
limited number of organizations, while
the equally persistent but far more
pervasive restrictive practices of un-
organized workers have, until recent
years, been relatively disiegarded and
have evoked little concern, even though

they occur in basic and highly mechan-
ized industries in which unions as such
generally do not enforce restrictions?

Is it, as Mathewson inferred, that
"managers have been so content with
the over-all results of man-liour output
that only superficial attention has been
given to the workers' contribution or
lack of contribution to the increased
yield"? To our mind, a good part of the
explanation for this contrast in public
reaction lies elsewhere and offers yet
one more clue for policy on productivity
and labor relations.

With the organization of a union
the workers' resistances to technical
or managerial change, their restrictive
practices, hitherto by their very nature
tacit, hidden, surreptitious, are brought
into the open. For, by their very na-
ture union policies on shop problems
affecting productivity, as on all other
issues, must be formally articulated;
they become explicit subjects of dis-
cussion in the union hall and at the
bargaining table. Informal and tacit
understandings may also persist; but
on the ^vhole collective action by
workers, once they are organized, at-
tains an institutional visibility, so to
speak, that differentiates it sharply
from the collective action by whicli the
same workers had been maintaining
their informal vetoes on managerial pol-
icy through restrictive practices they in-
evitably sought to hide. And when
these practices are brought into the
open, management and the public,
hitherto ignorant of or unconcerned
with restrictive {practices of employees
just because they were hidden, react
with anger to the union and the compar-
able policies it tries openly to impose.

By the same token, because of their
very institutional visibility, union rules
become readily subject to "outside"
public criticism and at least more amen-
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able to internal change and control.
In so far as such policies harden into
unduly burdensome or intractable re-
strictions, legal regulations may be
sought to curb such practices, as the
Hobbs Act, for instance, seeks to bar
the requirement that extra local team-
sters be hired to drive out-of-city trucks
into the city; or as the Lea Act simi-
larly seeks to control such union rules as
the luring of stand-by musicians in radio
stations.

On the other hand, in so far as the
union policies represent reasonable ad-

justments and defenses in recognized
employee problems, they may be tested
by experience. Since collective bargain-
ing is now the law of the land and
virtually the pervasive pattern of labor
relations, must we not look to its pro-
cedures for such testing; and thereby
for the means also of overcoming ob-
stacles to productivity rising at the
crucial points where efficiency innova-
tions meet the deep-rooted historic, and
fundamental resistances of the worker?
This phase of the problem will be ex-
plored in the subsequent article.
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