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: ABSTRAGT

‘Basic to the development of featherbedding are‘ﬁhe fear of
displacement and resistance to phé use of the machine. Featherbedding
grew out of an eﬁvironment of violence iﬁ which destruction of mach-
.inery Was frequent,.and represents a nore civilized (Sic) manner by
which workers can protect their employment opportunities. Sinée.the
plight of workers affected by technoiogical change concerns many groups
of wdrkers in the econony, different attitudes {loward displaéeméﬁt and
technological change are examined in this studye

Clearly apparent is the fact that featherbedding is part of the
larger problem of technological displacement. . As indusﬁrial'and govgrn~
mental {echnioues and programs féduce the fears which workers have of
new machinery, featherbedding will also decline. Although it may be
true that craft unionism must bear somerpf the blame for make-work
practices and attitudes, generally the beét method of ridding industry
of this practice ié to tackle‘the overall problem of displacement by

promobing practices that increase Job security.




THTRODUCTION B : .

"Feathefbedding"l'or'work-restriction iz & subject receiving
much attention; yet it is Tittle pnderétood;~formal englysis being
limitedrto- very recent %imes. It is often the most volatile issueuin
labor-managenent disputes. Management is adlnost cerbain to attempt to
obtzin public su?port and to put pressure upcen the unioﬁs by claiming
thal the bargeining deﬁandS'of managemenﬁ are desigﬁed orly fto put an
end ﬁo featherbedding. This is a clain ofwﬁfﬁue'agéinst gin and is
usually succéssful in influencing publié opinion;_ The significance of
public opinion in the settlenent of labor-managenent disputes is subject,
however, to considerable argument.

‘It is not necessary to ha%e a1l members of a union unemployed
befére the union is confronted with the question of its extinction as
a viable institution.2 Therefore, the efforts of unions to M"make-twork®
byrvarious“methods, direct;and indirect, may be atiributed primarily
to the insecurity of erployment in modern'industry.

The wage earner lives in a world where the demand for labor is

lThe word "featherbedding" refers to practices or work rules
which set unreasonable limits to the amount of work employees may do in
a given time, It also includes payments for unneeded workers, unnecaes-
sary tasks, work not performed or jobs duplicating those already dons.
More specifically and approoriately it neans resistance by labor to the
introduction of better technigues of production and more efficlent
types of machinery. The word, therefore, connotes contemptible behavior
becsuse it is associzted with econonic wasbe of resources and an unaccept-
able norm of conduct. It is used interchangeably with make-work" and
"restrictive outnut',

2. . . a2 .
Weinstein, Paul A., featherbedding and Technological Change,
D. C. Heath Co., 1965, p. V. -




- onstantly chﬂnglng in auantltj, kind and location. In a dynamic

arious kinds of goods and sgervices create a changing demand“¢or labor
:1ﬁ.e°ch 1nauatry, occupatidn, or localmty;-a subSuannlal degreﬁ of job
;ﬁob111ty is needed to achieve lull ntilization of the labor force and

'*tto enzbhle tha econom& to operate at full capacity.B On the other hand,

' the individual employer or employee is often more interested in job

2 }the costslof niring snd training nev workers'are kept down. To the
' _employee, stébility neans relative freedom from job losses or layoifs
?f and protection of his invested equity in fringe benefiis.

4 survey of job attachment in January 1966-pfovides information
on one aspect of mobility--the length éf fime that workeré had been -
continuouslj employed on the job they held at the time of the survey.
Data indicate that employees étéybd ywith the same job or employer an
average of L.2 years.h However, seasonal fluctuaticns in demand may
cause even regular empléyees to lose many days of work and tb enjoy
less than full time employﬁent; Considerable unemployment is caused,
even in good times, by tecﬁnologiéal innoﬁations, changes in demand,
and geograﬁhical shifts in industry. |

Since employnent is unccrtaln and ”1uctuathg, and muech of it
of short duration, it is not surprising that wage earners, both o*gan-
izéd and unorganizad, seek to stabilize and extend their periods of

employment by controlling the pace of work., Unions alsc seek to improve

‘ 3"Job Mobility in 1961,“ Honuhly Labor Qevwew, August 1963
PPo b97"906¢

h"Job Tenure of Workers, January 1966”, Monthly Labor Review,
January 1967, p. 3le

 ;5ecurity and stsbility. The employer prefers stability because it means



" the employment picture by various meke-work rules and policies.

'

Erployers, well sware of the workers! fear of uneﬁployment,
have often tried to.foster this fear for such selfish purposes as Lo
step up the speed of work or tO'maintain discipline. The efforts of
managenent to use fear of unemployment, houever, serve'only to strengthen
union attempts to make work, It is not merely to increase or to protect
immediate employment opportun‘ﬁies that wnions use make-work rules, but
to prolong future employment.

From the standpoint of the communiiy, meks-work rules are a
wasteful way of doaling with unemplojment caused By seasonal work,
technoleopgical change, gnd market shifts. In view of the large number
of important'technological changes in the 1a$t several generations, 1%
is surprising thait unions have not been concerned far more than has been
the case with the problems resuliing therefrom. The reason appears to
be thal many of the changes occﬁr}ed at a time of rapid expansion of the
economy, which in turn served to minimize displacement caused by any one
change, since the displaced worker could readily find employment else-
where,

This study will attemptfo éxplore the reasons why unions, workers,
management, and the public také the atfitudes they do toward technclog;

ical advancement,.




BISTORY OF "FEATHERBEDDIHGY

. Throughout time the:public has often regarded inventors as
criminals and madmen rather than benefactors of mankind. In 1579 the
hapless inventor of a weaving machine was ordered stfangled by the
Council of Danzig, on the ground ihat his device would reduce many
workers to beggary. - John Fitch, inventor of the steambeatb, ihdicated
that he was treated "like a slave® wﬁen he appeéled to varioué groups
for financial support. dJohn Kay, invenior of the flying shuttle in
1733, was fofced fo leave Englahd; workers entered Hargraves' home in
1768 and destroyeﬁ his spinning jemnies; and Crompiton, who iﬁvented the
spinniﬁg mule -in 1799, was forced into hiding.as a reward for his work.s
Resistance to technologicél chaﬁgé has never béeﬁ confinéd_to any one
class or groups Governments, religious groups, farmers, and workers
have at one time or anothef prevented or impedéd introduction of new

innovationss

The acceptance or rejection of technological innova-
tions depends to a large measure on whether they are
introduced 2t a time when an economy is statie, contract-
ing, or expanding; whether they appear in a setiing of
social stratification, of anarchic competition an
class struggle, or in a planned industrial order.

These are factors o remember when speaking about probleﬁs of feather-

bedding; because featherbedding is a form of resistance to technolog-

SS'bern, "Resistance to the Adoption of Technical Innovations
in Technological Trends and National Policy 39, 55" {National Resources
Committee 1937) quoted in UWeinstein, p. 12.

O1p1d.

————




ical change,
Fewer than 150 years ago the textile workers of England were
.wrecking revoluticnary machines which to them signified nothing but
. poverty and degradation.T Being unorganize& and having no practical
method of securing a hearing of their grievances, they took out their
frustration in this futile end primitive fashion. It was not the in-
vention of machinery which produced the crisis, but rather the condition
governing exploitation of the machine by the owmerse dJe L. and B,
Hammond observed that:
If the introduction of machinery had taken place
under a system that allowed the workers to control
it, thalt system could have increased leisure and
made the 1ife of the people happier: it would in
fact have done what the philosophers claimed for
its Bub machinery was introduced under a system .-
that placed the workers at the disposal of the
owners of capital, who valued machinery as a means,
not to a large and richer life for the workers,
but grgater and quicker profits for their enter-
prise,
The harsh exXperience of the English was not repeated on the American
scene with the introduction of technological innovation, primarily
because of the flexible and expanding economy of the United States,
Those who were dissalisfied with their lot had only to look to the
neyw frontier of the '"iyild West", Even though the introduction of new
machinery did not take place under the conirol of the workers, the
system did allow the workers to share more in the economic and social

benefits of the new technology here than anyvhere else in the world.

Only recently has the opposition to technological change been signif-

7J. L. and Be Hammond, The Skilled Labourer, 1760-1832, 1.(1919)
as guoted in Sumner H, Slichter, Unicn Policies and Industrizl lanage
ment, The Brookings Institution, Washington, D.C. {1911).

8Ibid.




icént enéugh;to arouse public ccncern and, even now,; in oniy a few
trades and industriess |

Opposition has taken the form of Htaxing“ the use of new
machines and téchniques rééher than preveﬁting its intreduction.
There is, howeﬁer, evidenceithat through the control of certain basie

patents and other means of economic pressures, American industry has

prevented or delayed the introduction of new machines or processes.9

This, however, is a result of business conditions or cycles rather than

a continuing basic philosophy of businessmen. : |

The factors which motivate the decisions of businessmen and
organized workers 1o rgsist tgchnological changes at certain times and-
under certain conditions are neither understood nor condoned by the
public. In America,rindustrial progress is measured in cuantitalive
terms, i.2., units of output, amount of service aﬁailable. Anyone,
whether bus;nessman, or organizéﬂ; or unorgénized'w rker, who attempts
to curtail or limit the amount of production‘is considered an enemy of
progress. Since the opposition of workers to technological changes.
necessarily assumes forms which are more patent and crude than those of
businessmen, it is only natursl that criticism is focused on the workers.
"Peatherbedding' has now assumed the comnotation of nal-practice, foul
play, énd many other names“for bad conduct, and some uriters belisve
this is_mainly because of‘the'historical antipathy {o unions in this

10 |

country.

Few words in the lexicon of labor are so charged with emotional

QHéinstein, Pe 134

loweinstein, pe 1lh.




content as the so called practice of “featherbedding”. Everybody is
against it, including management, the-public, tﬁe President, and even
organized labors No one denies that waste is evil. But just what
constitutes featherbedding?

Everyone is familiar with the charge that the trade-union
organizations have been agenciés of propaganda for réstfiction of
output. The briéklayers' union, for example, limits the numbar of
bricks to be laid each day, and members gel more ﬁoney for laying
fewer bricks thaﬁ formerlj.ll Another charge is that made against the.
plumbers., "The plumber's getting tﬁo dollars an hour for sleeping
under the bathtub", is a Tacetious.way of expressing é general convicilon
regerding the plumber's restriction of output. Just why.bricklayers'
and plunbers' unions are used as stock examples of restriction of oui-
puf is not known; but indications'are that @osﬁ.people identify restric-
tion of output with the trade unions. Many smiters and authorities on
unioniém and industriallrelations identify restrictions of output as a
policy of organized labor only, and,noﬂ of wnerganized labor. This is
far from the truth,. | |

| This common habii of associating unions énd.restriction ap?ears
to have produced a sort of deadening effect to the aches and pains
caused by the restrictive practices of non-union workers. The.pOPuiaf
indifference to such practices may also be the resuli of fhat type.of
thinking which assoclates everything evil in industry with unionism and

everything good with non-unionisn.

118ummer He Slichter, Union Policles and Industrial Management,

The Brookings Institute, Washington D.C. 1941, p. 192.




Restriction of output has man& names. We find sucﬁ terms as
.ﬁca' Canny and dorg" (uscd in Scotland): "conscientious withdrawl of
effiéiency,” "zo easy," "scamping," "skulking" (used in England);
ngold bricking" (in westerﬁ United States); “government work," “doing
;Ioneself on companj time," "holding back" (in‘the Unitedrstateé)é "sah-
?.otage“ (in Francej; "ratténing,“."striking on the job,® "sbldiering"
;.(accurate;but ﬁncomplimentary), “shirking,"V"slackiﬁg“A(in England and

the United States)alz

- Featherbedding is not new. Some of today's_practiées origin-
:ated in the last quarter of the l9th century. Bu% now there is a new
fdimension to the probiem. The situation of workers displaced by new
:ﬁechhology has been aggravated by a slugglsh economy. The union leader's
fproblem, however is not related to prevailing economic éonditions, but
;to his own entrenched position, ° |

. Although featherbedding-is usually discussed in connection

.ﬁith trade unionisn, unorganized workers are just as proné to engage

:in restriction of output, Workers in industrial society, regardless

fpf whethér or not they are organized, oppose the introduction of new
_indusirial machinery because it arouses the fear of unemployment.l3
_The reaction has varied, however, depending on the state of uniecniza-
:fion. Hon-union workers have been more inélinéd to reach_tacit under-
gétandings and briﬁg social pressures on the members of the work group.
iiﬁgse actions are more difficult to isglate and identify than formal

‘rules and contractual provisions.

. leauneﬁson, Stanley B., “Restrlctlon of Output Among
:Uhoiganlzed iorkers, " Featherbedding and Technological Change,
Pe L, -

1¥‘fein Stej_n, p - hl‘



The case which follows indicates how potent a factor for

restriction the pressur: of the group may bee.

An enthusiastic boy had gone to work in the
automatic serew machine depariment of a large
manufacturing vlant., He had been at work only
a few days on the simple job of knocking burrs
off small parts with an emery wheel, One of the
older burr-grinders approached him and said,

MTake it a8y, buddy,-there‘s'no hurry. Slow
up @ bit."

"What's that?" the boy demended. "I'm paid
piece work.M" : , .

"Well, don!t work so damn fast. Take ny advice;
it's healthier." '

Later the boy explained, %I didn't understand
at the time and I didn't slow ups. It was some
time before I learned whalt prompted this fellow
to attimpt to interfere with my rate of produc-
tion,-H '

b

leinstein, pe 5.
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UNIOH RESFONSES FO TLHCHNOLOGICAL CHANGE

lMaké—work or featherbedding has been caused for the most

~ part by the genius of man.. In'today{s world the technological changes
i that affeqt the ﬁbrk force most éeem to be the modern trendé toward
?_qutamation. "Automation" is defined as a mechanical figure or contri~
" wyance consbructed to act as if sﬁontgnﬂouolg, without the aid of ngn.
It would be exceedingly naive to argue that autonatlon dees
not abolish jchs. There is no doubt that it does, In a 1955 inquiry

by a trade periodical, The American Machinist, 1,574 firms gave their

- answer to the impact on the work force. Of the 22% who indicated some
degree of automation in their plantvs, one-fourth of the firms indicated
an increase in employment by 2173, while another one-cuarter stated that
: - P . - =4 15 L : a L

their work force was reduced by 16%. In the Ford-Cleveland Plant,
one men runsatransfer machine performing more than 500 machining

rs . . 16 :
operations, whereas conventional methods reguired 35-70 men; and,
in one automsbed radio plant, two workers can turn out 1,000 radic sets per
day vhere formerly 200 men were required.
Production in the electrical machinery industry is 25% hicher
than it was 10 years ago, with 80,000 fewer employees; and the auto-

0y 2 - L0y

novile industry can produce 10 million new cars with a work force of

15Frﬂdr1ck Pollock Automation, (New York: Frederick Praeger,
1937), Pe 209-

Report of the Director General, Part T: Aubomation and OuheL

"Technological Developments, (international Labor Ofifice, 1957), pp. 7-32.
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200,000 fewer then in l953»1?

I% has often;been stated that "one man's réd,tape is.anqther
 _man’s due process.t It may-be similariy asserted that ”whatris feather-
bedding to an employer.is protactién of the properiy righ®t in a job %o
the worker agd his union." Many of the work rules that emerge from
collective bargaiping generally define what employers refer to as “feathér~
bedding".

The conflict between the worier and emerging new forms of tech-
nology is as old as the Tndustrial Revolution.

The unieon eﬁbodies the development of a new éeﬁ of property
rights generated within the womb of an older sel of property concepts.
The older set must either repress the developing concepls or adapt bo
thgm by a process of acéomodation. Collective bargaining is-eSSentialLy_
an experimontal procedure'to reconcile these conflicting property con-
cepts in an evolving social system.

The interpretation of this cthlict as a clash of different
_EprOPefty riéhts permilts a fational view of work rules and allsged
;'featherbedding. The concept of aworker'!s property right in his job
origineted as an intellecﬁual-formulation iﬁ the work of John R. Commons.
It received its classic expression from his student, Selig R. Perlman.
f_He wrobe, "The safest way to assure group control over opporbunity. . .
f.was for the union. « .to become the virtuzl owmer and administrator of

f the jobs."18

1?Russel C. McCarthy, "Autcmation and Unemployment: 4 Second
- Look," Management Review, lay, 19562, pe 37.

5 1BSelig Re Perlman, A Theory of Lebor Hovement, (ilew York:
Avgustus Kelley, 1949), p. 199.
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John R.Commons considered rules to be the very basis of our

economic theory. Commons used the coancept of a working rule in a much
broader sense that it is used in the field of industrial relations
today. He formulated it as'a guiding concept in explaining the behavior
of all economic institutions including the corporzbtion iiself., He
describes the working rule in ithe following language:
- It (the working rule) %ells vhat the individual
must or rust not do (compulsion or duty), what they
may do without interference from other individuals
(permission or liberty)}, what they can do with the
aid of collective powsr (capacity or right) and
what they camnot expect the colleciive power to do
in their behalfesesvorking rules have had z pro=-
found effect wpon the concept of private property,
changing concept from a principie of exclusive
holding of physical cobjects for the owmer's privale
use into a principle of control of limited resour-
ces needed by others for their use and therefore
into a concept of intangible and incorporeal
property arising solely out of rules of law control-
ing transactions, :
John R. Commons concludes that the deprivation of a worker of his job
;is the equivalent of the abolition of a property right for which he is
:entitled to compensation on the basis of capitalizing the earning
:powers of which he is thereby deprived.
Opposition to technological change is such a natural reaction
lof those who are immediately injured by the change that considerable
foresight and a careful weighing of consequences are nscessary in order
1o induce a union to refrain from adopting the obvious and natural

‘attitude of opposition. And yet it is important to cbserve that if an

 attitude or policy of obstruction is not adopted and if the supply of

_ l9John R. Cormons, Legal Foundation of Capitalism, (Madison:
University of Wisconsin Press, 1957)e
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:1ébor is permitted to adjust itself gradually to the change,

.:the 6ppostition il ﬁass awsye. The structual ironworkers'originally
;opposed-the pneunatic hamma;; now'the-ironﬁdrkers would not think of
;opposing it--in fact, most do not knowr how to pound rivets by hand,.
Opposition to technélogical change is more likely to be pract-
iced by craft uniéns than Sy industrial unions. Vthen unions include
;only members of a single occupatipn, a machine or prﬁcess which dis-
 §1aces men or reduces the requiréd skill injures every menber of the
'f{mion. When the union includes all occupational e%ills in the industry,
:ﬁowever, too few members are affected by most technological changes to
“ﬁérmit the vnion to make a major issue of the change. Whether indust-
'rial or.craft, unions are composed of men who have a limited time to
-iive and who are primarily interested, therefore, not in perpetuating

3

their organization, but in obtaining within their lifetime a return

cﬁJthe money they pay as monthly dues. If, by insisting upon policies

ﬁﬁat eventually destroy the union, they can protect their jobs from
déstruction for a few years, thej nay prefer to sacrifice the uanion in
éfder to prolong their job;

. This attitude of unionized workers toward technological progress,

which has led to the imposition of restrictive practices, stems from

various factors. These include the attitude and behavior of managmenﬁ,
ﬁﬁé3satisfaction of employees with working conditions, the size and type

Uf:uhion, and the history of the union and its relations with other

“éﬁér organizations.z? Most important of all, workers are influenced

b?ﬂemployment conditions 'in the labor market. Nevertheless, there has

0
e Slichter, p.. 242,



1
been a gradual realization by workers that a proper distribution of
 £he costs and gains of new technology is the key to imprbfement of -
__éonditions, and as 2 result resistance 4o technological progress has
; decreased, -Gains are representéd by adrances in.the standard of iiving
{ and more lelswre time; costé include the loss of skills and.experience,
: the need for some,disP1acea workers to find new jobs and shift their
- place of residence, and the inability of other employees to édjusto
Evolution in the attitude and behavior of workers toward the
" dintroduction of new méchines has depended in great part on surrounding
_;circumstances. The nost serious cases of resislbance to machinery and
::the clearest demonstration of destructive human impnlées and mob viol-
i.ence have occurred at those times and places in which workers affected
;}by the installation were faced by a variety of restrictions limiting
?;their ablility tolchange trades qrjmove to other locales. MNore recent-
;;If, thé greater impact-of severe egonenic depressions, the accumulation
{ 0£ fight% and privileges under thg systemé of seniority, and the exié—
;.tence of] vested intereslis in‘pension funds have made it far less attract-

ive for porkers to seek new jobs or change the place of residence.

f.Resistanpe to technological advance, although expressed in much milder
;!forms than formerly, has again become an imporiant industrial issues.

The guestion of trade union limitations on output becane impor-
? tant in the United States near the begimning of the Twentieth Century.
_QAt first, discussion did not revolve around the impact of technology
f 0n the attitudes and activities of workerss The main concern was whe-
;:ther the amount of work assigned was overly burdensomerand unduly sapped
the physical vitality and stamina of workers, thereby making then

useless to industry in relatively short periods of time. Generally, it . -

was not contended that union leaders exerted pressure -on workers to . -
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;Ireduce thernormallamdunt of work performed during workiﬁg hoqrs.
; Rather, ths labor ﬁévement was interested in achieviﬁg a reduction in
hthe daily hours of work, an objective mdre widely acceptabie butsidé
the wage-earning class. At\timés employers agreed to bermit their.
workers to ?roduce less in lieu of giﬁing them an increase in wagés;
.accasioﬁallf and possibly for brief intervals strong locals re@uced
work loads of their memberé beloﬁ reasonzble limits. There are inst-
_énces where unions, such as stone mouwnters, flint glasé workers, and
ifon and steel workers, have trieé to avoid a put‘in the piece rate
féid to their memberé by limiting the amount of wages which mofkers
Ere allowed to earn in a day.zl

Trade unions geherally favored poiicies limiting output only
b:fesist the speed-up, It sometimes happened that employers hired
é%eral able workmen who‘ﬁere induced by financizl arrangements to set

work pace sbove the normal capabilities of most workers in order to

drive those on the job to greater exertion. But as the practice of the

pééd—up was gradually sbandoned by employers, limitation of output
Saé:union counter measure became less important.

| Some unicn opposition £0 new machinery resulted irom unhappy
expéfiences. Technological advance mzade it easier for employers to
Syitute the speédrup, destroyed sikills, reduced the demand for ldbor
eétablishments using new devices, and somevime made possible the

yment of women and children. But even atrthe begimning of the

Bng;éth Century, attempts by unions to prevent the use of machines

#égés ab least as high as those formerly prevailing. The typograph=-

2l
. John Mortin, "Do Trade Unlons Limit Output?" Political
ace tuarterly, September, 1907, p. 371.
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7} efs succeeded ih‘this ocbjective. Machinists, pressmen, anﬁ litho-
graphers; for exemple, fixed the number of machinee each‘ﬁan could -
q?erate.zz

But the baker'e union, bredominantly craft in pature, which
had incomplete conbtrol of tﬁe labor market, did nol show hostility o
technological advahce.' This union did, however, generally press for
shorter hours in the mechanized sector of the industry. As ﬁeehines
réplaced hard labor, the organization assumed more of the eharacteris—
tics of an industeiel union. The advantages which workers receive
from mechanization have been recognized by the union leadership. In
1955, the president of the baker's unioe sald: "We have 170,000 merb-
ers in the union.;..but I doubt if 15,000 of them are bakerse.s«But
machines, while eliminating bakers, recuire greet mmbers of men to
' assemble the packaging materials, etore and move the products., Weive
exchanged bakers for bakery workers."23
In one sector of the labor market, however, where control was
.complete, (control of all employees in a particular competitive area),
the baker's unions resisted technology and practiced featherbedding,
.In 1922, the Yew fork State Joint Legislative Committee on Housing
;(the Lockwood Committee) conducted an investigaticn of the Jewieh bak-
‘er's union in New York City. It disclosed, among other things, that:
funion_policy required that the hours of work were to be reduced if
tmachinery is used in a bakery; employers were to limit the amount of

Ebread baked each day; and during specified periocds employers ‘must keep

. 22Rebert D. Leiter, Featherbedding and Job Security, Twayne
- Publishers, Inc. Hew York 19oh, Te 570

23Fortune, HMay 1955, ps 5%.
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ad pay such nurber of men as the union determines even if he has no

fk for so many;" and bakery machinery was to be operated by Journey-
men Uorkers only. The committiee found that these rules drove émployers

out”of business because thej were unable to compete with the city's non-

Jeﬁish bakers who were not burdened by.similar requirements.

: There are 1notances in wnlch unions whose members are affected
by technologlcal change are not always capable of acting effectlvelj.
This occurs, for example, when new developments or growth in one indus-
ﬁ;y influences employment opporbunities in another. Generally, however,
ﬁﬁion atiitude toward techﬁological change takes the form of acceplance
ﬁa enéouragement, adjustments and control, or oppoéition and competi-

tion.

'Aeéepfance and Encouragenent

. A militaﬁt employer assoclation and a militant labor union in

{ﬂé West Coast shipping industnf have evolved a novel solution for the
;t?oublesome problem of resbrictive working rules that may be far reach-

ing in 1ts wltimete effects. The employer--the Pacific Haritime Assoc-
:i;tion (PHA)~~regained a high degree of frecdom to manage its operations
éfficiently, and estzblished its right to introduce 1abof saﬁing machine-
;éfy. The union--~the In ernational Longshoremen's and Warehousemen's

:#nion (ILWU)——gaingd sizable payments running intoe the millions of dollars,
tés_its “share éf the machine" and the assurance of security and a'better

25

deal for its longshore Menbers.

i hNew York State Joint Legislalive Committee on Housing, Final
iReport (Lepislative Documents Noe LG) 1923, pps 37-L46 as quoted Leiter,
. 5(. '

25;{ossaris, Yax De, Mdorking Rules in West Coast Longshoring,"
onthly Labor Review, January, 1961, pe le




18

In the rnrocess of-mﬁving goods, 1ongshoremeﬁ ordiﬁérily engapga
in duties which bridge the gap between the fpnctions off Qeamén and -
”£eamster3. The work consifts of moving cargo between the dock and the
fhatch of ships engeged in foreign intercoastal, and cgastal trades
};This work is performed mainiy by gangs of men, although soﬁe Tersons
“not attached to a.gang, sﬁch as clerks, checkers, cafpenters,’and extra
:1aboreré, also are utilized. Since most of the costs of opefating a
#essel, other thaﬁ Tuel, continué to accumilate during the period in
ﬁhich the vessel is'docked; prqfits tend to be larger 1If turn arounds
Eéi'e more rapide Fluctuations iﬁ the demand for longshore labor vary
widely from day to day becaﬁse arrival.and departure-of ships and
éﬁounts and kinds of cargo to be loaded or unloaded are irregulars
Some casual employment, therefore, has been a regular feature of the -
industry. - |
- The period following the general strike of 1934, was one of
eﬁploitation gnd abuse of longshoremen by their employerss The
ﬁiﬁternGSS which had characterized the industry carried over into the
sﬁbsequent employer—union reiationship. The employers did their best

to break the union, and the union retaliated just as mllltanuly. These

y?;rs were probably the stormiest in UsS. lebor history. Between 193l

and 1948, the West Coast had over 20 major port strikes, more than
'300 days of coastwide strikes, about 1,300 local "job action" sirikes,
and abouu 250 arbitration awards.26

One of the issues sebtled in the 193l strike was the hiring

26 etty VeH. Schnzidsr and Abraham Siegel, Industrial Relations

1nﬁthe Pacific Coast Longshore Industry {Berkeley, Universily of
allxornlﬂ, Institute of Industrial Relations, 1956}, Dpe 2-3e
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 bro§edure. No longshoreman may work steadiLy for one employers
reports to the hiring hall, where a union-glected dlspatcher fills
aloyer requests by sendlng a gang Lo load or unload a shlp.

The 15,000 Class 4 fully_registered 1ongshoremen (and clerks)
ofére TLWU members are considered the industry's basic labor force
and;ﬁave first choice at available jobs.27 Theré are two other classes
aiongshorgmen: Class B and Casuals. Vhile there are nearlj as marny
ass B and-Casual workers as there are Class A men, the two groups

chﬁnt for only a small fraction of the manhours worked (about 1L
| ' 28

_erdént in 1959) and not considered parl of regular labor forces
Two significant facts evolved in the industry during the period
- sotive warfare between 1934-1948. One-that the union has complete

tfol over the longshore labor force on the iest Coasts The long-

shorenan must look to the union for his job and thus his complete
yaity'is to the uﬁion. The second irksome situation is the double
andiing rule which prevails in most portsf nder this rule, cargo
S§ftouch the %skin of the dock™ before someone other than a iong-
hoféman may handle it. Thus the cargo cannot be unloaded directly
ﬁéfa truck, train, or other means of conveyance.

Employers have repeatedly protested vhat they ternm the

’rogre551ve and substantlal deterioration of longshore produc11V1ty”

They either abided by the rules or their ships were

2
e ?Betty Ve He Schneider, "The NMaritine Industry,” Honthly
bor Review, May 1959, ps 552.

28 :
Kossoris, pe 2
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Subsequent to the ninety-five day strike of 1948, new manage-

et leadership helped to usher in an era of relative peaces Bach-side
asfwell disposed to reduce its financlal lossess

Rezlization by the union that the volume of work available to

ongghoremen was declining and that operating procedures were being
o éfnized by employérs led to a reappraisal of its attitude and polic-
High labor costs on the docks were responsible at least in part
bf:%he ghift in freight transport from coastal and intercoasfal water

ipments to trucks.and railroadse In 1957 the union anmounced that it

5pfepared to forego the advantages of its restrictive miles and

rohiﬁitions to technologiéal change in order ito meke the industry more
péfitive and profitable on the condition that emplbyers permit long-

horemen to share in the gainse A union committee reported: ¥Our

eséht policy can be described as one of intermittent guerrilla war-
dirSCued against all cnanges whlch we anulclpate wllllreduce the
d“fdr men.“29 Modification of the policy, the union felt, would be
éheficiél to the membership.ao Harry R. Bridges, the president
thefunioﬂ, said to the_representative of the employers:

= A vnion leader has a right tc fight for feather-
. bedding until an employer sits down and works out

a scheme for taking care of the mens Try to change
the work rules and we'll call a strike. Te'll

hold out for three months-four, if necessary.,

We'll cost you maybe 70 million dollars, ihy don't
you take half of that and put it in a fund to
protect the men's Jjobs as you mechanize? ihy don't
You share the savings?

29The New York Times, liay 27, 1963, pe 1512-

0
3 Lincoln Fairley, "The ILWU-FIMA lechanization and Moderniza-
on agreement," Labor Law Journal, July, 1961, Do 694

'f3lLester Velie, "That Imply Chair by the Fﬁathnrbed
der's Digest, April, 1963, De 100,



The problems werc exolorad with the employerts association
P ! TPRLOY

tﬁét vear and in 1958. The labor conbract negotiated in 1959 provid-
eé that for the contract year of 1959-1960 employers were freé to N
ﬁéchaniﬁe wiihout fear of restraint from the unibn, although £hey could
make 1O chaﬁges in work practices. During this period a method was
;dévised to measure manhours saved under new teéhniques to provide a
b331s for fulure sham*vr of the galns, Meanvhile the employeré agreed
“to pay 81, SOO 000 into a fund to prOV1de a guaranneed annual wage and
e#rly retlrement.Bz Since this agreement a more substantive contract
'has energedfbaaad on the "buy-oul" principle instead of Ygains-share',

The employers were mosh anxious to get the 1960 agreement

because the West Coast longshoremen were very much against reducing

the size of the regular work force. The agreement went far in principle,
‘but not far enough in fact. Principally, the union agreed in this
contract to eliminste casual workers and those who leave the work force.

Bﬁt in the main, it kept the basic group at work, regardless of methods

or improvements.

. In effect, the West Coast agreement provides a "permanent bonus
ﬁﬁéiemployees to refrain from épposing technological progress.“33
~iﬁvolved in this provision is what amounts to a dismiséal compensation
coﬁcept ‘providing payments for employees to seek work elsewhere-r

The fund could have had bad effects in practice. lThe mainten=-
ance of the existing lsbor force, e: cept for attrltlon, will undoubt-

edly raise the: aveLﬁge age of the emuloyoes, tnus reducing eificiency

32

Kossoris, De Ge

. 33G. F. Bloom and H.Re Northrup, Economics of Labor Relations,.
(Homenood Illinois: Irwin, Ince, 1961) pe 259
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n an indﬁstry that requires much ﬁhysical efforte Over-manning will
;probably also continue.

Though the agreement has some undesirable featﬁres, it neverthe
-1ess, is still'a giant step;toward,solving the problem and changing

Jhe attitudes of unions toward technological changes, Neither the
{émployer group nor-the union has a good meésure 6f what the moderniza-
ﬁion program will'mean in terms of man-hours saved, No one knows how
fast nor how far the program will move. ILstimates of thé reductién of
'@an—hour requirements have gone as high aé 35% by the end of the agree-;
ment s 1ife, | | |

Signifiéantly3 the"IIEﬂIachievad all of the changes through
‘peaceful negotiations at the bargaining teble,

- Adjustment and Control

For more than eighty years, the practice of
prohibiting the use of bprrowed type without
reproduction has been an accepted part of the
labor-management relationship in the printing
and publishing industrys, A1l acceptable relation-
ships betueen employers and the International
Typographical Union (ITU) have growm out of long
years of experience, and have been considered from
most angles at the bargaining table. Common
problems and contrboversial matters have been
negotiated in an air of mubtual concern, secking a
fair sclution; these often have involved trial-and-

rror projects, concessicns made to ecqualize
benefits gained and adoption and adaption of new
ideas to meel changing conditions as often as
deemed necessary or advisable by agrecment of
both partiese3>

3l‘lKossoris, De To

Excerpts from a speech presented by Woodruff Randolph, Pres-
ent of the International Typographical Union before the House

miitiee on Education and Labor and the Senate Committee on Labor and
1blic Welfare, during hearings on amendments to the Taft-Hartley Act,
3rd Congress,

|
|
I
!
I
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ihe possibilities of transferfing matter which had been used
;fron one office to another and tnerﬂby reducing ;he oubtlay for comp-
ositlon must alwzys have been apparent o the Dubllohers of newsPapers,
nThe local unlonu, oubtless, had cases of @hls kind to deal with at a
VETY early tine, yet the subject did not attract much attention until
*;fter the Civil Ware The 1869 sessicn of ITU rejected é resolution
Birecting,local ﬁnions ic oppose the borroﬁing of matter.Bé This action
was not the result 01 any opp081tlon to the pr1n01ple 1nvolved but
rather of the rcluctance of the Internatlonal, 2% that period in 1ts
hlstOfy, to interfere in local qucsblons. There is ample ground for

bflieving that at the time local unions very generally opposed the

borrowing of matter; and three years later, in 1072, a committee of-

hé Internationa1 expressly declared its opinion that the transfer of
'tér was "detrimental to both proprietor and printer and should not
b é_l_]_.lowed."B7 In 1873 The Intéfnational adopted 2 resolution "dis-

utibenancing the practice prevailing in several citles of loaning and

L . . o 8
rowing matter between morning and evening nBWSpaper“.B As the rule
.been enforced since that time, the exchange of matier is prohibited

gég_the newspapers are printed in the same office and owned by the

£ pPersolls

- About 18?0 the use by neﬁspapers in the smaller towms of what

v

known as 'patent out51des" became common. These were sheets printed

6.
3 Woodruff Randolph, “Re)roductlon in the Printing and Publish~

ndustry," Labor Law Journal, HMay, 1953, ppe 307-308.

TGeorge BE. Barnett, "The Printers", American Fconomlc Assccia-
;Quarterly, Third Serles, i, Noe 3 (October, 1909), Pe L35e

Ibid.
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Son one Side and furnished by a single printing office to é:number of
 neWs;aper publisherse The central office printed thousands of these
sheets from the same type, énd sold tﬁem in émall lots to its customers.
The local pubiishers printéd the other.side of the sheeis in their oun |
officese The nawspapers which used toutsidest vere almost exclusively
weeklies published in towns too small to have local typographical unionse
;Thé union, therefore, nevér showed a keen interes£'in,the subject,
élthough it was occcasionally considered, |

” During the earlier years of ITU, reproduction was not practiceds
ihe loaning and borrowing of type was prdhibited by mrbual agreemente
:fhe law and the agreemsnt deali only with type and type setting, Before
:ﬁhe turn of %he,century, new machines were invented, new methéds were
Brought iﬁto use, and new problems confronted both proprietors and
printers in their collective bérgéining. Hand-set type was being re-
placed.with compbsitidn from ﬁoﬁétype and Linotype machinese. Stefot?pe
:énd electrotype plates, photo—éngravingé end papier mache matrices were
Widely useds -

During this period of rapid expansion and changes within the
sp?inting and publishing indusiry, collective bargaining as £o the exact
:férms and specific policies to be followed in each local jurisdiciion
;écame more important anq minimur standards as expressed by ITU general
éms were stated in greater detaile |

Vhen unions sesk control over the jobs created by a new labor-
.a?ing machine or device, they are usually interesied primérily in
btaining these jobs for the men displaéed by the new technique. Their
lccess in achieving this purpose depends in the main upon five condit-

ons: (L) the usefulness of skill and experience aéquired under the old
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echnique to holders of jobs under the new, (2) the bergaining position

of the union, (3) the willingness of the union to make concessions to

obtaln control of new Jobs, (L) the relations between the union and the
' mplojers, and {5) the u1111ngress of the dlSplaced men to learn the
39

eﬁ techniques promptly end tc do their best at 1t, The success of

the ITU in controlling the 1inotype—-the classic instanee of the success-
-51 pursuit of the policy of control--is largely explained by the fact
:thai employerp early discovered that the compositors imowledge and tralnu
fngzmade him a more sabisfactory operator than workers who lacked
keerience in setting newspaper matiere

Even whare men experienced at the old technique make the most
:sfactory workmen on the new, the bqrgalneng power of the unicn may

e important in gaining for the displeced employees an opportunity to
'how what they can do. .At the tiﬁe new bechnigues are introduced,
mpioyers may not know whether experience at the old precess is valuable
-the new. Certainly the Typograehlcal Unlon wag greally heleed in
reventlng employers from enbar ving on attempts to train specialists for
1inotype by the fact that nany jobs such as the eettihg of advertise~
enﬁe, were not aff'ected by the machine. Ne less important was the fact
ha’G many jobs such as the setting of advertlsements, were not affected
-ijﬁe machine, HNo less important was the fact that linotypes were

'féf introduced in newspaper offices where the union was the strongest.

Strikes are costly to newspapers because the fallure of a paper

39

MOG.J. Barnett, "Chapters on Machinery and Labor," p. 19, as
.oted in Slichter, p. 2h8.

Slic}.'lter, p - 2)46 .
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é appear inflicts on it an irretrievable loss of adveétising revenue.
And if the paper ié produced by strikebreakers, many adveriisers refuse
td patronize it for fear of incurring'tge enmity of the strikers and
tﬁeirrsympathizers. Néwspapers too, are highly vulnerable to boycotts.
since the circulatien depends wpon popularity, newspapers are reluctant
ﬁ; offend the wage earrers of the community.by beconing involved in
serious lgbor troﬁbla, Finally,'the expense of setiing the type for a.
7érge edition of a newspaper is too small a part of the cost of product-
ién to warrant an expensive battle,hl These factéfs, by strengtheﬁing
qhe'bargaining powef of The Typographical Union, helped to forestall the,

mbve of management o train specialists for the linotype. The union

embarked upon a training program of its oum.
Elmer Brown, ITU President, in a speech to the Amsrican. lews-
paper Publishers Asscciation Convention in April 1965, states:

The union printers, after quickly recovering
from their first shock, determined that their
future lay in mastering the new machines, not
fighting thems The lesson learned by both labor
and management in the replacing of hand-set compo-
sition with the machine method should serve as a
parallel “o the era of automation and the computers
e o oble are making. every effort to frain our mem~
bers to operate new electronic dsvices which you
are introducing in your newspaperse « o« oIn addi-
tion to iraining our representatives and staff
members to better understand your problems, we
have embarked on a program which, we hope, will
provide you with a ready source of competent,
trained personnel whenever you decide to intro-
duce new innovations in your composing rocus.

s » oRegerdiess of what you may think, we are
growm-up boys now and we rezlize fully that if
you don't prosper, then neither will we.

hlSlichter, pe 219
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The ITU has consistently opposed the four devicés“(”Borrowing
| Matver,¥ "Patent Outsides," "Plate HMatter,™" “Exchangerof'Maﬁriées")

for the reuse or duplication of matter. Where the use of plates or

the exchange of matter has been permitted, it has been because condit-

jons were too sirong for ile union to overcome. The underlying motive
in the opposition to such labor saving devices haé béen the desire to
prevent the displacement of laber; but the attitude of opposition had
4ts inception in éertain peculiarities of the system of plece payment
long in vogue in the newspaper business. It is to be expected that as
time lapses such survivals in attitﬁde wili 1ose.their force. The
prohibition agéinst tﬁe various forms of the recuse and duplication of
matter wili'then rest, if still enforced, ﬁurely'on the desire to
increase the amount of employment,

In general the TTU accepts the nevitable advancerent in
techndlogy and channels its enéfgy toward conbinued conbrol of the
industry through estsblished training programs for its members to meet

head-on the challenge of the futures

Opposition and Competition

~ Lumbering along a street in Washington, an old railroad fire-
man named He Be Gilberi recalied.his private meeting with the President
of the United States earlier that daye Gilbert turned to his companion,
You Rnow,“ he said, "”today's events make me prouder than ever that 1
am an American., TUhere .else in the world could an old country boy like
' b2

me say 'No,! to the President and then walk out of his office?®

As president of the Brotherhood of Locomotive Firemen and

hgTime Magazine, July 26, 1963, D. 13.
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Enginemeh, Gilbert_has been simply a preserver of past union gainse

In a specch to the Brotherhood convention, July 1963, he character-
jstically called upon the members to éonfroﬁt the criéis of ;63 with

the fsplrit of 'Y3%e e méant not 1973, but 1873.h3

That was the year
ihe BrotherhoodAwas foundeds An Erie Railroad fireman was‘killed in a
train wreck, and a railroading fpiénd named Joshua Leach set about taking_
ﬁp a collection for the widow and childrene -From this beginning he
iormed a fireman's 1life insurance assocliation with eleven members who
éalled themselves the #Dser Park Lodge Noe 1o% From this beginning

grew the Br&therhood of Locomotive Firemeﬁ énd Enginemén,

In 1877, members of the young union ook part in the United

States! first nationwide strike, which erupted when depression-hit

reilroads imposed wage cuilse Railroad workers struck in Baltimore,

?hiladelphia, Pittsburgh, Reading, Louisville, and Chicagos. Strikers

destroyed locomotives, fought with anti-strike citizens, but finally

gave up after battliing state and Federal troops. Chastened by bloodshed

and defeat, the Firemen two years later adopted a resclution declaring

ﬁhat the union would "igriors strikes and hereafter setlle our grievan-

Ll

ces with our emgloyers by arbitration,”

The long history of rallrecading in the United States has seen

6nly one partly successful attempt to gather all railroad workers into
a single industrial union. That was The fmerican Railway Union (ARU)

founded in 1893 by fiery Sociolist Hugene Debs, . The membership rose to

h3Ibid.

. .

hhlma Pe 1)-!-0
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Iabout lS0,0QO and was a bolsterous bub confident organizationo On
May 11, 189, Debs called out the workers in Chicago's Pullman shops,
and the result was one of the bloodiest strikes in United States histo-
L5 - i
Both the Brotherhood and the railroads reached their pesk in
the decade before'1920,‘ Since then the companies have been afflicted
with competition from the trucking industry and the rail unions with
cresping obsolescence. The BofLFEE had 126,000 members in 1920, but
only ?S,OOO‘today. If it were not for the ™work rules" that railroads:
want to gel rid of, union ﬁembership would.be evéﬁ smaller‘.}L6
lAlthough the various branches 6f the transportation industry
have-expérienced consiéerably different bargaining relationships,
almost aﬁl of them have been subject to many make-work practices. The
most puﬁlicized,and'bitterest featherbedding dispute has occurred on
the railroads, where employers have coordinated their efforts fully
and effectively., Elsewhere labor and management have not met in simi-
lar head-on struggles,
One of the major problems faced by tﬁe whole %ransportation
industry in the 1960}3 is-caused by the lack of union responsibility
~ for holding operating costs downe Laobor organizations have not been

sufficiently concerned to maximize labor productivity and have resist-

ed service adjustments based on user demand and changing technology.hT
"> bid,
héIbid.--
LLTKent Te Hezly, "The Problem~Rational and Effective Allocation

of Rescurces, " The Annals of the American Acadery of Political and
Social Science, Jarmary 1963, pe Llle
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The tendency to impose inflexible and complicated work rules reétrictm
ing output and operations and reducing the carriers' ability to render

L8

efficient service generally permeates transportatioﬁ lebor unions.
| The rules.and pracficeé under which operating railroad workers
in the United States are aséigned their tasks and paid for their ser-

vice have been develonad durlng a period extending over 100 yearse

| Lack of 1mm9d1ate supervision called for detailed rules, Since 1875,

when the first simple railroad contract was put in written form, the

rules have growm in scope and exbensiveness and are now incorporated
did not all come about from collective bargaining. Many originated in

‘resulted from federal and state legislations A general examination and
‘evaluation of wages and hours in the railroad industry, which shed much
;light on operations, was made at the direction of Congress in connect-

L9 Prevalent rules and

ion with the Adamson Eight Hour Act of 1916,
practices were codified by the United States Zailroad Administration
;during and immediately aftér World Var I. Since then, chenges have

taken place within therframework which was thus established.

The railroad industry was one of the first to be thoroughly

;prganized by unions, and employees achieved relatively good working

conditions long before workers in other ssctors of the economy were
éble to obtain them, But tﬁe gains of railroad workers have lagged

since World War 1I. During the past twenty years other labor organ-

izations have been able to negotiate great improvements in fringe

- LL8Marv1n L. Fair and Ernest W, Williamé, Jre, ELeonomics of
Transportation, 1950, pe 618

h9Um.t==d States Elght-Hour Conm1551on, Report, 1918 as oquoted
ln L&l‘bel‘, p. 73'

in elaborate and complex collective agreementé. The different practices“'

‘decisions of courts, execubive agencies, and arbitration bodies. Others



31

.Benefits, while rajlroads have not been very succéssful inithis areds
Vast economic changes have in many ways adversely affected

the positibn of the railroad induétry, Reduéad profits for meny carriers

and losses for others havé1stimhlated the search for techniques to

lower costse. Tt is natural; under éuch conditions, that much atiention

has been dirscted toward labor outlays which amount to morerthan half

the total operating revenues 6f raiquads and have been a greater

fraction of total costs, despite the almost consistent deéline in

50

employment over the past forty'years§ In i920 railroads were pract- -
ically'unéhallenged as carriers of freighf and.passengérs.sl Since
that time competition has‘intensified.- Automébiles; trucks, buses,
airplanes, ships, and pipelines have garnered ever larger shares of
the paSsenger and freight business. | |
Technological developmenté, competitive pressures, and the
severe and prolonged econcmic depression which began in 1929 all con-
tributed to the continued decline in railroad employment (gxcept for
the war years) that started in 1920. Between 1940 andl1960 the number
of jobs for operating'workérsé—engineers, firemen, conductors, brakenmen,
and switehbenders--fell from about 300,000 to 200,000, thoughrthe rel-
ative dscline for nonoperating workers was much greater.52
| Fea{herbedding oh_the railroads stems from work rules which

have become obsolete because they have hardly been altered since they

were developed more than forty years agoe. "Full crew" laws in almost

SOLeiter, De 12
Slrpid, pe 73 "
g2

Tbide pe 73
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ﬁalf the states speéify the mmber of brakemen and other cfeﬁ positions
_required on freighi and passenger trains. Interpretation of contract
provisions and work rules by arbitrators and referees have modified
fhe origiﬁal intent of agrcements and forbidden some labor-saving
changes. o

|  Although nggotiatea rules and state iaws have provided most of
i.ﬂhe émployment which is in disﬁufe, decisions of the MHaticnal Rzilroad
i;A@justment-BOArd (NR&B), which handles grievances in the railroad indus-
'?try, are respensible for some of it, Many rigidities in Jjob assigmments
of read and yard creﬁs have resulted from contract interpretations
“made by the NRABs On the basis. of seniority rules, for example, the
Board adOpﬁed the polic& of assigning property rights te workes IHach
piece of wﬁrk belongs to a class of labor, a member of which must be
f}called upon to perform it, regardless of whether it can be performed

-

.more expeditiously‘and efficiently by others. This has provided work
= for yard crews even where yards have been abolished.53
| In 1956 railréads, acting jointly, announced their intentions

‘of reviéing the work rules and the wage-base formula that the unién

" had won over the Vearse Tﬁe r;ilroads c1aimed thét the old rulés and
' formulas, iargely antiquated by technological changes, bgrdened railroads
:;with additional-and unnzcessary costs of $600 million a year.sh

The most notorious instance of featherbed@ing by the operating

railroad employees has been the reguirement that an excessive number

. of workers should be employeds The formal beginning of this dispute

3511cnter, p. 195.

ShTime, Juty 26, 1963, Vol. 82, los 1s pe 13.
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came -on November 2; 1959, when bécause of Section‘éQ of the Railway
Labor Act, the-carriers served the organizations with notices of pré-
posed changes in many work and.comﬁensation fules, inciﬁding those
bearing on the fireman and crew consist issues. The President of the
United States appointed the'Presidéntial Railroad Commission in November
1960, to inqguire into the dispute, In March 1963, the Supreme Court —
decided that the .I'ailroads. o o shaving exhanstéd all of the statutory
procedures, are relegéted to self=help iﬁ adjusting this dispute,

subject only to the invocation of the provisions.r. « ofor the creation
of an Emergency Board."55 |
This Board (created under proviéions of Railway Lsbor Act on
;April 3s 1963) devoted its efforts almost entirely to the mediation of
‘the dispute, seeking as it said, "constructive solubtions raﬁher than
the meré restatement of the previously fixed positions of the parties,™
‘and exploring "paths which may develop into avenues of set‘ble*nents.“56
f“hls Board recommended with regard to each issue a series of guidelines
fand procedures wnlch might serve as a frameuork for further collectlve
;bargalnlnv. Both as to thg fireman issue and the crew consist issue,
.the recommended procedure included arbitration és a means of settling
unresclved issues.

Both the Pr981dent1al Railroad Conm1551on and Emergeﬁc; Board
'NO. 15h have concluded that in most 1nstances flremeﬁ are not required
in road freight and yard service. In addition, several emergency boards

and one arbiration board, although not dealing with the same issue, have

553r0therhood of Locomotive Engineers v. Baltimore and Ohio
Rallroad 327 UlS. 28l (1963).

f 56Publlc Law 88-108, 88th Congress, S. J. Res. 102, enaCued
"August 28, 1963.
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;rﬁled adﬁeréeiy on related proposals by the Brotherhood of Locomotive
;Eggineers.S? Even today negotiations betweeh the railroads and unions
are snarled, threatening the nation with a cfippling réil strikes Six
.gﬁop-craft gnions_are demaﬁding a 1% pay ﬁike whilé the rallroads are
foering a 5% booste The Govermnment has already involked the Railroad
Labor Acts! 60 day grace period (runs to May 3, 1967),; to prevent a
strike and now is‘helpless to act beyond presidential pérsuasion or
special authority from Congress or the courtsaga
The controversy concerning the appropriate number of operating .
Imployeeé to man the railrocads, which began in 1959, is now*ﬁore than
‘six years olde Wnile the carriers are now in a much sironger position,
;ﬁhey still face legal battles and collective bargaining struggles before

‘they can completely eliminate "ummecessary" employees and before the

‘prevalent attitudes of the railroad unions change,

Surmary

In general, unions have not been able %o prevent tebhnological
aédvance by opposition, except teﬁporarily or locallye Indeed, restrici-
;ibns and high wage dgmandsfha?e sometbimes induced changes. The tendency
ﬂas been for unions to édjust to chﬁnge and seck to contrbl it underr
policies mﬁich assume that high wages and low labor costs should be
.échieved simultancously. The fruitlessness ol resistance has been amply
demonstrated historically. The growth of {ndustrial umionisn and vhe
ﬁroadening of craft unicn jufisdiction have influenced union outlook..

The labor movement, recognizing the inevitability of change and the

57ibid. Pe 12

pime, April 1, 1967, Vol. 89 Nos 15 pe 35e
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5?Ibid' p. 12. ’ V . - . \’
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futility'of resistance should therefore, curb it; impulsess

Attempts by the uﬁion to exert conbrol over empldyment opport-
unities when technological displacement oceurs have been hampered by
Jurisdictional disputes évér work, particularly among craft unionss
iﬁese controversies have made it difficult for any.one union to work
éut an agreement‘with employers regarding job coﬁtrola The situation -
ﬁas been furtherraggravated in some instancés when technological advan-
ée has changed the nature of the.tasks, because the narrow basis of
iraft unionism has limited the scope of duties which workers are ex-
pected to perform. Furthermore, as a matter of pélicy employers have
Spmetimes resisted unipn claims for jurisdiction of new types of work

evolving from technological changee

Union efforts to increase the dagree of employmenf security
gpjoyed by workers have been suppoerted in part by those empioyers who
beliéve that insecure workers are prone‘to“be less efficient, In iry-
ing to control and adapt to technological change;.unions have sbught
ip'protect erml.oyment opportuniﬁies, earnings, and the conditions of
work of their members. Although these efforts are siﬁilar to those

vhich unions make in connection with all collective bargaining negot-

iations for the improvement of working conditions, the policies deaiing

with machine displacement have a number of unique characterisitics.

Attempts ‘o minimize displacements have involved union concern with

factors relating to limitaticons on work loads, transfer to other jobs,
retraining, regulating the rate at which machines are introduced,
bontrolling the number of new entrants to the trade, reduction in hours,

and maintenance of earnings. Unions have also tried to attain greater

security and job tenure for merbers through seniority arrangements and
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work graranteesa Determination of the work load deals mainly with the
intensity of labor and has often been linked by unions to the health

of workers and the safety of operations, In actuality, however, it

somevimes involved maintenénce of employment in the form of feather-
}bedding. The other goals represent more legitimate atiempts to allev-
' jate distress brought on by technological advances _ -
Except for the decade of the 1930's, the leadership of the
iAmerican labor movement has remained firm against restriction of out-
;put and resistance té-@echnological advance, John Mitchell, president -
0f the coal miners' union, wrote at the turn of the Twentieth Century
!that ﬁroduction difficﬁlties arise from the attitude of employeré that
.workefs shouwld be paid zs little as possibié For the maximum amount
;of work, and the respbnding reaction of empioyees to offer as little
- Work as possible.for the highest wage that can be obtained., Bﬁt he
:added tﬁat‘policies of American ;ﬁions generally are not restrictive;
{he_stated: "The slogan of the trgde unionist should be, and is, a fair
;day's work for a fair day's wage.“59 |

Samuel Gompers plainly indicaved on numerous occasions that the
labor novement must not struggle against technological advance. In
' his autobiography he reiates that he learned the futiiity of opposing
technological progress abqut 1869 when the eigar makers! union lost a
hard fought strike against the introduction of molds and bunch-bresk-
.ing machines in thé industzy.éo - In 1919 Gompers wrote: "The working

59

John Mitchell, Organized Labor, 1503, pp. 250-255,

Samuel Gombers, Seventy Years of Life and Labor, Volume 1,

1925, Pe }-!-70
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people of the Unitgd'states; have never considered, much less adopted,

a policy of iimitatioﬁ of output; and in the last twenty years not even
has any appreciable group of workers followeﬁ any such policys It is

:; « » oforeign to the wholé code of ethics of the organized labor move-
.ment,“él Ten years later, William Green, Gompers'! successor as presi-
dent of the American Federation of Labor, said: Uy o o othe American -

. Xebor movement welcomes the installation and eﬁtension of the use of
machinery in the industfy."62 In the 1930'8, however, the AFL contend=-
-{ed that the principal cause of tnemploymenﬁ was technological displace-
?ment, and that congressional investigations to study the problem should
- be held, so that actions to reduce distress might be taken. John L.
Lewisrand Philip Murray, the first and second presidents of the Congress
of Industrial Orggnizatiop (Cio), nevertheless felt thaet employers should
be free_to introduce new machinerj.63 Geofge.Meany, currént president
of the AFL-CIO, has said thatrtﬂé Yabor ﬁovement recognizesAthe advant~

ages of automation and does not want to stop propgress; it wants only

e » : .. . 6
to minimize social and economic dislocations. L

6182muel Gompers, -"iho Limits Cutput?! International Molders

Journal, November, 1919, pe 879

2The Bridge Men's lapazine, April, 1929, p. 228.

63Proceedings of the Constitutional Convention, Vol 1, 15LO
United Mine Workers of Americas pe 207e

6L

) Bill Davidson, "Fear of Automation," Look, April 25, 1961,
P 16, '




- CONCLUSICN

The reaction of workers to changes that are potentially job

_displacers is usqally negétive. _Fer péople vho have grovn up in an
;era when workers are always pressing for grester material rewards and
?éncroaching further.intO'managerial prerogatives, it is important to
;understand that in featherbedding or make-work rules, the worker's
;pgsition is basically defeﬁéive—-aiméd prinarily &t maintaining thé
;gtatus QUOe

| The ﬁroblem of the displaced is real,.in economic as well as
psychological terms, The loss of face that accorpanies job loss leads
to, or is associated with, a psycﬁological‘detefioration of the family
nit, énd a Consequent lowering‘of status in the communitys These
 problems are not easily overcome; and for senior workers the geograph—
ical or occupational change which may be necessary Lo combat the dis-
placement is often too great. Therefore, the wérker—;with his vested
interest in his job--the union, management, and the governmenﬁ must
share thg'burdens of ﬁéchnological displacements;

Adjustiﬁg‘tﬁ techﬁolegical change places responsibilities upon
all_groups affected by the change. In exercising the right to immovate,
managemenf also acqﬁired a réspoﬁsibility of providing inférmation tq
employeeé to éilay theif fears and to provide time for individual
adjustmenis and for fashioning programé to cushion the shock of change
“for the.employeeé. Unions éhould.cooperatelﬁith management in working’

out such programs, rather than engaging in self-defeating resistance
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to themes Government has the major responsibility for following policies

which promote economic expansion and thus create sufficient jobs for a

growing labor force, It must also spur retraining and labor force
) ‘ o

5mobility, so thal jobs and workers are brought together cuicklys. The
effbrts of labor and manageﬁenﬁ, together with those of government; can
provide aid'to the-individﬁal vorker in ﬁis adjustment to a changed
economic and technological. environment, It is the workeris responsibil-
i%y,'however,'to respond té change by reaching out for neﬁ Job oppor-
tunities, even if this requires relocation, or retraining and educaﬁion;

Labor unions have a moral obligation and a practical stake, no
less than management does, in easing the impact of technoiogical ad-~
vance on workers; and in seeking ways to proﬁide a living for thoser
whose jobs are lost Yo machines, So far many labor unions have notrbeen
particularly inclined to shoulde;lgheir'share of the responsibiliiy in
working out long-run solutions to the problems of technological displace-
meﬁt. The moves marny unions have ma&e have been with the narrow aﬁd
selfish objective of "getling ours now" through short-run agreements
that protect current workers but toss fubure workers on their owm,
The cost of featherbedding cannot accurately be estimated.
The greatest waste probably results from the informal make-work précf—
ices prevalent among ali workers, unorganized as well as organized.
Even if attention is confined to the formal make-work rules of unions,
the task is not much‘easier. Both the principle and practices were
consclously accepted by management in return for concessions deemed to
be of equal or greater value,
The popular feoling that thsre is sometﬁing immoral about

featherbedding may appropriately be described as a selective revulsion
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to unearned increment, not elsevhere observable in the economy. In
essence, however, featherbedding demands are wage demands; in terms of
cost make-vork practices are no different from pald rest or lunch periods

*

and many other "fringes." This is clearly recognized by employers and

workers affected. In the néwspapar publishing industry, for éxample,
proposals that thé practiée of éetting "hogust be zbandoned have always
been accompanied by offers Lo increase the hourly wage rate. To this
Sbservation the almost invariable response is that i£ would meke far
better sense fo do jﬁst that: abandon the practice and increase the rate
for doing productive work. OF course- it would, Jjust as it woul@ be much
wiser in certain periocds for.unions Lo modefate their wage demands and

for manufacturers to lower their prices and for banks to raise or lower

stheir interest rates aﬁd so on, ad infinitume' The point is that oﬁr
econory does not operate on the pfinciple that the Government first
‘decides what is the moét sensiblé policy for each group to adopt and
~then directs that these policieé by put into effeét. In theory, and
iery largely in practice, groups maké their own decisibns and proﬁect
and advance their respective iﬁterests witﬁin a system of bargaining

and competibione
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