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"A Pilece of the Pie:"

An Oral History of the Union Movement at
The Bethlehem Steel Cornoratior

by
Mindy K, Small

Abstract

In 1936 the Committee for Industrial Oreanization and the
Stecl Workers Organizing Committee began a cammaign to organize the
nation's steel worllers around an independent union based on indus-
trial lines. TFrom the outset, these two aroups faced a traditionally
tough and formidable adversary. The American steel industry,
throughout its history, had maintained a nolicv of anti-unionism
and pained a renmutation as staunch defenders of the onen shop
principle. However, during the 1930's, new circumstances arose
which threatened the steel industry's ability to sustain this
nosition indefinitely and insured the eventual success of the
union drive.

The 1930's created a ripe atmosphere for labor to demand
their share of riehts and privileges under the law, As a result of
the Great Denression, labor cained a new and influential ally in the
federal government. In particular, the Wagner Act legitimized unions
and made labor's right to collective bargainineg a matter of public
nolicy. Thus, pro-unionists received a legal basis of support which

proved vital to the successful implementation of their obijectives.



From the start, union leaders allocated a considerable
amount of time and effort to orgarizing the Rethlehem Steel
Corporation. This firm, the largest and most nowerful of the
independent steel producers, renresented a nrime tareet for unior
agitation, In 1941, the Steel Vorkers Orpanizing Cormittee, con-
centrated an entire nhase of their drive around the companv's main
plant at Bethlehem, Pennsvlvania. In doing so, thev took on a
decisive challenge due, in part, to Bethlehem's staurch onnosition
to unionism. Their activities culminated in a four dayv strile
which ended in victory for the union. As a result of Bethlehem's
concession, the remaining unorganized producers also signed union
contracts,

The organizing drive at Bethlehem forced manv steel
workers to decide what their nersonal role in the union struggle
would be, Theilr attitudes toward the coméany, the union and their
daily working exneriences affected their decisions tremendouslv,
Those that sumnorted the union did so for various reasons, however,
their nrimary purpose was to gain securitv, protection, and better
and safer working conditions. Moreover, many workers joined the
union because thev believed that the best wav to achieve these roals

was through collective action represented by an independent union.
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%ktroduction

Since its emersgence after the Civil War, the American
steel industry maintained a long-estahlished tradition of anti-
uniorism and a reputation as staunch defenders of the open shop
princinle., After defeating a major attemnt by labor, ir 1919, to
reverse this position, the industrv remained unorganized and
relatively free from labor strife and disturbarces throughout the
1920's, MHowever, in a little more than a decade the whole course
of labor relations in the steel industrv was drastically altered.
By 1941, the United Steel Workers of America, an indepéndent union
based on industrial lines, represented the nation's steel worlers
as their exclusive bargaining agent throuehout the entire industryv.
A number of related factors and conditions produced this profound
change.

For the most nart, the events surrounding the decade of
the 1930's had stimulated a renewed interest in unionism among
labor leaders, union organizations and individual workers themselves.
The major impetus hehind this activitv resulted from the economic
depression and the effects it had on the American working classes
in ceneral. Eventually, this interest grew into a full scale
labor movement as workers found it increasingly necessarv to create
a line of defense against the fluctuations in the business cycle.
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An organization to secure and protect their riehts, reqardless of
the nrevailing economic or ponlitical situation, seemed the only
alternative to tﬁeir dilemma. The need and/or demand for
unionization was not new or original, Previous hard times and

bad conditions had produced similar reactions from labor, however,
their attempts at unionization usually ended in failure., What
snecific circumstances insured the eventual success of this par-
ticular movement and were thev unique in this period in American
labor history?

Basicallv, the 1930's set the stage and created a ripe
atmosnhere for labor to demand theilr equal share of riehts and
privileges under the law., As a result of the severityv of the
depression, the nation and the public were awakened to the plisht
of labor in an industrialized societv and thus, began baclkine
worker demands for organization. DBut more immortant, labor found
a new and influential ally in the federal govermnment. The pro-
labor nosture of Franklin D, Roosevelt and his New Deal leeislation,
rarticularly the MNational Industrial Recovery Act and the Waener
Act, aided labor's cause tremendously. Moreover, this legislation
helped insure the ultimate success of the union campaign. These
Acts legitimized unions and made labor's right to collective bar-
gaining a matter of public nolicy. Without this specific kind of
aid and support, the union movement of the 1930's might have pgone

the way of other ones before it. However, this time labor <ained a
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legal basis of- backine which-proved vital to the successful imple-
mentation of their objectives, Thus, labor could forpse ahead in
the process of uniorizing the nation's mass nroduction industries,
and in particular, the steel industry,

YMoreover, the creation of the Committee for Industrial
Oreanization, in 1936, supplied the workers with an orpanization
dedicated to their cause, Tﬁe CIO set out to organize America's
mass production worlers into independent unions based on industrial
lines, Within the scope of trade unionism, this particular concept
of organization increased in popularitv. Before the denression, most
unionized workers were skilled tradesmen. This left out the large
and still growing number of unskilled and semi-gkilled workers em-
nloved by the major industries. It was this later group which the
CIC hoped to influence and ultimately organize., Thus, with this
objective in mind, the natjon's steel producers became a prime area
of interest and concern to the CIO, The eventual unionization of
this industrv renresented a decisive challence to all those 1involved
and required a considerable amount of time, money and effort. Al-
though labor had the sunnort of the federal government and a majoritv
of the public behind them, the road ahead was difficult because gf
the power and influence of the American steel industry jtself.

In order to meet the challenge, the CIO established the
Steel Workers Organizing Committee in 1936, Immediately, they bepan
to nursue the objectives expressed ahove and worked to reverse the
industrv’s conventional policies and position. Quite unexpectedly,
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the steel union met with .an Jmportant success rathlier earlv on in
their drive. 1Ir 1937, United States Steel, known as Bie Steel,
siened a contract with the union, maling tliem the first American
steel producer to surrender under the union's pressure. This
arreement proved decisive because it broke the industrv's traditional
urited €ront against unionism,

The next nhase of the union's campaien was much more
difficult and time consuming, The nation's larpe independent
steel producers, known collectively as Little Steel, refused to
follow the lead of Big Steel. This oroun of industrialists
banded together in their anti-union fipht and thus, managed to
hold off the advance of unionism for a few more vears., Althoucrh
their efforts were aimed at defeating the 1936 union drive in steel,
they failed to develos and implement a strateey strong enough to
stem the tide of unionism altogether.

Basically, the U.S. Steel settlement represented one
more sten in the process which caused the inevitable breal:dowm of
steel's resistance to unionism. The depression and the resultant
pressures brought on by government lepislation, the CIO and SWOC,
and the public made the triumph of unionism only a matter of time,
Throughout the 1930's, the steel industry found it increasinely
necessary to yield, at least in part, to labor's demands. Many
steel nroducers develoned and implemented a number of different
emplovee related nroprams and plans to create a more contented work
force and to gquell the renewed demand for outside unionism, Their
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efforts {included welfare »rograms, stock -suhscrintior nlans, and
emplovee renresentation nlans-—everythinh”gﬁzft of actual unionism.
Thus, when a specific commany or the industrv in eeneral had de-
nleted the number of alternative nroerams it was willine to offer
and when the plans had run their course; the only logical step to
insure industrial peace seemed to be the recosnition of indenerndent
unions, Little Steel held out for a while, but, as the decade
nrogressed, new events and circumstances, specificallv the fear of
war and the resultant rearmament program, adversecly affected their
ultimate objectives., Thus, the industrv became more and more
vulnerable to the threat of unionism as time wore on,

Since their inception, the Steel Workers Organizing
Committee allocated a considerable amount of time and effort to
orgarizing the Bethlehem Steel Corporation., However, in 1941,
they specifically concentrated an entire shase of their drive and
centered all their activities arcund the companv's main nlant
located in Bethlehem, Pennsvlvania, This firm, beine the larcest
of the indenendent nroducers and one of the most powerful within
the Little Steel group, renresented a prime target for union
acitation, The union's leaders analvzed the nrevalline situation
carefully and concluded that if Bethlehem conceded, the rest of
Little Steel would follow shortlv thereafter,

This thesis deals primarily with the circumstances
leadine un to and the actual events surrnundine the union's camnaien
against Bethlehem Steel., The rise and decline of Bethlehem's

company union or Emplovee Renresentation Plan reflected the actual
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trends that developed on a national scale which directly influenced
the course of the labnr movement. The-compaﬁv union plaved a
significant role during tiie period between the two major labor
strugeles (1919-1936) in the steel industryv, At Bethlehem, the
company union managed to survive from 1its incention during World
Var I until the union's challenpe in 1941. Throughout the 1930's,
however, doubt and criticism regarding its relevance and effective-
ness increased and eventuallv contributed, in nart, to its demise,
Thus, the depression, the CIO and the federal government had talen
their toll,

This thesis is a case studv of the grievances and needs
of Bethlehem's labor force which ultimately led the workers to
struggle for unionization. Revealing the motivations and events
at Bethlehem can serve to broaden our understanding of the union
drive elsewhere, The conditions and attitudes which forced many
individual steel workers across the nation to actively fight for
union recognition transcended the physical boundaries of a
particular plant or company. For the most part, working conditionms,
wvages and hours varied slightly throughout the industry as a whole,
However, each individual steel worker reacted to his own set of
experiences and opinions before he eventually decided what form
his future role in the labor movement would tale,

Retired employees of the Bethlehem Steel Corporation
participated in tane recorded interviews, either individuallv or in
a group, which helped clarify and document the actual events and

8



effects of the union's organizing drive there, All those‘iﬁter-
viewed worked at the Bethlehem, Pennsylvania plant before the de-
pression or bepgan working there in the vears 1930-&945, coincidine
with the second major attemnt and eventual success at organizing
Bethlehem Steel. Their recollections and accounts gave a personal
flavor to the storv. But more imnortant, they exnlained their own
individual exneriences resulting from this sienificant period in
American labor historv which directlv touched their lives in almost
every way., The stories thev recounted involved their particular
roles in the actual events that ensued at the firm,

The interviews specifically used in this naper came from
a sample chosen by the author., Out of a total of forty-five re-
searched tares, onlv twenty=-two were used. Tor the most nart, the
interviews incornorated in thls paper were the ones that best
expressed all or most of the aspects concerning the union question
as it related to Bethlehem Steel and the individual subjects them-
selves,

The inquiry included topics regardina the indjvidual's
personal emplovment history at the company: his attitude toward
and relationship with the company, his fellow worlers, foremen and
sunervisors, and his actual on the job experiences, Ouestions also
centered on the person's attitude toward work in general and the
benefits or disadvantages therein, and life-time poals and ambitions.
In addition, discussions revolved around the workers job description,

pride in work accomplished and desire for advancement. Horeover, the
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narticinants exnlained their feelines and attitudes about the unien
nuestiof ard uninonism in peneral, From there, thev recalled nersonal
exneriences relative to the organizing drive that occurred there,

There was considerable variation among the eroup in job
experiences and job stabilitv. Some advanced to higher nositions
as foreman or sunervisors before their retirement., Others liad
similar ooportunities but turned them down hecause they refused to
accept the regponsibility, The assortment of positions or jobs held
included bricklaver, roller, scrubber, fireman, machinist, car
repairman, watchman, craneman, rivetheater, smelter, and welder.

As their jobs varied, so did the departments in which
thevy worked, the ethnic and religious composition of their fellow
workers, the personalities of their narticular foreman and their
attitudes toward work in general. All these factors influenced
and helped shane their opinions toward the union ijtself,

Singularly, these accounts merelv state the recollections
or personal histories of individual steel workers concernine their
daily experiences and relationshin withtBethlehem Steel at a
narticular neriod of time, Collectively, however, they form part of
the historv surrounding the actual unionization of Bethlehem; itself
being only a part of the national drive to organize the entire basic
steel industrv in America.

All those interviewed recalled the drive for union
recognition. Their roles ranged from striker to 'scab,'" orsanizer
to non-participant, but all felt the effects of the union question
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in their daily encounters. However, manv warkers tool: advantan~e nf
the prevailing situation, joined the steel unien and activelv founbt

for the rights and nrivileges thev needed and demanded,
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Chapter T

The Atmosnhere

Throughout most of the first half of the twerntieth centurv,
the American steel industrv remained a staunch nroponent of anti-
unionism and the open shop; a nosition easily maintained with the
existence of a largely unoreanized labor force in steel. With the
crushing defeat of unionism in the steel strike of 1919, virtually
all attempts to organize the industry came to a grinding halt, low-
ever, the occurrence of certain historical factors and conditions
forced the industry to reverse its long standing position.

The events surrounding the decade of the 1930's drasti-
cally altered the course of American labor history. Although the
economic crisis took its toll on all seements of society, its
effects on industrial labor were profound. During the depression,
the nation experienced massive unemplovment, hunger, insecurity and
other extreme hardships. These severe conditions fostered new fears
and anxieties among the working classes, or at least intensified the
old ones.

By the second half of the decade, the economy had im-
proved considerabhly., Industry faced a new wave of consumer demand
and a rise in production followed. This resulted in an increase in
the number of available jobs, These factors helped the country
recover from its physical and economic wounds. However, the impact

12



of the depnression left deen emotional scars on the lives of manv
individual workers and their families-—an imprint that nroved
difficult to erase.

For many laborers, the depression created a oreater
awareness of thelr economic nroblems and stimulated a renewed
interest in unionism, Labor had to establish a line of defense
in the event of future depressions and arainst the normal uns and
downs brought on by the erratic nature of the economy. An inde-
pendent union, free from the controls of business and manacement,
would advance the cause of labor, secure the riehts and privileres
they demanded, and nrovide the protection and security they needed.
In short, they wanted an organization that would work solely in
their behalf and represent their wishes whenever necessary.

These poals and ideas were not new or original, However,
the circumstances that aroused a revival of interest in them were
unique. The historical factors and events of the 1930's heishtened
the desirability and necessity of unionism, In addition to the de-
nression, two powerful forces contributed in creating a ripe
atmosphere for the advance of labor: the federal povernment and the
Committee for Industrial Organization (CIO).

The federal eovernment influenced the renewed trend toward
unionism and nrovided an imnortant imnetus to the erowth of a new
labor movement, The pro-labor stance of Franklin D, Roosevelt and
the legislation enacted by the New Deal marked the changing attitude
of the federal government toward the rights of labor and helped
foster a new awareness within society, Public opinion began suvnorting

13



labor's demands as the nation increasinelv realized the necessity for
organizing the unslilled worker. Under the New Deal, the United
States Government, for the first time, had a national labor nolicv
that favored the workingman. In particular, labor's right to
ccllective bargaining was lepitimized and made a matter of nublic
volicv: first, through the 1933 Vational Tndustrial Recoverv Act
(NIRA), and later, through the 1935 National Labor Relations Act
(NLRA) , more commonly referred to as the Wagner Act,

The NIRA gpuaranteed something for hoth business and labor.
Busiress could draft code agreements exemnt from the anti-trust
laws and labor received Section 7(a) which guaranteed them the rieht
to collective hargaining.l Yoreover, the codes had to set minimum
wages and maximum hours. Roosevelt created a series of labor boards
to maintain industrial neace and give some substance to 7(a).2 Later,
the boards formulated a rough body of labor laws., Basically, the
NIRA allowed worliers to declde through elections the kind of
renresentation thev desired-~a nationally affiliated union, a company
uni?n or no union at all., Also, any union chosen by a majority of

the workers would have exclusive bargaining rights for all workers,

Thus, 3f the company union only represented a minority of the em-

lWilliam F. Leuchtenburg, Franklin D, Roosevelt and the

New Deal (New York: Harrer and Row, Publishers, 1963), pp. 57-
58.

21p1d., p. 107,
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plovees, it would virtuallv he outlawed. The board Insisted that .
Section 7(a) recuired emmloyers to bargain with unions in cood faith,
3

and that bargainine must lead to some sort of an agreament. How=
ever, on May 27, 1935, the Supreme Court, in a unanimous 9-0 de-
cision, found the National Industrial Recoverv Act unconstitutional.

Then on July 5, 1935, Roosevelt signed one of the most im-
portant legislative documents of the period, the National Labor

4

Relations Act. The Act started from the same premise as Section
7(a) of the NIRA--that is, that workers should be free to choose
their own unions and employvers must abstain from interfering in
their choice,

Employees shall have the rirht of self~organiza-

tion, to form, joir, or assist labor oreanizations,

to bargain collectively through representatives of

their own choosing, and to engage in concerted

activities, for the purpose of collective bargain-

irg or other mutual aid or protection. 5
The NLRA also required that emplovers accept duly constituted unions
as legitimate renresentatives of their emnlovees and bargain with
them, Basically, it compelled employers to move toward the unioniza-

tion of their plants. The act listed five unfair labor practices

which only an emplover could commit., The Wagner Act did not impose

3Ibid.

4
Tbid., p. 151,

5Henrv Steel Commager, ed,, Documents of American liistorv,
The Mational Labor Relations Act, Vol. IT, (ilew York: Appleton-
Century-Crafts, 19€¢8), p. 315,
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6
anv recfnrncal ohligations on unions, The courts alreadv had a

number of laws'concerning unfair labor practices bv unions and it
was not considered necessary to add to them in the Act,

In addition, the Wagner Act nrovided for a Natiomal Labor
Relations Bonard (NLRB); a permanent independent agency emnowered
to sunervise and conduct elections to determine the desired bar-
gaining agent of a majority of workers in a plant, to restrain
business from committing unfair labor practices, and to hold hearinss
based on the former from complaints filed by employees or labor
organizations themselves. Thus, by establishing the NLRB, the Act
nrovided the machinerv for its own enforcement. Tn 1937, the
Sunreme Court, in a 5-4 rulina, upheld the riechts of labor when it
found the Wagner Act counstitutional,

The legislation enacted under the New Deal gave labor
something thev never enjoved hefore--a leeral basis of support to
forge ahead in unionizing America's major industries. In the end,
this support laid the necessary foundations to insure a successful
organizing campaien. Moreover, the pro-labor outlook of Roosevelt's
Administration save labor a nsychological advantage and strengthened
morale by rallying the support of public opinion behind its cause.

The second powerful force contributing to the growﬁﬁ}of a

new labor movement came with the creatior of the Committee for

6Leuchtenburg, Roosevelt and the Yew Deal, »., 151.

7Carl N. Degler, Out of Our Past (New York: Harper and

Row, Publishers, 1970), ». 403,
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Tndustrial Oreanization., The renewad attemnts to oreanize the steel
industrv first develoned out nf a split within the American Federation
of Labor (AFL) hetween those forces advocating craft unionism and
those nushirg for findustrial unionism. John L, Lewis, head of the
United “fine Workers (UMW), led those strongly supnorting the creation
of a new international union based on industrial lines with comnlete
jurisdiction over all workers. Finally, in 1936, Lewis' efforts
nroduced results., After considerable controversv and debate arong
hotly factions within the AFL, the storm subsided with the establish-
ment of the CIO under the leadership of John L. Lewis, Ilewis later
remarked:

Out of the agonv and travail of economic America

the C,I1.0, was born. To millions of Americans,

exploited without stint by cornorate industry and

socially debased beyond the understarding of the

fortunate, its coming was as welcome as the dawn

to the nishtwatcher, . . . Tt is now and hence-

forth a definite instrumentalitv destined preatly

to influence the lives of our peonle and the in-

ternal course of the Republic. 8
Ultimately, Lewis' statement proved correct.

The CTO made the organization of the steel industry one

9

nf its nrime targets, Poor planning and lack of adenuate finances
hampered previous attempts, in 1892 and 1919, at creating an

10
indenendent labor oreanization in the steel industrv. However,

8
"Labor," Time, 30, Sentember 13, 1937, ». 11.

9
Walter Galenson, The CIO Challenge to the AFL (Cambridge:
Harvard University Press, 1960), ». 79.

0

William T, Hogan, Economic History of the Iron and Steel
Industry in the United States, Vol. IIJ, (Lexineton: D.C, Heath and
Co., 1971), o, 1170,
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the leaders inveolved in this new areanizine drive henefited from the
lessons learned from previous blunders and applied their knowledre
to the tasl., This time the powerful influence of the United Mine
Vorkers stood behind the CIO's drive for steel unjonization and
it devoted much of its resources to an organizational effort,
For the massive undertaking of organizing the steel industry, millions
of dollars, a considerable amount of time, and intense planning went
into the effort. Exmerienced and already nowerful and prominent
labor leaders came to the fore to pursgsue the objective and conduct
the drive, Thus, the CIO created a confident and diligent atmos-
nhere that influenced the decisions of manv individual steel worlers
to join their ranks and to take active roles in the campaign to
unionize the American steel industry. ‘oreover, by 1937, the
econony had imnroved considerably; a factor which not only aided
industry and labor, but the organizing efforts of the CIO as well.
This pro-labor atmosphere reinforced the beliefs of
many steel workers across the country and encouraged them to stand
firm in their convictions regarding the union question. For the
most part, this kind of contemplation helned them determine their
future role in the advancing drive to organize the steel industry.
*lany steel workers tool advantage of the situation, joined the CIO,

and became active unionists to gain for themselves, "a niece of the

Die."

Nrnid., p. 1169.
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Chanter TT

SYOC and Bie Steel

The CIO's campaign to oreanize steel beran with the
creation of the Steel Workers Orecanizine Committee (SWOC), on .June
4, 1936, under the chairmanship of Philip Murrav, vice-nresident of
the United Mine Workers Union. Other SWOC committee members in-
cluded: M.F, Tighe, Joseph Gaitlier and Thomas G. Gillis of the
Amalramated Association of Iron, Steel, and Tin Workers; Julius
Hochman, vice-nresident of the International Ladies Garment Workers
Union; Leo Kryzycki of the Amalgamated Clothing Workers: Van A,
Bittner, David *cDonald and P.F, Fagan of the UMW; and John Brophv,
also of the UMW and executive director of the CIO, David 'cDonald
became the secretary-treasurer of SWOC. The unilon appointed
Clinton S, Golden, one-time official of the NLRRB, Rittner, nresident
of the West Vireginia miners' union, and William Mitch, district
mine president of Alabama as northeastern, western and southern
repional directors resnectivelv,

John L. Lewis, who was resnonsible for SWOC's formation,
remained apart from the union's hierarchy., Instead, Lewis worked
toward making himself a potent force in national labor politics,

However, with Lewis' aid, the CIO set out, in 1936, to increase its

l"Labor," Time, 28, June 6, 1936, n. 17,
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strength and prestige. By that time, the CIO renresented a member-—
ship totaling 1,300,00n, However, the union honed to widen its base
and boost its numbers by appealing to steel's one-half million
workers, Lewis remarked:

This is to be a camnaien that has no terminal

facilities, that has no deadline, It is a finsht

that is poing to go on until the workers in the

steel industryv have the right to organize in

uniions of their own choice and decide conditions

of their own working life in the same manner as

workers in other industries, 2

In nlanning their campaien, SWOC faced not only an industry
that employed appnroximately 479,000 workers, but also an industry
with a long standing reputation as the stronghold of the open shop
in America. Both emnloyment and output were concentrated in larece
steelworks and rolling mills. United States Steel was by far the
larrest employver with 220,000 worlers; next came Bethlehem Steel,
with 80,000: 49,000 worked for Republic Steel; and 29,000 at Jones
and Loughlin.

To meet the challenge, a few hundred organizers from the
CIO moved to the nation's steel centers to nuhlicize SWOC, recruit
new members and establish local lodres. ITn addition, on August 1,
1936, the union began publication of its own newspaper called Steel

Labor,

Both the CI0 and SWOC hoped to stay within the law and

21bid,

3
Calenson, CI0, Challenpe to the AF¥L, p. 87.
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avoid violence in their orzanizine drive. Lewis stated that the
CI0's purnose was "'tn conduct this campaian in a nerfectlv leecal
manner, . . . The Committee desires to avoid industrial strife ard
1isturbance or violence of anv charter."4 But SWOC's actions de-
nended upon the steel companies' reactions to the new campainn
aimed directlv at their labor force. To avoid a major controversv
resulting in violence, SY70C needed a reasonahble amount of
cooperation from the steel emnloyers. However, SWOC maintained
little confidence toward that end, evidenced by Lewis' statement:
"If the steel industry insists on a fight we have no alterrative
but to meet them, I should judge that thev would do just that
thing. They always have."

The steel industrv, as exnected, opnposed the new
organizing attempt and responded by appealing to the public and
the steel workers themselves. In Julv, 1936, the American Iron
and Steel Institute, representing ninety-five per cent of the
nation's producers, tool out a full pname advertisement in 375
metropolitan newspapers, denouncing the jdea of a closed shop and
the overthrow of the employee renresentation nlang. Part of the
ad read as follows:

A campaign to unionize the emnloves of the steel

industrv has been announced., . . . Tersons and
organizations not connected with the industry

4"Labor," Time, 28, Julv 13, 1936, », 11,

°Ibid.



have taken charee of the campaigns. There

are many disturbing indications that the nro-

moters of the campaign will emplov coercion

and intimidation of the employes in the industry,

and foment strikes. . . . The steel industry

will opnose any attemnt to comnel its emploves

to join a union or to nay tribute for the rieht

to work, . ., .0
Thus, the American steel industryv prepared itself for resistine
the SWOC campaign and planned its stratepy from there,

However, the steel masters' plan of actinn for resisting
unionism, less wholehearted than hefore and the tactics reminiscent
of those used in 1919, eventuallv rendered them ineffective, Part
of their strategy included the immediate imnlementation of a
propaganda campaign to discourape labor from heine swaved by the
rhetoric of pro-union men and their leaders. To begin with, they
blamed the resurgence of unionism on comminist and radical in-
fluences within the CIO and accused the union's organizers of
using scare tactics to intimidate and coerce workers into their
ranks. DMoreover, the employers intended to convince labor that the
companv union was an adequate mechanism to secure and nrotect their

7
rights.
Ultimately, the industry's propaganda campaign was

thwarted. Public opinion was much more sympathetic to unions than

it had bheen durine the 1919 strike, largelv because of the crash

6"Labor," Time, 28, July ¢, 1936, p. 16,

7Joseph G. Rayback, A llistorv cf American Labor (New
York: The Free Press, 1966), p. 351,
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and the denression., Moreover, the nassage of a ~eneration and the
nrevailing economic conditions limited the effectiveness of pro=-
moting tensions between native and immiprant worlers, a tactic
successfully emploved by management in earlier drives, Immigration
restriction, in 1921 and 1924, reduced the number of new Fastern
Europeans working in the mills, and naturalization took care of
many others; most immigrant steel workers were now firmly committed
to their new country. For the most part, the steel companies could
no longer rely on reviving xenophobic prejudices as a tactic to
nromote tensions between native born and immigrant workers in the
nlants.8 Thus, many who disagreed with the industry's nosition and
methods either grew svmpathetic to SVOC's cause or went one step
beyond and joined the union., Also, many steel worlers srew skeptical
of the companv union and the process involved in electing its
representatives: ". . . the steel workers recognize the farcical
nature of these elections, in which the only choice permitted is a
choice of company-union representatives."9 However, the nation's
steel producers continued their anti-union policy and thus, set the
stage for a confrontation,

SWOC leaders, realizine the hopelessness of easily gaining

support and recognition from the steel companies themselves, continued

8
David Brody, Labor in Crisis (Philadelphia: J.B. Linnincott
Company, 1965), p. 181,

9
"Steel Declares War,”" The New Renublic, 87, July 8, 1936,

D. 256,
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planning their strategy and tactics. The union's first mator
effort centered around the Carnepie-T11inois nlant, a subsidiarw
of the largest and most influential of the steel manufacturers--
the United States Steel Cornoratien. U.S. Steel, master of fortyv-
per cent of the steel industry, had refused to recoesnize an out-
side union since its formation in 1901, Lewls once remarked that,
"United States Steel through the years has been the crouchine lion
in tte pathwav of Labor."lo SUOC expected that those companies

11
comprising what was known as Little Steel  would follow any
major decisions made by Big Steel (U.S. Steel); a stratepv which,
at the outset, seemed logical, However, the outcome of the
organizational effort directed at U,S. Steel and the suhsequent
reaction of Little Steel surprised almost evervone,

The Emplovee Representation Plan (FRP) or comnanv union
was a prime target for SWOC agitation, Industrial unionists
focused much of their attention and efforts around the LERP because
it represented the only real center of organization within the

12
steel industrv, The union's strategv included the infiltration

1O"Labor," Time, 29, March 15, 1937, o. 17.

1The companies collectively known as Little Steel
included: Bethlehem, Republic, Jones and Laughlin, Youngstown
Sheet and Tube, National, Crucible, Inland, American Rolling
Mill, Otis, Pittsburgh, and Sharon,

2

See Chanpter IV for more extensive information about

the Fmnloyee Representation Plan at the Bethlehem Steel
Cornoration,
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of the companv union by pro-SWOC men. Thev hoped tn eain sunnort of
companv uninn representatives and thus, work from within to destrov
the verv foundations of the ERP, Sometimes this tactic wnrked and
other times it failed; the actual results denended upon the

companv and the ERP involved.

The idea of emplovee representation erew out of a study
made by the War Labor Board during World War I. At that time, it
was important to maintain industrial peace in order to insure
the uninterrupted flow of production. The War Board regarded
employee representation as a viable means for settline labor dis-
putes and suggested that company union's be installed in many

13
American firms for just that purpose. However, the idea of
emplovee representation spread even further after the qreat steel
strike of 1919,

Actually, the steel companies saw emplovee repre-
sentation at the time of its creation as: ". . . not desiened to

strengthen the barpgaining nosition of workingmen, but rather to

provide, . . . ., 'a definite and durable basis of mutual under-

\
standing and confidence,' or as Inland Steel stated, 'effective

communication and means of contact., . . and to insure justice,

14
maintain tranquility, and nromote the general welfare.'"

National Industrial Conference Board, Report of the
Board, Collective Bargaining Throupgh Emnloyee Representation

(Vew York: MNational Industrial Conference Board, Inc., 1933),
n. O,

14
David Brody, Steelworkers in America (New York:
Harper and Row, Publishers, 1960), pn. 227.

25



{liether the companies trulv believed that emplovee representation
would accomplish these varue goals, remained to he scen. ‘'owever,
the implementation of these systems did help relieve a lot of the
pressure directed at them from labor erouns, the federal sovernment
and the public,

Although they did not state this publicly, most firms
considered employee representation a means to discourage outside
unionism, Thev hased this belief on a number of assumptions,
First, the presence of a system of shop government that handled
emplovee grievances would presumably create a more contented work
force. Thus, employees would be less likelv to look elsewhere
(outside the confines of the company) for aid and comfort. Second,
the success of emplovee representation depended on the workers'
comprehension and acceptance of an important stipulation: "

that the firm was an islanrd cut off from contact with other

. . 16
companies in the same labor market or the same industry.
Basically, this meant that worlkers emploved in a specific industry,
such as steel, but working for different companies, such as
Bethlehem or U,S, Steel, would remain alienated from each other be-

cause of phvsical houndaries. Thus, their desire to band together

in a union based on industrial lines would decrease and efforts to

PIbid.
16

Irving Bernstein, The Lean Years (Boston: Houghton

Mifflin Company, 1960), », 1790,
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create a closed shop would be thwarted., For these reasons and also
because FRP's were ineffective within the local shon or olant, labor
leaders adamantly disapproved of emplovee renresentation plans and
soon labeled them as anti-union devices.

During the 1920's, a lot of American firms implemented
employee representation plans; this action, represented a con-
ceptual change in the attitude of some employers toward their labor

18
force in general, Under previous terms of employment, workers had
few guaranteed rights or privilepes; they were considered, more or
less, a commodity. The institution of employee representation
systems helped chance this persnmective, Repardless of their reasons,
employers worked toward developing a more contented labor force.
Obviously, labor stood to gain something, even if it was minimal,
from the new attitudes and methods adopted by management, However,
the extent to which emplovers were willing to go in this direction,
eventually determined the amount of success they achieved; to the
steel industry, success meant, for the most part, the defeat of
unionism and the continuation of the open shon,

However, employee representation surprised both business-
men and union leaders alike when it produced some unexpected results.

Ironicallv, the ERP provided an important service to the unions. Tt

17
Brody, Steelworkers in America, n. 227,

8
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educated workers and made them aware of the potential benefits to
be gained from collective barcaininp, The exverience and ¥knowledpe
tihey accuired from the company union, convinced manv workers to
demand self-oreanization later on.19 foreover, in many Instances
the ERP provided pood training for future labor leaders and
20

organizers,

In addition, specific employee renresentation plans,
such as the one at Bethlehem Steel, receilved considerable publicity.
Thus, the public increased its awareness of the problems that labor
faced in an industrialized society. This knowledge aided labor's
cause, '"Emplovers who might later seek to turn the clocl back
would meet resistance not just from the labor movement but also
from an enlightened public opinion."21

The depression of the 1930's and the resultant New Deal
legislation, the NIRA and the NLRA, threatened the harmonv in
industrial relations which the steel companies enjoved during the
1920's because of general prosperity and the ERP, "A change in
steel industry labor relations was established by 1aw."22

In the early 1930's, ERP's sprane up in many companies.
Ve

Most of the basic steel industry along with a number of fabricatine

l(
Thid., o. 172,

20
Hogan, Iron and Steel Industry, Vol, III, pp. 1167-1168.
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Bernstein, The Lean Years, p. 186,

22Hogan, Iron and Steel Industry, Vol, IIT, p. 1167,
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mills adopted company unions. At the end of 1934, a minirum of
93 formal nlans were in existence. They covered hetween 90 and

23
95 per cent of the plant workers in steel, lowever, the

installation of these plans, " . . . represented a method of
compliance with the law without actuallv vielding to any outside
labor organization."24

However, many workers showed signs of dissatisfaction
with this system of representation, even before SWOC was created.25
These sentiments were particularly evident at U,S, Steel, where the
company union was a relativelyv new phenomenon.26 U.S5. Steel in-
stalled its ERP at all its plants in 1933, after the enactment of
the NIRA, 1In 1936, many of the emplovee representatives at
several Carnegie-~Illinois nlants worked toward making the company
unions more effective, They became increasingly more independent
of management. These employee representatives demanded greater
control over their orpanization, hisgher wages and better workire
conditions, Many of these men, through their experiences with the

ERP, seemed more susceptible to an all-out apneal for unionization.

\
"Far from placating the workers, the company unions became rallying

2
~3Irving Bernstein, Turbulent Years (Boston: lloughton

Mifflin Company, 1969), p. 455,
24
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25
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26Ga1enson, CI0, Challenee to the AFL, p. 87,
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27
points for independent action and »nro-CIN sertiment," SWoC

leaders perceived this new activism among workers as beneficial to
their ohbjectives and premared to tale advantace of the situation.

Thus, SWOC planned to infiltrate the company unions and take them

over if necessary.

To accomplish this tasl, union orsanizers established
contact with emnloyee~representatives holding nro-union sympathies,
"Philip MMurrav's plan was to operate through such representatives
as these, encourage them to develop even greater independence, urge
them to press the demands which thev had already made and keen

2
them 'biting at the heels of \:nanagzernent.'"h8

Employee representatives, influenced by SWOC's program,
pressed for a $5.00 a day minimum wage, an eight-hour dav, a
forty-hour week, time-and-a-half for overtime, and recognition
of central committees, Tn July, 1936, U.S. Steel announced its
decision accepting the eight-hour day and a forty-eight hour week,
A storm of nrotest arose from SWOC and manv U,S, Steel employees,
denouncing the decision as a trick to impose a forty-eisht hour
week after a forty-hour one was already in effect under the NIRA,
As a result, many disillusioned workers supported SWOC's independent

organizing efforts and joined their ranks.

27Brody, Labor in Crisis, p. 181,

8Robert R.R. Brooks, As Steel Goes (New Haven: Yale
University Press, 1940), p. 90.
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Benjamin F, Fairless, nresident of Carneeie-Illinois,
refused to prant the wage increase demands on the grounds that the
company was financially unable to do so, Philip Murray, SWOC's
chairman, backing the companv union's ware demands argued that the
corporations nrofits allowed them to meet workers' demands. Finallv,
the company agreed to put the wage increase into effect unilaterally
in all its plants, '"The SWOC was able to point to the wage increase

as a vindication of its earlier position that the corporation could
29

afford higher wages,"

By November, 1936, SWOC's organizing drive had made
substantial headway., The union claimed a total membership of
82,000 and the support of 1,534 out of 2,500 comnany union
representatives in the steel industry.30 But further progress in
this area seemed unlikely, therefore, SWNC altered nart of its hasic
strategyv. After exploiting the company unions to the limit, SWOC
moved toward the direction of securing an independent organization--—
its ultimate goal--to represent Carnegie-Illinois' employees.
Therefore, to discredit the companvy union, SVOC filed charpes with
the NLRB against Carnegie-Illinois, alleging unlawful company
domination of their ERP; SWOC called for the disestablishment of

the company union, Thus, the union'’s strategy changed from in-

filtrating the companv union to discrediting and forcing the break-

29
Galenson, CIO, Challenge to the AFL, p. 90.
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down of these organizations; SWOC toow full advantaee of the pro-
union and nro-labor stance of the federal covernment and demanded
intervention and legislation regardine companv unions., As the
months passed, the influence of the ERP lessened and its chances
before the NLRB apneared hopeless, Althouph prosress moved slowly,
SWOC carried on their intensive orranizing campaien. Tn addition,
a strike for SVWOC's recognition seemed forthcoming.

The fear of an impending strike, along with other circum-
stances, brought a surprising outcome to SWOC's organizing drive
aimed at Big Steel. After a seriles of secret meetings between
John L., Lewis and Myron C, Taylor, U.S. Steel's Chairman of the
Board, the United States Steel Corporation chose to end its long-
standing opposition to unionism rather than face a lengthy strile,
On March 2, 1937, Philip Murray and Benjamin F, Fairless sipned an
historic industrial agreement. Murray commented that, "This is
unquestionably the greatest story in the history of the American
Labor Movement."31

The agreement recognized SWOC as the bargainine agent
for its members only, while SVOC agreed not to intimidate or
coerce non-union emnlovees into membership., Tn addition, the
settlement granted the basic waee and hour demands of employee
representatives and SWOC. The minimum dailv wage was raised to

five-dollars and a fortv-hour week was established with tire-and-a-

3vpabor,” Time, 29, “av 3, 1937, p. 74.
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half nay for all hours in excess of eight=hours ner dav or fortv-
hours ner week, Subseaquently, a similar apreement was extended to
other U.S, Steel subsidiaries. "But the unionization of U.S. Steel
was a John 1., Lewis triumph, nure and simple, ., . . MNow the chief
bastion of the onen shop had fallen without so much as a solitary
32
piclket.” Lewis remarked about his meetings and regotiations
with Taylor which nroduced this historic agreement, 'Je were each
conscious of the great weight of responsibilitv and the far-reaching
consequences attached to our decisions. Labor, industry, and the
33
nation will be the heneficiaries."

Almost simultaneously, five 6f steel's independents--
Bethlehem, National, Renublic, Voungstown and Inland--granted the
same wage and hour demands just announced by U.S. Steel and its
subsidiaries, However, this action did not renresent peaceful
compliance or capitulation on the part of Little Steel with the
SWOC~Big Steel agpreement., The iIntention of Little Steel to adonpt
its own inderendent course of action and tn maintain its anti-union
tradition became increasingly evident as the months passed.

The resnonsibility for the successful unionization of U,S.

Steel did not solely rest with the efforts of SWOC and their leaders,

The corporation decided to bargain collectively with SWOC after

-

Thomas R, Brooks, Teil and Trouble (New York: Nelacorte
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33"Labor," Time, 29, March 15, 1937, o. 17.
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carefully evaluating the prevailing economic and nolitical
situation.34 U.S. Steel, recovering from the adverse effects of
the denression, bepan earnine substantial ~ro€its, because of
recovery and rearmament, and could not afford the consequences
generated by a major strike, The comnany hoped to gain a contract
from Great Britain, then in the nrocess of arranging a purchase

of laree amounts of steel for its rearmament nrogram, DBut thev
insisted on a guarantee of uninterrunted nroduction before letting
contracts.35 Thus, the historic conditions of the nericd, both
nolitical and economic, directly influenced the outcome of the union
movement aimed at Bipg Steel. The national political atmosphere
which brought about snecific New Deal lesislation and the re-
election of Roosevelt in 1936, with labor's backing, encouraged
the union movement, influenced the steel settlement and marked a
decided victory for trade unionism,

Unionization of the entire steel industrv now seemed
inevitable, Throughout the decade, the industry found it
increasingly necessary to yield, at least nartially, to labors'
demands., Many steel firms implemented welfare programs, stock
subscription plans, bonus systems, and emplovee representation

nlans--everything short of actual unionization, “Once it had in-

34Bronks, Toil and Trouble, n, 189,

351bid.
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stalled employee representation, the United States Steel Corporation
nad exhausted its string of offers and when the plans had run their
course, the only logical step that remained to insure orderlx
industrial relations seemed to be the recognition of an
independent union."36

Moreover, U.S. Steel found itself in an awkward position.
Its Carnegie-Illinois employee representation plan faced investipa-
tion bv the National Labor Relations Board, while the La Follette
Civil Libefties Committee prepared an investigation of the
corporation's labor espionage oractices. Thus, the federal govern—
ment and nublic opinion refused to support forcible supnressicn

37

of trade unionism.

The resulting settlement marked a decided compromise
between union and management forces. The union profited by
paining recognition, however, they abandoned one of their major
objectives. According to the terms of the agreement, SWOC could
net act as the sole collective bargaining agent on a company-wide
basis. The contract allowed the union to represent onlv those em—-
ployees holding membership in the union. Moreover, Carnegie-
I1linois reserved the right to bargain with its company union or

any other group of emplovees.

Nevertheless, the steel settlement pleased SWOC leaders

36
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immensely, After Big Steel sipgned with the union, SWNC's member-
ship prew rapidly, By May 1, 1937, the union claimed a membershin
of 280,000 steel workers within eighty-eight different comnanies.
By that time, SWOC also negotiated union contracts with over
fifty steel companies and almost fi&e-hundred lodges functioned
in the nation's steel centers. Also, a few of the smaller
independent firms fell in line and signed contracts with SWOC.
However, these impressive results in no way concluded SWOC's
organizing campaign,

To the surprise of most everyone, Little Steel's
reaction to the agreement brought the successful organizing drive
to a momentary halt. The large independent steel oroducers thought

Big Steel's concession, "

« « «» a shocking betrayﬁl of the industry's
traditional united front against unionism."38 Although many of
these firms immediately consented to and implemented the specific
wage and hour demands set down by the SWOC-U.S. Steel agreement,
thevy refused to sign similar contracts with SWOC or bargain with

any labor organization outside of their own company unions. This
necessitated the development of a new plan of action, on the nart

of SWOC, to meet their next challenge of organizing the Little Steel
comnanies, Basically, ". . . the industrv was only about half

39
'in the bag' and the independents controlled the other half.,"
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Chapter TTT

SWOC and Little Steel

The second phase of SWOC's organizing drive proved much
more difficult and time consumine. This time SWOC faced a eroup of
tough and violently anti-union steel masters putting forth a concerted
effort to ston SWOC's continued success. The steel men involved in
this included Fupene Grace of Bethlehem, Tom Girdler of Republic,
Franl: Purnell of Younestowr Sheet and Tube, Frnest T. Weir of
National, L,E. Bloch of Inland, N.E. Lewis of Jones and Laughlin
and Charles R. Hook at the American Rolling Mills., These larger
independent steel companies employed more than 200,000 men and
produced about one-fourth of the nation's steel. The management at
these firms prenared to face the nrosmect of strikes and other such
disturbances to maintain an open-shop in their comoanies. "In
short, Little Steel was convinced that the cost of winnine a strike
was outbalanced bv the future gains that would accrue from the
absence of trade unions in the mills. The jdeological convictions
of the Little Steel leaders served to augment the value of the
expected flow of future benefits."l Thus, Little Steel set the

stage for the coming battle with SVOC,

1 .
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Determined to use the strike onlv as a last resort, SUOC
planned for future neecotiations with steel's management and for
potential use of the NLRB to galn prosress toward their objective,
Again, SVNC's tactics included capturine the emnloyee representation
plans at the remaining unorganized companies. Previous use of this
schieme proved advantagecus and SV0OC seemed confident they could
repeat that kind of success elsewhere, Illowever, Republic felt
SWOC's efforts would be futile since thev maintained, what was in
their eyes, a great industrial relations system with good men backing
it up, But SWOC perceived the situation much differently. '"Sure,
thev've got good men heading their shoo erouns. They've got the
best men. All the same, thev're going to be surprised to find that
we've got the same men, in lots of cases. When it comes right down

to a decision, this whole thing stands or falls on the will of the
2

<

guys in the mills, and we've pot the guys.” The union already
claimed substantial progress at Jones and Laughlin, Younpstown and
Tnland, However, SWOC had little supnort at Rethlehem, except at
the Cambria Works in Johnstown and probably not much even there;
this was due, in large part, to the strength of Bethlehem's FRP,
In the snring of 1937, the union began the second phase
of their organizing drive and concentrated most of their efforts

around Jones and Laughlin, In May, SWOC called a strike at the

2
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Aliquiopa and Pittsburgh plants of that firm; thev shut down the
nations' fourth largest steel nroducer, threw 27,000 men out of
work, and launched the bigpest steel strike since 1919.3 The next
day 6,000 emplovees of Pittsburgh Steel joined them., The Jones and
Laughlin strike lasted only thirty-sig hours with little viclence
occurrine, The strilke ended when manacement asreed to an NLRR
election to determine by majoritv vote if SVWNC should have exclusive
bargainineg rights for all its employees. With all the balloting in,
the Labor Board confirmed SWOC's strength when it announced that
17,000 men, seventv per cent of those voting, supported SWOC. Thus,
SWOC won thelr first major battle apainst Little Steel and became
the exclusive bargaining agent for all Jones and Laughlin worlers;
the rest of the agreement resembled that of Big Steel's. Horace
Fdward Lewis, chairman of the companv, commented on the settlement,
"The Jones and Laughlin Steel Corporation is gratified that such an
important issue has been so amicably settled by peaceful and
democratic methods, under the nrovisions of the Wagner Act."4 More-
over, he urged that all tensions he forgotten and all work be re-
sumed. Other smaller steel firms followed suit, among them Crucible
and Sharon Steel, However, SWOC's attempnt to unionize the remainine
portion of the Little Steel producers proved much more difficult

and involved a far greater expenditure of time and resources,

3
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The resistance of Little Steel partially decreased when
the Sunreme Court, in 1937, declared the Wagner Act constitutional,
However, SWOC's problems continued when the steel indenendents
agrced to bargaln and perhaps enter into oral agreements with SWOC,
but staunchly refused to put anything down in writing; a totally
lepal policy, according to the steel masters, since the Wagner Act
required only bargaining, not written contracts., In regard to this
policy, a determined Philin Murray remarked, "I tell vou, a strike
will inevitably trail in the wake of this maddening policy."5

SWOC, unwilling to tangle with Bethlehem Steel or National
Steel at that time, centered their attention on three other large
independents: Renublic, Inland, and Youngstown Sheet and Tube,
SWOC realized the necessity of continulng their winning streak, in
regard to their organizational drive aimed at these next three
companies., The union needed tn win this fight in order to gain
more momentum, keep up morale, and maintain public sentiment toward
their cause. If they happened to lose in the Midwest steel area,
public support of their objective mieht falter. "The industri?l
unionization cause will lose a ereat measure of 'ever victoriods'
psychology which has aided the moverent thus far. Lines of defense
will harden against it all over the country and it must meet more

6
companies which will take Republic Steel's nolicv as a esuide."  Thus,
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SWOC leaders, realizing the Importance of a successful organizing
drive, prepared for their next line of action.

A wave of bitter and violent strikes broke out in 'fayv,
1937, when the three firms--Republic, Inland and Youngstown-—
refused to make written agreements with SWOC, aresuine that the
Wagner Act did not require them to do so. After all other means
falled, a strike call was issued. The walk-out effected twenty~
seven steel nlants, most of them in Ohio and Illinois. The shut-
down virtually brought fifteen per cent of the steel industry to a
standstill and kent 75,000 men out of work in the midst of steel's
busiest season in years.7

Renublic Steel defended their position when they declared
that they practiced "collective bargainine" and naid "hich wages."
But they refused to sign a contract because it represented, in their
opinlon, the first step toward the eventual break down of the open-
shop system and the ultimate success of outside unionism.8 In many
respects, the industry's fears were justified, since SWOC and their
members hoped to achieve those particular goals. Youngstown Sheet
and Tube expressed similar sentiments and fears regardine signed
contracts when they stated:

The signed agreement demanded of us could not

be enforced by us because it would be a one-
sided instrument whereunder the employer alone

7
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would possess legal responsibility., . . . The

wase rates requested have been and are in effect,

The companv has been, now is and will continue to

be willing to meet and nepotiate with renre-

sentatives chosen by its emploves for all pur-

noses of collective bargaining upon erievances,

wages, hours of labor and conditions of work. 9

Thus, the three steel independents, helieving they acted
lepally under the Wagner Act by bargainine but not signing con-
tracts, followed a policy that forced them to face a shut down and
its possible consequences, Little Steel also developed and followed
a strategy which included sitting tirht, waiting for back-to-work
movements among anti-SWOC employees to begin, and hopefullv in-

10

creasing public support for the right-to-work concept.

Strike action continued and at the Renublic nlant in
Chicago an especlally violent and bloody one transpired. The
strike claimed ten lives and injured many others when police opened
fire on the large crowd which contained Loth strikers and bystanders.
Later, the La Follette Senate Committee, after investigating the
incident, concluded that, "The first shots came from the police. . .

' caused a

11
unprovoked." The so-called "Memorial Day Massacre,'
sorrowful and outraged Van A, Bittner to remark, "I pledge to vou,

I pledge to mv union, I pledge to my countrv and my God, that the

men who committed those murders will be treated as murderers should

Y1b1d., pp. 14-15.
10"Labor," Time, 29, June 14, 1937, p. 13,
11

Brooks, Toil and Trouble, ». 190,
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be treated."l2

On June 11, 1937, workers struck the Bethlehem Steel
Cambria ‘i1l at Johnstown, Pennsylvania., John L, Lewis called ihe
strike in symnathy with the one already in propress among two
Railway Brotherhoods on the Conemaugh and Blacklick Railroad, a
Bethlehem subsidiary; the ten-mile strip of railroad track connected
the company's Cambria nlant with the Pennsylvania Railroad. The
railroad wonrkers walked-out after the companv refused to grant
them a written contract.

The Cambria strike was unsuccessful due to the strength
of the company union there and the weakness of SWOC; however, the
plant did shut down for a week after Governor Earle declared
martial law because of widespread violence. The plant finally re-
opened on June 27, as manv steel workers returned to their fjobs,

swoC, for the first time in its organizing drive, faced
the nossibility of a major defeat., Although Bethlehem and Republic
refused to even discuss the question of an oral or written asree-
ment and were unwilling to meet with either Lewis or Murray, they
did agree to meet with local union representatives on a plant by
plant basis.13

Thus, somethine bad to ke done to settle the question of

whether or not collective bargaining resulted i1f no written agreement

12
"Labor," Time, 29, June 7, 1937, p. 15,

13
Galenson, CI0, Challenge to the AFL, ». 107,
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materialized from oral negotiations, For this was the major obstacle,_
preventing anv further nrogress towvard orsanizine America's steel
workers, All of SWOC's efforts came to a standstill; unable to

move in anv direction since the Little Steel companies found a
loophole in the Wagner Act and staked most of their anti-union fight
on that one point,

The nation's steel employers refused to embody in a signed
contract with the union the same terms thev agreed to during
negotiations. A contemporary magazine stated that,”" ., . . the issue,
like the 1issue in most wars, 18 a svmhol that embodies unrecopnized
and unreasoned emotional drives."14 Company officials believed that
written agreements were unnecessary because obligations could be
fulfilled without them. They included other reasons for following
such a policy. First, contracts usuallv give unions too much power
and prestige, Moreover, labor leaders demanded that written agree-
ments be negotiated annually, even if the old contract did not need
chances or imnrovaments.15 The industry felt that this forced them
to face the risk of shut-downs if the two narties failed to come to

\

terms, Second, written terms, of employment, being inflexible, do

not meet rapidly changing conditions. Third, signed contracts do

M4ngehind the Steel Strike," The New Republic, 91, June
16, 1937, p. 146,

"Steel Bargalning and Agreement," The New Republic,
91, June 23, 1937, p. 172,

44



16
not guarantee industrial peace, Whether refusing to sipn a con-

tract would be an affective means of crushing the union movement
altogether, remained to be seen. lNowever, this tactic allowed the
remaining unorganized companies to halt the union's procress for
an indefinite period of time.

Regardless of Little Steel's reasons for not signing
agreements with SWOC, the legal question still went unanswered,
If a company refused to sign, were they really bargaining in rood
faith? This question remained unresolved and a threat to the
future success of SWOC's organizing drive.

President Roosevelt had his own oninions concerning the
nroblem of written contracts. The President stated that, "If a
fellow was willing to enter a verbal agreement with his workers,
common sense dictates that he should be willing to sign his
name to it."17 Moreover, the act of reducing verbal agreements to
paper had always been considered an indispensable evidence of good
faith in any kind of business dealing.

The steel masters would not budge on this noint until the
law actually compelled them to., Thus, in order to bring industrial
peace, Roosevelt established, on June 17, 1937, the Federal Steel

Mediation Board., He then personally telephoned the nation's steel

16
"Siege of Steel,' Business Week, I, Jure 12, 1937,

p. 14,
17" ”
Labor,"” Time, 29, June 28, 1937, », 12,
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masters asking for their cooperation. Secreatary of Labor Frances
Perkins, appointed three men to the board, with two out of the
three being heavily weighted toward CIO objectives. The members of
the board included Llovd K. farrison, dean of the University of
Visconsin Law School and the great-prandson of the famed Abolitionist,
also the first chairman of the NLRB in 1935 and considered a New
Deal liberal; Edward F, McGrady, the Administration's labor con-
ciliator, and an active figure in mediating the West Coast maritime
strike; and Charles Philin Taft II, son of the late President and
Chief Justice, Taft, ". . . was no New Dealer of the Rooseveltian
strine, but a socially-conscientious nrogressive known to view old-
fashioned strong-arm methods by management with as much alarm as
he might feel about Labor's new truculence."18 Taft acceonted the
appointment as chairman of the liediation Board after informing
Secretary Perkins that his wife owned fifty shares of Youngstown
Sheet and Tube stock and thirty shares of Inland Steel stock., Thus,
observers rated the Board at least two to one in favor of labor.
However, the steel masters remained reluctant to sien
contracts, regardless of mediation attempts, with what they termed
an orcanization with the communistic dictates and terrorism of the
CIO, Tom Girdler reportedly remarked that, "Whenever the law says

T have to sign a contract and the law is properlyv upheld, then I'll

18
Ibid.
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have to sign a contract. . . . T won't sien a contract with an
irresponsible, racketeering, violent, communistic organization like
the C.I1.0. and until the law requires me to do so, I am not going
19
to do it." But SWOC also had colorful words to hail azainst the
steel masters. Murray stated that, "A nersistant, brazen policy
of intimidation has been practiced. . . . In dozens of local
communities these steel barons have created armed camns where any
act of violence on the nart of their agents, including wholesale
nurder of innocent and defenseless workers, can occur withh impunity
20
and without oblipation to account to the law," Thus, tensions
on both sides continued to flare putting pressure on the Mediation
Board to affect some kind of a settlement rather quickly. For the
moment, all hope rested with the Board.
The steel men attended the Board's first meetine, even
21
though they felt the Board was bilased against them., Eventually,
the Mediation Board proposed that union recognition be determined
from the outcome of an NLRB conducted election., But the steel firms
refused to complv with this recommendation. Little hope remained
that the Board could affect a compromise or settlement of some

sort, Both sides steadfastly clung to their objectives. The fight

continued as all concerned vied for public supnort of their cause,

9
"Labor," Time, 30, July 5, 1937, p. 10.

2
o"Labor," Time, 29, June 28, 1937, p. 12,
2lIbid.
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The natfon's steel nroducers continued their anti-union
fight, 'Driven into each other's arms hy U,S. Steel's settlement,
a desertion of their cause for which thev have never forgiven
Mvron Tavlor and probablv never will, thev were nov engaged ir
trving to win to their side the stroneest of all allies, Public

o]
Opinion."ZL he steel masters already met with success in this
regard in many of the nation's steel centers. Tn the ‘ahoning
Vallev, around Youngstown, citizens demanded law and order and de-
fense of the right-to-work, Local covernments were granted authoritvy
to increase their nolice force and to nurchase additional eaquinment
needed to nreserve order. In other citiles, steel workers were
polled toward their feelings about poing back to work, In many
instances, the votes favored an end to the strike, With the validity
of the balloting in cuestion, the voting itself showed basic anti-
strike sentiment. But, as mentioned previously, SWCC also realized
the necessitv of having public opinion on their side. '"And Public
Opinion, without the support of which no major strile is ever won,
seemed to be swinging slowly, imponderably to the side of em-

23

battled steelmasters,"

Refusing to give an inch in any direction, the nation's

Little Steel nroducers, although unsuccessful, attemnted to reopen

many of their plants. Roosevelt wanted the plants to remain closed

22
Tbid,, pn, 12-13,
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until the ediation Board had a chance to comnleteée its task. Tn
Ohio, the Governor complied with the President's wishes by sending
out the state militia to nreserve the status quo., ''The plants
stayed closed and, rare in U.S. historv, the strikers greeted the
arrival of troops with loud cheers."24 One anti-union steel master
complained about the prevailing situation, 'What ripht has the
Governor to send troops in to prevent men from working? The
Governor's job is to protect men who wish to work., . . It's eotten
so now that a man can't work in this country when he wants to."25
The Federal Steel “Mediation Board prepared to adiourn,
in July, 1937, for lack of accomplishment on any major scale, At
the same time, the steel masters received welcome news from many of
the nation's steel cities. Since it became increasingly evident
that the strikes would not be settled by mediation, the back-to-
work sentiment of many steel workers forced local governments to
protect thelr rights over the right-to-strike. Although they faced
the possibility of further bloodshed and violence, steel plants
around the country began opening their gates. This time, those that
filed back to thelr jobs received the protection of the troops;

20
". . . now the militiamen were damned as public strike-breakers."

24
Tbhid,

25Ibid.
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Therefore, as steel workers returned to work and the “ediation
Board closed up shop, SWOC faced tlie realities of a major defeat
for the first time in their organizing campaign,

Many contemporaries attributed the success of the steel
comnanies to a premeditated nlan of action on the part of Little
Steel. The tacties, previouslv devised by James H, Rand, Jr.,
were implemented to quell the 1936 strikes at Remington Rand. The
so-called "ohawk Vallev Formula' was nublicized by the National
Association of Manufacturers. Later, the steel industry used this
formula as a reference point in developine their anti-union stratery
and tactics.27 The Formula's methods included gaining support of
the local community and its nress to generate a back-to-work move-
ment, In order to do this, they pictured the strike as revolution
and the strikers as aliens and cormunists, while distorting the
strikers side of the story in the newspaper. Thus, the local
communities did not really understand what actually occurred. This
proved to be an important element in getting the back-to-work move-
ments off the ground, The anti-strike campaien alsco included break-
ing the morale of the steel workers and turning the general public
against the strike-—=to isolate strilkers from the rest of the
community, then turn the community against the strikers. The attempt

to demoralize the strikers themselves included spreading pronaganda

27
Brooks, Toil and Trouble, p. 190,
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that the strike failed, that men started returnine to work, and that
strikers should do the same before they lost their 1ohs.28 ‘loreover,
companv officials stimulated the oreanization of citizens' committees
and vigilante groups and used every available force to break the
picket lines and suppress demonstrations.29 If this kind of action
truly represented the structural plan of the Little Steel companies,
it met with temporary success and SWOC had underestimated their

power and influence, An NLRB investigation of Bethlehem Steel's
strike at its Johnstown plant confirmed the fact that the Johnstown
Citizens' Committee, ". . . was at least inspired and--at least to
the extent of $30,000--financed by the Bethlehem Steel Company as
part of its campaign to break the strilfe."3 SWOC failed to

organize Inland, Republic, and Younpgstown Sheet and Tube, specifically
because of the concerted effort put forth by Little Steel to stoo

the union movement from gaining any further headway.31

As strike action halted and men filed back to their jobs,

SWOC had a chance to review its positjon, strengthen its leadership

28
"0 Little Town of Bethlehem," The Nation, 145, July 10,
1937, p. 37. —

29"Gird1er's Counter Revolution," The New Republic, 91,
July 7, 1937, p. 236, "The Steel Strike," The New Republic, 91,
June 16, 1937, n. 156, '"The Girdler's Choose War," The New Republic,
91, June 30, 1937, ». 207,

30"For the Sake of the Record," The New Republic, 93,
December 1, 1937, p. 87,

lHoaan, Iron and Steel Industry, Vol, III, p. 179.
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and plan its next course of action., However, there was one rav of
sunshine; it apneared when Inland Steel planned the onening of its
East Chicago nlant without a CI0 agreement. Covernor lfaurice
Townsend refused to send troops for the occasion, but he did manage
to affect a compfomise settlement between the CIO and Inland, ". . .
at least temporarily, by getting each side to pledge certain things
to him though not to each other."32 The company pledged not to
discriminate between strikers and non-strikers as the men returned
to work, Van A, Bittner remarked: 'For God's sake don't let any-
thing interfere! We've obtalned a very fine settfement."33 An in-
formal truce between SWOC and Younestown also occurred, The company
changed a few of its policies regarding vacations and SWOC called
off its pickets., There seemed no other choice for the steel union,
except to sit back and wait for the results of the NLRB case filed
against Inland Steel regarding the question of signed contracts.
SWOC publicly refused to clajm defeat, even though this
was obvious to all concerned. However, it was also certain that
Little Steel had not heard the last of SWOC, "From now on the
strike will become a campaign of attrition=-to harass the companies
at every step with the hope of railsing the cost of making steel to

34
a point where any settlement would seem sweet."

32"Labor," Time, 30, July 12, 1937, p. 18.
B1pid,
34
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Another dimension was added to the existing bleak outlook
regarding any immediate progress toward SWOC's main obijectives,
This time it was economic in nature. An economic recession, in
Yay, 1937, posed another obstacle to the organlzing campaign. The

recession made the Little Steel companies harden their defenses

35
against the advance of unionism even further,

In December, steel output declined seventy per cent
from the August rate, pavrolls were almost cut in half and unemploy-
ment rose, The union estimated that 224,000 steel and allied workers

were laid off and that only a small number of those still emploved

36
worked full time, Consequently, union membership sagped and dues

collection suffered, However, SWOC alded its members as best they
could throughout the impending crisis and thus produced for them-

selves é loyal organization, At SWOC's first natfonal convention

in December, 1937, Lewis stated:

The time has come when lahor must exercise its
rights to organize. If labor is content to let
things drift, we will drift to a crash--to an
economic and financial crash-~that will involve
the political government of America and bring to
America. . . the same sort of fascist control
that you can look about vou and see flourishing
in the world today, . . . That is the form of
government that many of our great financial and
industrial leaders secretlv hone will be brought
about, 37

35Brooks, Toil and Trouble, pp. 189-190,

36
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Although he used stronp and unfounded accusatiors, lewis obviously
tried to sustain the impetus needed to organize the nation's mass
production industries in the face of ever increasing nroblems and
obstacles. But, with defeat in the 1937 Little Steel strike and
worsening economic conditions, both SWNC and the CIO lost, at least
for the time being, the momentum of 1936 and 1937.38

The economic recession further irritated the situation
when, in February, 1938, executives of U.S, Steel and the general
staff of SWOC met to negotiate a new contract. The effects of the
on-going recession and the realities of it forced the union to vield
ground in formulating its new agreement, All the basic provisions
of the first contract remained--senioritv, pald vacations, a bhasic
five-dollar a day minimum wage, a forty-hour weelr with time-and-a-
half for overtime., However, something different was added to the
agreement-—an escape clause. Instead of running for a full vyear,
the contract could be reonened on ten davs' notice by either side,
and 1f no agreement was reached within the next twenty days, the
contract would lapse. In effect, this meant that U.S. Steel could
initiate a wage cut whether or not the union agreed to it, Under
the old contract, a straight one-year agreement, wages could not be
cut during the life of the document., Lewis tried to remain optimistic
about the arrangement while pointing to the preservation of the

current wage structure; ", . . the fact that our minds were able to

8
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meet on questions of principle and nolicy is a tribute to !Mr,
Taylor not only as a leader of industry but as an American devoted
to the furtherance of rational relationshins and national

stability."39

The recession lasted through 1938, and the first seven
months of 1939, but was followed by the start of the World War II
boom. The boom eventually enabled the steel union to strengthen its
lodges, expand its membership drive and reinstate those forced to
drop out because of the state of the economy. But until this time,
SWOC relied on its old friend, the NLRB, to at least maintain and
mayhe even strengthen its position.

Throughout the ensuing years, 1938-1940, the NLRB made
important verdicts that affected the growth and eventual success of
SWOC. The Board rescued the union from total inactivity and pnrogress
on the labor front, One contemporary news magazine stated in an

article:

If steel labor historv repeated itself, this
defeat (the 1937 Little Steel strike) should
have settled the labor problems of Mr, Girdler
and his friends for a decade or two, But,
until recently, labor history never knew an
unassuming lawyer named J. Warren Madden and
the National Lahbor Relations Board over which
he efficiently resides., Last weel:, what
S.W.0.C., lost on the picket lines 1t was re-
trieving through the WLRB, 40

39"Labor," Time, 31, February 21, 1938, o, 22,

40
"Labor," Time, 31, April 18, 1938, p. 18.

55



The article referred to the resolutior of two cases filed apainst
tte Renublic and Inland Steel firms. Tle Roard's Inland decision
teld that arn emnlover must be willine to reduce an oral aereement
to writing, after collective bargairine with emnlovees' representn-
tives and that Inland's assertion of urwillingness to do so con-
stituted a violation of the Natinnal Labor Relations Act. Tinallv,
the loopnhole in the Wagner Act, found by the steel independents

and used bv them to sunport theilr resistance to unionism, was
closed., Moreover, the Board ordered Inland to stop recognizing
their companv union and to bareain with SWOC,

The MNLRB also found Republic in flaerant violation of the

Labor Act. Referring to the strike last Julv in Ohio, they found
the companv responsible for causing the strike; the charpges also
included: open snonsorshin of companv unions, discriminatorv dis-
ctarges of union members, esnionace, terroriesm, incitement of
violence, and responsihility for an unprovoked attacl on strilers
resultine in death and injurv to strikers, symnmathizers and innocent
bystanders. The HLPFB ordered the cornoration to ston interferine
with the self-organization of its workers, to dissolve its company
union and to reinstate with back pav some estimated 5,000 workers who
went on strike and those dismissed previous to the strike for union
activities., This case showed how the steel companles had prevented

41
their emplovees from organizing into outside unions, Tom Girdler

41
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described various parts of the decision as "startling" and "as-

tounding" and oromised to ", . . take full advantage of all

rights . . . under the law."42

The NLRB made another important decision that eventually
effected the conditions and circumstances surrounding the next nhase
of SWOC's drive, in 1941, aimed at the Bethlehem Steel Cormoration,
The Board, in August, 1939, ordered Bethlehem to dissolve 1its
employee representation nlan because of comnany domination.43 More-
over, the order stipulated that Bethlehem should end its long-
standing opposition to SWOC's campaign., '"Ominously S.W,0,C, voted
its officers full power to take any action necessary if Bethlehem did
not hurrv up and comnly."aa However, the company refused to implement
the NLRB's order; instead, thev appealed the decision to a higher
court, This action only served to irritate the situation even fur-
ther, SWNC perceived the company's actions as a flagrant disregard
of federal law and SWOC used this as ammunition in their later
struggle with the company.

SWOC revised their organizing strategy based on the pre-

vailing historical situation. This time thev included an attemnt

to capitalize on the war preparedness issue, As the Defense Depart-

“2npabor,” Time, 31, April 18, 1938, . 19.

43
See pn. 81-82 for more information about the National
Labor Relations Board,
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ment's armament program intensified, SWOC increasinelv put.nressure
on‘the federal government to insure the continued security of
labor's rights. Conseauently, the government promised to do so by
demanding that, "All work carried on as nart of the defense program
should comply with Federal statutory nrovisions affecting
labor . . .,"45 or no contracts would be established. Murray re-
minded the public and the government that in the last World War,
Bethlehem Steel did not maintain its arms quota because of labor
disputes resulting in strikes.46 Murray warned of the possible
recurrence of the same situation if labor's demands remained un-
settled; "Total war means total defense. This is possible only
with the full cooperation and participation of labor. . . . Labor
demands that industry get on with tlie job by getting on with
labor." 7 The war prenaredness issue continued to plague the nation
and the struggle over who should make more concessions--labor or
management--remained at the center of the problem.

At a second national convention, in May, 1940, SWOC
prepared for renewing its drive, Union leaders resolved to com-

plete theilr organization of the steel industry within the next two

years, They also stressed their more ultimate goal of malilng SWOC

45
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into an autonomous international union, somewhat similar to that
of the United “ine Worlers. 1In order to reach their objectives,
the union laid down their strategic nlans which again included
their preference for negotiations and NLRB action, However, SWOC

continued to reserve the right-to-strike as a last resort when and

48
if all else failed,

SWOC regained strength and confidence during the years
after the Little Steel strike of 1937 and the economic recession
that followed. This and other factors enabled them to fo;ge ahead
toward their goals and renew their orcanizing struggle aimed at
America's independent steel producers. The economic boom created
by the Defense Department's rearmament program and specific NLRB
decisions made in the union's favor, made the road ahead look a

lot brighter. SWOC's next major effort would prove decisive,

48"S.W.O.C. Launches National Drive," Business Week, T,
May 18, 1940, pp. 30-31.
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Chapter IV

Bethlehem's Emplovee Representation Plan

The next crucial phase of SWOC's organizing drive began
in 1941 when they launched an all-out campaign against Bethlehem
Steel.1 In doing so, the union took on a decisive challenge,
Bethlehem's company union had been firmly entrenched for many years
and it enjoved loyalty and support from the company. SWOC had to
devote considerahle time and effort in order to discredit and
eventually destrov Bethlehem's ERP, The comnanv took pride in its
system of emplovee representation and would do almost anything to
keep it functioning. However, Murray had a totallv different view
of the ERP, '"Never was a more damnable racket nervetrated in the
history of American business, It is corrupt and unhealthy. It
constitutes the same kind of law violation as a white slave act
violation would."2 Regardless of what Murray thought, Bethlehem's
company union survived for a relatively long time during which it
managed to gain the supnort of many workers.

By 1920, Bethlehem Steel had successfully implemented

ERP's at all its nlants; it was one of the first American steel

1See Chapter VI for further Aiscussion of SWOC's
organizing drive aimed at the Bethlehem Steel Corporation, in
1941,

2
The Bethlehem Globe Times, 22 March 1937, p. 4.
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comnanies to do so., Plagued by a series of strikes in 1218, the
comnanv followed the sugpestions of the National Var Labor Roard
and created a svstem of emnlovee renresentation which beran
oneratine on October 1, 1918, However, the jurisdiction of this
particular nlan included all nlants excert the main one located
in Bethlehem, Pennsylvania,

At the main plant, a special Bethlehem Plan was installed.
Moreover, a War Labor Board examiner was sent in to suvervise 1Its
formation and implementation, Initially, tlie Board had intervened
to investigate the cause of labor disnutes there and to bring ahout
a settlement if nossible., A Presidential nroclamation, issued on
April 9, 1918, allowed the War Labor Board to move in if striles or
otier problems affected the conduct of the War.3 The Board issued
its findines on July 31, 1918, They claimed that workers at
RBethlehem Steel had the right to collective bargainineg through
shop committees,

Under the direction of the War Board examiner, the company
announced, on October 9, 1918, its vnlans for the creation of shop
committees, In October and November of that vear, the elections
of committeemen took place throughout the various shons under the
watchful eves of the examiner, The ;ctual voting occurred during

regular working hours with the booths and ballot boxes supnlied by

3
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the company, Fifteen days prior to the event, a notice appeared in .
each shop informing workers about the upcoming election., The
examiner determined that only workers in the employ of Bethlehem
prior to August 31, 1918, were eligible to vote,

After this was completed, the War Board instructed
Bethlehem to negotiate with the newly elected renresentatives and
to agree unon a mutually satisfactory nlan of collective hargaining.
Finally, they came to terms and on May 1, 1919, the Bethlehem Plan
went into operation, That summer, the company distributed a pamphlet
to its emplovees describing the actual details of the plan. However,
a series of revisions were made and the final version of the plan
was announced on January 28, 1920, Ultimately, the Bethlehem Plan,
after all the revisions were made and the War Labor Board was no
longer in existence, closely resembled those plans initiated by the
company at their other plants,

The plans, in essence, created to renresent the workers,
to secure and protect their rights, to handle their grievances,
and to open a line of communication between labor and management
that would promote understanding and hopefully prevent further dis-
putes, supposedly, gave workers a means of collective bargaininy with

the company. Whether the FRP would actually accomplish these things,

4
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remained to be seen, Regardless of the outcome, Bethlehem
developed the plans and set them in motion,

Bethlehem's plan divided emplovees into sroups determined
bv their specific departments, One emplovee representative existed
for every one-hundred employees or major fraction thereof, Flections
of officers and renresentatives took place annually. Emplovees
voted twice: once for nomination and again for the election of
representatives from among the nominees., Workers voted by secret
ballot during their regular working hours., Any man employed by the
company for sixty davs or more was eligible to vote,

llowever, in order to qualify for nomination as an emplovee
representative, one had to be on the company payroll at least one -
full vear prior to the first dav nominations occurred, at least
twenty-one years of age and an American citizen. Moreover, the
plan prevented all managerial or supervisory staff and persons not
employed by the firm from serving as representatives. FElected
representatives served a term of one year which usuallv began in
March.\ Prior to 1937, the company compensated representatives for

\
the time they spent attending general meetings; usually at the rate

-
(8]

they ordinarily received for their regular work in the plant,
The plan called for the existence of a general body, with
officers consisting of a chairman, vice-chairman and secretary,

elected bv that same hody. There were also two sets of committees:

€
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a standing committee, made up of emnlovee representatives; and a -
joint committee, formed by adding to the standine cormittees an
equivalent numher of management representatives,

At the main nlant, because of a large number of emplovee
representatives, ". . . an intermediate 'works committee' was inter-
posed between the general body and the two sets of committees.”
Representatives of each division of the works committee elected
division representatives from their own numbers on the basis of one
representative for each five-hundred employees. These division
representatives usually numbered between twenty-five to thirty and
constituted the works committee as distinguished from the general
bodv of all renresentatives, Under the Bethlehem Plan, the works
committee elected five of its members to the various standing
committees which included rules, general committee, wage, safety and
transportation, 1In this way, the Bethlehem Plan differed from
all the rest. The plans at smaller plants, choose thelr standing
committees directly from the general body of employee representa-
tives,

Bethlehem Steel's management appointed five officials
to the standing committees which they later enlarged and called the
joint committee. In the joint committee, a compnany official usually

stood as the chairman and an employee, the secretary. The joint

7Hogan, Iron and Steel Industry, Vol. III, n. 867,

8Ibid.
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cormittee held meetings every two months while the corresponding
standing committee met on alternate months, The works commjttec
and the general body alternated similarlv,
. P

Under the plan, foremen heard grievances first, From
there on, appeals went to denmartment supervisors, to division
supervisors anéyfhen to a management representative or to a joinf
committee., Decisions could be apnealed to the joint committee on
appeals who reviewed the case, listened to both sides, conducted
investigations and then voted., A decision required a majority of
the membership (five from management and five from emplovee
representatives). The possibility also existed for workers to
appeal unsettled cases all the way up to the general manager and
then to the president if necessary, |

However, the entire anpeal orocess at Bethlehem was
rarely used, Surprisingly, most labor nroblems reached a settle-
ment in the departments where they orisinated. Foremen and super-
visors managed to settle eighty-five per cent of the cases they
heard, !oreover, only five to seven ner cent of the cases reached
management representatives and only two per cent went further than

10

to the joint committee,

For the most part, Bethlehem Steel initiated and snonsored

the ERP, determined its essential form and made it an integral part

9Ibid.

1414,
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of its business; the plan renresented one of the companv's most
11
important policies. Since the companv had to asree to some kind
of collective bareaining for its emplovees ard siven Bethlehem's
long standing oprosition to trade unionism, it is easilv understood
whv thev preferred the FRP to anv outside labor orpsanization or
representative, Rugene Grace, President of Dethlehem Steel, referred
to the exnressed purpose and meanine of the »nlan when he remarked:
"Peace and nrosperity in industrv rest upon the firm foundation of
wl2
friendship and amity between emplover and emnlovee, The ERP, by
giving the worker a means to vocalize his grievances, was to create
a certain lrind of bond hetween labor and management; a bond that
was strong enough to maintain a state of harmonv and tranquility
even during times of labor discontent and disappointment., Better
communication between both parties along with a svstem for handling
workers' grievances, presumably resulted in higher morale and an
. 13
improvement in productive efficiency among labor. Moreover, com-
pany unionism, as an alternative to trade unionism, gave the
emplover a greater advantage in that all ponlicies remained subject
to his control. For example, Bethlehem Steel maintained a veto

over all amendments to the plans; thus, the essential structure of

llU.S. NLRB, Decisions and Orders of the Labor Board,

Vol, XIV, n, 594,

"Bethlehem's Labor Success," Business Week, I, May 2,

1936, p. 30,

l3Bernste1n, The Lean Years, p. 172,
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14
the plans could not be altered without the companv's consent.

In order to familiarize the worker with his emnlover and
to insure a constart flow of communication downward to the mass of
Bethlehem's labor force, the company and the ERP bepan®its publi-

cation of The Bethlehem Review, on April 24, 1924, This company

macazine informed the steel workers about the cornoration, its
policies and the various plans implemented by the commany union,
President Grace almost always wrote the Review's cover letter and
addressed his remarks directlv to the employees. In an early issue,
Grace expressed his desire for the further develooment of employvee-
manaeement communication and considered the FRP an excellent means
to accomplish this., ''The Bethlehem Plan provides not only a definite
channel throueh which the emplovees may reach the Management, but at
the same time gives the Management an opportunity of presenting to
the employees problems which must be considered in carrying on

15
business,"

Basically, the companv used the Review as a vehicle to
express their preference of the ERP over all other forms of
representation. Bethlehem took ereat pains to convince its employees

that they were getting the best possible form of representation

through their company union. The bulletin's articles praised the

14
U,S5. NLRB, Decisions and Orders of the Labor Board, Vol.

XIV, p. 592,

15
The Bethlehem Review, 7, 22 April 1925, p. 2,
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ERP and continually nointed out the advantages-and benefits-bott. -
labor and management received from it. On.the ERP's fifteenth
anniversary, Grace summed un his feelings about the plan:
,qﬁﬁ

No outside agency could possiblyv take the place

of our Fmnloyees' Renresentation Plan, without

destroving that all essential direct contact

and relationshin so necessary to insure to

employees the hest nossible working and living

conditions, and to management the cooperation

of an intelligently informed body of emplovees

e « » o+ I feel 1t mv duty teo sav plalnlv that

no Bethlehem emplovee is required to helonq to

a labor union to get the full advantages of collec-

tive bargaining. . . All of these benefits of

collective bargainineg are afforded under our

Emplovees' Representation Plan without cost to

the employee, 16
With statements such as these, the company probably hoped to assure
its labor force that they were being taken care of; their own com-
panv union would secure and protect their rights.

The ERP heard a variety of cases; manv of labor's
grievances came to the fore and to the attention of management.
The complaints heard most often included such issues as: wages and
hours, safety and sanitary conditions, housing, bealth and death
benefits, and nensions and relief proerams, Other cases involved
the reinstatement of dismissed men and the implementation of
technological advances--labor saving devices—-in the plant. Durine

the 1920's, the company and the ERP created a number of different

programs, some of which were based on labor's expressed grievances.

16
The Bethlehem Review, 25, 25 Sept., 1933, p. 1.
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As one emnlovee renresentative put it, '"The emplovees will look for
better labor conditions, proper safety devices, better housing,
better sanitation conditions conducive to health, just compensation,
and the settlement of disputes and grievances in a manner by which
17

they can be heard and have a voice through one of their own number,"

Tn 1924, the company created an Employees' Saving and
Stock Ownershin Plan which gave workers the onportunity to purchase
shares of seven-per cent cumulative preferred stock at the poing
market rate, Moreover, the cost of the stock was deducted from
the emplovees pay check but payments had to he completed within o
maximum of twenty-one moﬁths. After Bethlehem enacted its stock
plar, they encouraged their employees to narticinate; they expected
it to be a lucrative proposition in wbich both labor and business
would rean the rewards. The purchase of companv stock would give
workers a more personal stalke in helping to make the company prosper.
As stock owners, thev stood to benefit from their share of the com-
pary's profits. And the company would have the advantapes induced
from a more loval and industrious work force.18 In addition,

"Jorkmen with stock in the companv, it 1s thought, are less likely

to become involved in labor troubles than if they did not have a

71he Bethlehem Review, 7, 22 April 1925, p. 2.
18
National Industrial Cenference Board, Report of the Toard,
Emplovee Stock Purchase Plans in the United States (New York:
National Industrial Conference Board, Inc., 1928), »n, 126.
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19
tanpible interest in the business."

Tn 1924, durine the first stock offerine, 19,675 em=-
nlovees (1/3 of all emplovees) anplied for a total of 50,453
shares (an averace of 2 1/2 shares over worler) of preferred stoct
at the cost of $84.97 ver share.20 Tn 1927, duringe the fourth
stock offering, each share cost the worker $107; but by then,
35,000 emplovee stockholders had saved $8,000,000 under the plan.
Grace remarked: '"Throuph such nlans industry is annroaching a new
basis of ownershin and understandine bv which canital, management
and workers are united in joint interest and purpose. This is true
nrropress as 1t not only encourares rreater effectiveness in work
but increases securitv and haopiness as we]_l."z1 lHowever, bv 1931,
the nrice of stock had risen to $121 per share and in 1932, the
stock offering was deferred because of the bad financial situation
of most emrlovees due to the depression.22

The companv developed and instituted a Pension Plan, in
1923, to provide employees with a supplementary income and partial
support after their retirement. A snecial committee reviewed all

the applications and then sent their recommendations to a General

Pension Board that had the final say over accentances and rejections,

1
Ibid., p. 127.

20 '
The Bethlehem Review, 1, 24 April 1924, ». 2,

21
The Bethlehem Review, 13, 1 Feb, 1927, n. 1.

22The Bethlehem Review, 23, 18 Feb., 1932, pn. 12,
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The company administered the oplan, which was made effective throurh

the FRP; emplovee reoresentatives were consulted in the develonment

23
and application of the system. In order to qualifyvy for pension,

steel workers had to be at least sixtv-five years of age and in
the company's employ for twenty-five years or more. However, a
special pension existed for emplovees totally incapacitated after

24
fifteen vears of service. In 1923, the avervare yearly pension

25
totaled $435.84 and in 1928, it had risen to $569.64.

The Bethlehem Review kept wvorkers informed about the plan,

how mucp the companv paid out in pensions each vear and the total
number of men on the pension rolls, For example: in 1931,
Bethlehem paid out $699,503 in pensions, That same year, 366
men retired on pensions after an average service of thirtv-six vyears
and an average age of sixty-eight, At the end of 1931, there were
1,468 retirees on the pension roll., Moreover, they announced that
a total of $4,328,198 had been paid out since the plan began.26

On June 1, 1926, an Employee Relief Plan was announced.
The plan provided disability benefits to men with no income due to

sickness or accident and death benefits to families or dependents of

deceased employees. The company assumed the entire cost of the

23
The Bethlehem Review, 25, 25 Sept., 1933, »n. 2,

24
The Bethlehem Review, 14, 6 July 1927, », 2,

25
The Bethlehem Review, 20, 6 Aupust 1929, o. 4.

26
The Bethlehem Review, 23, 18 Feb, 1932, »n. 12,
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plans organization and administratiorn., The affairs of the nlan and
the administration of relief funds were handled jointlv kv emnlovee
and companv trustees (1/2 elected employees and 1/2 managenment).

"A significant feature of the Relief Plan is ;%;z jts administration
is tied up with the Emnlovees' Representation Plan, and experience

to date in the handling of cases indicated that this is a very

durable arranqement."27 All workers were eligible to receive benefits
under the plan, however, each man had the choice of participating in
it or not. Fmplovees were nlaced into three different classes de-
pending on their earnings. In Class I, employees with arnual earnings
of $1,500 or less, paid a $1.00 monthly contribution which entitled
them to a sick henefit of $10,00 ner week or a total death benefit

of $500.00; in Class TI, workers making $1,500-$2,500 paid $1.50 a
month and received an $11.00 per week sick bhenefit and a $1,000

death benefit; and in Class III, those earning more than $2,500 a

year contributed $2.00 per morth and in return got a $12.00 per week
sick benefit and a $1,500 death benefit.28 Under the plan, an
emplovee could be reclassified upward but not downward, The period

of payment to sick workers varied according to the emplovees length

of participation in the plan and term of service with the company.

29
However, the maximum coverage was four years. Moreover, a totally
27
The Bethlehem Review, 14, 6 July 1927, p. 2.
28

The Bethlehem Review, 11, 24 April 1926, p. 2.

29
The Bethlehem Review, 26, 25 July 1934, p. 4,
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disabled emnlovee, after exhausting his disabilitv benefits, could
teceive, during his life-time, eiehtv per cent of his death henefit
with the bala;ce being naid to his beneficiary after his death.
Under this ontion, those in Class I recejved installments of $15.00
ner month; Class II, $25,00 per month; and Class III, $33.33 a
month.30 In 1932, the Review stated that the company had paid cut
a total of §5,303,835.52 in sic% and death benefits since the plan"
began and that more than ninety-eight per cent of all eligible
employees elected to participate in it.31

The companv also had a safety and accident prevention
program and used the Review to educate the workers toward that goal.
In a somewhat impersonal manner, they explained the advantages of
reducing the number of on the job accidents through a comprehensive

safety nlan; ", . . there is a return to the Emplover in lower

costs, a return to the Emplovee in a vhysical and monetary saving,
and a return to the Communitv through a lessening of care for the
maimed and disabled."32 Workers were urged to nractice individual
safety and ordinary care while on the iob to avoid accidents. The

company did its part by offering a first aid program and by promising

33
plant modernization whenever and wherever possible, By 1927, a

30
The Bethlehem Review, 11, 24 April 1926, p. 3.

31
The Bethlehem Review, 23, 18 Feb, 1932, p. 1.

32
The Bethlehem Review, 2, 25 June 1924, p. 1.

33
The Bethlehem Review, 26, 25 .July 1934, n. 4,
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34
total of 8,000 Bethlehem emplovees had been trained in first aid,

The company conducted a survev on the number and tvnes
of accidents occurring in the nlants, The study showed that half
of all accidents resulted in injuries to hands or feet; largelv to
the ends of fingers and toes. In 1924, the Review nublished a
chart showing the studv's findines, Thev claimed that the maior
cause of aécidents resulted from the handling of material, falling
or tripping and falling material. However, the number of accidents
and deaths declined considerably over the years.35

Because there was always room for imnrovement in the
area of safetv, the company, in 1928, announced the start of an
Accident Prevention Contest. The rulesg stipulated that the group
(or nlant) that achieved the greatest percentage of reduction in
time lost due to accident, during each three months' perjod in that
vear, would receive a grand nrize of $1,000 in ¢old. Second orize
was $500‘and third was $250., The best groun at the end of the vear
got a trophv., The contest rules defined accident severity as the
number of days lost for every one-thousand hours work?d. The winning
group had to show the greatest percentace of jmnrovement in severity

36
rate for the two previous vears (1926-1927), Tn 1929, the comnany

announced the results of the contest., The Steelton group had won

34The Bethlehem Review, 14, 6 July 1927, p. 3,

5
The Bethlehem Review, 2, 25 June 1924, n. 3,

36
The Betlhlehem Review, 15, 3 January 1928, »n. 2.

74



the contest for the entire vear, reducing their accident severity
Ly 52,4 ner cent; the Bethlehem proup finished fourth, reducing
37
their accident severity bv 46.7 per cent, Because the contest
produced such good results, the companv extended {t for anotﬁer vear.

Bethlehem conducted a survey, in 1825, to ascertair
vetter ways of nroviding more homes for emplovees as well as aid in
the financing of homes that workers wished to purchase or build.
From this, the compmany's emnlovee housine activities developed into
a general plan. The plan was administered by a real estate
organization, set up at most plants, which functioned under the
general supervision of the real estate department with headquarters
in Bethlehem. The plan was divided into three parts: the improve-
ment of existing homes, the construction of new homes near the
nlant and aid in the purchase or erection of new homes, The real
estate department advised, aided and cooperated with prosnective
home builders, Moreover, companv built homes were sold to the em-
ployee at the actual cost of production,

Under this housing program, the worker received archi-
tectural, engineering, financial and legal advice. The emplovee
obtained full title to the property and was under no obligration
to the companv as lonpg as he lLept up his monthlv pavments. The

company even took out a life insurance policy on each home builder

37The Bethlehem Review, 18, 25 January 1929, p. 2.
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or purchaser during their term of indebtedness, In addition, pro-

visions were made for navine off morteages throush monthlv nav-

38
ments that were only a little higher than local rents.

According to The Bethlehem Review, by 1926, the coranation had
assisted 504 employees to build or buy homes valued at $2,226,OOO.39
The depression of the 1930's brought an end to the
development and imnlementation of new employee related plans and
programs at Bethlehem. However, the Review continually reviewed
and nublicized the progress of the old plans and stressed thelr
importance at a time of severe economic troubles. For example, the
Review reported that the true value of the Relief Plan became
apparent during the depression yeare, when its services cared for
many emplovees and their families who might otherwise have been
on public charity navrolls."40 Moreover, workers were reminded
that the company extended credits on fuel supply, rentals and
other normal expenditurés and deferred payments under the stocl
and housing plans. The company made generous claims. However, the
number of emplovees that actually benefited from these offerings,
remained unknown,

During the depression, one of the major concerns of both

the company and the ERP revolved around the matter of employment.

38
Ibid., p. 3.

9
The Bethlehem Review, 14, 6 July 1927, p. 3.

40
The Bethlehem Review, 25, 25 Sept, 1933, ». 3.
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Bethlehem's basic emnlovment policv stated that emnlovees with lonr
service, men with families ard the most responsihle and efficient
wvorkers received nrimary consideration as the active lahor force,
with the available work divided among them.A1 Also, the ERP de-
veloped an Emergency Emplovment Program that actually created jobs
for needy men. This program allowed workers with special prohblems
(large families, sickness or other abnormal circumstances) to in-
crease their daily or weekly number of working hours. An emereencv
relief fund, created for this prosram, exceeded $1,043,000 in wares.
This fund enabled the EPP to assist 3,5000 emplovess that neede
the additional revenue the most. Moreover, the ERP advised and
aided the companv in implementing this program.

In addition, Bethlehem developed a system of part-time
emplovment and a work-sharine program as an alternative to laying
of f workers., '"This made it possible to retain approximately 20,000
more of our employees than would have been necessary if a favored
few had been kept for full time activity."44 In addition, to avoid
a massive number of terminations, the company placed some steel

workers on a waiting list to be called back to work as soon as jobs

42

became available; Bethlehem still considered these men its emplovees.

In Mav, 1936, the company created a nlan that gave vacations

41

The Bethlehem Review, 26, 25 July 1934, n. 2.
42

The Bethlehem Review, 25, 25 Seont, 1933, o. 3.
43

Ibid,
4
aIbid.
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with pay to all eligible employees. An issue of the -Review ex-—
plained the nurnose of the slnn as such: " . . . to gpive emplovees
a stated vacation time with pay, to allow for rest and recreation,
and in recognition of prompt and regular attendance, and of faith-
45
ful, efficient and continuous service." Under the nlan, woriers
with five years of continuous employment received one full week
of vacation with pay. The amount of payment was based on an
average hourlv rate determined from hours worked and wages earned
in the pav neriods hepinning and endine in the first auarter of the
vear,

Basically, this vacation plan represented both the first
and last major accomplishment, in the way of emnloyee related
benefits, of Bethlehem and its ERP during the 1930's, The de-
pression adverselv effected the creation of new nrograms since the
company did not want to increase its financial burdens., However,
the old programs, with the exception of the stocl: purchase plan,
continued operation. Later, Bethlehem and its company union came
under a direct att?ck launched by SWOC and its growing number of
followers. Thus, Ehe company soent a maior part of its time and
effort defending itself and the legitimacy of its ERP in more wavs
than omne,.

After SWOC's creation in 193G, Bethlehem Steel found

it increasingly necessary to resume an active anti-union camrpaien

S
The Bethlehem Review, 29, 3 July 1936, n. 4.
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on both a national and local level. They stated their full support
of the views and goals expressed by the American Iron and Steel
Institute advertisement which dennunced the union and its ob-
jectives. Later, Bethlehem let it be known that they strongly
disapproved of the SWOC-U.S, Steel apreement in 1937, and vowed to
continue its anti-union fight along with the rest of Little Steel.
Althoush the CIO's success wiﬁh U.S. Steel gave them an advantagse,

46

" . . . their foes cuickly mapped out a counter-offensive." Part

of Bethlehem's plan included a propamanda camnaign aimed directly

at their own work force. They used The Bethlehem Review as a tool

to dissuade workers from any inclination toward outside unionism
and the closed shon. Articles in the Review stressed the companv's
preference of the ERP, praised the plans and emphasized its accom-—
nlishments. They always pointed out the ERP's connection with the
smootl: implementation and equitable administration of the plans.
Therefore, the companv seemed to argue, or at least tried to con-
vince its workers, that the benefits labor received were directly
related to the ERP's existence. The ERP was credited with laying
down the foundations of the new-found friendship between labor and
management.

Grace apparently believed that the company union repre-
sented a valuable weapon in his fight against the closed shon,

In the Review, he stressed the ERP's effectiveness and the im=-

46
The Bethlehem Globe-Times, 6 March 1937, p. 1.
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provements it made in almost every area; " . . . no auestion can
arise between us that cannot be equitably adjusted. There have been
no strife or strikes, nor loss of {jobs or time, and no dues or

47
fines." Grace added that this harmonious relationship benefited

everyone involved: the company, the emplovees and their families,
and the community, However, Grace found it necessary to include a

warning in his message: " . . . anything that disturbs our present

condition will imperil the interests of all."48 Despite this
warning, Grace seemed convinced, or at least wanted it to appear as
such, that his employees were satisfied with the ERP and its
accomplishments and did not want a chanee, WHe based this conclusion
on the lack of strikes and the large number of eligible employees that
participated in the 1936 ERP election (96.1% voted from amone the
53,847 eligible emplovees).49 Therefore, Grace concluded his re-
marks on a somewhat paternalistic note, Ile promised to protect his
emplovees from any outside organization that threatened the open shop
ideal or the continuation of the ERP, "My purpose rather is to
assure you that we will assist you in every wav to continue the
present nroven method of dealing with our mutual problems, and that

we will use our resources to the best of our ability to protect you

and vour families from interference, intimidation and coercion from

47
The Rethlehem Review, 29, 3 July 1936, ».l.
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50
any source,"

. Not long after Grace made this statement, Bethleherm had
to gather its leral and financial resources to defend itself and
the ERP in court. On Aupust 26, 1937, SWOC filed charges of unfair
labor practices apainst thé company with the NLRB. In a 1938 issue
of the Review, Grace stated: 'The Company is defending itself, and
at a considerable expense, against what we helieve to be an uﬁ—

founded charge, . . ., that the Company is dominatine vyour

51

collective bargaining Plans."

The Company hired Hovt A, Moore of
the law firm of Cravath, deGersdorff, Swaine and Wood to conduct
its defense, However, the FRP's at all the other Bethlehem plants
2

retained their owm counsel.Sh

In 1939, the NLRB ordered Bethlehem to ston interferine
with the self-organization of its workers and to abolish the
ERf. Over the years, Bethlehem had expressed pride and satis-
faction regarding their role in the development and administration
of specific plans implemented under their industrial relations
nrogram. Ironicallv, many of the same factors that made the com-
pany proud of its ERP also played an important role in the Board's

decision. The NLRB pointed out specific instances of comnanv

domination and interference in the collective hargaining of its

50
Ibid., p. 1.

51
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52
Ibid., p. 7.

81



employees: the companv initiated, sponsored and determined the
essential form of the plans: the nlans hecame an 1nte¢fe] nart of
the business and represented an important nolicv of the comnany;
and throueh company publications, employees were made aware of the
comnany{s preference for the ERP and antagonism toward other forms
of reoresentation. '"Bv such means as these the Companv insured the
continuance of the effects of its original domination of and inter-
53

ference with the formation of the Plans."

The Board found that the actual structure and operation

of the plans, " . . . rendered them peculiarly subject to the

interference and influence of the employer."54 Although employees
elected their own representatives, the ERP was still incapable of
functioning as a real bargaining agency for them., The plan did not
designate a way for workers to formulate or communicate their de-
mands cr to jnstruct and control their representatives. *oreover,
representatives could not be chosen from outside the company, re-—
gardless of their collective bargaining capabilities, Thus, the
NLRB concluded that Bethlehem's LERP did not serve at the will of
its employees nor did it represent the self-organization of the

wvorkers as stinulated under the Wagner Act,

Before the NLRB's fateful decision, the ERP flourished

53
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for ocuite some time at Bethlehem Steel, Actually, how effective
was the ERP in the eves of Bethlehem's own emnlovees? Did the
companv and the ERP comnrehend the needs and demands pf its work
force, thus enabling ther to imnlement effective nlans? Or did
the company union exist just to appease the workers, crecate a
false atmosphere of pood will and suppress any worker demands for
outside unionism? 1If the ERP reallv provided for the needs of
Bethlehém's emnlovees, not just exnressed them on paper, would
SWOC have gained any momentum and increased their membershin there?
How did Bethlehem's lahor force view their own company union and
their representatives?

Bethlehem's emplovees had a chance to evaluate the
effectiveness of the ERP and to participate in the democratic
process of selecting their representatives; they onlv had to cast
their ballots for the man of thelr choice when the elections took
place, However, many steel worlers had grovn dissatisfied with
the comnanv union since its creation in 1919 and the beeinnine of
SWOC's organizing drive in 1936. Some workers refused to even vote
in the FRP elections. And by 1941, the pnro-unionists at Bethlehem
waited anxiously for the companv to comnly with the NLRD order to
disband the ERP, These attitudes were suggestive of widesoread
dissatisfaction with and disappointment in the ERP,

Looking back from the 1970's, Bethlehem's pensioners
exnressed diverpent views about the ERP and its effectiveness, but
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most believed it to be 'useless.,” ‘Most of the pro-union neople
viewed the ERP with contempt because its verv existence seemed to
deny them the rights and nrivileges that an indenendent union
could afford them, Manv of the workmen interviewed supported
SWOC rather than the comnany union for what thev themselves termed
"valid reasons.'" They agreed with the NLRD that the ERP was com-
panv dominated thus rendering it ineffective and unable to
represent labor sufficiently enough to ecenerate the desired changes
and‘objectives. A few men even referred to the ERP, most graphically,
as a "Charlie McCarthy" or "April Fool's" union; meaning that the
EPP was a puppet, a fake and a joke. To these men, the company
union failed to produce‘anv satisfactorv benefits or actual changes
in working conditions. Moreover, they staunchly believed that the
elected representatives did not adequately portray labor's atti-
tudes and sentiments,

As one man explained about the ERP, " , , , grievances
were never really listened to. You couldn't really complain,

55

Representatives did nothing. It was like it didn't even exist."
Lewis Kozo, at one time an ERP representative, recalled that
management representatives talked a lot during the meetings but
never really solved the nroblems that arose, Kozo stated that,

" . . . if vou complained about a foreman, he got the raise and you

55
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view with Mindy K, Small at United Steel Workers of America,
Bethlehem, 21 July 1975,
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lost vour job," John Vadolnev, nresentlv a union official,

felt stronplv that, ", . . it was a dismrace to even call the ERP

57

a unior because it wasn't.," And then there was Victor Hennine
who expressed nride and satisfaction that he refrained from
voting in any ERP election., Henning recalled that, " , ., . the
first time I ever voted was for the CTO tn renresent the

5
companv," Thus, for Henning, it took the CIO, not the ERP, to
inspire and compell him to vote,

Marcus Kalasz, another retired steel worker, seemed
confident that, bv 1941, Bethlehem's FRP had finally reached its
fateful demise. Kalasz commented that:

The union was on the wav in and the ERP on the

way out, A different and better uninn was coming

and it can't [sic] be stopned. Washington and

the NLRB are bigger than the companv and they

can't [sic] be stopped. 59
Thus, the pro-unionists interviewed rendered the companv union
ineffective and felt its demise inevitable as labor pushed and

shoved its way to nower and respectahbilityv throueh industrial

unionism with the backing of the federal covernment,

Lewis Kozo, Bethlehem, Pennsvlvania, nersonal interview
with Kathy Munley, 7 April 1975,

John Wadolney, Hellertown, Tennsylvania, personal inter-
view with Kathy Munley, 11 March 1975,

8
Victor Henninp, Bethlehem, Pennsvlvania, nersonal inter-
view with Kathy Munlev, 15 April 1975,

9
Yarcus Kalasz, Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, personal inter-

view with Mindy K. Small at United Steel Workers of America,
Bethlehem, 21 July 1975,

85



The ERP failed to nrovide the securitv and nrotection
the workers needed and demanded. The pro-unionists nerceived
the company urion as a facade establisiied to nlacate the worlers;

a plan that looted relatively worthwhile on paﬁé%*QO husiness and
management but did nothine substantial for labor in actuality,
Moreover, as evidenced bv the nrevious statement made by “arcus
Ralasz, many »ro-union men felt secure in their evaluation and
estimation of Bethlehem's FRP hecause of the similar attitudes
exnressed by and the support of the federal covernment and the

NLRB on this issue. The continued sunport of the government and

the obvious legjitimacy that support afforded labor's cause, meant

a lot to the pro-union forces and nrobably added quite significantly
to their strength in numbers,

Ironically, many of the anti~union men involved exnressed
similar sentiments regarding the usefulness and effectiveness of
Bethlehem's ERP, However, their observations and criticism did
not seem as harsh. The anti~unionists, for the most part, apreed
that the ERP was inefficient and manv of its representatives in-

60
comnetent and thus, failed to represent labor effectively, This
groun also nointed out that the ERP failed to provide adequate
benefits and raises for the workers, Onlv two of the men interviewed,

61
Harvey Hoffert and Michael Kendzierski, particinated in the com-

0
Harvey Hoffert, Bethlehem, Pennsvlvania, personal inter-
view with Mindy K, Small, 16 July 1975,

llnterview with Harvey Hoffert and Michael Kendzierski,

Bethlehem, Pennsvlvania, versonal interview with Mindy K. Small,
13 Aupgust 1975.
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panv's stock nurchase plan which they Eonsidered a relatively cood
investment, They both recalled money deducted from their pay-
checks for the stocl, however, thev differed over the amount.

One man, however, found the ERP worthwhile and con-
sidered it the best means for nrocuring the goals and objectives
inherent in the idea of unionism, William Smith, at one time an
ERP renresentative, expressed a sense of hitterness, frustration
and even sadness that the steel workers refused to give the company
union a fair chance., 'Change took time. It couldn't come over-
night but the men didn't see this. The FRP was the workers' uninn."62
Smith firmly believed that the goals of the ERP equaled that of
SWOC's and he felt it onlv a matter of time before the company uninn
accomplished many of these objectives. Smith also claimed that
'SWOC men only wanted to strike, not work,

Another retired steel worler expressed contempt for the
idea of unionism altogether, whethef it was company or independently
insnired.63 He disapproved of and hiehly criticized both the ERP
and the CIO, and in doing so, probably relayed the sentiments of a
whole other groun of anti-union workers,

William Smith failed to recognize an important noint in

his evaluation of that neriod and the tensions surrounding the FRP,

William Smith, Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, nersonal inter-
view with Steven W, Bates, 8 Mav 1975,

63
John Check, Bethlehem, Fennsylvania, personal interview

with Mindy K. Small, 15 July, 1975,
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v
Smith believed that his fellow workers did not give the ERP enouph

time to accomplish its objectives before thev rendered it totally
useless, lowever, Bethlehem's ERP began operation in 1919 and 1t

- - ft
did not encounter any viable competition or real onnosition until
the creation of SWOC in 1936, Before the advent of SWOC, the
workers had no other alternative than to place all their faith in
the commanv union and hope for the best, But in the final analysis,
the ERP failed to nroduce satisfactory results; the results needed
to sustain the lovalty and support of the steel workers it repre-
sented, Thus, the continued existence of the ERP was thireatened

by the advance of SWOC,
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Chapter V

SWCC and Bethlehem's Fmplovees

P
In 1941, SWOC resumed an active organizing drive. This
time thev decided to focus all thelr attention and effort around
the largest of the Little Steel firms, the Bethlehem Steel
Corporation. The actual organization of this company was imnor-
tarnt to SWOC for various reasons, First, SWOC could not afford
another major defeat such as the one encountered in the 1937 Little
Steel strike, 1In order to maintain sufficient morale and a
constant influx of new membershin, the union needed continued
success or, at least, steady nrogress in their oreaniziny efforts.
To accomplish theif ultimate objectives, it was imperative that
SWOC keep up momentum and remain active, Thus, SWOC recognized
the necessity of making a concerted effort in their drive against
Bethlehiem and, if nossible, to effect an immediate settlement
there. Second, an immediate agreement was important because the
probability of another world war threatened to postpone labor's
union struggle indefinitely, Third, regarding the war issue,
public opinion might turn against labor if their activities in-
creased and intensified at a particularly sensitive and dangerous
time, a time of war preparedness, The public alreadv had con-
flicting oninions on whether or not labor had the right to pre=
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cipitate. conflicts that might interfere with needed steel production,
Last, Bethlehem Steel renresented one of the staunchést anti-union
companies within the Little Steel eroup. A victory there, SWOC
thought, would certainly spread to other American steel nroducers
because of that companv's power and influence.

In order to meet the challenge of 1ts renewed campaign,
the union created a special Bethlehem Steel Organizing Committee
and placed Van A, Bittner in charge of the operation, They then
proceeded with an intense drive to gain new members into their
ranks, By 1941, SWOC had gained considerable headway in their
membership drive at Bethlehem. Obviously, as SWOC strengthened
their campaign there, a decision on this matter, one way or
anqther, weighed heavily on the minds of Bethlehem's emplovees.
Those that actually joilned SWOC mentioned a number of things
that directlv influerced their nersonal decisions, Who were these
men and what were their reasons for becoming active unionists?

The idea of unionism meant different things to many
people and those that supported its advancement did so for various
reasons, However, the reason mentioned most often centered around
the attainment of security and protection in their daily worling
conditions. To many steel workers the word security involved such
issues as seniority, health and death benefits, decent wares, better
and safer working conditions, vacations and equal representation,
A number of pro-union men were convinced that these goals could only
be achieved through collective action. For example, Herbert Sechler,
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a machinist, believed that the union was necessary and nersonallv

eot irvolved hecause, " . . . men have to sticl toeether to cet

1

anything done; individual effort is no 2ood.”

‘i

A union, throueh collective action and group identifica-
tion, would give individual workers strenath and confidence in
numbers. ‘loreover, a union would allow men to meet the day-to-day
challenee of comnanv foremen and supervisors on much more than a
subordinate level, The benefits of a union, specifically those of
security and nrotection, nut the worter on a somewhat equal footine
with their bosses.

Another retired steel worker, J, David lachain,
described in his own words what the union ideal meant to himself
and manv of his fellow workers,

Union men stuck to an ideal-~helieved union

pood because man is entitled to a decent wacge

to nrovide for his family. Unless man feels

free, he can't live. This is an ideal:; it's

good for us., We believe in eiving the companv

a dav's work for a day's nav, but the company

didn't want to give it. We had an ideal and we

lived for that. 2
Goals and 1deals such as these existed for many of the men emploved

at Bethlehem Steel, SWOC renresented and expressed manv of the same

ambitions and objectives the steel workers themselves dreamed of,

1Herbert Sechler, Richlandtown, Pennsylvania, nersonal
interview with Kathy “unlev, 10 March 1975,

J. David Machain, Bethlehem, Pennsvlvania, nersonal inter-
view with Mindv K, Small at United Steel Workers of America,
Bethlehem, 21 July 1975.
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Thus, manv men decided to take a chance, lav their tohs on the line
and join SWOC's ranks,

To some, the idea of unionism, an nld one, renresentel
a tradition passed down from generation to seneration amone manv
steel worling families, Within their {ndividual families, some
steel workers represented a second and sometimes even a third
peneration of emplovment at Rethlehem. Some men recounted stories
told to them bv their relatives (in most cases, fathers' or crand-
fathers') concerning their experiences with the commany and their
attitude towards unionism. In many instances, the traditional
attitudes and experiences of relatives directly influenced the course
of action taken by a particular steel worker, brought un in this
kind of atmosphere, regarding his own union affiliations and
activities.

One man, Victor Henning, started his career at Bethlehem
Steel with an unusual nurpose in mind. He admitted takine the job
with the hone of someday getting back at the compmany for their
harsh treatment of his father., Ferrine recalled the abuse his
father experienced when he was lald-off from work just nrior to his
retirement with no pension. For Henning, his activities as a union
organizer represented a perfect vehicle for seeling revenee, "It

felt pood that I could fight the dirty company that did this to mv

father."

Interview with Victor Hennine,
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Another groun of stecel workers related to a totallv.
different series of exneriences durine their voutli which led to
their nro-union svmpathies, ™any of these men had fathers that
tool active roles in previous attempts to unionize the steel in-
dustry. They exnressed that this left a deen emotional impnrint on
tteir own lives and influenced their individual roles in future
union drives, For example, Owen McFadden claimed he was bhroueht
un in a union family. He remembered his father's advice, "If vou

4 .
have to be anvthing, be a union man." Thus, a few of Bethlehem's
employees had accuired a preat deal of knowledre and exrmerience
reparding the meaning of unionism through nrevious exposure at a
rather earlv age., They carried their impressions with them until
circumstances forced them to define the importance of unionism to
themselves. TFor some of these men, their onlv alternative was to
join SWOC and work toward the unionization of Bethlehem Steel,

Other steel workers were favorably influenced toward
unionism more hv their own nersonal working experiences at
Bethlehem, Manv of these men m?ntioned that theyvy encountered
abusive treatment by company foremen and supervisors during their
term of emplovment, Thev came to the realization that onlv an

indenendent union of their own choosing, this time represented by

SWOC, would bring a halt to this kind of behavior. On this

Owen McFadden, Bethlehem, Pennsyvlvania, nersonal inter-
view with Kathy Munley, 17 March 1975,
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particular 1ssue, Peter Kalman remaried that, "T was a unior nan be-
cause of abuse."r Kalman then explained in his own words the iind
of despair and frustration manv steel workers experienced.

You had no rights, yvou couldn't say anything:

it was a continual hassle., It's like vour

mother and father continuallv heatinge vou.

Must T live with this all the time? T've got

to get out from under this whipning! 6
(Throuehout the interview, Mr. Kalman always related his experiences
and feelings by usinp eranhic analogies such as the one abhove. They
helped to exnlain the actual stress and tension many workers faced
in their everyday dealings with the companv and their bosses. !ore-
over, his vivid descriptions produqed a greater awareness, at least
on the part of the interviewer, of the intensity of tﬁe situation
which eventually forced many steel workers into the pro-union
camp). Without a union of their own choice, the workers at
Bethlehem had no real protection and had to succumb to all lLinds of
abusive treatment - -for fear of losing their ijobs,

A number of Bethlehem's foremen, through oppression and
intimidation, made manv steel worlers fegl totally worthless and
inferior, 1!{itchell Schaeffer, an electric welder, recalled many
instances when foremen used bad languapge when talking to their men.

He even remembered a few incidents where foremen resorted to physical

force to get the men to do what they told them to. Sometimes, they

5Interview with Peter Kalman,

6
Thid,
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actually kicked thé workers around to cet them to worl, Schaeffer
then added, "It was degrading."7 Lewis ¥ozo recalled one foreran
commenting something like, "dogs could be trained hut workers
can't."8 This 1'ind of treatment left a deep psvchological imprint
on many workers, whether they experienced this themselves or
watched it hanpening to others,

Other steel workers criticized foremen for nressurine
the men to perform constantly without a let-un., One man believed
that this ¥ind of attitude and behavior made many of his fellow
workers bitter., Trancis Vadasz recalled some foremer being "rough'
and "tough," driving some men hard, while showine favoritism to
others by giving them easier jobs and lighter work 1oads.9 These
actions alienated a larpe nart of Bethlehem's labor force and made
many men hostile toward the company and théir bosses. Ultimately,
thiis forced manv steel workers into the nro-union camp and into
active unionist positions,

It is important to note why these men tended to tolerate
their situation rather than quit and seek emplovment elsewhere,
For the most part, Bethlehem Steel represented the only major source

of emnlovment in the area and manv men onlv felt qualified doine

Mitchell Schaeffer, Allentown, Pennsylvania, personal
interview with Xathy “Munley, 16 April 1975,

Interview with Lewis ¥ozo.

Francis Vadasz, Bethlehem, Pennsvlvania, vnersonal inter-
view with Kathy Munlev, 17 March 1975,
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that particular kind of worl, But mostly, the men just mentioned
the resnonnibi1litv to feed and clothe their fanilies as the nrirme
reason for putting un with mistreatment and abuse from their
bosses and the frustration and dissatisfaction resulting from it,
One retired steel worker described the situation rather eraphically.

The job was like pulling teeth., You get up in

the mornineg and have a toothache, You hated to

go to work because of the abuse vou were sub=-

jected to, Someone beating you on the back all

the time but you had to do it because of family

responsibilities, 10

For many‘of these men, the union renresented a positive
force; it offered a way out of thelr dilemma. A union allowed them
to stand up for their rights without fear of losing their jobs;
again, through collective action and groun identification, individual
workers gained the necessary strenecth and confidence to continue
worlking in a hostile environment. After joining SWOC and fiehting
for a cause thev believed in, manv workers repained their self-
confidence and nride which erabled them to meet the day-to-day
challenge of their bosses on much more than a subordinate level.
Moreover, a union meant that thev would have a larger more nowerful
organization to continue to protect and secure their rights in the
future, repgardless of the prevailing economic or nolitical atmosphere,

More specificially, many pro-unionists expounded on the

kind of hardships they faced in their dailv working experience or

10
Interview with Peter Kalman,
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else thev recalled the hurdens of others. Rasicallv, the »rohlers
discussed most often centered arourd the difficultvw thgv Fncnuntered
in just communicating or petting along with their foégﬁti. This
created an antaponistic atmosphere which forced some men to chanee
iobs or denartments several times. .John Wadolney, ; machinist,
recalled workers heing either threatened or fired for just smokiung
a cigarette.l1 Other men cited the same incidence and felt the
nunishment rather drastic for, what thevy considered, a minor in-
fraction. UHowever, most of them concluded that it was just one
example of the typical absurd policies carried out by certain
malevolent foremen.

Peter Kalman, also a machinist, believed he experienced
prejudicial treatment because of hig nolitical affiliations,
Specificallv, Kalman recalled, this occurred during the 1936
Presidential'election when he supported Roosevelt over Alfred
Landon. Kalman's foreman questioned him about his politics,
disagreed with the answers he received and then penalized him, a
week off with no nay, for it. Kalman stated that all his dealinecs
with foremen created a lot of difficulty and unnecessary oroblems;
they could never get along. He also mentioned that foremen alwavs
assigned him the worst jobs available and many times his bosses

12
held him responsible for the mistakes of others,

llInterview with John Wadolney,

2
Interviewv with Peter Kalman,
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Other steel workers had similar exneriences with their
foremen, J, David 'lachain, a craneman, liked his job for the most
part but comnlained alLout being forced at times to do_the wbrk of
others when they made mistakes., l!arcus Kalasz was told to work the
crane one afternoon, even though he had no orior technical training
in how to operate 1t. Kalasz refused because of tlie obvious danper
involved and the next dav he received a nenaltv of a dav off with
no pav. Thus, all these men encountered abusive treatment from
their hosses which helped shape their pro-union attitudes and
their eventual active roles as union oreanizers.

The men holding nro-union sympathies blamed the companv
and its policies for forcing the union issué on many of its
emnlovees, Company policy forced men into active unionist

13
vositions; "forced it down their throats," as one man put it.
The workers cited several specific abuses in this regard., First,
the company's hiring practices seemed, at times, unreasonable and
unfair, Friends and relatives of men in high places (men with the
power and nosition to effect such decisions) pot jobs while others
stood outside the gates for months iust waiting for work,

Another man expressed his resentment toward the compnany's
hiring practices in somewhat exageerated and fictitious terms,

nmn

Bethlehem Steel was small and smue, It was a Pennsylvania Dutch

13 )
Ibid,
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town. They hired only farmers and rural pecple. Tt was an easy

14
set un for the comnany; always had a work force." This statement
revealed an animositv toward Pennsvlvania Dutch workers that was
also exnressed bv others during interview sessions, As they ex-
plained it, the Pennsylvania Dutch seemed to gain employment at
Bethlehem more readilv than any other group. *any nro-unionists
explained their obhservations regarding this matter by pointing out
that most Pennsylvania Dutch were farmers. Therefore, they had easy
access to such things as chickens and vegetables which could be
used to bribe foremen for jobs, In addition, the Dutch tended to
remain staunch anti-unionists throughout the organizing strugpgle
at Bethlehem, Thus, the favoritism shown through the companv's
hiring nractices affected the attitudes of some men toward the
company itself and ultimately influenced their feelings toward the
union,

Second, complaints centered around the nractices of
company foremen. In this cateporv, however, most union men re-
called that dishonest foremen took bribes of food, cigarettes and
money in return for better jobs, especially during the depression
neriod, Peter Kalman, along with many others, remembered that fore-
men gave good jobs to their "buddies,"

However, a few men did recognize that foremen also had

nroblems because of pressures nlaced on them bv their superiors

14
Ibid,
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to produce. Thev believed that this is what actuallv caused fore-
men to be rough at times on their men, ‘itchell Schaeffer commented
on this issue that, " . . . they feared for their jobs too. They
had to nroduce so they pushed the men, There wére other men alwavs
15
waiting to get their jobs.," However, manv workers refused to
grant concessions to foremen even on these grounds. Thev strongly
believed that there was absolutely no excuse for their behavior.
Third, dangerous working conditions, low wages, lone
hours and virtuallv no benefits or protection for the workineman
created a tense and hostile environment, Men reported working
under either verv hot or cold weather conditions and thev recalled
some men nassing out from the intense heat caused by the process of
steel production itself, Others remarked about the noor sanitary
conditions with few showers or hathrooms and no specificallv
designated area to eat lunch., According to the pro-unionists inter-
viewed, the company seemingly had no intention whatsoever of
changing these unfair practices and unsafe conditions; a problem
that tad plapued labor constantly since the dawn of the industrial
revolution, This kind»of realization, along with each individual's
daily worling exnerience, pushed manv of Bethlehem's employees fur-
ther and further into the nro-union camp.

Those that sided with the union and eventually ioined

SWOC's ranks did so with the exnressed purpose of gaining for

1
5Interview with Mitchell Schaeffer,
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themselves and others lile them the security and nrotection needed
while wvorlking in the pnlant, Their daily worline experiences and
their relationshins with their bosses and the companv itself forced
them to seek external means to achieve their desired objectives.

To them, SWOC seemed the only answer available at that time. There-
fore, these men joined un and became active orsanizers in the fight
for union recognition,

Of those interviewed, most joined SWOC around 1937 and
became organizers shortly thereafter, Victor Henning showed pride
in the fact that he was the thirteenth man to join SWOC in Bethleliem
and that he distinguished himself by signing un more new members in
one day, thirtv-seven, than anv other union organizer.l6 The
organizers had various jobs to perform for the unlon. Their duties
ranged from signing up new members and collecting one dollar in dues
from each new person joining, to handing out leaflets outside the
plant gates as workmen changed shifts, Besides their regular jobs,
their daily union activities kept these men relativelv busy,

In many instances, active organizing on company property
nroved dangerous since Bethlehem had forbidden such action. As
one retired organizer and steel worker put it, " . . . if they
caught you, they discharged you. If you were a union man they'd

17 '
find some way to get rid of you." Many times union meetings had

6
Interview with Victor Henning.

17
Richolas Kiak, Hellertown, Pennsylvania, personal inter-

view with Kathy Munley, 2 April 1975,
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to be held in secret places, such as the homes and cellars of
union members., Basicallv, most of the nro-SWOC men feared beinp
fired if they gained reputations as unionists, Some orgarizers
recalled maling contacts with individual steel &:rkers before and
after shifts and many times in nlant washrooms or during lunch
oreaks., Moreover, most men refrained from wearing SWOC and CIO
identification Luttons and badges for fear of being reprimanded or
even fired., There were some, however, like Marcus Kalasz, who
onenlv defied the companv's anti-union policies and oroudly dis-
plaved their CIO buttons while on commanv property.

SWOC's organizing strategv included going door-to-door
to convince, what they termed, '"middle-of-the-roaders" to join the
union, In addition, the local union held mass meetings, nicnics
and rallies for the purpose of orgarizing and ircreasing SWOC's
membershin, One retired steel worker and organizer, Francis Vadasz,
recalled never being at home because he constantlv attended union
meetings and events, Vadasz continued that, " . . . wives of
organizers were called CIO widows,"l8 because their husbands were
verv rarely at home,

Many of SWOC's known organizers at Bethlehem encountered
threats and/or punishment from foremen or supervisors because of

their union affiliations and activities. As thev recalled, the com-

pany tried to coerce some men to dron out of the union, " . . . but

18
Interview with Francis Vadasz,
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we hune on," said Owen cTadden. Some worlers received nenalties
(usually time off with no pav) and still others faced nore diffi-
cult or tedious jobs. Thie company even discharred some men entirely
or for an unsnecified period of time for their union ties, Two men
interviewed were actually fired from the company and both mentioned
being "blackballed" and unable to obtain similar work anvwhere
else, One man was eventually rehired, however, the other worker

20
was not as successful,

Many pro-unionists never faced threats or nunishments
themselves but recalled otliers that did., Some supervisors called
known union men into the office every day to reprimand them and
tried to dissuade them from continuing their union activities.

Many times, foremen resorted to name calling, threats and bribes

in order to produce the results thev wanted, They referred to the
CIO and SWOC as a bunch of '"gangsters." 1In some cases, supervisors
actually told men to get out of the union or they would find them-
selves in deen trouble. Marcus Kalasz recalled a rather strange
experience he encountered. On hls way home from work one night,

he was followed by, what he termed, " . . . gangsters hired bv the
company." Kalasz believed that the purpose behind this action was

obvious. The company honed to scare and intimidate him right out of

19

Interview with Owen McFadden.
20

Interview with Peter Kalman and Victor Henning.
R ,

“~

Interview with Marcus Kalasz.
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the unlon. Another retired steel worker was offered a more
positive reinforcement., 'lis boss hoped to bribe "im with a
promotion to foreman. However, the terms of the offerinpg were

¥
4
the same as usual; he had to give up all his union and organizing

activities. The anti-union tactics of Bethlehem Steel were so
intense that even some pro-union immigerant employees of the company
stated that they experienced more nrejudicial treatment because of
their union affiliations and organizing activitiés than as foreigners,
However, according to the men interviewed, the companv's methods
failed to bring the desired results, At least all the men involved

in this study, refused the company's offers and ignored, as best

they could, their harassments,

Surprisingly, manv of the »ro-unionists interviewed had
no animosity toward Bethlehem Steel and retained many pleasant
memories about their employment there. As James Dupan put it,
"Rethlehem Steel tool care of me when T got sick . . . and T made
a good living there."22 Dugan then added a critical comment about
the firm; " . . . the company made too rmuch monev and the workers
not enough, It should have been more evenly distributed."z3 Louis

Goldberg, a nro-union man, but one that was hired after the union

question was resolved, stated that, "The company was good to me and

James Dugan, Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, nersonal interview
with Kathv Kane, 3 March 1975,

23
Ibid,
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I had an obligation to them. It was the greatest industrv and
24
fair with its men."

Many of the steel workers acreed that their jobs at
g _
Bethleliem enabled them to obtain the material nleasures thev wanted

most out of life. The ones mentioned most often included homes,

cars and higher education for their children. !Ticholas Kiak believed

that the companv never really bothered him or rave him anv trouble
W25

in anv way, " . . . even as a union man, lowever, iak, in

analyzing comnany nelicy, believed RBethlehem made a mistake Dby

"

waiting too long to imnlement specific benefits and reforms, . e e
26
othervise, thev might have defeated the unjon."

However, other pro-union men remained hiostile to the
company rieht un until the present, Peter Kalman was one of these
ren., e resented the company's flaprant violation of the law,

"The company violated the Wagner Act, They didn't care about the
law, They dictated their owm policies."27 Marcus Kalasz apreed
with Kalman's assesement and added that, "A lot of crooked things

went on, They didn't care 1f you starved to death. The men were

treated bad, The Company cut prices of jobs, never raised them,

24
Louis Goldberg, Hellertown, Pennsylvania, nersonal
interview with Mindy X, Small, 14 Aupust 1975,

25

Interview with Nicholas Kiak.
26

Ibid.

Interview with Peter Kalman,
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You have to fight like hell for a nennv,. one.rusty. pennv,'

All of the pro-union men interviewed refused to give
un their role in SWCC's orpanizing campaien., They all demonstrated
great pride and satisfaction in what they finallv particinated in
accomplishing—-the unionization of one of America's staunchest anti-
union steel corporations, Bethlehem Steel. Their dissatisfactions
with existing conditions, their desire to brine about immediate and
effective change without waiting for the firm to do so on its owvm,
and their prior influences and backgrounds related to unionism led
these men toward collective action in order to successfully execute
their objectives,

All of Bethlehem's employees felt the effects of SWOC's
organizing campaign in one way or another, The attitudes and
reactions of individual steel workers regardine the union question,
however, varied greatly. Many workers staunchly opposed SWOC,
refused to join its ranks and voiced their defiance to the union's
organizing campaign. However, the interviews conducted with anti-
union men revealed some irony in the whole affair. Tt was not that
they objected to the union's ideals of protection and security,
better and safer working conditions, hipher wages and improved
benefits. In fact, most of these men exnressed the exact same
goals and desires. Their major complaint, however, centered around

thie scare tactics nracticed by the union organizers in attracting

n
s

Interview with Marcus Kalasz,
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new membership, the implementiug of strikes and demonstrations
to bring about union recogrition, and the violence and destruction
that usually accompanied them,

Moreover, many of the anti-unionists blamed the violence
and destruction that develoned during the strike neriods on outside
asitators or radicals brought in by the union for that expressed
nurpose, On this particular issue, it was difficult to determine
how many of these men were actually influenced by the company's
anti-union nropaganda. Manv of the comnlaints lodged against the
union and its tactics, by this particular group of retired steel
workers, closelv resemhled the same points stressed by the industry
in its effort to dissuade labor fror heine enticed into the union
movement, To what extent these anti-unionists could support their
claims regarding outside agitators or reveal the source of their
information, remained unanswered, However, there was no doubt
that they held unyielding nositions concerning their attitudes
toward SWOC and the methods empnloved by the union to achieve their
ends., DBruce Steinbecker, a precision grinder, nut it bluntly when

29
he stated, "I just can't tolerate it."

Another anti-unionist, William Smith, exnressed hostility
toward those of his fellow workers that had talen up the union's

cause and joined SWNC, Through his close observations, Smith

29
Bruce Steinbecker, Emmaus, Pennsvlvania, nersonal inter-

view with Mindv K, Small, 16" July 1975,
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lumned them all toesether 1in one gronp and renerallv concluded that
union men alwavs caused trouble and comnlained about evervythine,

In his opinion, . . . " . . . they were just bums. They were the

lousiest puvs., Thev wouldn't work."30 “
It must he mentioned that manv anti-unionists had a
difficult time during this period. Thev also experienced bittermess,
frustration and antagonism at work. These feelings increased as
the organizing drive intensified at Bethlehem and more of their
fellow workers began to openl§ sunport SWOC, 1Moreover, as SWOC
pained momentum and numerical strength at Bethlehem, anti-unionists
were easier to identifv and it bhecame an increasinelv unnonular
nosition to hold, For examnle, Michael Kendzierski revealed durine
the interview that he eventuallv sisned with the union out of
frustration and intimidation, not from personal choice. "T didn't
like the union but if vou didn't sign they'd laugh at you and call
vou names."31 Thus, both pro-union and anti-union men alile faced
a hostile working environment at Bethlehem Steel during SWOC's
strugele for recognition., Steel workers split off into different
groups according to their sentiments which cr;ated a tense and

frustrating atmosphere in the plant,

Some anti-unionists concurred with the statements issued

30
Interview with William Smith,

*fichael Kendzierski, Bethlehem, Pennsvlvania, nersonal
interviewv with Mindy X, Small, 13 August 1975,
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by SWOC organizers, that in many instances workers refused to joirn
tlie union for fear of losing their jobs. Thus, the comnanv's tactics
seemed as much in question by some non-union men as the union's did
to others. Ironically, fear of losing one's job was one of the prime
arpuments listed by pro-unionists for taking just that position.
Could it he that these anti-unionists had different dally experiences
on the'joh when dealing with foremen and management? Did they en-
counter more tolerance and autonomy while doing their work? The pro-
union elements expressed a fear of losing their jobs on a daily

basis repardless of their union affiliation., However, this was not
the case with the anti-union men interviewed,

Most of the anti-union men involved mentioned having a
relativelv good relationship with their foremen, But most important,
they recalled having a reasonable amount of autonomy in their daily
working activities. For the most part, thev were not intimidated or
made to feel inferior bv their bosses. As one man put it, "no bosses

o
.ever bothered me."3‘ Thus, this groun did not experience abusive
treatment, whether it be psvchological or physical in nature,
throushout their term of employment at Bethlehem, !oreover, these
men sincerelv felt that their jobs would only be in danger if they
did sometliing the company would disanprove of; specifically, joining
the union, Manv anti-unionists refused to take anf chances of losing

their jobs because thev also had the responsibility of feeding and

32
Ibid,
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clothine their families. Again, manv steel worters mentinned this
as an immortant influence on their decision to joir SUOC, ‘T™hv did
the anti-unionists refuse to follow the same course of action? Jotlh
sides, at least on this point, geemed to have the same ol jective iIn
mind.

Manv anti-union men retained other objections to unionism
and SWOC in particular. A few of them mentioned that thev saw SV0C
as an organization out for itself, not for everyone else as thevy
claimed. One man eVen objected to the idea of union dues being ex-
tracted from his paycheck, !Moreover, he sincerely believed that the
companv was headed in the same direction as the union on issues re-
eardinn benefits, wapes, and working conditions. He showed confidence
in Bethlehem and felt that improvements seemed forthcoming in almost

33

" . . . thev weren't so rouch anv more,"” Some of the

every area;
otber retired men in this group arreed with these conclusions.

In addition, all of the anti-union men intervicwed ex-
pressed satisfaction with and gratitude toward their emnlover.
Basically, they cited only admirable traits and qualitieé when
they referred to Bethlehem, They truly bhelieved it was their good
fortune to obtain emplovment there and if the opportunity arose they
would choose the same jobs arain, As they explained it, the comnanv
took care of them, treated them fairly and enabled them to make a

substantial living, Donald P. Johnson, a roller and later a foreman,

3
3Ibid.
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34
remarked that,.". . . it was a nice companv to wor} for." Bruce

Steinbecker added that, "The comnany doesn't cut vour throat, Thev
35

tale care of wvou." Steinbecler was satisfied with his worl anl

the company because it allowed him to obtain the things he desired

most out of life with cnlv an eighth grade education.

Some of Bethlehem's employees manaped to remain in-
different to the union aquestion for various reasons. 1In this cate~
gory two men and their working experiences stood out the most,

NHerman Schneider and Ceorge Dancho. Herman Schneider, a retired
welder, loved his job tremendously. 'Basically, he felt free to use
his ingenuity to make the job easier, safer and more efficient,

He mentioned that foremen never interfered with his work and they
gave him recognition for the work he accomplished. Schneider

claimed that his ambition, his desire to advance, left him little
time to dedicate to union activities or to associate with his

fellow emplovees, Thus, he devoted all his time and interest to

his job and refrained from any kind of union involvements. Schneider
gained pride and satisfaction from his job and seemed grateful to
Bethlehem for everything. He commented that if the opportunity

arose or if he had it all to do over again he would still seel emplov-

ment there. Ilowever, Schneider mentioned bad working conditions, low

34
Donald P. Johnson, Bethlehem, Pennsvlvania, nersonal
interview with Kathv Kane, 16 April 1975,

35
Interview with Bruce Steinbeclker.
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wages, poor hirine nractices and a few nersonal disaonointments of
his own but he trusted the company entirely when thev nromised
imnrovements, But he also recognized the need for a uniorn and
annroved of their coals and objectives, But for “im, there was
no time to get involved in such matters. Schneider's priority
centered around his welding job, the creativity and onride it
afforded, and the onportunity for advancement.36

George Dancho hated the idea of work but worked hecause
of family responsibilities, He claimed to be motivated only bv
nonev, vet he also refused to work so hard that he would "kill
himself."” He had good and bad relationshins with his foremen, de-
pending on the time, the foreman and the circumstances. Dancho
also referred to poor hiring practices, an unsuccessful ERP and bad
working conditions at Bethlehem. However, Dancho stood behind the
companv all the wav., "You can't heat the Steel. If anyone savs
different, they are lving. They paid good and took care of you.
Never bite the hand that feeds _vou."37 He stood virtually in the
widdle on the union question. '"The union and the Steel are both

\

[
wrong but it balances out. One has to watch the other. You can't

38
believe either the Steel or the union all of the time.," To Dancho,

36
Herman Schneider, Packerton, Pennsvlvania, personal

interview with Mindy K, Small, 18 Julv 1975,

37
George Dancho, Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, personal inter-
view with Mindv K, Small, 17 June 1975,
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his spare time, his time éwav fro& worl: nﬁd Bethleher, ;eemed
more imnortant than anything else, includine, his ioh and the
union. He only wanted to enjov life to the fullest hefore he
died,

Thus, the men who remained indifferent to the unfon
nuestion were neither for or acainst the company or the union
specifically. Their allegiance and dedication were more or less
in themselves=--doing whatever thev could to advance their own
particular goals and ambhitions, different as they were, rezardless
of the company or the union,

One man, John Whitney, refrained from joining SWOC
because he refused to be nushed into anvthing and he also dis-
liked SWOC's tactics in this regard. But Whitney did not feel
any devotion to the company either, onlv to himself. '"To hell
with the comnany and the union. I'm for myself."39 Whitney ex-
pressed concern that a worker needed nrotection from both
Bethlehem Steel and his fellow workers. For this man, his sense
of individualism outweighed all other considerations.

All those interviewed, whether onro-union, anti-union
or indifferent to the union strugple, testify to the actual
events that took nlace at Bethlehem in 1941 when SWOC renewed

their organizational drive there, The ongoing nrocess of SWCC's

John Whitney, Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, personal
interview with Kathy Kane, 23 April 1975.

113



drive forced the steel workers to make a2 more definite decision--
to take a stand either way--as to what their nersonal role in the
larﬁcr union movement would Le, Thelr attitudes toward both the

companv and the union and their dailv working exneriences affected
thelr decisions tremendously. Manv wvorlers had nreviously joined

the union during SWOC's drive between 1936-1937 at Bethlehem.

Still others took their stand at a more immediate or onressing time,

forced on them by specific events taking shape at Bethlehem in
1941; events that were important to the total picture of American
labor history and more smecifically to the unionization of the
entire steel industry., The story regardinpg Rethlehem Steel
continued and the situation there grew more intense as time pro-

gressed.,
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Chapter VI

SWOC and Bethlehem Steel

The federal government and the nation in general worried
about potential labor strife and struggles resultineg in strikes,
More specifically, striles would close down America's mass nroduction
industries at a time when uninterrupted nroduction, especially steel
production, proved vital to maintain the Defense Denartment's rearma-
ment program, In a renmort, published in 1941, called '"mLabor and
National Defense," Dr., Llovd G, Reynnlds, associate in political
economv at Johns Honkins University, concluded that strikes would
probably increase in the near future for a number of reasons.
Reynolds Jincluded in his deductions the probability of rising con-
sumer goods prices, larper industrial profits in which labor would
demand its rightful share, union organizational drives and pressure
for increased production. '"The industries concerned most directly
with national Jdefense were almost entirely non-union in 1917, Now
thev are 30 to 40 percent urionized, with ageressive organizing
campaigns under way or projected in most fields."l The validitv of
Reynolds' theory, in relationship to the steel industry and more
specifically to the Bethlehem Steel Cornoration soon proved itself

correct,

1
*Labor Pressure Rising," Time, 37, March 3, 1941,
n. 17,
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Trouble first erupted at Bethleliem's Lackawanna plant
near Puffalo, New Vorl, Orn February 28, 1941, SWVCC's leaders
called a strike there. The company had refused the union's re-
peated attempts to hold negotiations to discuss labor's prievances.
The workers' major comnlaint centered around the wape issue. The
1940 earnings report of the five largest United States steel pro-
ducers showed overwhelming evidence that steel's oroduction and
profits were boominp.2 Bethlehem Steel, the nation's number two
nroducer, henefiting from defense contracts, had tremendous nrofits
in 1940; they set an all-time record with earnines of $48,0677,524
and during the first week of February, 1941, operated at one-hundred

3
ner cent canacityv,

Bethlehem's labor problem began when no substantial wage
increase followed the companv's increased profits. SWOC demanded
wage hikes, but Bethlehem only answered by suspending one=-thousand
of its emplovees, many of them active unionists, Therefore, SWOC
called for a walk-out and, " . . . in freezing weather, Polish,
Negro and native horn steelworkers angrily marched in a picket line,
on strike. Inside, one bv one, onen hearth furnaces shut down,

4

nroduction dwindled, came almost to a standstill,"

Later, SWOC presented the companv with their demands for

2
“"Steel Upswing," Time, 37,February 10, 1941, n. 57.
3
Ibid., p. S8.
A" "
Nothing Serious,” Time, 37, March 10, 1941, », 16,
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settline the disnute and terminating the strike, bThe list included
the reinstatement of workers fired over the wape disagreement and
an immediate conference between the unien and Bethlchem's manacement
to discuss grievances. Moreover, the union demanded an !'LRL con-
ducted election at the plant to determine an exclusive bargaining
agent along with a nromise from the company that it would bareain,
The strike ended onlv thirtv-nine hours after it started
when the companv finallv apreed to the union's first two demands.

"At the Lackawanna plant, workers accented the terms with a whoop,

5

convinced that the settlement was a triummh for S.V,0.C." As
steel began to roll again, Bittner released a statement to the
presst "This fs, . . the first time on a large scale that our
6
union has been able to get any sort of agreement from Bethlehem,"
Resnonse to the strike proved more favorable than even
SWOC's leaders anticipated. Otherwise, if the strike was not at
all impressive, Bethlehem would have never signed a truce, " . .
for this would have been the time to settle ‘the C.1.0. »nroblem'
once and forever, Instead, the strike nroved the reverse: that
the corporation which has held out more fiercely than any other
steel plant was vulnerable.," However, most everyone involved

realized that Bethlehem had not surrendered; but no one disacreed

that the union acquired a notable truce,

5
Ibid,

6
Ibid.

7The Nation, 152, March 8, 1941, n. 270,
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At that time, March, 1941, an article in Life marazinc
discussed the validity of tlie Lackawanna strike and the Darficularly
dangerous and sensitive time in which it occurred., The article
concluded that the nation could not afford stonpares in defense
nroduction, especiallv at a company like Bethlehem Steel which
had $1,500,000 in defense contracts and oroduced a laree amount of
heavyv ordanance and armor plate steel, But the article also pointed
out that, " ., ., ., Lahor can not be expected to stand bv meekly
while industry is booming, while profits and prices are rising, and
narticularly while companies like Bethlehem and Ford remain stubborn
resisters to unionism and natienal labor laws."a Although the
country needed continued steel production unhampered by lahor strife
and struggles, many understood and empathized with labor's rosition
and recognized the need for peaceful negotiations to achieve the
desired outcome. But the stubborn resistance of many steel malers,
with Bethlehem Steel at the top of the list, threatened to produce
an uneasy and very much unwanted situation on the labor front.

Even thouph Bethlehem had just experienced a walk-out at
its Lackawanna nlant which could have proved disastrous, and in the
end was forced to concede to two of the union's demands, the company
continued to follow its staunch anti-union policies; an action that
only served to anger and irritate SWOC's leaders and many of

Bethlehen's emplovees.

8
“"Bethlehem Steel Strike," Life, 10, March 10, 1941,
p. 34,
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This time,‘trouble erunted at the main nlant in Beti:lenhem,
Pennsylvania. The companv, over the years, hLad disregarded an LR
order, of Aupust, 1937, to disband its ERP and to end {ts lone-
standing onnosition to SWOC's oreanizing campaien, Instead,
Bethlehem appealed the Board's decision to a higher court. TIn
March, 1941, before the anpeal had been settled, the companv orenared
itself to hold elections of ERP representatives on company property.
A statement made by an FRP representative, regarding the election,
read: '"We are simply exercisine the rights and nrivileges of free
American workmen,"

The ERP claimed to stand "one-hundred ner cent'" behind the
defense nrogram and against anything interferine with it, including
labor strikes., Moreover, thev maintained that the holding of an
election was legal since the courts had not as yet upheld the NLRB
findinps. Thus, Bethlehem's management and its company union
maintained they had the right to carry out the election process as
planned.

SWOC adamantly disapproved of Bethlehem's planned election
activities and perceived it as an epregious disregard of federal
law. The steel union resnonded bv threatening a strike 1if the
elections proceeded as proposed. '"'As soon as our men see the ballot
boxes,'" said Howard T, Curtiss, Bethlehem's local SWOC director,

"thev will ston work and strike. Theyv are more determined thar ever

A

9
The Bethlehem Globe Times, 24 !March 1941, ». 1.
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10
to wall out as the zero hour approaches." SWOC backed un their

strike threat by claiming a majority of the 24,079 men emnloved in
the mills; even though that contradicted Bethlehem's contention
that its companv union controlled the support of all but four
or five thousand workers.ll Clarke Apnlebv, SWOC's regional director
in charge of the union drive to organize Bethlehem's nlants, de-
clared that, " ., . . any attempt to hold the election would con-
stitute an 'illegal election' because the National Labor Relations
Board had termed the E.R,P. a company union and ordered it to

12
disband."”

SWOC, following their usual strategy of infiltrating
the comnanv unions of the corporations thev attempted to organize,
had been angered over an amendment passed by Bethlehem's ERP to
discourage just such action. The FRP's amendment provided that,

1

. . . membershin in a rival labor oreanization was a bar to

13
election as a representative under the Plan," In 1940, four
employees, after receiving a majority vote as FRP representatives,
vere refused the position hased on this new rule. However, many

pro-SWOC elements claimed they succeeded in gaining control of the

company union regardless of all reports to the contrary.

10
Ibid., p. 16,

11
Ibid,

12
Tbid,

13
The Bethlehem Globe Times, 25 March 1941, p. 16,
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A few of the retired steel workers comnented on thls
[ 4

marticular issue., .Tohn Wadolnev recalled that werkers who favered

a "true union," a CT0 union, ran for office in the ERP elections

and succeeded in gainine the posts; "

14
try to embarrass management,' Victor Henning mentioned similar

. . . at meetings they'd

occurrences and reported that after infiltrating the ERP, SWOC
men succeeded in converting some ERP renresentatives into pro=CTO0
men. Lewis Kozo even recalled one of the ERP's nresidents bhe-
15

coming a '"'SWOC man."

On Mondav, March 24, 1941, the annual election for FRP
representatives at Bethlehem's main plant proceeded as promised
bv the company. That same evening S"0OC fulfilled their nledpe by
calling a walk-out. "SWOC members began filtering out of the four
and a half mile long plant shortly after the strike call was issued
for 5:30 P,M., to back up an earlier threat by the CIO union that
its members would walk out if they found the ERP electi;n was in

16
progress."

The strike continued for four davs. During that periocd
the union publiclv issued their demands, This time thev insisted
that strikers return to their jobs without loss of seniority and

that Bethlehem stop holding the ERP elections on company nroperty

immediatelv. SWOC's demands also required that the company abide

Interview with John Wadolney,
Interview with Lewis Kozo.

16
The Bethlehem Globe Times, 25 March 1941, ». 12,
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by the NLRB order to disband the ERP altogether., Last, the union

wanted Bethlehem to aeree to enter negotiations regarding a lLabor

Board election throughout the nlant for selection of a collective
17

bargaining agent.

The 1941 strile at Bethlehem's main plant broupght baclh
many memories to all those interviewed (pro-unionists, anti-
unionists and those that remained indifferent) repardless of the
role they specifically nlaved in the event, With a majority of the
work force on strile and four days of turmoil, bitterness and
viclence, it was impossible for all those involved to avoid talking
sides one way or the other. They all felt the effects of the
on~going organizing process. Forced to male some sort of decision
concerning their activities during those four days, some chose to
walk-out in suonnort of tlie union's cause, some chose to be strike-
breakers in defiance of SWOC's actions, while still others chose to
stay away from the nlant entirely, This later aroup did so for
various reasons; they either refused to get activelv involved or
happened to be locked-out of the »nlant hecause of circumstances
created bv the strike itself,

Practicallv all the men interviewed recalled the bhitter-
ness, frustration and violence that occurred during those four

days in MMarch. The Governor ordered all bars in the strike area

17
Tbid., p. 1.
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closed as strikers and pickets maintained a constant vigil around
the nlant. The men marched and carried signs that denounced the
LERP and called for its demise; others carried placards calling
for NLRB conducted elections to decide on an gxclusive bargaining
agent,

Inside the plant, strilebreakers contributed to whatever
work could be accomplished under such irregular conditions. For
those that remained in the nlant, the commanv provided as best it
could certain necessary comforts. The workers were supplied with
food to eat and cots to sleep on. Ivronically, violence first
erupted at 11:00 P.M, on March 24, wvhen strikers demolished a
vending machine, used by the company to carry food into the nlant
for the strikebreakers.

However, throughout most of the strike, violence and
destruction were evident all over. The smell of tear gas lingered
in the air and mounted police roamed the streets while others
continuallv stood puard at the nlant's entrance gates. The
surrounding area was scattered with overturned or demolishgd
automobiles and shattered glass lav evervwhere, \

On March 25, the violence was particularly notable when
mounted police charged out of the plant's main gate in order to
break up the pickets and scatter their forces. One local newspaper

described the incident most granhically:

Riding hieh on nrancine horses and swingine
skull-cracking riot sticks, . . . Their
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anpearance, "lite an avengine horde snewed

unexnectedlv from the suddenlv nnened main

gate, caused consternation amcne the nickets and

snectators who in a few minutes were retreatinge

in hysterical disorder for fear of being

tramnled on Hv the horses »nr being fnfured by

tiite large clubs., 18
A notahle amount of violence ensued ard injuries mounted on beth
sides--nolice and strikers, not to mention innocent bvstanders,
Bittner claimed that the nolice "nrovoked violence'" when theyv tried
to break up the picket lines and disperse the crowd., Bittner also
blamed Bethlehem for the strike because thev Vnowinelv violated the

19
law,

Many of the nro-union peoole that particinated as strikers
and pickets ir March, 1941, reverled =2n intense dislike and even
hatred for strikebreakers or, as thev called them, scaps, They re-
sented tremendouslv that union men put their life and career on the
line for the entire work force at Bethlehem, However, strikebhreakers
continued to get paid, remained in the companv's pood eraces, and if
the strike succeeded, would gain the exact same henefits resultine
from union recognition as the strikers would.

(Cwen “cFadden commented about his attitudes toward strike-

"

breakers; .« . ,'til this dav I can still nick out the scabs. Scabs

took this name with them to their praves. They couldn't live it down

18
The Bethlehem Globe Times, 25 March 1941, ». 12,

19
Tbid., n. 30.
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20
even though we didn't rub it in." ‘{cFadden, alons with manyv of

his fellow workers, despised even more the men that siened union
cards and joined SWOC but still participated as strilkebreakers
durine the walk-out, McFadden recalled that nro-union men would
get so frustrated that they would throw paint on the homes of
noted strikebreakers, He then stated, however, that: ". . . maybe
we should have taken it out on the employees instead of their
homes."21

Nicholas Kiak recalled that both his brother and his
best friend were strikebreakers and remained locked in the nlant
throughout the strike's entirety; he then talked about the tensions
caused by the 111 feelings and bitterness.z2 Another man, George
Dancho, remained indifferent to the on-going organizing camnaien,
refused to participate in the strike in any caracity, and even left
town durine the course of the strike. Dancho explained his feelings
at the time: "I was afraid of renrisals. I didn't want to be called
a scab."z3 The frustration and bitterness felt by most of
BPethlehem's work force durinpg the March strike, seemed evident by

statements such as these,

he strike ended con March 28, 1941, after an all-pieht

20
Interview with Owen Mc%adden,

n
2lip4q,

22
Interview with Nicholas Xiak.

Interview with George Dancho,
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conference hetween Federal and State mediators, union leaders and
manaecement officials, The terms of the acgreement stipulated that
strikers could return to worl without a loss of seniority, that
the companv would continue to meet and deal with renresentatives
of its emplovees in collective bareainine, and all dealines would
be without discrimination., ‘'loreover, the company would deal with
SWOC as the collective bargaining aeency for its memhers, and it
would accord SWOC ecual privileges and opportunities including a
mutuallv accepted manner of handline grievances, However, future
action with reference to the selection of an exclusive bargaining
arency would await final disnrosition of the case nendine in the
24

Court,

In the end, SWOC claimed a major victory even thouch
they onlv succeeded in achieving one of their strike demands 1in
entirety; the other three stipulations heing company inspired
during the negotiations. But most important, a major obstacle
to SVOC's campaign reversed itself as a result of this new Aagree-
ment. The steel unien finally obtained a written settlement from
the largest and most powerful member of the traditionally anti-
union Little Steel group--the Bethlehem Steel Corporation. As one

SWOC man reportedlv stated, 'We consider this the same as a written,

25
signed apreement with the Bethlehem Steel Company."

5
”4The Bethlehem Globe Times, 28 MMarch 1941, p. 1.
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SWOC called a victorv narade to celebrate the favorable
outcome of the strile., John Wadolnev recalled that, ". . . wher
the strile was called there were onlv one-hundred and sixty-five
paid up members. We weren't vervy confident. But bv the narade

26
therc were 10,000," R.A. Lewis, General Manapger of the main
plant, exnressed a sense of relief that the strike ended rather
quicklv, "The efforts that were made successfully to restore and
maintain order so that the men could eo to and from work were an
important contributing factor in the reaching of ar early adjust-
27

ment,"

Later, in 1941, NLRR conducted elections revealed a
majoritv of employee support for SWOC. The largest adverse vote

was at Bethlehem, Pennsylvania. At the main nlant, 5,095 voting

steel workers favored an independent union to 11,535 for the

28
svoC.,

As SWOC expected, the success of this phase of their
organizing drive, aimed at the Bethlehem Steel Cornoration, snread
to the remaining unorgan%zed Little Steel companies. The steel
workers emploved at these firms revealed through NLRB directed
elections their strong desire for an independent industrial union

represented by SWOC., Therefore, the Steel Workers Organizine

Interview with John Wadolnev,

27
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Galenson, CIO Challenge to the AFL, »n. 1ll6.
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Cormittee was entitled under federal law to become tte exclusive
collective barecaining agent at the remainineg non-union American
steel cornorations.

In September, 1941, the Little Steea comnpanies reversed
their traditional nolicv of anti-unionism, recoenized SWOC and beean
the nrocess of collective bargaining with the steel urion. V|owever,
negotiations were long and drawvm out, On April 14, 1942  a settle-
ment was finallv reached between the manarement of these firms and
the union., The agrecement gave the nation's steel workers a wage in-
crease of ten cents ner hour, more liberal vacations, extra pav for
holiday work and additional subsidiarv benefits,

However, hefore the steel settlement was finalized, the
United States ertered the war., In order to maintain uninterrupted
steel nroduction, Tresident Ronsevelt, on Januarv 12, 1942, esta-
blished the National War Labor Board (WLB). The WLB was empowered
to set wages, hours, and union conditions and through the war nowers
of the President it could enforce these in a final extremitv hv
rovernment seizure and operation of plants., The WLB defended labor's
rights under the Wagner Act.

The Board arrived at a compromise on the union shon
cuestion vhich created considerable hostilitv hetween manacement
and labor. It was known as the "maintenance of membershin'" clause.
This clause stipulated that non-union members hired into a war nlant
wvere not required to join the union as a condition of emplovment,
but members had to remain in it, Moreover, the union remained the
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collective barcainine agent for the duration of the contract,

In addition, on July 16, 1942, the Board resnonded to

the rise in the cost of living durfne that vear with the so-called

.®
Little Steel formula., Under the Formula, ste;l workers across the
nation obtained a 5 1/2 cents ner hour ware increase; " . . . the
fipure beine based unon a decline in their real hourlyv wapes since
Januarv 1, 1941 nlus certain other equities arisine out of the
29

recuirements of the national anti-inflationarv proeram."

In summary, the National Labor Relations Board, in 1941,
certified SWOC as the collective bargaining agent for emnlovees of
four of the Little Steel corporations: Bethlehem Steel, Repnublic
Steel, Tnland Steel, and Youngstown Sheet and Tube. And bv Auecust,
1942, the four independent steel producers had sipned contracts
with SWOC, Finally, in Sentember, 1942, United States Steel
changed their contract and granted SWOC exclusive bargaining rishts,
maintenance of membership and tlie check-off.

Thus, SWOC had completel their major task--the successful
unionization of the entire American steel industrv, In 1942, the
CIO0 dissolved the Steel Worlkers Crganizing Committee and replaced
it with the United Steel Workers of America. Franlk Staffieri, who

remained neutral durine the entire oreanizine drive at Bethlehem

Steel, commented that: '"'The United Steel Workers of America is a

29
Ibid.
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39
good union. Thev take good care of vou,"

‘fanv of the men emnloved at Bethlehem vividly recalled
tlie fight for union recognition between 1936 and 1941, regardless
of the role thev plaved in the event, Those that actdvelv
particinated in the orranizing drive exnressed a sense of nride
and satisfaction in what thev helped accomplish, But for all
those emnloved by the nation's steel nroducers, rerardless of
their attitudes toward unionism, the ultimate achievement of the
goals and objectives inherent in the idea of unionism, over the
vears, drastically chanped the terms and conditions of their employ-
ment. Moreovar, unionization uneraded the economic circumstances
and changed the personal living standards of industrial steel
workers. Herbert Sechler vividly described what union recognition
eventuallv meant to himself and his fellow workers: ". . . 1t was

31
the same as the sun coming up."

All of the retired Bethlehem workers, including the
staunchly anti-union elements, recognized and accepted willingly
the benefits acouired by union recognition. When asked to point
out specific advantages resultine from unionization, almost all
of the men involved mentioned similar henefits. hey included in
their list such accomplishments as: hetter and safer workine con-

ditions, waees and hours; an imnroved, more efficient, system of

3OFranP Staffieri, Bethlehem, Pennsylvania, nersonal inter-
view with Steven W, Bates, 19 May 1975,

Interview with llerbert Sechler.
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handling grievances; unemployment compensation; health and death
benefits; nav for holidavs; paid vacations; higher pension »lars

and finallv, job security and protection. As one man put it,

32

" . . . the union eot the workineman a niece of the pie."

32
Interview with George Dancho.
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Conclusion

The Steel Workers Oreanizine Committee, under the direction
of the CIO, successfully completed their main objectives, the orrani-
zation of the nation's steel worlers around an independent industrial
union, the United Steel Workers of America. Their organizineg drive
toolk them less than ten vears tc complete and they virtually brought
an end to the long-standing nolicies of anti-unionism and the open
shop; policies which the nation's steel nroducers had self-richteously
emploved over the vears.

SWOC gained for themselves and the thousands of workers
they represented, recognition of an independent steel union, ex-
clusive baregaining rights at the corporations involved and the
benefits and advantages inherent in the idea of unionism itself.
These benefits included healtt insurance, nald vacations and holidays,
higher pensions, and supplemental unemployment benefits. Moreover,
the American steel worker gained securitv and protection through
seniority rights and a more comprehensive and effective gprievance
system. Eventually, labor in gpeneral, ascended to the position of
respectabilitv among the forces of power and influence in American
society,

Labor's struggle for this nower and respectability had
always been a difficult and many times violent and bloodv one in the
course of American historv; the organization of the steel industry
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was no excention. However, the historical circunstarces surrourding
the decade of the 1930's created a rine atrmosnhere for lahbor to de-
mand its eaqual share of rights and privileeces in American socictv,
This time labor liad an important ally in the federal government; for
the first time in American historv the government projected a
favorable national labor nolicv. The pro-labkor stance of Rooscvelt's
New Deal and the legislation enacted by it, snecificallv the KIFRA

and the Wagner Act, aided labor's cause sienificantlv., Basicallv,
those Acts legitimized and made a matter of public nolicy labor's
right to collective bargaining, Thus, labor ecained a legal basis of
sunport to forge ahead in the process of unionizing the nation's mass
production industries, and in narticular, the steel industrv,

Over and over again, the steel union, durine their or-
canizing drive, consistently tool advantapge of the NLRB and its
pro-labor symrathies., Whenever negotiations, striles and all other
means failed, SWOC relied on court action taken against specific steel
manufacturers to bring about their desired results. Finally, throuch
NLEB directed elections, SWOC made a convincing argument toward the
attainment of thelr goals of union recoanition and exclusive har-
gainineg riehts; at the companies involved, the steel union pained a
majority of emnloyee supnort and votes specifically repardine those
expressed issues,

The cordial atmnsphere, created bv the nro-lahor posture
of the federal povernment and the formation of the €TI0, forced a
majority of the nation's steel worlers to reevaluate their attitudes
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and oninions and tn stand hv those cenvictions reeardin~ tre urion
question., This lind of activitv, in manv instarces, Jdetermined the
future role each individual worker would n»nlav in the urion drive
for recoenition. “any men took a more nositive stand in nrder to
change the terms and conditions of their emplovment, joined SWOC's
ranks and became active union oreanizers.

As.evidenced by the study on Bethlehem Steel specifically,
the men that felt comnelled to become active unionists did so for
very definite reasons., Generally, these men exnerienced ereater
nressure and more demands placed on them bv their jobs and thelr
bosses than manv of their fellow workers did. The pro-union peonle
involved, encountered abusive and deecrading treatment from their
foremen and feared losing their jobs on a dav-to-day basis. This
kind of behavior only forced them to seek external means in order
to gain the security and nrotection thev needed and demanded.
Basically, the pro-unionists blamed the company and its policies for
forcing them into the nro-union camp and active unionist roles.

For men such as these, the union represented a positive
force, a wav out of their dilemma. Throueh conllective action and
group identification, the union gave them the strength and con-
fidence thev needed to continue worling in a hostile environment.

‘v fightine for a cause they believed in and trusting that their
objectives would eventually be achieved, manv steel workers rerained
self-confidence and were able to meet the challenges of their johs.
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The workmen that maintained anti-unionist positions
throuphout SWOC's organizing campaigrn at Bethlehem Steel ex-
perienced a much different set of circumstances in reeard to
the atmosphere in which thev worked. For the most nart, the anti-
union neople interviewed claimed te have a relativelv good re-
lationshin with their bosses and the comnany itself, Moreover,
this grour verv rarely mentioned encountering abusive or degradine
treatment from their foremen. In addition, most of them managed
to attain a reasonable amount of autonomy in their jobs, some-
times even allowing for a certain sense of creativity and ingenuity
in their work, Because of these particular circumstances, these
men did not fear losing their jobs on a day-to-day basis as the pro-
unionists did. Thus, their jobs afforded them the security and nro-~
tection that pro-union men claimed to lack; and the anti-unionists
believed that tlieir jobs would onrly he in jeopardy 1f they did
something to irritate and anger the company, such as joining the
union, Therefore, even though these men lacled specific benefits
and worked under bad conditions with low pay, they did not feel
an 1lmmediate compulsion caused bv real pressures and tensions to
change thelr condition cr to join the fight for unien recognition,

Ironically, the anti-unionists involved did not object
to the union's ideals and the benefits and advantages that would
result from union recognition, But these men chose anti-unionist
roles rather than remain neutral or indifferent to the union question;
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they clajmed to tal'e this nosition because they staunchlv dis-
apnroved of the tactics employed bv union men to eain their
objectives. The tactics mentioned most often included striles,
demonstrations, violence and intimidation. Thus, a hostile
working environment existed between the nro-union and anti-union
3teel workers at Bethlehem.

The majority of Bethlehem's work force, along vith other
worlers lite themselves located in the nation's steel centers,
felt the effects of the on-going process of SWOC's organizing cam-
paign from 1936-1941. Sometime during that period, they all faced
the problem of malking a decision, one way or another, in recard to
their individual role in the union's fight,

As their jobs varied, so did the departments in which
they worked, the ethnic and relipious comnosition of their fellow
employees, the personalities of their foremen and their attitudes
toward work in eeneral. All of these factors influenced the mens'
daily on the job experiences and thus, helped shape their attitudes
and oninions toward unionism,

However, those that finally joined SWOC and became active
unionists directly participated in the events that eventuallv
changed the entire course of American labor history. Moreover,
they gained for themselves and others like them the benefits and
advantages inherent in the idea of unionism. The effects of their
successful efforts, are still experienced or encountered today in
almost everv facet of American life, Although labor still fiphts
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for more benefits and increased wapes, the present generation of
steel workers face a(totally differcnt set of circumstances than
their forebearers did. These piloneers of unionism changed the

lot of the American worker and established an imnortant nlace ‘or

labor in American society.
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