
UNDERSTANDING UNION ATTITUDES
BY CLINTON S. GOLDEN

I N A factual sense there is nothing
very new in this article. But some-
times it does good to try to look at

the same old facts differently, to line
them up in an unfamiliar orientation.
What I want to do here is to emphasize
the importance of husinessmen's ap-
praising union leaders and their atti-
tudes from the point of view of labor,
as well as the need for patience on the
part of both sides in an evolutionary
process which is under way and which,
whether we like it or not, will con-
tinue.

I think it is a fair observation to
make — though many of you will dis-
agree at first thought, if only because
recent developments have thrown you
on the defensive — that essentially the
United States is still a management-
minded country. From our earliest
schooling we are taught the virtues of
free enterprise. We learn to admire
the self-made man as the American
ideal. Our economic society is to be
judged by the facility with which it
allows business to make a fair profit.
As a result, the role of management
comes to be sympathetically under-
stood and defended within the frame-
work of our culture.

It has only been within the last dec-
ade that a corresponding understand-
ing of the role of unions has begun to
develop. The fact that the nature of
unionism is not better understood ac-
counts in no small part for the un-
settled state of industrial relations that
persists within many industries today.

An understanding of unions does

not mean simply accepting their exist-
ence because the NLRB has recog-
nized them as the legal collective bar-
gaining agent. An understanding of
unions must encompass the economic
reasons leading to their present
strength, the psychological motives that
have drawn men into them, and thus
something of their history. The re-
action of today's labor leaders to their
own background and their own past
does condition their current thinking;
and whether or not that is appropriate
to present needs, it is inevitable because
it is human nature.

Historieal Background
In their modern form, trade unions

are the expression of a primitive in-
stinct that leads human beings to asso-
ciate with other human beings. The
forerunners of labor unions in the
United States were the old benefit so-
cieties, where workers formed an asso-
ciation among themselves to assist one
another's families in times of sickness
or death. Historically, of course,
unions have been organized for defen-
sive and protective purposes, as well as
for reasons of mutual aid. The volun-
tary association has always proved the
most efEective form of protest against
injustice and the means for securing
redress of grievances and improvement
in conditions of employment. Despite
the strong economic motivation, it is
important to remember the psychologi-
cal drive that keeps unions a potent
force long after the original economic
injustice tnay have been removed.
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Undersianding

Tbe question is Erequcntly posed
whether there is need for a union once
the workers have achieved satisfactory
economic conditions. Such a question
reveals an ignorance of tbe very point
I am making here. Aside from tbe
fact that no guarantee ever exists that
satisfactory economic conditions will
continue, there remains the fact that
workers desire to have some instru-
mentality through which they can indi-
vidually attain an enhanced personal
status within their own group and
whicb will also enable them to have a
voice in determining the terms and
conditions of their employment. The
labor movement thus provides a means
for extending the democratic ideal and
process. It enables the largest single
economic group in all societies to de-
velop and perfect the instrumentalities
of self government.

Union Attitudes

Struggle jor Recognition. Unions
have always encountered opposition,
and sometimes — as in our own coun-
try—it has been an exceedingly mili-
tant opposition. A careful examination
of the evolution of labor organizations
since tbe period of our greatest indus-
trial development, that is, since the
end of the Civil War, reveals an inter-
esting fact. Witbin every decade there
has been at least one major dramatic
conflict on the industrial scene, result-
ing from labor's struggle for recogni-
tion in a management-minded econ-
omy.

Back irv the early 1870's it was the
Knigbts of Labor trying to organize the
railroad workers and endeavoring to
shorten the hours of labor.

In the i88o's we find the Haymarket
Riot

In ]8g4 tbe Pullman strike took
place under the leadership of Eugene
Debs, while the critical strike within

the steel industry of Homestead, Penn-
sylvania, occurred two years earlier.

In 1902 we observe the great anthra-
cite coal strike whicb gave birth to the
United Mine Workers on a permanent
basis in the coal fields of northeastern
Pennsylvania.

In tbe 1910's we experienced the
great textile strikes in Lawrence, Mas-
sachusetts, m 1918 the AFL attempted
to organize the steel industry and
abolish the 12-hour day. This was
followed in 1919 by a great nationwide
steel strike involving sometlimg like
400,000 people.

In 1922 the nationwide strike of rail-
way shop men occurred.

Tn the 1930's there were tbe great
sit-down strikes in the automobile in-
dustry and tbe so-called "Little Steel"
strikes.

After most of these major outbursts
some form of federally appointed com-
mission was created to investigate the
cause. In some instances it was a com-
mission appointed by tbe President; in
other cases it was a Congressional ov
Senatorial committee. It is interesting
to note that a certain continuity exists
in the recommendations and observa-
tions of these committees. For instance,
they pointed out that the conflict be-
ing investigated resulted from the
employer's refusal to xecognixe his em-
ployees' right to organize. They
usually concluded their report with a
recommendation that this right of as-
sociation and organization be granted;
that workers should possess the same
right to associate together as any other
group; and that workers should have the
right to select freely the people they
wished to liave speak in their behalf
when dealing with employers. Those
recommendations were never widely
accepted at the time they were made
and, apparently, had little influence on
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the thinking of management or geneial
opinion in this country.

So we come to 1935 and the passage
of the Wagner Act. Many yjeople mis-
takenly helieve that the sole responsi-
bility for the Wagner Act rests with tlie
New Deal and President Roosevelt.
They do not take into accotmt the long
background of industrial turmoil, in-
vestigations, and repeated Congres-
sional recommendations concerning
the right of workers to organize for
purposes of collective bargaining.

Management Tactics. In reviewing
the bitter strife that has characterized
our labor history, it is important to
take into account the nature of the
opposition encountered by labor in its
efforts to organize. Within my lifetime,
I have seen lockout, blacklist, and in-
dustrial espionage extensively used to
break up unions. Especially effective
was the "yellow-dog" contract where
an individual worker, as a condition
of employment, was required by the
employer to enter into an individual
contract not to join a union during the
course of his employment with that
particular firm. That practice was, of
course, outlawed with the passage of
the Norris-La Guardia Act in 1932.

The most detailed account of the
practices and methods resorted to dur-
ing the 1930's and earlier by some of
the nation's biggest corporations has
been set forth in the report of the La
Follette Civil Liberties Committee.
This is "must" reading for those who
would try to understand the militancy
and bitterness that developed during
this period and which still lingers
within sections of the labor move-
ment.

An additional factor in understand-
ing the temper of the present labor
movement is the realization that for

tiic greater part of our industrial de-
velopment there have always been more
men ihan jobs. The phenomenon of
stistaint'd full employment, coincident
with lhe war and thus far into the post-
war period, is something comparatively
new m otir industrial history.

Vh V psyc hological effect upon the
worker of knowing, if he held a job,
that many other people unemployed
wanted it, as well as the effect upon
management executives of knowing, if
tliey wished to get rid of a worker, that
it would not be difficult to fill his place,
has profoundly infiuenced the thinking
and attitttde of workers about their
responsibilities and the attitude of em-
ployers about their responsibilities. Es-
pecially has this been true when
employers have been dealing with or-
ganizations that they have fundamen-
tally and basically opposed over a long
period of time.

For all these reasons — historical,
economic, or psychological — unions
have developed a definite organizational
or institutional personality within the
present economic system which must
be understood as a basis for successful
labor relations.

Double Standards. One outcome of
our management-minded society has
been the development of a double
standard of morality during the period
of our greatest industrial development
— and it still persists in some quarters
today. Let me illustrate with a few ex-
amples.

The combination and organization
of capital have always been considered
in accordance with "natural laws," but
the combination and organization of
labor have been considered an "unlaw-
ful conspiracy." It is seldom pointed
out that the employer who balks at
negotiating with a representative of the
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workers may himself be a rejiresentative
of hundreds of stockholders.

It has been customary to think that
the government had a duty to aid
and protect business. Evidence of that
may be found in the tariff laws, rail-
road subsidies, legalized price fixing of
one kind or another. But whenever
labor asked tbat the government as-
sist in improving the conditions of the
people, that was described as something
"socialistic and un-American." The
Budget Bureau reported to Senator
Murray of Montana in 1946 that the
total amount of government subsidies
to business and agriculture in that year
amounted to $214 billion. That fact
passed unnoticed; but when unions
proposed increasing social security ben-
efits or raising the minimum wages to
a bare subsistence level or establishing
a national health insurance system, that
was thought to be "socialistic."

Property has a "natural right," so we
have always been told, to a jair return
on its value, but tbe return which labor
could receive was to be regulated by the
law of supply and demand.

And again to illustrate in a somewhat
unpleasant context: the use of Pinker-
ton detectives, professional thugs, and
gunmen to protect business property
was "preserving law and order" back in
the i92o's and 1930's; but the use of
strikes by workers to protect their jobs
was "violence"-illegal and unmoral.

Finally, to curtail production in the
face of an oversupply of consumers'
goods constituted "sound business prac-
tice," but to strike for shorter hours in
the face of an oversupply of labor was
called an "unsound and undesirable
practice."

Fortunately, most of these attitudes
and practices have been taken into ac-
count by Congress when it framed laws
giving legal sanction and status to labor

organizations after so many years of
struggle and conflict.

This illustrates one point well about
our kind of society. While change may
not come with the rapidity and abrupt-
ness that is sometimes thought to be
desirable, ii can come by the intelligent
use of the ballot and legislative process.
The power and influence of the ex-
panding labor movement have been
used in botli tbe economic and political
areas to accelerate tbe process of social
change.

Union Jlesponsihilities
Any attempt to define and evaluate

labor union responsibility must be
made in the light of tbis historical back-
ground that I have so briefly sketched;
for the bitter struggle to establish
unions has bad its psychological impact
upon the attitudes and conduct of or-
ganized, as distinguished from indi-
vidual, workers. If management had
a better appreciation of labor's "hang-
over" from the past, the rise of better
leaders and the development of more
cooperative attitudes would ensue more
quickly. Certainly union leaders as a
group have much room left for growth
to measure up to their responsibilities
- to members, to employers, and to the
genera] public.

To Members. The first responsibility
of labor unions has always been to their
own members and to workers generally.
In a free and democratic society where
unions are accepted, they have a respon-
sibility to encourage democratic stand-
ards and to use democratic processes
within tbeir own self-governing or-
ganizations.

They have a responsibility to enforce
a nondiscriminatory admission policy
for applicants to their organizations.
No applicant should be discriminated
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against because of race, religioti, or
(olor, in keeping with our concepts of
frec-dom and democracy.

Unions are responsible to their mem-
bers for maintaining a fan- and hon-
estly administered disciplinary j^roce-
(lure in the filing of charges against aiw
member accused of violating the rules
and by-laws of the organization. They
have a responsibility to see that any
member who is brought to trial has a
hearing before an impartial tribunal
and that adequate procedtiros are pro-
vided for an appeal from the decisions
of the trial body, whatever its character
might be.

Union members should be actitely
aware of their responsibility for the se-
lection of honest and competent leader-
ship. In turn, union leaders must be
responsible for decent employment
practices and policies for staff personnel
employed by the unions. Take a union
like the United Steeiworkers of Amer-
ica (CIO). That organization employs
nearly 700 people; it has all the em-
ployment and personnel problems of a
private business concern.

An awareness of these responsibilities,
which apply not just to unions but to
any democratic organization, cannot be
imposed satisfactorily by legislation.
It is largely a process of education to
be undertaken not alone by organiza-
tional leaders but by government as-
sisting members in a better understand-
ing of their unions' responsibility to
them as tnembers, as well as to employ-
ers, the public, and, of course, the gov-
ernment. The pending labor education
extension bill would attempt to do just
this.

To Employers. When unions have
been accorded the right to exist and
granted a legitimate status comparable
to that of other social groups, such as

Iracie associations and professional so-
cieties, their second responsibility is to
the enipUjyer with whom a mutual
agrcetneiit iias been reached regarding
tlie tertns and conditions of employ-
ment. "This responsibility depends
lar<^elv iij)()n the extent to which the
employer will permit its assumption by
the (Organized labor group. This is
probably one of the most controversial
and diflictilt problems that employers
are straggling with today: how to per-
mit organized grotips, rather than in-
dividtials, to assume certain responsibil-
ities in relation to the orderly conduct
of a business enterprise.

Many different types of agreements
exist between unions and employers.
In some cases where the employer repre-
sentatives are acutely aware of the in-
fluence of tradition on their policies,
they take the position that the union
must be held at arm's length. They
tolerate it either because the law re-
quires it or because they have no other
choice under presently existing circum-
stances. So they enter into as hard a
bargain as they can drive, have it re-
duced to writing that is presumably
foolproof from a legal point of view,
and then insist that the workers who
represent this unwanted organization
live up to their obligations and respon-
sibilities.

I submit that a union-management
relationship operating in that kind of
an atmosphere is not likely to be con-
ducive to much that is creative or con-
structive. Unfortunately, a great many
of those situations exist today, although
if we had some means of evaluating
the total situation, we would probably
find these hostile attitudes diminish-
ing under the impact of continued as-
sociation, experience, and education.

There are undoubtedly a growing
number of employers who realize that
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profound and vast social changes are
occurring; who do not want to live in
the past; who want to understand these
new developments, particularly in the
light of what has been learned about
the principles and techniques of group
psychology. They realize that in our
kind of a society it is important that
those adjustments be made whicb en-
able people to work together happily
as members of a group — as organized
units, even if their organization bas
been developed quite independently of
management influence.

Many contracts today whicb bave
been reached through experience, in-
telligent negotiation, and voluntary
agreement provide for a form of con-
sultative partnership relationship where
the employer does not raise any ques-
tions about the legitimacy of tbe union
organization. He takes the position
that if it is tlie desire of his employees
to have an organized rather than an in-
dividual relationship, they are entitled
to bave it. They have the same right, in
other words, that he possesses to associ-
ate with other employers through the
trade associations, tbe Chamber of
Commerce, and tbe National Associa-
tion oF Manufacturers.

1 believe that a union of workers
has a responsibility to use its influence
with the employer to set up voluntary
machinery for the conciliation, media-
tion, and arbitration of disputes that
may arise in tbe course of the relation-
ship. This is a heavy union responsi-
bility. Many employers, however, re-
sent having so-called "outsiders" make
decisions whicb they must accept.
This, again, is something that requires
a good deal of education on the part of
both the employer and the union. It
is certainly in the interest of a union,
in my judgment, because of its histori-
cal status and development, to take tbe

initiative in proposing that sucb civ-
ilized means as conciliation, mediation,
and arbitration be agreed upon for the
adjudication of disputes which might
otherwise lead to work stoppages and
industrial conflict.

Today, with our unions having legal
status, recognition, and, I think, an
increasingly wider acceptance through-
out the United States, as well as possess-
ing great power, they also bave a re-
sponsibility to bargain collectively. I
have in mind the fact tbat many unions
bave expanded their membership and
influence greatly within a very few years.
Many obscure and unknown people
have been catapulted into positions of
leadership and great influence. Some-
bow it seems to be in tbe nature of the
human being that when he becomes
conscious of the possession of great
power and influence, he likes to be,
too frequently, dictatorial in his atti-
tude and conduct. Of course, union
leaders have not always bad too good
an example set for them in the past by
representatives of organizations of capi-
tal and employers.

To the Public. A great deal more
remains to be said on this whole sub-
ject of responsibility. Once granted
status and acceptance as legitimate social
institutions, unions have a parallel re-
sponsibility to tbe public, to all the
people. There can be no doubt of
that, none at all, and there is hardly
need to debate a point on wbich all of
us are agreed.

At the same time, I think there are
several aspects of tbis "responsibility
to the public" question that manage-
ment overlooks, and whicb therefore
should be noted for our present pur-
poses. Today, it is conservatively esti-
mated that there are 15 million union
members in this country. According
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to the usual statistical methods, they
probably have an average of 3 depend-
ents. That would mean something in
the neighborhood of 60 million people
who, in some way, are influenced in
their lives, thinking, and conduct Ijy
what happens in the labor movement.
This constitutes a large segment of the
public. When people talk about a
"public interest" as if it were some-
thing separate and apart from the labor
union interest, it seems to me that a
little examination and analysis are in
order as to what they mean by "public."

For another thing, the responsibility
of labor organizations to the public is
also related to their responsibility to the
government. The government is in a
free society the symbol of all the
people. The labor organizations in
our society are voluntary organizations.
There may be some exceptions — and
we could engage in extended technical
discussions about the exceptions —but
I do not think there is room for argu-
ment about the general truth of my
statement. They are rule-making or-
ganizations very much like any other
voluntary organizations. The way in
which they make their rules is not un-

like the way we make the laws in our
country. This influences the attitudes
and (onduct of the members of the
labor organizations toward other or-
ganizations and toward the government.

In our free democratic society, with
the emphasis that we place on the Bill
of Rights and on freedom and personal
dignity, it is exceedingly important
that these voluntary rule-making organi-
zations have the best possible relation-
ships with their government in time of
peace as well as in time of war.

If the people of the United States
lived under a dictatorship, particularly
the kind we are all familiar with, 1
should not make this observation. But
there are at all times in our country
the means and facilities available for
changing the rules, as refiected in na-
tional policies and laws, by an orderly
and democratic process. .Labor organi-
zations, notwithstanding the opposition
they have encountered in their right
to win acceptance and status as impor-
tant and necessary social institutions in
a democracy, should always endeavor to
have their aims and purposes as far as
possible in harmony with those of a
democratic government.






