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 American Political Development studies have focused attention recently on the significance of the meaning of change for the participants in change. In part the issue arises from three elements of the framework stemming from the work of Karen Orren and Stephen Skowronek
, according to which political space is organized (ordered) by institutional authorities, individual interests are institutionally contextualized rather than structured or dispositional (fixed to a type), a polity’s institutional ordering is not totalistic but pluralistic and asynchronous, and institutional authority is constructed by the deliberate actions of motivated agents as projects of those agents. The efficacy of those projects depends in turn on the actual environment of plural asynchronous institutions and actions and the changing relationships among them over time. In contrast to a kind of interactionism in which individuals sequentially create institutions which shape collective action which creates problems which individuals solve by turning on and off their reflective powers,  the cognitive dimension to institutional life means that the rules established in institutions are something less than determining at any time because the individual agents are not merely the embodiments of a self-acting mechanism but the living and imaginative participants in the life they define on the field.
 The suggestion has been made that groups of individuals narrate their projects, connecting the moment of action with the path of the institutions.
 
Change is endemic because institutional rules operate as guidelines from the past for activities in the present and carry the promise of regularity into the future. Yet agents perceive the apparent purposes and outcomes of those rules and, therefore, can ask whether carrying forward the rule into the future adequately fulfills the commitments for which the rules were devised or whether some other way to proceed might be better.  Individuals may be complicit in the rules’ determining power when they obligingly or virtually unthinkingly “go about their business”. But if the capability for reflection is part of everyone’s constitution and thus of every institutional order, then we should expect to find everyday invention. The spark of improvement is the comparison of some current less-than-satisfactory outcome inscribed in repetition of ruled behavior with the expected outcome which seems plausible to want given that the commitments in the relationship still are powerful and worth taking new steps to sustain in current and expected conditions. This is “adjustment”, understood not as conformity to external forces but creative action (perception and action declared in images and language) arising from commitments and the changing circumstances for the realization of those commitments through a governing project. 

This paper is about the adjustment of the project for unionized employment relationships in the changing circumstances of domestic and international policy-making from the 1940’s to the 1980’s. The objective is to note the changing narrative of the New Deal labor project by its agents and allies and how competing narratives from critics shaped the direction of public policy for collective bargaining. The New Dealers established a pluralist model of employment relations when the Congress passed the National Labor Relations Act in 1935 which recognized the legitimate divergence of interests among employees and employers. The institutional rules for labor-management thence were that organized employees and an employer would compose the terms of the employment relationship which would be put in the form of a super contract or “constitution”. More than a commercial contract, it was a commitment to an on-going relationship.
 My broader study hopes to enrich our account of pluralism by placing employment relations in an institutional context with foreign policy and with civil rights projects in contrast to the usual method of taking two of these at a time.
 The paper suggests how the institutional environment of employment regulation operated as the context for multiple narratives of employment which were articulated by various groups associated with those institutions. Their uneven ability to ally their various stories to one another’s projects helps to explain the re-emergence of unitary management as a powerful narrative after the 1960’s. The specific focus of this paper is on how unionized employment relations were re-positioned and newly narrated by top union leaders and policy-makers as they perceived the changing place of collective bargaining in American politics. 
The outcome which the study wants to explain is the outstanding lack of worker participation in decision-making in the U.S. compared to other advanced political economies. In the comparative study of capitalism, which has been strongly influenced by the “varieties of capitalism” school whose analyses are based on the reproduction dynamics of the institutions which govern markets, the U.S. stands as a case of the failure to reproduce an institutional order. How did workers’ rights at work become devalued?  The beginning of an answer is that there was not one institutional order, but several competing ones. Unions and collective bargaining once had a central place in governing the economy, but they were displaced. The displacement was not a sudden crash but a long slide of decline; it was not simply failures to compete in the marketplace against non-union firms but a lost argument about the path to just prosperity.

The unwinding of industrial pluralist institutions were recently on display in the Chrysler bankruptcy proceedings:  union and management locked in non-productive embrace, unfunded employer-based health benefits, a large ownership stake for the UAW but only one non-voting seat on the board, massive job losses, a dramatic simplification of the job control system, substitution of outside managers, exposure of “speculating” financial investors, and performance benchmarks for wages and productivity taken from southern non-union “transplant” factories (rather than, for instance, from FIAT).  The long struggle of the American industry supports the image of the auto unions and companies gripped by institutional inertia from which they could not escape without outside help.  In contrast, this paper suggests that the actual institutional contexts for carrying out pluralist labor-management relations after the NLRA compelled proponents to adjust labor-management practices to continue the project.  The fundamental characteristics of the U.S. auto companies are rooted in historical debates over the rules of property, labor and welfare, political party competition, uneven regional development, foreign policy, and race relations.  
The analysis is organized around four features of the institutions which structured employment relations.  First, the New Deal labor achievements were far more partial and less transforming than usually acknowledged. Even with the NLRA labor relations still varied by sector, it contained corporatist qualities, and many aspects were decentralized to the states, including non-union wage determination systems, training, public sector employment, and non-union employee rights. Key elements of labor market governance which became objects of controversy in the 1960’s were rooted in political developments which preceded and survived the New Deal, among the most important of which are the institutions for skill formation. Almost all analysts at least acknowledge the separate labor system in the south and some note heterodox sectoral practices, but they typically subsequently ignore them.

Second, the partial extent of collective bargaining and the diverse labor practices during the New Deal era all contribute to the fact that partisan support for New Deal labor agencies like the Labor Department and the NLRB was precarious, not stable.
 What preserved national labor regulation from changes in partisan control of the Congress and White House was that unionized companies and the unions appreciated their mutual interests.
  In the arenas which were not unionized, there were multiple, competing and overlapping jurisdictions and group conflict. However, regulation did not stand still:  regulators adapted policy implementation as changing conditions on the ground at work posed new problems.
  Federal officials were not passive in extending what they believed was the law’s mandate to non-union industries and to the southern states, but they sought to do so without engaging the partisan divisions in the Congress.  In addition, there were institutions beyond the narrowly-conceived labor institutions which also exerted influence in the employment relationships, such as the Commerce and Treasury departments and the C.E.A. - White House, which acted with more autonomy from the Democrats’ social reform constituencies but also with closer coordination with business clients. 

Third, as suggested by Gerald Berk, Victoria Hattam, and others, developments in the field by agents who interact with governing institutions are critical to the explanation of political development.
  In the field of employment, employers and other non-official agents create jobs, design the structure of jobs, regulate and monitor the work process, and implement competitive market strategies. They are the primary agents of reform because they perceive (or misperceive) what the conjuncture of all of institutions and political forces mean for their daily performance. It was they who engaged the regulatory missions of the Department of Labor and attempted to turn them to new projects. In the mid-1960’s government officials such as Lyndon Johnson were prominent institutional agents for labor market reform, but there were many other primary agents who were closer to the action, such as employers and managers, trade association leaders, unions, workers, and many types of independent expert involved in improving labor market performance. 
Fourth, the U.S. position in the international system of states is dependent on both what foreign policy leaders want to do and the conditions under which they can achieve these goals.
 In the 1960’s, the external conditions for U.S. world leadership changed, which led leaders to seek domestic adjustments to sustain the country’s position.
  The rising cost of domestic production and the increasing foreign pressure on America’s international financial position led American employers and macroeconomic policy-makers to seek ways to limit labor gains by re-directing collective bargaining to wage stability and export promotion.
 Presidents Kennedy and Johnson tried to re-negotiate the roles of unions and employers in the political economy. However, by the end of the Johnson administration in 1968, these negotiations had blown up and Democratic government officials and the AFL-CIO were estranged. 

In the language common to comparative political economy and historical institutionalism, even as industrial pluralism saw its greatest reach during the Kennedy administration, “industrial pluralism” was redirected and layered by other commitments in international economic and security policy and in domestic social (especially race) relations reform.  The changing contexts also affected the arguments of non-union employers, many of them with investments in the south, who stridently opposed unionization and organized their defenses through Congress and the states. They were politically hobbled by their association with white supremacy and opposition to popular welfare policies. But after the Civil Rights Act was passed, the anti-union arguments gained wider reception, reinforced by the specter of advancing wage-push inflation and union resistance to racial equality. The binding theme of many of the debates over employment problems associated with industrial pluralism eventually became the promotion of ideas to support unitary management and individual job rights.  
Industrial Pluralism, Global Leadership, and Human Rights Adjustments in the 1940’s
Industrial pluralism was invented in a world in which the United States was not the leader of the global economy or the defender of the “free world”. When that commitment emerged in the 1940’s, the adjustment of labor-management institutions was not smoothly made.  In principle, the New Dealers’ industrial pluralism was modeled according to Deweyan precepts of practical revisability.  Mark Barenberg calls it “popularized pragmatism” and quotes Senator Robert Wagner, who wrote “We think the ideal state not as a fixed goal but as a process of becoming…And it is in the shifting scales of action and progress and not by reference to a fixed star, however luminous, that the ideals of a modern state must be realistically judged”.
  Wagner rejected the essentialist and dispositional assumptions of orthodox economists. In the labor field, workers, unions, managements, and democratic government officials could organize and order the field to solve problems for the common good.  The policy findings that prefaced the specific arrangements for labor-management relations in the National Labor Relations Act of 1935 linked workers’ rights to the policy-making problems of a modern economy:
The inequality of bargaining power between employees…and employers…tends to aggravate business depressions, by depressing wage rates and the purchasing power of wage earners….It is hereby declared to be the policy of the United States to eliminate the causes…by encouraging the practice and procedure of collective bargaining and by protecting the exercise by workers of full freedom of association…for the purpose of negotiating the terms and conditions of their employment or other mutual aid or protection. 

Collective bargaining policy served two purposes for New Dealers.  It established a new domain of organized labor-management relations to supersede the individualist conception of the relationship between the individual employer and employee. Together with official monitors, the union organization would adjust work to the changing conditions and needs of society and economy in cooperation with managers, as they both realized new shared interests in solving practical problems. Second, collective bargaining was a foundation for the new Keynesian macro-economy which sought to fortify the consumer demand—“purchasing power”—of the working classes. It broadened the groups whose interests would be served by economic policy because it would help to solve problems associated with the distribution of income.  All of this was possible by empowered participatory—that is, electoral and interest group—democracy:  voters could elect representatives to establish labor and social welfare policies which served the public interest at the national level of the political economy while the collective bargaining policy could be implemented in a decentralized fashion. 
After the establishment of industrial pluralism by the National Labor Relations Act and during the administration of the Act by the Board, the meaning of the policy continued to evolve because the contexts in which the policy was being carried out changed, creating new “discrepancies” between the rules of collective bargaining and the expected results which posed new problems for practitioners who shared the commitments which underlay the policy.
 
The leaders and intellectual lights of the C.I.O. were popular pragmatists, in Barenberg’s terminology.  They had an expansive vision of the place of organized labor in politics and society. But before they had made much progress to secure this place, the changing international context of American politics and society in the postwar 1940’s compelled them to adjust their tactics and strategies. They scrambled to keep in touch with all of the players and institutions making decisions across a wide swath of public policy and to make unions and collective bargaining a central piece of the regime. The C.I.O.’s (and some national unions’) Washington offices were information clearinghouses and policy workshops. Pluralism was constructed through the political mobilization and adjustments of the postwar 1940’s. 
Consider two changing conditions for postwar labor-management relations.  One was Congressional shifts on labor and race and the other was the new American role as world leader. 
The authors of the National Labor Relations Act (NLRA) of 1935 deliberately did not bar race discrimination in industrial relations for fear that southern Congressmen would block the legislation. It worked:  southerners in fact did support the NLRA.  Black leaders continued to press for an end to race discrimination in employment and made a major step forward during the “defense period” before the Pearl Harbor attack when A. Philip Randolph, president of the AFL Brotherhood of Sleeping Car Porters, organized a march on Washington in 1941. The Roosevelt and later Truman administrations endorsed equal employment rights for blacks and the creation of the Fair Employment Practices Commission. But after the war, southern Congressmen mostly shifted into an alliance with Republicans to block further civil rights advances.  The NLRA also had been enacted in the context of collapsed world trade and intense focus on national recovery. In the postwar 1940’s American policy-makers became focused on world economic recovery and establishing the conditions for peace.  But again, domestic policy coalitions were shifting and shaping economic policy strategies, including U.S. international policy initiatives. The international security context also dramatically changed as the relations between the Soviet Union and the U.S. turned into the Cold War.  The changing international strategy pursued by U.S. leaders was the occasion for Truman administration efforts to discipline organized labor and suppress domestic leftwing critics of American race practices.  
The significance of these policy battles is that the political stalemates sustained and fortified multiple institutions to govern work in a framework of sharp inter-regional economic and social differences in the United States.  Proponents of industrial pluralism reimagined their project for a longer-run campaign. The failure to establish uniform national employment rules did not mean that American wages were set by market forces; it meant that wage determination was complex, a constant economic policy problem, and a defining theme of labor-liberals’ efforts to coordinate industrial relations with macroeconomic and social policy. 
  
The key shift was that most southerners who had supported New Deal labor legislation in the 1930’s became alarmed by the extension of union organization into the south during the war and by the trumpeting of the labor federations’ postwar union campaigns in the region.
 The southern Democrat- Republican coalition passed the Taft-Hartley Act, which added a second goal for U.S. labor policy.  Now the government was committed both to secure the right of employees to form a union and the right of employees not to form a union.  The Taft-Hartley Act seemed to freeze unions in their positions by effectively blocking their advance into territory claimed by management, both in unionized companies where union claims for joint control over production standards, unionization of plant-level supervision, industry-wide bargaining (among other issues) were contested, and in the vast stretches of the economy where there were no union organizations at all. The primary non-union territory of course was the South. In the South the combination of anti-union statutes (allowed by the Taft-Hartley Act) and legalized employment segregation posed a very high hurdle for union organizers. In Texas, which was the southern state with the largest union membership, CIO as well as AFL leaders perceived that racism operated to reinforce anti-union political domination and they argued that the threat posed by the Taft-Hartley Act (and the state’s “little Taft-Hartley acts”) was a reason for white and black workers to join together.
 Many white workers were entirely opposed to this, but union leaders persevered until, in 1957, the merger of the Texas AFL and CIO almost fell apart over the issue, driven partly by the state Democratic Party’s organization of massive resistance to school integration, effectively halting the union movement in the state. Long before this troubled merger, in the immediate wake of the Taft-Hartley Act, the legal and financial roadblocks to unionization in the southern states compelled both the national AFL and the CIO to reduce their commitments and to re-focus on winning national political power in 1948. 
The effort by the top CIO leaders to mobilize for 1948 contributed to bitter internal conflicts in the labor movement because the eventually-dominant faction on the CIO’s Executive Board demanded unity behind the Democratic ticket despite Truman’s disappointing leadership and southern domination of the Congressional wing of the party. A policy document laid out the lament and the solution.
The CIO called for a series of progressive measures in the fields of industrial relations, equal rights, social security, economic stabilization and foreign affairs….It is clear, however, that the democratic forces which made the name of the New Deal the watchword of human fellowship…are no longer influential in our government… The first need…is a suitable national political organization…The Realignment we propose must be based upon a fusion of the honorable and constructive elements in the major parties, the exclusion of reactionaries or communist-ridden political organizations, and the destruction or elimination from political power of venal and racketeering old-time political machines. 

As the Truman administration was reorienting its policies, the union leaders were adjusting their goals to what they could achieve in a new strategic conditions. Communist Party-oriented CIO leaders almost all opposed Truman and eventually supported the Henry Wallace campaign. The pro-Democratic Party leadership included CIO President Phillip Murray and UAW President Walter Reuther, although they were critical supporters with a longer-run perspective. The internal battles over the issues which were pursued by the Truman administration and over how the unions should further their goals were the means by which the CIO developed a new strategic outlook. The leaders’ immediate focus was on 1948, but new strategy took the CIO all the way to the Kennedy administration. 

There were two kinds of issues, related to domestic social and economic affairs and to international policy. The Truman administration did not want to coordinate macroeconomic policy and collective bargaining. It adopted the rhetoric of employers and orthodox economists that economic challenges could be overcome if unions would stop striking and help boost productivity. Throughout the postwar 1940’s, liberal Democrats and CIO unionists sought to establish collective bargaining as an important tool for full employment economic planning, along with a substantial role for the federal government through public investment and employment creation. But Congress stripped planning from the Full Employment bill of 1945. President Truman missed an opportunity to support his own reconversion economic policy (with an assist from the AFL and Chamber of Commerce) when he failed to reciprocate the CIO’s support for his policy at the President’s wage-price conference of September 1945. In the spring of 1946, President Truman sponsored an anti-labor bill in the House (including the power to draft railroad workers into the army to keep the trains running). Republicans won the Congressional elections of 1946 and the new Congress passed the Taft-Hartley Act over Truman’s veto.   
Though union leaders clashed over what to do, the emerging dominant position was that the unions should back-off from using collective bargaining to directly challenge the federal government to control wages, prices, profits, and the distribution of income.  The political calculation was that the federal government was hostile and nothing would be gained by provoking further reaction. On the contrary, the penalties imposed by resistance to Taft-Hartley were severe. Yet, this approach entailed some greater control over union members’ militancy about wages. Union leaders placed new emphasis on de-politicizing much of the workplace conflict between workers and employers by establishing legalistic dispute resolution procedures. The CIO unions also collaborated to keep wage demands in synchrony but also to demand health and pension benefits in contract negotiations, “pending” Congressional action on public welfare policy. The Taft-Hartley Act had banned bargaining over so-called welfare benefits, but rather than launch public protests, the CIO won a Supreme Court decision to require such bargaining in 1949. In another respect, the Act reinforced the internal discipline campaign of the union leaders because it imposed penalties on unions for contract violations and required Communist Party members who were union officials to step down. As Philip Murray pointed out, Taft-Hartley narrowed the concept of a labor agreement from a constitution for an on-going cooperative relationship to a document which defined the limits of agreement. Management’s assertion of control over all aspects of work absent specific agreements with the union would require a new union bargaining strategy.
The new approach…will compel the union to negotiate into the contract the manifold working conditions outstanding in the various plants…such as the auto industry.

Labor contracts began to become very detailed and disputes over their terms were channeled through a new common law of the firm rather than by direct action or strategic cooperation.  Beginning in 1948 in the UAW-GM contract, the parties agreed to create wage rules to regularize workers’ incomes as well as the company’s ability to plan financially. Thenceforth, GM employees would be protected from inflation by a cost of living allowance based on government inflation calculations and guaranteed a share of productivity gains every year through an “annual improvement factor” in the wage formula which was tied to national productivity calculations. 
In international affairs, the Truman administration’s emerging Cold War rhetoric became grist for bitter union debates and an adjusted CIO posture. The Roosevelt and Truman administrations committed the U.S. to international economic and security leadership.  U.S. trade policy had begun to change with the 1934 Reciprocal Trade Agreements Act (RTAA), but the policy did not count for much in the stagnant conditions of the 1930’s.
  In subsequent decades, the Congress passed new trade negotiating legislation which further enhanced the authority of presidents to make reciprocal concessions in specific product sectors, negotiate multilateral tariff-reducing treaties, and to make judgments about relief for injured domestic interests. What is less often acknowledged in trade policy accounts, however, is that the Congress did not pass legislation to support international labor and human rights standards for international commerce.  The Roosevelt and Truman administrations tried to win support for international labor and human rights standards as extensions of the New Deal—the global New Deal—but southern reactionaries plus worried industrialists used their influence in the U.S. Congress to forestall decisions which threatened to nationalize the labor and human rights standards. 

When the Truman Doctrine was announced in 1947, almost all of the CIO leaders opposed it, including a denunciation by Reuther, but when Secretary of State Marshall proposed his plan for economic recovery the union leaders split over it, with the Murray-Reuther forces in support and the Communist-oriented leaders opposed. The Truman administration’s arguments shifted from the need to help other countries recover economically in order to achieve domestic social welfare goals toward the need for domestic political discipline to protect U.S. security against the Soviet Union’s threats.  Secretary Marshall made the point at the 1947 CIO convention when he argued that “the basic problem” in the way of his plan’s objectives was the “productivity of American farms and factories”. What was required was labor discipline and uninterrupted production. Marshall also called on unionists to support the plan politically against traditional isolationists.
  The foreign policy frame reinforced the most conservative arguments made by the administration against the CIO’s tactics, but the CIO had already begun to adjust on that front, as previously shown. 
CIO proponents of the Marshall Plan were not uncritical. They argued in Congressional testimony in November 1947 that U.S. aid should support European governments with socialists and which made commitments to full employment. Yet, when Reuther spoke to the pro-Truman Americans for Democratic Action in January 1948 and criticized the ADA for uncritical support for the administration, he adopted the new frame for international politics favored by liberals. “I say the choice is not between Communism and the narrow, selfish exploitation of Wall Street monopoly capitalism. The choice of the world is between totalitarianism and freedom”. 
  The Murray-Reuther campaign for unity within the CIO behind the new strategic orientation toward the Democratic Party prevailed. In doing so, they repositioned industrial pluralism within the Cold War consensus. This was not a change of the pragmatic philosophy of labor management but a reimagining of the labor project in ways that served the political needs of the Democratic leadership in international relations to offer an alternative to Communism and the old reaction. They were helped by the recalcitrance of reaction—freighted with the rhetoric that the Truman administration’s CEA was “Marxist” and with the southerners’ white supremacy—and the compromised position of the Communist Party’s critique of the Marshall Plan as imperialist. 
 The real cooperation and real gains for members which the industrial unions sought from employers in collective bargaining was the greatest retort to their ideological opponents. 
A similar Southern Democrat – Republican alliance shaped international economic policy. The U.N. had sponsored international negotiations on “trade and employment” to prepare for the establishment of an International Trade Organization (ITO). The initial negotiations over the ITO focused on the conflict between British imperial trading preferences and American demands for liberal trade. The Americans were able to win provisions in the 1948 Havana treaty that would eventually phase out imperial preferences, but they accepted the stipulation by other countries that the liberalization of trade should be linked to domestic social conditions, including nationally-determined domestic policies to maintain full employment. But this concession was too much for many American business and political leaders. In addition, normally pro-trade industrialists were dissatisfied that the treaty allowed cartels and escape clauses. The State Department did not forward the treaty to the Senate because it would not pass, but the next year Truman requested a joint resolution of Congressional support for the ITO.  His request died in the House Committee on Foreign Affairs.
  
In contrast, the C.I.O. was strongly in favor of the charter. In another Congressional hearing on the ITO in 1950, the CIO’s representative, Stanley Ruttenberg, testified that the charter did not go far enough to establish “a positive government role in economic affairs” to maintain “full employment and labor standards”. 
 Governments would be less obligated to do so than U.S. government was by the U.S. Employment Act of 1946, he said.  The “same interests that attacked” the Employment Act are attacking the charter and raising “the bogeys of state control and socialism”.  He argued that “our foreign economic policy must continue to emphasize those measures which can lead to the improvement of levels of consumption in all countries of the world…” 

Poverty, underemployment of manpower, low consumption and living levels must yield to higher and higher standards if the ideals of the United Nations are to be realized, if democratic institutions are to spread and flourish, and if the American people are to live in a world in which the fruits of our increased production, employment, and productivity can be increasingly devoted to the improvement of our own living standards instead of to the building of military defenses….
The consequence of the failure to create an ITO was that the U.S. and its allies used the GATT to promote trade on a narrowly-defined path of commercial relations. In subsequent years, American negotiators used the prospect of access to its market to obtain diplomatic concessions from other nations, but this did nothing for the substandard conditions of work in the south or the implementation of a full employment policy.  
Finally, the same partisan political pattern and adjustment of narratives emerged in the development of human rights principles in postwar international affairs. When Eleanor Roosevelt was working at the U.N. to formulate world human rights standards, the threat of U.S. Senate disapproval led her to propose a “declaration” of universal human rights rather than a treaty. Southern Senators would not have approved the declaration’s human rights standards that included civil rights and workers’ rights. Roosevelt wrote that “our government must remember the matter of state’s rights….”  
 American administrations repeatedly explained that the United States government supported the principles at issue (usually), but that the Congress could not adopt them under the U.S. Constitution without state legislative approval, which was a euphemism for the power of southern reaction. Beginning with the Truman administration and continuing until the 1960’s, the U.S. government’s official narrative acknowledged human rights problems in the U.S. but emphasized that progress was being made. As Mary Dudziak points out, tough critics of American racism were suppressed. 
 
In sum, U.S. international relations were held hostage to the same “southern imposition” which Katznelson and Sean Farhang identified for domestic labor and civil rights policy in the postwar 1940’s.
  Just as the domestic economy could grow with “high” labor standards in much of the northern industrial belt and “low” standards in the south, commercial relations with other countries could proceed in the framework of “high” and “low” labor standards. At the same time, the fact of “low” southern standards had consequences for future labor-management policy in the 1960’s when evolving conditions changed the meaning of these earlier decisions. American unions (and firms) in the north had to contend with the lower-cost production potential in the American south. The trajectory of trade policy was politically-determined, but the agents of policy, both in government and society, had to cope with changing conditions and imagine strategies of adjustment which, in turn, reacted on the political structure of policy. 
The nature of the subsequent debates about industrial pluralism is captured by the labor, race, and trade issues raised by “run-away shops”, those firms which relocated to escape union relationships. In the 1950’s many manufacturers began to move their plants from northern cities and states, altering the social geography of employment. The auto companies decentralized their urban factories and northern textile and apparel companies moved to the south and southwest.  Southern-based textile and apparel firms, which were among the first industries to relocate, already argued against the New Deal policies in the 1930’s on the grounds that their underdeveloped production expertise and labor productivity meant that they could not afford the NIRA, unions, or minimum and equal wages.
  In the 1950’s, these southern firms were among the first to feel the pinch of imports and they won protection from the Eisenhower administration.  Even after they established their competitiveness through de-unionization, work reorganization, production technology innovation, and the development of new products, southern employers demanded continued protection from the Kennedy and Johnson administrations. The debates occurred in several domains, such as the Congressional debate to pass the Area Redevelopment Act in 1961, which created incentives for union-avoidance, the NLRB’s interpretation of mandatory bargaining issue requirements according to which an employer had to bargain before relocating, Congressional debates over the Civil Rights Act and repeal of Section 14(b) of the Taft-Hartley Act, and in the Kennedy Round of trade negotiations in which southern textile firms posed as spoilers of an international agreement on trade opening. For proponents of collective bargaining, the case had to be newly made to extend industrial pluralism under the changing conditions of racial politics and international relations. 
The Second Wave of Industrial Pluralism
One legacy of the New Deal was that unions were well-established in the largest manufacturing industries and, thus, were in a position to be consulted when the White House wanted to redirect industrial relations institutions to support its international and domestic reform strategies. 
 The Kennedy administration came into office supportive of virtually the entire New Deal agenda left over from the late 1940’s, but its strategic perspective also was shaped by its perceptions of the structure of opportunities which the actual organization of social and political life presented—especially the persistent need for southern Democratic support—and by the changing place of the U.S. economy in the world. 

The changing place of the U.S. economy was summed-up in policy discussions as the balance of payments problem, a problem which was a foreseen outcome of the postwar international policy choices made in the 1940’s. America’s allies in Western Europe and Japan had recovered their wartime losses and had begun to export to the U.S.   European governments had created the European Economic Community in 1957 to reduce internal tariff barriers, but they simultaneously established a collective tariff wall against outsiders. Finally, the U.S. was committed to its forward military basing posture and the enormous foreign expenditures which this entailed. To manage the balance of payments problem, the President and his advisors in the CEA and the Treasury (headed by Republican Douglas Dillon) sought to convince labor and business leaders to adjust the organizational and policy structure of the American economy in order to increase economic growth and sustain the costs of America’s international leadership. Key policy initiatives of the Kennedy and Johnson administrations included reform of the process of wage determination in unionized industries, tax cuts for investment, new international negotiations for broad reductions in tariffs, controls over U.S. foreign investment, export promotion, and closer coordination of labor market and business development policies.
 

The Kennedy administration was committed to vindicate the framework established in Bretton Woods, which required significant changes in the ways that businesses and unions operated, and Kennedy began a process of deliberate structural reform. But toward the end of the Johnson administration, efforts were increasingly made to think of creative ways not to follow the international monetary rules to the point, later, that the Nixon administration destroyed the system.
 In fact, the U.S. had its first trade deficit in 60 years in 1971; by 1982, the net U.S. international economic position became negative.   

What precisely were the adjustments which ostensibly had to be made to sustain America’s commitments and why were they so hard to bring about?  Two groups which had to be “adjusted” were workers and employers who were slated by the Kennedy-Johnson administrations to forgo immediate money-rewards in the interest of inflation control and potential export gains, which would help balance international accounts.  A common argument about the failure to achieve domestic adjustment is that because trade accounted for a small percentage of the national economy, there simply were not enough business groups with a stake in trade promotion to establish a powerful coalition for domestic restructuring compared to those who favored economic expansion. Yet, the orthodox monetary rule inscribed in Bretton Woods demanded adjustment. There was a strong executive commitment at the beginning of the decade and enormous efforts were expended to adjust the relationship among collective bargaining institutions and other domains. In contrast, Nixon’s overthrow of the monetary system required (at first) no or less change.  
Some groups were very flexible and innovative which could support successful orthodox adjustment. In addition to Kennedy and Johnson administration officials, leading corporate executives and top labor leaders were willing to cooperate.  Walter Reuther viewed the Kennedy administration’s preoccupation with the changing place of the U.S. in the world as an opportunity to revive the historic project to synchronize industrial relations with the broader management of society. 
  He believed that the administration’s request to restrain collective bargaining could be used to pry a greater commitment to social welfare and black civil rights, which in turn would realign southern electoral politics and re-fortify a coalition for national social change. Already Reuther and the UAW were significant allies of Martin Luther King and the southern civil rights movement. King, himself, shared the social-democratic vision of a just economy and he worked with Reuther (and others) to advance the cause, especially once the promise of civil equality was achieved by passage of the Civil Rights Act in 1964.
 Reuther was eager to play in the presidential arena and both Kennedy and Johnson encouraged Reuther’s leadership.

Yet, complicating this initiative for Reuther and other labor reformers was that union leaders had already committed themselves to the Cold War, which increasingly exposed them to challenges over their support for the war in Vietnam. That commitment undercut the persuasiveness of the social-democrats’ arguments about the need to work with the Democratic administrations with movement activists because, in truth, the primary cause of the U.S. balance of payments problems was not too little trade but too much imperial spending. 
  
Most accounts of labor’s politics of the 1960’s focus on how the unions should have changed but did not—they were stuck in their Cold War commitments, racism, male supremacy and so on—and the labor institutions to which they were apparently fixed helped to reproduce the old routines of industrial pluralism.
  But it was also true, in the same way, that the labor movement had the momentum of those labor institutions (such as they were) and labor leaders were still on the “left” of mainstream politics (albeit partly as a result of purging the Communist left) and firmly in the reform camp.
  Union leaders had strategies which they believed would enhance their authority to control the terms of employment and they found that the Democratic administrations of the 1960’s wanted their cooperation on international relations and civil rights, which created opportunities for both.  For a number of years in the 1960’s, from about 1961 to 1966, the expansive vision of the New Dealers seemed to make progress. The most dramatic reform of the era was the Civil Rights Act because it was passed over southern opposition and was viewed by labor-liberals as providing a huge stimulus for the nationalization of labor rights. However, the Johnson administration’s simultaneous concern about the deteriorating American international economic position led it, by 1968, to reduce its support for extending national labor law and union organization, effectively abandoning the New Deal path of broadly based economic development. Equal employment opportunity was implemented under newly restrictive conditions.
Democratic officials who wanted to redirect collective bargaining and to reform labor market practices—such as training and equal employment—needed the market-spanning support of union leaders as well as employers.  The institutional basis for a kind of social-democratic coordination would require reforms to enhance union participation across the economy—union leaders would be called upon to make commitments to national macroeconomic policy goals, there would be new coordination across companies and industries, north and south, with something like substantive work rights at the workplace combined with wage determination at the sectoral or national levels. This social-democratic coordination image would change the relationship between local and national levels of organization. At the national or sectoral level major terms of employment would be negotiated—as it might be if the U.S. followed the Germany or Sweden of those years. In turn, local worker-manager relations would no longer be consumed by job security disputes, but would focus on production problem-solving.  This image sketches very broad institutional reform, but in fact some of the core players became engaged in a process in the early 1960’s that invoked this image. 

The White House created a Labor Management Advisory Committee (LMAC) to encourage the voluntary compliance of leading unionists and corporate leaders for CEA-devised “guideposts” for wage and price decisions (as well as some other concerns, such as “technological unemployment”).  Reuther championed this high-level economic policy coordination in the AFL-CIO Executive Council. His expansive vision for regulating the economy was encouraged by President Kennedy and by Labor Department Secretaries Arthur Goldberg and Willard Wirtz.  Reuther and the Labor Department arranged for a delegation with Vice-president Hubert Humphrey to visit Sweden and for Swedish Social Democrats to visit with the LMAC at the White House to explain how Sweden coordinated wage and price decisions with both industrial relations and labor market policy in order to achieve non-inflationary full employment.
  Therefore, the increasingly active intervention of the White House in wage and price decisions encouraged Reuther (despite the ritual evocation of the Cold War slogan “free collective bargaining”). The administration also began a more active labor market policy, including the Area Redevelopment Act of 1961 and the Manpower Development and Training Act of 1962, which created the Manpower Administration in the Department of Labor and new labor market programs, the Automation Commission, initiatives for civil rights in government contracting, and public sector unionization.
 

Reuther’s social-democratic vision placed collective bargaining in its institutional context of the postwar political structure of the partial welfare state. He pointed out to the Joint Economic Committee of Congress that  

unless we were to set out drastically to restructure the economy by greatly increasing the proportion of total demand contributed by government, it is obvious we will be able to close the gap in aggregate demand only through a significant increase in real wages and salaries. 

That was the threat and the potential trade-off:  the union leaders might agree to moderate wage increases if the federal government would step up to its responsibility to increase its share of the economy by taxing and redistributing income to the poor. Reuther found President Johnson far more receptive than Kennedy to this vision of social welfare.
  

The proposed redirection of collective bargaining was fit within the postwar framework of international policy and that was not going to change soon. This point was illustrated when Labor Secretary Arthur Goldberg’s testimony on the Trade Expansion Act of 1962 pointed to unequal labor standards as a problem in trade relations.
 The AFL-CIO Executive Council conditioned its support for the trade expansion program on setting up a mechanism to establish international labor standards through the GATT, a position which it had been advocating since the failed ITO. The standard which the AFL-CIO proposed was not only a procedural standard for each country to negotiate fair labor standards but a substantive standard that productivity gains in a national economy should be fairly shared with the workers. This was the AFL’s approach in collective bargaining in the United States; the Labor Department supported the AFL’s position inside the administration.
  However, the State Department blocked the Labor Department’s proposal to link labor standards and international trade agreements, arguing that the Kennedy Round of trade negotiations could not withstand the controversy over labor issues. The State Department promised to address so-called non-tariff issues after the Round was completed. 
 
Governing Employment as International and Domestic Contexts Change


The historical structure of employment governance had left the U.S. with a complex pattern of competing institutions and organizations with a multiplicity of narratives about the projects they embodied. Thus, as the Democratic administrations in the 1960’s sought to redirect the operation of core New Deal labor-management institutions to better adjust the domestic economy to sustain the United States’ global power in new international economic conditions, they encountered adjacent institutions governing race relations, skill formation, and regional development all of which engaged the commitments of their institutional and primary agents.

1. Redirecting Collective Bargaining
The LMAC played a consensus-building function for top labor and corporate leaders in the core manufacturing and unionized construction sectors. The actual performance of wage and price restraint was in the hands of the parties; that is, wages were in the hands of collective bargaining teams at each company while the pricing decisions were made solely by the companies. In the social-democratic image admired by Reuther, the unions should centralize wage determination. Reuther used his leadership of the AFL-CIO’s Industrial Union Department, the grouping of the old CIO manufacturing unions, to promote centralized bargaining. This occurred in several steps. The first step was to encourage a national union to bargain for a national contract with one company rather than allow wages to vary across the country.  Several unions began to do so. The next step was to encourage unions to cooperate with each other in cases where more than one union represented workers at one company. This was called “coordinated collective bargaining” and it became so popular that some old AFL unions joined the IUD. The final stage was to link negotiations by industrial sector rather than by company. The UAW had long linked its contracts at the auto companies. And Reuther had bigger ambitions, stimulated by his experience in the International Metalworkers Federation, to coordinate across industries and even countries.  

The major condition for successful linkage was unity in the labor leadership. The task was to control the self-interest of labor factions in exploiting their market power for immediate wage pay-outs.  There also had to be perceptible policy reciprocity; that is, the political partners had to deliver a “just economy” to the union members.  But increasingly AFL-CIO president George Meany and other AFL-CIO Executive Council members perceived the administration as not delivering the goods. They wanted more social spending and rule changes, such as repeal of 14(b), common situs picketing legislation, and improved NLRB decision-making.
 Moreover, Meany and Reuther feuded bitterly and personally over who should provide political leadership of the federation. 

At the same time, the economic boom of the mid-1960’s created conditions for greater bargaining power for unions which, given the incentive structure in industrial relations, led to more aggressive demands for wage increases and to costly contracts.  By 1966, several union leaders who were agnostic about the larger reform vision were vying for the distinction of being the first to break the administration’s wage policy. The mounting strike rate, including a wave of strikes at military-sensitive workplaces, alarmed the Commerce Department and eventually it mobilized the administration to form a Task Force on Emergency Disputes to prepare legislation to halt strikes and to mandate arbitrated contract settlements.
 (The proposed legislation was put aside.
)  The building trades broke the wage guideposts relentlessly. The implications went far beyond construction because of what labor expert John Dunlop called “wage contours”
:  the cross-industry occupational wage comparisons that workers made to decide what was a fair wage.  Construction wage increases were followed by demands by skilled workers in manufacturing for settlements which matched them.  Reuther and the Auto Workers Union remained committed to coordination with the White House but he, too, had to protect his members’ interests in bargaining. 

Johnson’s White House advisors convinced the president that the administration had little to gain and perhaps a lot to lose politically from close cooperation with Reuther. They recognized Reuther’s strong support for Johnson, but also his weak hand with Meany, who posed as a supporter of the administration’s agenda but also sustained his power in the AFL-CIO Executive Council by protecting the autonomy of each union in collective bargaining. (In 1968, after the election, Reuther resigned from the Executive Council and disaffiliated the UAW from the AFL-CIO.)  On the other hand, the strike-propelled wage increases led CEA chair Gardner Ackley in 1967 to join the Commerce and Treasury departments’ judgment that the administration’s economic strategy was coming apart. Labor was an unreliable partner in wage restraint. The export drive was slowing and capital was still leaving the country.
 As the administration continued to negotiate for a new multilateral trade deal, it slapped on stiffer capital export controls and imposed an income tax surcharge. The Commerce Department began to help employers coordinate “countervailing power” to block construction union wage demands.
 

2. Nationalizing Labor Law
In addition to closer coordination of union-management relations, another piece of the reform puzzle was to bring non-union firms into the scope of federal regulation. The south was the most obvious territory for expansion, but attempts to breach the anti-union protections which southern leaders had established re-engaged problems of party coalition management and southern economic development policy. The reconfiguration of the relationships among the institutions to advance new goals required adjustment of jurisdictions as well as articulation of a vision of what kind of society the agents could agree they wanted to create.

At the 1961 Pucinski hearings in the U.S. House of Representatives, labor leaders had made their case for union organization in the south and repeal of Section 14(b) which enabled state right-to-work laws to ban the union shop. The NLRB could help unions regardless of what happened with Section 14(b) repeal.  It simply ignored the Taft-Hartley’s divided policy commitment to protect both the right to organize and the right not to join a union. The Kennedy-Johnson Board did all it could to support the textile and garment unions in the south and generally to prevent employers from “running away” from union contracts. 

The Board acted in synchrony with the unions and together they pressed the Act’s theme of promoting unionization and pragmatic open-ended bargaining between workers’ representatives and employers over all the issues that were relevant to the terms and conditions of work.  When employers accused the Kennedy-Johnson Labor Board of promoting “co-determination” (the name of the 1952 German law that provided for equal representation for employees on large company boards of supervisors), the NLRB simply agreed.
 The Board self-consciously modified rules and developed new ones to meet what it perceived as new conditions and tactics that employers were deploying to block the advance of union organization.
 

The Board’s decision in the Fibreboard case (138 NLRB 550 [1962]) captures the vision of co-determination. The facts were plain: the Fibreboard Corporation contracted out all the work of a unionized maintenance operation, thereby abolishing the bargaining unit. The Board agreed with the union that the company should have engaged in bargaining over the decision because it had a statutory obligation to bargain. The company argued that the decision to subcontract was a business decision based on cost and that it did not have to bargain with the union about decisions about investment and management strategy. But the Board reasoned that to allow the company to act this way would short-circuit the collective bargaining process which the law had been established to promote. It conceded that the parties may not come to an agreement about the company’s intentions, but then again they might. The union should have the opportunity to bargain over the terms of employment; perhaps they could devise cost-saving changes in the organization of work.

The decision was contentious and as Fibreboard’s appeal worked its way to the Supreme Court, employers throughout the country heard the alarms rung by business associations and the pundits that the decision meant the end of “free enterprise”. Employer spokesmen argued that the decision would undermine the ability of firms to disinvest from high-wage areas to low-wage areas—just as the textile industry was rapidly relocating from New England to the southeast, prohibit firms from seeking the lowest costs of production, discontinue unprofitable lines of business and mergers, block labor-saving technology, as well as prohibit legitimate efforts to escape non-economic union contracts. The Board’s response was that national labor policy was procedural, not substantive, and it thereby did not recognize reserved subjects that employers could legitimately refuse to bargain over with a duly recognized union of employees. The scope of bargaining, it wrote, was the range of “employees’ vital interests” and that certainly included continued employment.
 But of course to decide a procedural dispute in this way was to take a position on the ideological question, viz. it was to recognize the substantive claim of the union to a right to bargain over this issue.  In 1964, the Supreme Court backed the NLRB in Fibreboard Paper Products Corp. vs. NLRB 375 U.S. 963.  (In the 1970’s and 1980’s new court majorities reversed direction.)

The implications of the Board’s decision were far-reaching, both for the direction of labor management that it foresaw and for the actual direction that labor management took as a result of the organized political reaction to block it. The NLRB’s administrative innovation for open-ended bargaining supported the possibility of co-determination, but if so it would be just one piece of an inter-related set of reformed institutions for governing the economy. The conception of workers’ authority to bargain over company-level decisions had to be articulated in a way to re-link this authority to national institutions in a vision that was compelling to all the players, including civil rights advocates who were hardening their conclusions about what to do about union racism.  At the same time, the anti-union arguments began to gain a new hearing from liberals once rightwing employers were shorn of their links to white supremacy, outlawed by the Civil Rights Act. The drift took some time, but by the end of the decade civil rights activists had found ways to work with employers to advance equal employment opportunity.

On the contrary, under Congressional fire because of the Labor Board’s support for unions, Johnson put the Board under closer White House supervision and required the Board chairman to submit monthly reports. The White House did not fight southern Congressmen who kept a tight lid on the agency’s budget and it left the Board to defend itself from a hostile Congressional investigation in 1968 led by the textile industry’s champion, Democratic Senator Sam Ervin of North Carolina.
  Moreover, the Johnson administration promised to make special protective arrangements for textiles during the on-going Kennedy Round trade talks and sought to help textiles increase exports. The administration released government stockpiles of cotton to subsidize the companies to encourage them to keep prices stable.
  The last thing the administration wanted to do was to help unions organize and raise labor costs. The New Deal commitment to southern economic development, with Taft-Hartley, meant management-controlled development.  The U.S. Senate investigation of the NLRB was part of a broad employer campaign against the unions’ collective bargaining clout led by the NAM and by the Labor Law Reform group, the U.S. Chamber of Commerce and the Commerce Department-supported Construction Users Anti-Inflation Roundtable.
 
The drift of non-labor liberals was captured by the different interpretations of states rights in race and labor relations. When the Democrats won over two-thirds of the Congressional seats in 1964, the AFL-CIO pushed the party to repeal section 14(b). The House passed repeal in 1965 and the White House went into battle in the Senate but came up well-short of the votes to overcome a filibuster. 
  The Washington Post editorialized against repeal:

Congress left the states free to legislate on the union shop because it was not convinced that any particular national pattern should be forced upon the whole country or that employers and unions should themselves be left to decide the issue without regard to public policy as manifested in state laws. That seemed a wise decision at the time and we do not think that circumstances have been substantially altered since. (December 3, 1965)

The Post would not have approved a states rights argument to deny black civil rights, but it accepted the argument to block unions in the south. Was the Post oblivious (given its comment that Taft-Hartley was “wise…at the time”) to the historical link between racism and the denial of working class rights that was at the root of section 14(b) or did the editorial reflect a re-writing of the narrative that signaled a new assessment of the status of labor among non-labor liberals?  Blacks had argued in Court that they were “like labor”, in Ken Kersch’s telling, and deserved recognition of their “collective rights”, but now labor was not “like blacks”.


3. Equal Employment Labor Market Policy 

Johnson did have a vision of civil rights which encompassed a broad reconstruction of social policies, which he articulated in his famous 1965 Howard University speech. He enlisted the New Deal social partners—organized labor and unionized companies—to promote and implement equal employment opportunity for African Americans. The critical task was to help blacks get “good” jobs from which they had been excluded and/or not prepared to fill, as Johnson pointed out.
 

A major problem was the legacy of skill development institutions, which dated from before the New Deal, which blocked training in two ways from operating to expand opportunities. Historically employers and workers fought over the control of skills as part of the struggle to organize work at the turn of the 20th century.  In contrast to countries where skill formation was separated from the issue of union organization, in the U.S. employers ousted craft unions and sharply reduced skilled labor in manufacturing through the introduction of mass production methods.  Although manufacturers still had a need for some skilled machinists, toolmakers, and building tradesmen—about 15% of the workforce in automobile manufacturing at mid-century—there really was no system for the joint production of skills. Each manufacturing company was autarkic.
 The 1937 Fitzgerald Apprenticeship Act merely established federal support for state-level monitoring and licensing of apprentice training programs. The programs were still run as they had been before the Act according to the needs of industry. In the 1960’s, about 75% of apprentices were in the construction and printing trades. In construction, the building trades unions and unionized companies (organized through their employers’ association, the Associated General Contractors) controlled the apprentice programs. The unions had leverage because of the craft nature of industry’s products; they used the training programs to control jobs. The institutional structure of employment relations stood athwart the hopes for rapid expansion of minority skill formation. This was true in the construction industry as well as in manufacturing.

For example, the Manpower Development and Training Act (MDTA) of 1962 created federal support for “on the job training” (OJT). It was originally conceived in the recessionary late 1950’s when Congress funded industry-based (rather than classroom) training sponsored by state vocational education and training programs for unemployed (and often unionized) adults. It was not passed until the anti-poverty effort emerged and by then the targeted recipients of training became youth and disadvantaged workers who would benefit from skill upgrading. The program was still administered through state boards of vocational education and by 152 sub-state field bureaus of the Federal Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training (BAT). They folded the MDTA program into existing institutional practices, which sharply reduced both the scope of the benefits and employer participation.
  

A primary cause for the narrow scope of administration was that OJT competed with existing apprenticeship programs (which had their own OJT component) and was perceived by unions as a threat to them.  MDTA proponents expected OJT to operate independently from apprenticeship, providing comparatively quick upgrading (one year of training versus four years for apprenticeship), but BAT field representatives saw MDTA OJT as undermining their promotion of employer involvement in apprentice training. For employers, MDTA was faster and cheaper and non-union. To block competition, field representatives administered the MDTA OJT program as if it was a “pre-apprenticeship” program which would prepare individuals to apply for apprentice training.
 Third, because apprentice training was limited by the historical institutional quality of union-management relations in which the union’s role was secured by its control of skills, the number of “pre-apprentices” was drastically lower than MDTA officials had hoped for.  There was no incentive for unions (and their institutional allies) to support partial training of a large pool of workers who would compete for jobs and undermine union organization. 

There seemed to be two choices for administration reformers. One was to restructure the labor-management relationships to enable the rapid upskilling of disadvantaged workers with union representation boosted by labor law reforms or bypass industrial relations problems and enlist employers alone to do OJT for the disadvantaged. The Johnson administration’s concerns about coalition management first led it to seek voluntary agreements among the industry players, which foundered, after which the administration pursued the non-union course.  But this path was not the road to social-democratic change. The Swedish Social Democrat’s manpower policy expert, Gosta Rehn, commented that the MDTA’s focus on short-term training for the disadvantaged simply piled up semi-skilled workers in the labor market. What should be done, he argued, was to focus on up-grading the entire workforce, from unskilled blue collar workers through craft and technical white collar workers, creating a seamless career path for everyone.
 
 The disinterest in tackling the broader skill development challenges was reinforced by Johnson’s top economic advisors.  Gardner Ackley, the chair of the Council of Economic Advisors, believed that the American economy’s foundation in mass production was structurally sound. The U.S. economy just needed technical adjustments devised by expert economists; the existing distribution of authority and organization of labor markets only had a race problem, not a class problem.
  The solution to the race problem was to include blacks in the existing industry order. Economic growth and affirmative action for equal employment opportunity would solve blacks’ problems.
  The premise was that aggregate economic growth would stimulate the division of labor (echoing Adam Smith’s famous formula); the division of labor in turn would create new, simplified jobs that unskilled workers would fill. In a speech to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, Ackley advised employers to “economize on skills” and continue “breaking down jobs or redesigning processes” so that individuals without training could be employed.
 What in fact happened was that skilled workers, as already suggested, in both the construction and manufacturing sectors, organized to protect their trades from division. Their motivation was not only racism, but a perception that the government was undermining the basis of their authority at work, namely their skills.

The administration wanted wage discipline and job-sharing.  What was the quid pro quo? The unions wanted labor law reform to make it easier to form unions; the administration would not do it.
 CEA-led White House strategies about employment promised to improve the conditions of labor without structural reform, but they did not help solve Johnson’s political dilemmas.  Johnson famously commented that the political price of the Civil Rights Act was the loss of southern electoral support for the Democrats, but the Reutherite New Dealers argued that rapid voter registration for southern blacks plus unionization of the southern working classes could mitigate the losses from confirmed racists. But from the Keynesian analysis, the government had policy tools that were alternatives to workers’ power.  For example, the President’s legislative aides waged a concerted campaign in Congress to maintain White House control over the minimum wage because the CEA preferred to target specific sectors for increases as it judged them ready.
  In contrast, pro-union members of Congress wanted to raise the minimum wage rapidly across the board to block southern employers from competing on wages. The White House opposed this for the same reason, viz. raising the minimum wage would primarily hurt southern employers, including apparel, textiles, lumber, shoes, and wholesale trade. 

If the administration wanted to save its policy, it needed to recommit itself to more effective influence over wage determination. One approach would be to coordinate a dialogue with the construction unions and other labor organizations about appropriate wage strategy.  Reuther already had started this process with coordinated bargaining through the IUD.  But the CEA was apprehensive about the inflationary potential of Reuther’s strategy. The alternative image was a liberal interest group zero-sum game, of unions and firms as fixed groups with fixed interests. Rather than see unions as too weakly organized, the administration viewed them as too strong.
 In the Nixon years and later, this became a dominant narrative of America’s economic woes. 
Losing Members, Losing Arguments
The New Deal labor project depended on strong unions, but political leaders who came along long after the NLRA of 1935 and especially after 1947 adopted the normalized view of the regime, viz. the administration of the labor law was non-political in the sense that the Congress would leave the NLRB alone to carry out the purposes of the Act.  This was not only a calculation based on the southern veto, but learned complacence framed by the emerging neo-Keynesian ideology that economic growth would solve problems of social progress. Until the 1960’s, industrial relations was non-political in that way. What could go wrong politically?  What went wrong was the white southern voter base of the Democratic Party—constructed by race rather than class justice—shifted into the Republican Party where it delivered support to an emerging powerful coalition of anti-union forces. The Democratic Party in Congress nationalized civil rights law in 1964 and 1965, an achievement that, coupled with its failure to nationalize labor rights by repealing section 14(b) or otherwise to help unions organize in the south, contributed to a transformed administration of race and class relations. The mainstream of the civil rights movement—Martin Luther King and his social-democratic allies—lost the argument to the charge by civil rights militants that unions were part of the civil rights problem (which was true enough), but that they also could be part of the solution.  Many non-labor liberals argued that what was needed were not a stronger national labor movement and NLRB—recall the Washington Post editorial—but new civil rights institutions and administrative techniques to compel compliance with civil rights law.
 

New Deal governance did not adapt very well, despite the potential benefits of linking the periphery to the core which were apparent to observers. The meaning of the project changed because its outcomes in the context of new racial politics and international economic conditions were unacceptable to many people. The values of racial integration and national economic coordination were threatening to many white working class participants in the New Deal coalition. White working class unionists attributed their successes to job control and unity, but they also knew the precariousness of their position. Racist and not racist, job control and white working class home-owning neighborhoods represented equity for those workers, which they defended from those who seemed to discount their achievements. Even the social-democrats slipped into the Johnson administration’s discourse of “the poor”. Reuther employed this Great Society terminology of “the poor” who were separate from the working class with the implication that the New Deal worker should bear a burden for ending poverty.

In contrast, the insurgencies from the periphery found new allies in a fractured core coalition and the anti-union forces successfully expanded their claims. Their combined efforts transformed employment relations, but in the pursuit of their goals these groups were both significantly transformed along with the institutions.  The anti-union managerial rivals of the New Deal project among employers clung to the rhetoric of individual right to contract and states rights, but their goals were transformed by the process of their insurgencies against orthodox collective bargaining because of the interaction with civil rights reformers and government officials. Once equal employment opportunity policy was implemented and personnel managers adapted to it, employers could take advantage of the divisions among unions and civil rights leaders. Timing was critical. As civil rights and union leaders worked out a new relationship, civil rights activists also worked with government agents and with employers. 

 As black workers demanded access to “good, unionized” jobs, which included reforms of the seniority rules and access to the highest levels of blue collar skilled trades, employers were involved in conflicts about both racial integration and union demands to union recognition and higher pay. Skilled workers in construction were double antagonists, of both black workers and their allies, including among the leading unionists, and big companies. Southern employers opposed unionism because of their competitive strategy of low-cost labor; the Johnson administration was sympathetic. In fact, by the mid-1970’s the unions lost federal support, while black workers gained allies in the federal government and among corporate employers. In the process, the old industrial relations institutions were not extended in a social-democratic direction—i.e. not greater coordination of wage demands and not national—but converted to a new autarky based on teamwork and equal employment opportunity. In short, the insurgent movement of black workers was able to engage the existing institutions to change them, but so were the employers, and the outcome was not what any major group began with—not the social-democratic and skilled trades unionists, not black activists, not employers—but a novel project of industrial relations. The process of institutional change absorbed the claims of new forces and created new employment routines, such as diversity management, team-work, and shifting the risk of industry restructuring to workers.
Finally, the issue of the freedom to manage according to market criteria returned to the Supreme Court. In 1981, the Court reversed its decision in Fibreboard, in First National Maintenance Corp. vs. NLRB 452 U.S. 666, where it decided that a company did not have to bargain over plant closings. The Court concluded:

The harm likely to be done to an employer’s need to operate freely in deciding whether to shut down part of his business for purely economic reasons outweighs the incremental benefit that might be gained through the union’s participation in making the decision.

In the New Deal heyday, “purely economic reasons” was repudiated as a Hoover fantasy and the employer’s decisions were understood in a larger political context of corporate hierarchy and social inequality. New Deal regulation was all about the “incremental benefits” of public regulation. But in the 1980’s, a manager’s “need” to “freely” and rapidly reorganize assets and close plants was normalized by the new Republican regime as purely an economic decision in a given international marketplace.
Conclusion

American political science uncovers scripts in Constitutional discourse, institutional structures, bureaucratic rules, and norms of behavior to explain what the actors are doing and what story the actors have to tell. Modernist impulses to mock the pretensions of established authority and to vindicate individual creative action have not transferred well to political science. The loss of the institutional mooring if individuals make decisions without authorization creates anxiety, perhaps especially acute in situations where we observe that more than one script is being used at a time. “Just as ideas are not merely strategic tools, political ideas are not free-floating bits of knowledge….any fully convincing theory of political and institutional change must incorporate both [ideas and institutions] as constituent elements with reasonably equal weights.”
 And “…there is a wide but not infinite variety of modes of institutional change…”
  Also, “we wish to retain the notion of [institutional] complementarities … [to avoid] the dangers of a more open-ended, unstructured voluntarism”. 
 
According to Terry Moe, the political order established by the NLRA was stable and the unions and employers settled down to play the game according to well-defined rules. Yet it is the play on the field and the relationship between the play and the institutional authorities that matters. 
 Not only did the Board have divided purposes according to the law, there were many other agents and institutions which were engaged in governing employment. There were skilled tradesmen, the officials in the Bureau of Apprenticeship and Training, civil rights activists, the EEOC, the Treasury Department, the CEA, the Construction Users Anti-Inflation Roundtable, and more. The Taft-Hartley Act in one sense was “stable”—repeal efforts in Congress in 1949 and 1965 failed—but the administration of the law and the practice of labor-management relations sustained unpredictable play.  Lived forward in time industrial relations was constantly in question and the object of active management and political debate. There were three labor management problems that emerged in the 1960’s: the unions’ demand that the Democrats help them organize the rest of the workforce, especially in the south; the emerging fruitlessness of the existing practice of collective bargaining for macroeconomic management; and implementing equal employment opportunity, initially for black workers. In each case the orthodox position was to use and extend the existing institutions, but in each case there were competing arguments and ideologies that challenged the implications of what the extensions would imply and that called the legitimate authority of unions and the status of their members into question
This paper sketched some contributions by labor leaders and presidential policy-makers to the undoing of industrial pluralism. Another paper would be necessary for an account of the constructive projects of the anti-union employers and their allies. 
The premise was that it is not necessarily following or not following the rules inscribed in the institutions which governed these domains which matters but the agents’ perceptions of a better possibility and the ability to act jointly or to rally collaborators to bring it about which should be taken into account. The former—the perception—is axiomatic in the sense that all individuals can do this at least in some immediate sense in their own individual lives; the latter requires some deliberate process of reflection and strategizing about new applications of the rules which changes/improves the expected outcome and which may include preserving future freedom of action.  Attention to the cognitive dimension of agents’ choices in each of these explanations makes the institutions less deterministic and the outcomes more the result of strategies about creating the future than about maximizing within the rules. The rules of labor-management relations which were established in the NLRA were guidelines for specific commitments between specific unions and employers as well as for unknown possibilities for new cooperative arrangements in the future.  Individuals worked and lived by the specific as well as broader meanings inscribed in the institutions which brought order to employment. Crucially for what developed, there were multiple institutions which governed work constituted by diverse narratives of the projects they embodied.  Karen Orren and Stephen Skowronek identify the implications: given “multiple orderings of authority…political development is likely to feature many and dispersed causes… . [and] it remains only to note how dispersed causes…draw out the role of agents in politics, reinstating a normative dimension, now in the value of human action itself and its particular role in causing politics to develop.”
 Proponents of industrial pluralism sought to expand the scope of their project but they failed in part because they lost their arguments about the value of democracy at work as international and domestic conditions for labor management changed in comparison with the other narratives about efficiency and individual rights. 
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