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ABSTRACT

THE LABOR POLICY OF THE
EISENHOWER ADMINISTRATICN

by Robert S. Cutler

Three aspects of the Eisenhower administration's
policy were examined in an effort to determine the ad-
ministration's response to the problems posed by or-
ganized labor in the 1950's., President Eisenhower's
first unhappy encounter with organized labor came when
he appointed a labor official, Martin P. Durkin, as
Secretary of Labor in a gesture of goodwill toward the
labor movemeant. Labor policy in 19535 was mainly con-
cerned with preparing a program to revise the Taft-
Hartley act. Eisenhower, apparently urged to appoint
Durkin by the moderate Republicans in his administra-
tion, showed very little enthusiasm for Durkin's pro-
posed revisions for the law. By failing to act in
Durkin's behalf during the struggle that ensued with
Secretary of Commerce Sinclair Weeks, Eisenhower
strengthened the hand of 0ld guard Republicans who had
violently protested the appointment in the first place.
The effort to present a new, positive image of the Re-

publican party by moderate Republicans was stymied by

Eisenhower's refusal to intervene.
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The ill will created by the Durkin "experiment"
between labor and the administration was only partly
eradicated by Durkin's successor, James P. Mitchell.
The strike policy of the Eisenhower administration was
an important factor in the hostility which labor demon-
strated toward the administration as the years passed.
Although Eisenhower sincerely tried to protect the pub-
lic interest by urging the union .and management to be
statesmenlike in the steel strikes of 1956 and 1959,
the President's "hands-off"™ policy ignored other issues
besides the simple economic argument involved. The
pressure of public opinioan, the demands of partisan
politics and the needs of national defense were primary
factors that forced the administration to bring pres-
sure to bear on the parties to compromise in both cases
by behind-the-scenes intervention. Clinging to an over-
ly simple vision of a free economy Eisenhower delayed
acting uatil the last possible moment, further alien-
ating the labor movement by encouraging a long strike
that brought greater hardships to the union members.

The enmity of labor was sealed by the Presideat's
decision to support a coalition of Republicans and
Southera Democrats who favored repressive, punitive
legislatioa to correct union abuses revealed by the
McClellan Rackets Committee after 1957. On this issue
Eisenhower first followed the advice of Mitchell, a

moderate Republican who favored labor policies that
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would convince the labor leaders that the Republicans
were not anti-labor. Eisenhower's disenchantment with
labor leaders, whom he viewed as mere "special plead-
ers," was complete by 1958. Instead of supporting bi-
partisan moderate reform legislation Eisenhower per-
mitted the issue to linger on until the 1958 congres-
sional elections were over. No gains were won by Re-
publican candidates on the issue of union corruption.
But the continued efforts of the McClellan Rackets
Committee plus the reluctance of labor leaders to back
any reform program ia 1959 lent strength to the move-
meat im the Congress to write more restrictive legis-
lation. Eisenhower found the congressional coansensus
in 1959 and vigorously supported legislation that ap-
peared to carry majority support. The influence of
his active participation in labor policy formation was
clearly seea after 1958, and he secured legislation
in 1959 that he considered close to his owa program.
Between 1953 and 1958 Eisenhower passively
supported moderate efforts to improve the Republican
party's relations with labor. He wavered frequeatly
ia thisg effort, which might have been a decisive fac-
tor governimg its failure. After 1958 Eisenhower chose
to support many of the views of his party's old guard,
especially those of the late Semator Robert A. Taft,
Sr. His transition from a passive to an active Presi-
dent brought his conservative views of labor into

clearer focus.
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The memoirs Ly various members of the Eisean-
hower administration provided important information
about the setting im which labor policy was formulated
although they offered slightly less reliable evidence
pertaining to the various aspects of labor policy it-
self. For the administration's official position on
labor policy various hearings and reports were con-
sulted, which also provided a good indication of pub-
lic, labor and management reaction to Eisenhower's
policy. Hearings on revision of the Taft-Hartley act,
and the McClellan Rackets Committee hearings were valu-

able sources.
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Chat Tuwx I
{LE LJusId "BXEsLLlegdT"

Consiicuvusly abseat fiow the rauxs of the
"Cruscders" who cast their votes ia 195¢ for rresident
Dwight D. bEisenhower weie the lezcers aac nenbers cf
Organized labor.l Unable to accept migsenhower's pro-
resals for oanly wmiaor changes ia the contrcversial Taft-
Hartley act, tlhe Awerican Feder:tion of Labor, in an
unusual aisplay of ,olitical partissnship, publicly ea-

(A

dorsed Aaleai 4. Steveason, who suj.orted the Lemocratic
rlatform demanda for repeal of the law.2 Lesgite the

A. F. of L.'s bluat rejection of his views on labor leg-
islation, Zisenhower turned to its lewcership in selec-
ting his cecretary of Lebor, kartin F. Durxian. In tle
mcanths that followed, Durkin attemptec to cem.it the
Biseahower administratican to pactial restcoration of
Qabner act policies, but Le wes op;0sed at every turn
by the secretary of Commerce, 3Sinclair uecexs., After

prolonged bargaining with hostile meibers of the aduin-

lLuuis Harris, Is there & Republicaa l.ajority?
Tolitical Trends, 1952 - 1954 (llew York: hLerper, 1Yyo4),
pPp. L4l-it5, 147/,

2ngort of the frocseainys of the Zeveanty-First
Convention of the Arericaa rederation of Lavol (1Y),
pPpe 02, 51ll-12.
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istratioun and the Congress, Durkin manuged to prepare
a list of nineteen recchm.euauaticns for irevision of thle
Taft-hartley act. Wwhen diseuhower refused to support
these sugiestions, Durkin iesigned in aisgust, chargling
thet the lresicent had broken kis prowmises to crganized

labor.”

In lanaate for Change Eisenhower vrote that he

considered his effort to include a labor lezaer in his
) . 4 _ .
Cabinet an "experimeat". Sherwman Adamns used the same

term ia Firsthend heport and prinly observed that "it
II5

was an experiment doomed frow the start to failure.
That it failed, of course, was evident, but it repre-
seated the earliest example of the path of aevelopment
which Eisenhower's labor policy was to follow. The
conflicting elements which refused to ccubine in the
Durkin experiment coatinued to influence “isenhower and
Durkin's successcr, James F. Litcliell, as they attempted
to put into practice a program that vwould zssure a
greater measure of ilnuustrial pesce and a greater meas-
ure of political support from orgenizea lebor. The con-
flict in the republican party betweean the "woaerutesg"
and the "old puara" helpea assure the fuilure of the

Durkin experiment, aad this coaflict was revealea later

5A. F. of L., Proceedines (1955), p. 40,

4Lwig,ht D. Eisenhower, ltandate for Change 1Yynr-—
1956 (New York: Doubleday, 1l9os), p. 91.

5Sherman Adams, Firsthand xeport: the 3tory of
the Eisenhower Acwinistration (iiew Yor<: harper, lvol),
Pe ©OCZo
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as Eisenhower triea to puice labor reform legislaticn
through the Congress. LHisenhower's cautious wooing of
the A. F. of L. was haujpered by the fact thet the "coa-
servative" A. F., of L. found pore ia comi.on with its
rival, the Coagress of Industrial Crgcanizations, then

it aia with the Republicaa perty. when tbe two unions
mergea in 19,5, it becawe even more airficult for Bisen-
hower to win labor's political suppcrt. Finally, Eisen-
hower's equivocal attitude towara organizeda lsbor - a
mixture of "naive iuealisiw" and practical politics -
further complicated his efforts to foriwulate practical
policies for labor.

Bxcept for his opinion about the Tiaelunds oil
issue, Eisenhower was not well-acqueinted v.ith the ex-
teunt and complexity of the domestic problews, including
the Taft-Hartley act, before the nation when he entered
the 1952 carpaign for the Presidency.b By September 17,
he was ready to preseat hLis views on the labor law to
the delegates of the seventy-first conveﬁtion of the A.
F. of L. The less than enthusiastic greeting he receiv-
ed was caused by the fact that Eisenhower, va September
12, had nepotiatea a truce with Senator robert A. Taft,
Sr. at the now-famous Morningside heights coaference.

In the statement releasea following the weeting, Zisens

hower szid that he was satisfied with the Taft-Lartley

act's purpose and that only minor chaages might be

“Landate, pp. 55-56; cf. Ibid., bp. 195-97.






needed to improve it.7

In his speech, perhaps prepared by Harold Stas-
sen and Emmet John Hughes, Eisenhower urged his audi-
ence to be "realistic" and give up their demands for
repeal of what, in his opinion, was basically sound

legislation.8

Their own Executive Council had adopted
such an attitude, and it compared to his own, he said.
But while Eisenhower repeated that only minor changes
were required, the Executive Council's report suggest-
ed that only drastic revision of the law would elimi-
nate the abuses it contained.9
Since 1947, when the act was passed, labor lead-
ers had cried, perhaps somewhat hysterically, that the
act was a "slave labor law". The council's report was
more restrained, but it continued to raise objections
long a part of labor's attack upon the bill., Citing
the expense of seemingly endless litigation created by
the provisions restricting traditional organizing prac-
tices, as well as the general anti-labor intent of the
law, the council's report, though favoring amendment

rather than repeal, clearly weant far beyond Eisenhower's

modest proposals to change only minor parts of the law.

’New York Times, September 13, 1952. Also

William S, White, The Taft Story (New York: Harper,
1954), p. 190.
8

A. P. of L., Proceedings (1952), p. 363%.

9Report of the Executive Council of the Ameri-
can Federation of Labor to the Seveaty-First Conventioan

(195251 bp. 7€o 35‘539 1329 215-17,
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On this issue the A. F. of L. wmore closely agreed with
its rivul, the C. I. G.1Y

Bisenhower informea his audience thet he was
avare that the law cculd be a threst to uaniva security.
Le avoided specific cetails in saying that "1 <aow how
the law might be used to trewuk uaicas. America waats
no law licensiag union-busting. Aad aeither ao I."ll
Whea compared to his loraing side Hei lts statereat,
this was strong criticism, ana it seewed cvut of place
in the coantext of kis message. DHut le cautioned that
before anytiing could be wune to coriect tlils aspect
of the law, more stuay was uneedeu., Hisenhower promised
in his speech to coansult lavor, iacustry, and the pub-
lic ia preparing, changes for the law.

By bringing all parties coancer.ued with the law
together, Zisenhower optimistically expected the prob-
lem to solve itself. In Keeping with this method, he
firmly declared that the issue was too iwmporteat to be
a political issue. Le intended to maxe no "slaated ap-
peals"™ to labor or aayone else, ana hLis efforts would
aot be "ewupty thectrical &estures."l2

Although Tiseahower prowised lavor a "fair

hearing™ in his adwinistration, he gave no hint during

lOU.S., Congress, House, Counrnittee on Eaucatiovin
and Labor, Hearings, Lsbor-kanarereat usluatiocas, sord

11

A. F. of L., froceedings (1952), p. ik,

11pi4.



o

the campaipn that he intenaed to &ppoint a union lead-
er to his Cabinet. That decision prcevacly was not wade
uantil after the election. In choosiug his Catinet,
BDisenhbower relied upoa the device of a "screeninyg com-
mittee," composea of hLerbert EBrownell Jr., and General
Lucius D. Clay, to narrow cown lists of potentisl ap-
pointees submnitted by top mepublicaas to one or two
names., After a thorough security checx of eligible caa-
didates, Eiseanhower, accordiag to his accouant, made the
final decision.lﬁ

Jo recora is available to iacvicate the alter-
natives to Durxin whkich the rresiaeat coasiderea. he
"wanted no one who had evidenced extreme views in labor-
manggenent relatioas," and, despite Durkin's support
of Stevensoa aad his oppositiocn to the Tuft-hurtley
act, he a parently wet Eisenhower's requirements.l4
Durkin was president of the Unitea Associsztion of Jour-
neymen and Apjprentices of the Fluwbing and Fipefitting
Indaustry, a post he had held since 1945. He huad been
affiliated with his union as a business apeat and sec-
retary-treasurer prior to his electicn. Betweea 195
and 1945% Durxin was Lead of the Illinois Departmeat of
Labor. During that tiwe, c¢n at least ocane occasion,
Durkin esrned the enmity of the Unitea line workers,

then an affiliate of the C. I. U., wlea ke refused to

lQMandate, pe 115.

Yryig., p. ou.
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permit stri<ing miners to receive uuerployumeat Lenefits.
At the tiwe of his appoiantment to Eiseancvwer's Cabinet,
observers recalled his appareant hostility towara the C.

I. O. and speculated as tou whether or not it woula

continue.lp

Sherman Adams asserted that Zisenbcwer was uaa-
wure of the coaflict betweea the A. F. ¢f L. and tlLe
C. I. C. until after his meeting with walter zeuther,
late in February 1955.16 Accordaing to this view, Xisen-
hower was not only naively optimistic, but also apjar-
ently abysmally ipnorant of the mcst eleumentary facts
about the labor mwovemeat. Bven if this were tke case,
Herbtert Browanell was nct ignorant c¢f the cleavage tet-
ween the two unicns. Larold stassen, the man who recom-
mencea lurxin, sccording to Adans, wes well-acyuclated
with the labor movement "ana worzeda hara to bring lead-
ers of orpanized labor into the Republican cump'" during
the Camgaitn.l7 ke could not have been unusware of tlLe
rivalry between the unions eitlier., Hisenlower trusted
the aavice of both men implicitly, end in tle case of
Stassen, uawisely, in Adaws' oginiun.ld Adur.s's argu-

weant that Eiseanhcwer was unaware cf the split tetween

17v.f«'all Street Journsl, Decernter 2, 1992; Ibid.,

December 11, 19Y5c.

leirsthand Neport, L. O.

l7Ibid0 'Y Po 6'51"0
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the A. F. of L. aana the C. I. «. et tle tiuwe Le wecidea
to appeint Lur«in as secretery of Lubor se-~mea uafouaaed.

KBiseuahower aiscussed his notives for sp,oin-
19

ting Durkian ia runcante for Cran.e. 4 lactor leuaer,

in his opinicn, should have tecean best gualified to un-
derstand the complex probtlens of orgaunlzeu labor. A
labor "expert" in the Lepartmeat of Lubor woula achieve
one of Liseanhower's muin goals of renoving pressure
frowm tre iresicent to interveue in jroblens t=tween la-
bor eud ransgewmeat. In scaitica, a labour lecuer in tle
Cebinet would serve to "ccuatervelacce" the tusiness-
criented views of the Zecretary of Comierce, 3ianclair
weeks, ©nut most impcrtent, Durxin vwas intencea to
serve as a symbol of the Liseihower administraticn's
"gooawill" toward the labor woveneat. Lo motives ie-
motely reflecting political aiws for tire e&; pouiatreat
were sug.ested, cf course, but witicut tle. the appoint-
rent a,pesred to huve been a censeless eijerineant.

In the lighkt of Durkin's unfuvorable wttitace
toward the C, I. (., wkich #iseahower rust L.ve known,
if tre examination of Durxin's pust wctivities were as
thorcagh as tie liesiceat said it vwaes, it see.ed un-
likely tlLat orpunized lsbor was cestliaea to recelve a
"fair hkecirin,." Dia Lurkin uacerstaund tie rotless
of the incustrial uunicas c¢f tie C. 1. (.7 lYtrcravly aot.

Cn the otlher baad, the C. I. (. coula haraly be expec-

9, . 90, 196-97.
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ted to takxe its problewns to the Lepsrtwment of Lebor
directed bty a rival union leader. asaens argued that
it wezs this obvious problem which Liseanhcwer was una-—
ware of when hé clhicse Durxin.2o rerhagrs, iasteuwd, the
appointuent was cesiganed to close off one nore aveaue
by which the C. I. C. coula vring jlressure oa the aa-
ministration. 3ince diseahower haa wlreway muae it
clear thet le intencea not to ianterveane directly in la-
bor-mana.emweat problems, the C. I. C. khad no way cof
securiag sup,ort from the administration.

The argumeant that Dur<in would serve to balance
the views of the decretary of Cowrerce was eguelly un-—
satisfactory. 1n view of the fact thet kisenhower ae-
liberately selectsd a Cabinet that was "business-ori-
eated," Duckian could have beea at best a voice crying
in the wilderaness. (ne neeaus only to recall Durkin's
remars to a friend that when he entered a room "every-
one stopped talging" to measure the traunsparent inap-
propriateness of Eisenhower's motive.21

The iatention to use burkia as a symbol of
goodwill seemed to fit best iato the jicture cf Eisean-
hower as an oytimist and an iceslist. The presence of
Durkin, in biseanlower's opinion, "would serve notice
on tke unions and the public that governmeunt deliber-

ations at the highest levels were copen and aboveboard

N

OFirsthand Report, pp. 6, 7, 502.

ne

lNew York Times, Septewber 11, 1vu55.




10
and precluded the possitility of any ceabels aeveloping

nee At the same

counter to the interests of labor.
time H®isenhower tock .recautioas with Dur«in thzt he
did not teke with othsr Cabinet leaders. Accorai.uay to
Bzra Taft Benson, once fiseanhbower selected his man for
a job he did noct attempt to supervise him.23 Durkin
was not able to operate freely, howsver. The Secretary
of Comnerce v.as assigned, or apjpointed himself, to
sarve as a "watchaog" over Lurkin's attempts to write
recommeandations for revisiag the Taft-kertley act. At
a critical Jjuncture in their relatioastip, diseqal.ower
cdemanded thut the wmembers of the "ianrformal" committee
with whom Durkia was working on the laber law, be in

. o2
unanimous agreewent va suggested changes. At the
.

same time Eisenhower acescribed Turkin and i.ieeXs as
2

Ui

"poles apart" oa many issues affecting the law. un-
der such circumstaaces Durkin's hands were effectively
tied by the Fresicent. Syuwbolic gestures were inaae-
guate to win the political supjort of organized labor,
as A. F. of L. presicent George Leany imglied in Lis

rublic statement approving the Lurkin aLpointment.ab

2dhandate, p. 198,

Ceross—Fire: the Zipht Years with Zisenhower
(New York: Doubleaay, lJoc), pie 72, loo=0lb.

CL‘-L“C‘QO ate 9 i" . lvdo

“5Tbid., p. 196.

20 . L e .
Americaan Feaerationist, LIX, Z3. 4lso New
Yor« Times, Dbecewber o, 19Yoc.
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Although Yresidant Eisenhcwer harbored a dis-
taste for political "in-figkting," ke was nct unable
to pursue political objectives, as Samuel Luatell (bL-

]

: . . - - N - <
served in his book, Tlhe revclt of tlie lLoderctes,

During the campaipn Eiseanhower kea abunacvnea his old
friend General Gecrpge C. larshall on the zavice of
trusted advisers, by refusing to criticize Lenator
Joseph F. LcCarthy for his unwarranted attack ugon
L.arshall's loyalty.2d kaving only recently acquirea
an "ideal" method for solving labor's problems, it was
prerhaps less difficult for the Fresideat tu set asiae
thiis methoud whken urged to ajpoint a labor leader who
would be pulitically useful as well as serving as a
sywbol., During his campai,n bhe had raised labor issues
above politics, and he continued to espouse. this theuwue
in his first State-cf-the-Union nessage when he said
that "the cetermination of laboer policy must be gov-
ernea not by the vagaries of political expediency but
by the finest principles aua convictious."29 Terhags

at this point Zisenhower saw no conflict between the

e
“/Lean Albertson (ed.), Ziseahower szs Tresi-

dent (Wew York: kiil and wang, 19o2), "Ye Counpleut
Folitical Angler", p. 19.

““pirsthand Report, pp. 21-22. Also Znmet
John Lughes, The Craeal of Fower: A rolitical lL.emouir
of the Eisenhower Years (New Yorg: athieaeuw, lvol),
Pre. 41-45.

ngublic Faprers of the Iresiceats c¢f tre Unit-
ea States: Dwipht D. Biseuhower 19,5 (washingtoa, D.
Ce: U.Se Government Friantinyg, Cffice, 1v0U), pp. 28-50.
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Durkin appointment and the realization of his non-po-
litical solution for the problems of labor and manage-
ment.

The potential political value of the Durkin
appointment made it a worthwhile gamble for the Repub-
lican administration since a political alliance forged
between the Republican party and the A. F. of L. would
serve to weaken the old "Roosevelt coalition"™ by off-
setting the strength of the aliliance of the Democratic
party and the C. I. O. Even if no votes were forth-
coming, the identification of A. F. of L. interests
with the "moderate™ Republican position would serve to
assure the continued disunity of the labor movemeat.

Since 1947 efforts to merge the two unions had
failed, but their waning political influence coupled
with the new strength of the Republican party created
& situation encouraging new merger efforts. The Taft-
Hartley act was one focus of unity for the rival unions
since it applied to both groups. Was it unreasonable
to hope that a political alliance could be at least
tentatively formed by trading revisions in the Taft-
Hartley act suited to the interests of the A. F. of L.?
The presence of an A. F. of L. leader alone was insuf-
ficient; tangible benefits had to be offerred. By

limiting changes in the law to those which had been
suggested by Senator Taft there was little danger of

alienating the old guard members of the party who looked
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upon the Taft-Hartley act as a major instrument of bal-
ancing power betweea labor and management. In a sease,
the Durkin appointment would serve to unify the Repub-
lican party, at least partially, as well as to advance
the political interests of the party.

Perhaps, if Eisenhower had discussed the ap-
pointment with Senator Taft before announcing his de-
cision, the President could have prevented the angry

outburst which Taft delivered in a news confereance

published in the New York Times on December 5, follow-
ing the annocuncement that Durkin had been selected for
the Cabinet. Eisenhower said in Mandate for Change

that he expected bitter opposition from the old guard,
and that he feared violent criticism would frighten

away likely candidates for the post.50

His secrecy
only angered the old guard, however.

Presented with a fait accompli Taft rebelled.

The appointment apparently coafirmed his suspicion that
Eisenhower was politically ignorant. But most of his
criticism was aimed at Brownell who had ignored Taft's
Cabinet suggestions. In the case of the Department of
Labor, Taft had suggested Clarence Manion, Dean of the
Notre Dame Law School and an ultra-conservative. While
Manion might have impressed Eisenhower's screening com-

mittee as a "union-buster,™ the Durkin appointment, in

3Oyandate, p. 30.
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Taft's opinion, was "incredible."

Taft could not believe that a Stevenson sup-
porter and a foe of the Taft-Hartley act could have
been appointed. "This appointment," said Taft, "leaves
without representation in the Cabinet those millions
of Democrats . . . who left their party to support Gen-
eral Eisenhower, and gives representation to their most
bitter opponent:s."51 Taft wondered how Brownell could
have been 80 misinformed on political realities to en-
courage such a decision. Eisenhower was surrounded by
men of the Dewey camp, and for Taft the Durkin nomina-
tion was an indication of their political incompe-
tence.32

Eisenhower appeared to have an inadequate grasp
of sound Republican principles. Although William S.
White, Taft's sympathetic biographer, said that the
question was not important enough to make an issue of
it, for a time, it appeared that Taft intended to do
just that.55 Taft had argued often that the union
"bosses" were not acting in the interests of their rank-
and-file members. He called the selection of Durkin
"an affront to the millions of union members and their

officers who had the courage to defy the edict of

3lNew York Times, December 3%, 1952,

52Ynite, The Taft Story, pp. 209-10

> mida., pp. 210-11.
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officials like Mr. Durkin that they vote for Steven-
son."54 For the moment at least, Taft appeared uneasy
about Eisenhower's grasp of this fundamental fact.

The uneasy truce which Eisenhower had negoti-
ated at Morningside Heights on September 12, appeared
to have ended. But two days later Taft relented. No
reasons were given for his change of mind although his
biographer said that Taft was determined to provide
the necessary political wisdom so obviously lacking
in the new administration to insure the success of a
sound Republican program.55 Perhaps another, more
practical reason lay in the fact that Taft was unable
to muster much support from other members of the old
guard. Senator Eugene A. Milliken of Colorado one of
Taft's staunch supporters observed for reporters that
the President was entitled to select his own Cabinet.56
Although he refused to comment on the wisdom of the
choice, he expressed no violeat opposition. According
to Adams' account, a delegation of o0ld guard Republi-
cans visited Eisenhower at Moraingside Heights soon af-
ter the announcement, admonishing him to avoid a repe-

tition of the Durkin appointment in the future.57 The

34New York Times, December 35, 1952.

55White, The Taft Story pp. 212, 213, 216.
36

New York Times, December 3%, 1952,

57Firsthand Report, p. 58.
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Durkin experiment failed to receive the endorsement of
the old guard, as much from the tactical blunder Eisen-
hower committed, as from distaste for an alliance with
even a supposedly conservative br.nch of the labor
movement.

With the 0ld guard glowering in the background,
Eisenhower attempted to put into effect his method of
resolving the problems created by the Taft-Hartley act.
By bringing labor, management, =znd the public togeth-
er, Eisenhower hoped to secure recommendations for
changing the law that would satisfy everyone. In his
first State-of-the-Union message Eisenhower said he
had authorized Durkin to establish promptly a tripar-
tite advisory committee consisting of employers, labor,
and the public to prepare recommendations that would
direct the President's efforts to revise the law.58

After a month of preparation Durkin annouanced
that fifteen people had been selected to serve on the
tripartite Labor Department Advisory Commission.59
The "public®" was represeanted by Jean T. McKelvey, Dean
of Cornell University; Dr. Sumner H. Schlicter, from
Harvard University; Cyrus S. Ching, a former director

of the Federal Mediation and Conciliiation Service (FMCS)

during the Truman administration; Dr. Maurice T. Van

58Public Papers . . . 1955, p. 29.

59New York Tiues, March 5, 1953.
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Hecke, of North Carolina University; and Dr. Paul A.
Dodd, of the University of California. The management
representatives were drawn from a wide range of indus-
tries. Harry R. Moses, Presideat of the Bituminous
Coal Operators Association; David Zellerbach, of Crown-
Zellerbach Corporation; John J. O'Donnell, President
of the National Constructors Association; Ben Moreel,
of Jones and Laughlin Steel Corporation; and Frank Ris-
ling, President of the Auto Parts Nanufacturers Asso-
ciation presented management's views, Durkin assembled
an impressive group of union leaders for the confer-
ence, George Meany, Walter Reuther, David J. MacDonald,
President of the United Steelworkers of America; George
Harrison of the Brotherhood of Railway Workers; and
John L. Lewis of the United Mine Workers provided a
cross-section of union leadership.

On March 6, 1953 the group assembled in Wash-
ington, D. C. to discuss a twenty-point agenda pre-
pared by Durkin. At the top of the list was the pro-
vision of the Taft-Hartley act which denied economic
strikers voting rights in representation elections.
This was the provision which Eisenhower apparently re-
ferred to during his campaign as a potential threat
to union security. Labor leaders had argued that in
a period of job scarcity an employer, seeking to re-
duce labor costs, could provoke a strike briang in

strikebreakers, and then demand a represeantation
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election. The result, the unions argued, was that
the union would lose the right to represent the work-
ers involved, thus undermining union security.
According to a press conference statement by

George Meany, reported by the New York Times on March

7, the commission spent the morning discussiag this
provision, and during the afternoon session the lapor
leaders suggested that the issue be put to a vote.

The management representatives withdrew for a "caueus"
and returned to state that they would not vote on this
or any other issue since it went beyond the purpose of
the group. The industrial representatives said they
would exchange views on issues but refused to vote.
The majority of the group favored easing the restric-
tion, according to Meany; management was attempting to
preveant any chenges. He said "I am forced to the in-
escapeable conclusion, from their actions that these
representatives of industry are perfectly conteat to
sit tight with the Taft-Hartley act as now written -
with all its unfairness and union-busting provisions -
and will take part in no move to make the law more ac-

ceptable to 1abor."40

The group met the next day,
reached no compromise, and adjourned indefinitely.
Eisenhower's campaigan promise to avoid "empty

theatrical gestures" was not to be easily kept as this

401pid., March 7, 1953
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conference demonstrated. Eisenhower's simple solution
to the labor law problem was no solutiocn at all. In-
stead, the tripartite com.uission almost became a source
of embarassment for the administration. By voting on
recommendations the labor leaders could have forced
Eisenhower to make far more exteansive changes in the
law than bhe had planned. The industrialists, apparent-
ly seansing that a majority of the public representa-
tives were on labor's side, preferred to end the con-
ference in deadlock rather than risk extensive changes.

President Eisenhower mace no public effort to
save the tripartite commission despite his earlier en-
thusiasm for the idea. Perhaps he realized the exteat
of the gulf that separated labor and management on the
issue of the Taft-Hartley act. Perhaps, also, he re-
alized that if the commission succeeded he might pos-
sibly be committed to extensive revisions of the law,
an event which would alienate the old puard and des-
troy the political value of the Durkin appointment.

By not acting, the President eliminated the influence
of the C. I. O. in his administration.

In addition, Meany's belligerent statements
indicated perhaps that the A. F. of L. sought more
changes than the Republicans would give. The Taft-
Hartley act continued to serve as a focus of unity for
the rival unions. By eliminating a cross-section of

unions and conceantrating upon the A. F. of L. repre-
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sented by Durkin, the stage was set for changes that
would enhance rivalry rather than promote unity. In
the months to come, the C. I. C. was sigunificantly ab-
sent from discussions of revisions. Thus, the "fair
hearing" which Eisenhower promised for "labor" was in-
terpreted to mean labor as represeanted by the A. F.
of L.

Eisenhower did not discuss this abortive ef-
fort to find a solution for the Taft-Hartley act pro-

blem in Mandate for Change. Sherman Adams ignored it

also. Instead they provided an account of Durkin's
efforts to work with members of an "informal" commit-

tee within the administration.*!

Bernard Shanley and
Gerald Morgan, both lawyers who had helped prepare the
original languazge of the law, served as Eisenhower's
"liaisod' men. The rest of the group included Senator
Taft, Senator H. Alexander Smith, Represeantative Samuel
K. McConnell, and Sinclair Weeks. Durkin met with
these men or their representatives regularly from March
through July in an effort to prepare the administra-
tion's position on the labor law., Two congressional
committees waited more or less impatiently for Durkin
to appear before them; but he never came.

Progress was painfully slow. Durkin and Weeks

were unable to agree on many key issues; Eisenhower

4 .
1Mandate, pp. 196. Firsthand Report, pp. 7,

303.
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described them, as we have noted, as being "poles
apart.”™ Yet the Presideant did nothing to resolve the
dispute. The duel continued unabated. On May 16, ac-

cording to the New York Times Durkin announced that he

intended to submit a separate set of suggestions to
Eisenhower, and on May 235 the same paper quoted the
United States Chamber of Commerce's special bulletin to
its members, which charged that Durkin intended to
"wreck" the Taft-Hartley act. At the same time Durkin
denied charges that he intended to resign, and he in-
sisted that the administration would be able to state
its position on labor legislation before the first ses-
sion of the Eighty-Third Congress adjourned.

In the June issue of the American Federationist

George Meany charged that the administration did not
intend to produce a constructive legislative program
in this area for 195%. Recalling Eisenhower's pledge
to remove the "union-busting" features of the law Meany
called upon Eisenhower to take definite steps toward
achieving that goal.

.Meany's charges came up in Eisenhower's news

conference, reported in the New York Times oa June 19.

Characteristically evasive, Eiseahower refused to get
involved in a public argument with Meany. He did say
that he favored easing the voting restrictions on eco-
nomic strikers, and that the non-Comwnunist affidavit

should apply to management as well as labor. He then
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urged Meany to be patient since only five months of
study had elapsed.

Perhaps sensitive to Meany's criticism, Eisen-
hower attended a meeting of the informal committee on
the following day. In an effort to reassure Meany,
Eisenhower praised the group's "excelleant progress" as
he left the meeting. But he suggested no future date
on which the administration would be ready to state
its position. Representative McConnell quoted Eisen-
hower as being aware that someone was going to be dis-
pPleased with the group's results. Eisenhower was will-
ing to settle now for a position that was "reasonably
satisfactory, because you can't get something complete-
ly satisfactory . . . to labor, industry, and the pub-

42 Senator Taft indicated

lic," according to McConnell.
that labor would be satisfied with the proposals, but
he indicated also that it would be impossible to pre-
pare a position statement before the first session
ad;journed.45
The time element was of special importance to
Durkin since he had taken only a year's leave-of-ab-
sence from his union duties. His participation in the
Eisenhower administration, which labor was beginning

to suspect of deliberately delaying action on the labor

42New York Times, June 20, 1955.

“Spid.






23
law, endangered his union position. Since his future
as an “"Eisenhower" Republican was questionabie, Durkin
understandably intended to returan to his duties as a
union leader. Eisenhower's reluctance to assist the
Labor Secretary in his dispute with Weeks, which pro-
mised to continue, perhaps persuaded Durkin to seek an
opportunity to retire gracefully from the fray and pre-
serve his own influence in the A. F. of L. while caus-
ing as much embarassment to the Eisenhower administra-
tion as possible. Either through coanscious preparation
or fortuitous circumstances the opportunity soon pre-
sented itself.

The series of eveants culminating in Durkin's
resignation began in July. According to Durkin's ac-
count, delivered on September 22 to the delegates of
the 72nd conveation of the A. F. of L., eanough progress
had been made to permit the President to deliver his
special message on the Taft-Hartley act on July 51.44
But the message was not delivered because of Seanator
Taft's death on that date. On August 5, what Durkin
called the "official draft" and what Eisenhower called
only a very rough working draft of the message appeared

in the Wall Street Journal. The question of who re-

leased the draft remains a mystery since both sides

denied it and both sides would have gained by it.

44A. P. of L., Proceedings (1953), p. 479.
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In either case, the significant factor was the
"tone"™ as well as the substaance of the message. The
tone indicated that the administration had retreated
from its position favoring only minor changes ia the
law. The opening paragraph said that the law now re-
quired "amendments in a number of important respects."45
Durkin had bargained long and hard for nineteen amend-
ments thut brought a greater measure of "fairaess and

balance™ to the labor law. The Wall Street Journal of

August 3, credited Durkin for his persuasive powers and
said that "as some labor sources noted, it embodied far
from a substantial revision of the Taft-Hartley act."™

Three measures favored management. The first
established that once a contract had been negotiated
issues related to it could not be discussed without
mutual consent until the contract expired. Another
gsettled the issue of the "no maan's land" in.labor-man-
agement relations. Industries engaged in only minor
aspects of interstate commerce would be under the Jju-
risdiction of state labor laws if the National Labor
Relations Board declined to act. Finally, wording was
ingerted to protect the right of the states to maintain
order in "emergeancies" created by strikes.

The balance of the proposals were aiumed at elim-

inating some of labor's complaints about the law. For

4 Wall street Journal, August 3, 1953.
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the most part the changes affected the ianterests of the
A. F. of L. Two exceptions included a statemeant that
unions could not be held responsible for the misbehav-
ior of members simply because they were union members;
another gave unions greater latitude in their efforts
to rid unions of communist infiltrators and to protect
their confidential information.

The A. F. of L. benefited by a proposal de-
signed to ease the "pre-hire" restrictions of the law.
People employed in the building trades uanions or the
actor's union would be required to join the union with-
in seven rather than thirty days. The secondary boy-
cott, banned by the law, was redefined to permit pick-
eting under certain conditions on jobs where more than
one union was at work. Again, this favored the pecul-
iar interests of the building trades unions. Cowpanies
doing "farmed out work"™ were still subject to secondary
picketing under the proposed revisioas.

Durkin had not succeeded in removing the in-
Junction provisions of the law, nor had the "closed
shop" been revived. On the issue of economic strikers
and representation elections some improvement was made,
but strikers still could not vote. Instead the com-
pany could not demand an election until four months

after the strike began, on the assumption, apparently,

that in bad times the process would become too expen-

sive to tempt employers.
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The proposals as published in the Wall Street

Journal brought no comment from Eisenhower. Two days
later, August 5, Senator H. Alexander Smith observed

for New York Times reporters that he doubted if Eisen-

hower even had seen the message which Smith described
a8 "a very rough draft." Durkin in the days that fol-
lowed behaved as if he were certain of Eisenhower's
support. On August 6, Durkin delivered the commence-
ment address at Duquesne University in which he said
that changes were being made in the law "more likeable

n*©  Both the

to representatives of organized labor.
Senate and House labor committees, he said had approved
certain unideatified changes, and more were being sub-
mitted to Eisenhower for his approval.

Durkin made more positive statements during one
of his rare news conferences reported by the New York
Times on August 12. He defended the administration's
labor policies from an attack by the acting-president
of his own union which charged the administration with
opposition to labor's interests.47 Durkin argued that
Eisenhower's extension of Social Security coverage to
include ten million more people was not anti-labor, nor

was his protection of minimum wage legislation. Durkin

was particularly pleased with Eisenhower's efforts to

46New York Times, August 7, 1953.

“71bid., August 10, 1953.
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revise the Taft-Hartley act. Many "top-level confer-
ences" had produced good results, he said. As evidence
of Eisenhower's favorable labor views Durkin said that
"a number of amendments have been agreed upon and oth-
ers are under coansideration - all of which will bring
fairness and balance to the Labor Management Relations
act of 1947. What better evidence can there be of the
President's desire to live up to his promises?"48 Ac-

cording to the same New York Times account, Durkin as-

serted categorically that "if he had not been satis-
fied with Eisenhower's record in labor matters he would
have resigned."™ From his public statements it appeared
that he was satisfied with his achievement. The occa-
sion might also have served to block any administration
effort to back away from the proposed amendments. The
hint that there were more in the offing perhaps indi-
cated that Durkin considered coantinuing with Eisenhower.
Eisenhower met with Durkin in New York City on
August 19, They discussed the proposals, but Eisen-
hower later denied that he had approved them. Durkin
had been inadverteatly "misled" on some "particulars"
according to Eisenhower.49 No final decision had been

made; Durkin misunderstood the liaison men, Shanley and

4aIbid., August 12, 1953.

*OMandate, p. 198.
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Morgan, and their function as mediators.50 When Durkin
returned to Washington on August 20, he discovered that
the informal committee offered: "something less than
the agreed upon ameudments.“51 After eleven more days
of fruitless bargaining, Durkin wrote his letter of
resignation. He withheld the letter until September
10 when, in his last meeting with Eisenhower, he learn-
ed that the President now refused to support the nine-
teen revisions. He imsisted that the Presiacent accept
his resignation.

Durkin told his version of events to the A. F.
of L. convention delegates on September 22, The con-
vention adopted a resolution thanking him and dismiss-

52

ing the revisions as inadequate. Vice-Fresident
Richard Nixon delivered Eisenhower's messagze, and he
added a preface in which he insisted that Eisenhower
had not broken his word as Durkin charged; the whole
episode resulted from a "misunderstanding."55 The dele-
gates were unconvinced since Nixon offered: 1little evi-
dence to support his contention.

Less than a month after Durkin resigned, Eisen-

hower, on October 8, appointed James P. Mitchell as

PO 1pid.
51,. F. of L., Proceedings (195%), pp. 479-480.

52, .
- Ibldog Pe 618.
>1bid., p. 516.
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interim-Secretary of Labor. In November, an aticle
by Mitchell appeared in the American Federationist

which echoed Eisenhower's campaign speech in promising
to consult labor on changes in the law. By the end of
December, Mitchell had prepared Eisenhower's special
mesgssage for Congress. There is no evidence to indicate
whether or not Mitchell discussed the law with labor
leaders. On January 11, 1954, Eisenhower delivered a
special message on the Taft-Hartley act which embodied
all of the nineteen proposals.54

But Eisenhower's message also included some
suggestions which had not been part of the original pro-
posals. Foreshadowing the ianvestigation of labor rack-
eteering which dominated his second term, Eisenhower
recommended that union welfare and pension fund manage-
ment be examined. /Another proposal that reflected, in
some labor leaders' opinion, an inHerent prejudice
against labor, called for legislation to require a se-
cret ballot on strike votes by workers.55 Eisenhower
avoided detailed recommendations in an effort, he said
later at a news conference, to establish guiding "prin-
ciples."56 Congress was expected to work out the de-

tails along with Mitohell. While the two additions

54Publ;c Papers . . o 1954, pp. 40-44,

2Ibid., p. 44.
56naw York Times, January 13, 1954,
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reflect perhaps more aati-labor seantiment, the remark-
able fact is that the fruits of Durkin's labors were
preserved by Mitchell after Eisenhower had oance rejected
them.

Mitchell perhaps owed his success to his back-
ground as a labor relations expert for two New York
City department stores, as much as Durkin owed his fail-
ure to his origins as a union leader. Mitchell spoke
the language of management and Durkin spoke that of la-
bor. Eisenhower trusted the former and distrusted the
latter.

In his criticism of Durkin in Mandate for Change,

Eisenhower focused upon Durkin's intransigeant atti-
tude.57 Instead of finding common ground oan which to
meet Durkin, Eisenhower saw Durkin as a "special plead-
er" for labor instead of his personal adviser on labor

58

problems. Durkin viewed his position in the admin-
istration as comparable to a union negotiator at con-
tract time., He 8aw a simple "collective bargaining"
situation and acted as his long experience had taught
him. The result was disastrous. Eisenhower was great-

ly annoyed by Durkin's refereances to his meetings with

the informal committee as "collective bargaianing®

57Pp. 198-99., Bensoan was critical of Durkin
for his reticence during Cabinet meetings; he was sul-
len and withdrawn, pp. 155-36.

58Mandate, p. 198.
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sessions.59 Eisenhower simply did not trust Durkin
enough to back him in his quarrel with Weeks. He aban-
doned thoughts of a political alliance, thoughts which
perhaps disturbed him from the beginning as running
counter to his idealism. Mitchell, on the other hand,
was circumspect enough to preseat his views in language
less blatantly pro-union. Eisenhower trusted him al-
most immediately, and with perhaps a sigh of relief
turned over to Mitchell the details of his labor pol-
icy.60

The emphasis of Eisenhower's labor policy
shifted over the course of a year from idealism to
practical politics and back oance more to idealism. The
conflict between his honest desire to encourage indus-
trial peace and the political ambitions of the Repub-
lican party would return to plague him in his strike
policy and in his effort to secure labor éeform legis-
lation., Within his party the conflicting interests of
the moderates and the old guard coantinued to affect the
course of his policy, as they had done with Durkin.
Labor on the other hand grew more critical of Eisen-

hower's policies although many labor leaders respect-

ed Mitchell's honest coanceran for labor's problems.

1vid., pp. 198-99.
6

Opid., p. 291.




ChAFTER II

EISENHOWEx'S STRIKE POLICY

Benjamin Franklin wrote of Goveranor Keith of

Pennsylvania in the Autobiography that "he wished to

Please everyone; and having little to give, he gave ex-

pectations."l

Such was the case, albeit under differ-
ent circumstances, with FPresident Eisenhower and his
strike policy. Alarmed by his vision of a "free econ-
omy" in danger of permanent corruption by the continued
extension of federal power which accompanied the New
Deal and the Fair Deal, the President "gave expecta-
tions" to labor and management that the collective bar-
gaining process would be allowed to operate freely.
while the Congress was quietly shelving his proposals
to revise the Taft-Hartley act in 1954, Eisenhower,
relying on Mitchell to work out details, prepared to
adopt the traditional method of non-intervention in
major strikes. Where the public interest required in-
tervention, the Presideant resolved to use canly the le-

gal authority provided in the natiocnal emergency pro-

visions of the Taft-Hartley act, abanaoning all other

lRussell B. Nye (ed.), Benjamin Franklin: Auto-
biggraphy and Other Writings (RBoston: Riverside Fress,
1958), p. 57.

%2
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methods as beyond his power or harmful to serious col=-
lective bargaining. The major tests of his policy in
the steel strikes of 1956 and 1959 forced him to aban-
don it although he coantinued to cling to his vision.

President Eisenhower was not alone in his de-
sire to reverse the trend toward increased goverament
interveation in major strikes. In their pre-strike
maneuvers, both the twelve major steel companies and
the United Steelworkers of America, led by David J.
MacDonald, endorsed the intent of the President's pol-

e Both groups had been alarmed at the implications

icy.
of President Truman's dramatic seizure of the steel
mills in 1952. Ia Eisenhower's opinion, Truman had
damaged the dignity of his high office by the personal
role which he chose to play in negotiations in the
steel industry during his administrations.5 Illegal
methods, smacking of "paternalism"™ roused the ire of
Eisenhower during the 1952 campaigan, and he promised
to seek industrial peace through other means.4
Restoring the lost dignity of the Presidency,
and employing collective bargaining more fully, were

subordinate to Eisenhower's intention to combat one

2New York Times, May 6, 1959.

3Firsthand Report, p. 62; A. F. of L., Pro-
ceedings (1952), p. 3%63.

“A. F. of L., Proceedings (1952), p. 363.
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worrisome aspect of inflation by pursuing a "hands-off"
policy. The upward spiral of prices and wages which
had accompanied the postwar readjustment period was
traced to the Truman strike policy. In his eagerness
to use Presidential prestige to support organized la-
bor's wage demands, according to Eisenhower, Truman
had helped force uanreasonable demands upon employers

5

who, in turn, were forced to raise prices. "Wage-
push®™ inflation was the result.

The public interest, according to Eisenhower,
was best served by encouraging non-inflationary settle-
ments achieved through collective bargaining rather
than preveanting strikes.6 Eisenhower's confidence in
the business community's wisdom is a fact well known,
which makes his confidence in the maturity and respon-
8ibility of labor leaders seem surprising. He called
on both camps repeatedly during the 1956 and 1959
steel strikes to exercise "statesmanship" by finding a
contract acceptable to the public interest as well as

their own interests.7 Short of invoking the Taft-Hart-

ley act provisions, Eisenhower had no other method for

JIvid.

6Robert E. Livernash (ed.), Collective Bar-
gaining in the Basic Steel Industry: A Stu%z of the
Public Interest and the Role of Government (Washington,
D.C.: U.S. Gov't. P. O., 19615, p. 105. Also, New
York Times, March 26, and May 10, 1959.

7Public Papers . . o 1959, p. 12.
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dealing with long strikes.
Sherman Adams was awed and perhaps somewhat
dismayed by Eisenhower's blind faith in the goodwill
of labor and management at the bargaining table. In

Firsthand Report Adams wrote that:

in his determination to reach a difficult .
but desirable objective, the idealistic

and optimistic Eisenhower would reveal a
faith in the higher motives of mankind that
astonished the more cynical members of the
Cabinet. For awhile he was hopeful that
the administration could persuade business-
men to hold the price line and stop labor
leaders from demanding higher wages sinply
by appealing to their patriotism and sense
of fair play. His Cabinet cynics argued a
little vainly that in a free enterprise
system something much stronger than inspi-
rational exhortation would be needed to 8
preveant mean from trying to make more money.

Even when privately angry at both groups, Eisenhower
publicly continued to evince great confidence in their
sense of responsibility. But the demands of practical
politics, the requirements of national defense, and
the pressure of public opinion forced Eisenhower to
seek more effective means of resolving the coanflicts
between labor and management.

The eveats which marked the two steel strikes
were monotonously similar, despite the fact that the
116-day strike in 1959 was the longest in the indus-
try's history. Little purpose would be served by re-

counting the details here. In both cases the uanion

8p. 7.
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and the companies adopted unyielding positions and
flooded the press with statistical arguments to prove
the justice of their respeetive claims. The companies
posed as the protectors of the national economy by re-
sisting inflationary wage demands, while the union ar-
gued that increased worker productivity aand high pro-
fits supported their wage demands. ZEisenhower relied
on Mitchell to serve as his liaism man between the
groups and maintained a determined neutral position.
The Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service, in
which Eisenhower had placed high hopes during the 1952
campaign, carried on mediation activities to no avail
in both strikes. The Taft-Hartley injunction which
stopped the 1959 strike failed to settle it. In both
cases, Eisenhower relied on high-ranking administration
members to persuade the steel companies to modify their
position in order to reach an agreement with the union.9

Eisenhower might have had a precedeant for trust-
ing in the good sense and restraint of the parties since
the first three steel contracts negotiated during Eisen-
hower's term were achieved without strikes. The three
peaceful years in steel be£ween 1953 and 1956 were per-
haps the result of changes in the union's leadership as
well as unfavorable economic conditions. David J. Mac-

Donald represented a different type of union leader

than his predecessor, Philip Murray. MacDonald had

9Livernash, Collective Bargaining, pp. 201-202,




57
never led a strike, or walked a picket line. Equally
important, the recession of 1954 did not encourage a
strike. Im 1955, foreshadowing the rigid positions
taken in 1956, MacDonald suddenly stiffened his demands
in the face of peak profits in steel, and called a one-
day "token" strike to win Lis demands. The Eisenhower
administration remained incoaspicuously in the back-
ground during this period, and in 1956 attempted to
follow the same course.

The twenty-seven day steel strike in 1956 was
brought to an abrupt halt by the high-level interven-
tion of Mitchell and Secretary of the Treasury, George
Humphrey. Although the companies reluctantly listened
to the administration's plea, they raised the price of
steel in 1957 in order, they argued, to offset the in-
creased costs produced by the 1950 settlement.lo Eisen~-
hower expressed his anger much later, in 1959, at one
of his famous "stag" dinners when he told a guest that
the companies had failed to calculate the exact cost of

11 Careful to re-

the increase before raising prices.
main neutral, in the same remarks Eisenhower also criti-
cized the union leadership for apyroaching the bargain-
ing table intent upon getting as large an increase as

possible in order to assure the maintenance of their

108ew York Times, March 21, 1956.

Llypid., July 22 and 23, 1959.
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positions within the union.

Perhaps disturbed by the apparent duplication
of the results of Truman's policy, Eisenhower neverthe-
less was forced to consider other aspects of the prob-
lem in 1956 besides the simple economic issues involved.
Political requirements were of first importance to the
administration in the election year. The good work
which Secretary Mitchell had done since 1954 to repair
the damage caused by the Durkin experiment was threat-
ened by Eisenhower's determination to use only the Taft-
Hartley act national emergxency provisions to intervene.
Had he waited until a national emergency developed in
1956, Eisenhower would have forced the mills to operate
during the period including the election. Obviously,
such an act would have been interpreted as.an anti-
labor move by the Democrats. The President's inflexible
policy threatened to lower his stock with labor - never
very high - to a point comparable to the immediate
post-Durkin period. The records available did not in-
dicate who persuaded Eisenhower to change his mind on
this matter, although Vice-President Nixon, a perpetual
"fence-mender," might have had a haad in affairs as he
did in the 1959 strike.

The uncertainties of domestic politics were

matched by a aifficult international situation that

developed during the strike. The Suez crisis, generated

by Nasser's seizure of the Suez Canal in July, appareantly
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convinced the administration that no interruption of
vital defense supplies could be tolerated although the

12 Tru-

situation had not yet approached open conflict.
man had seized the steel mills in 1952, in part, to
assure continued supplies to Korea, and Eisenhower on
a much less impressive scale in a less pressing situa-
tion followed a course of intervention also.

Although his strike policy had been tried and
found inadequate to cope with the situation in 1956,
Eisenhower proposed to follow the same course in 1959.
He began his campaign to keep the goverament out of
negotiations in his State-of-the-Union message. Once
more he stressed the twin themes of "wage-push" ianfla-
tion and the "statesmanship™ necessary to achieve a
settlemeant in the public interest.l5 Ia March, during
a news conference, he continued to press both sides,
and he presented a thinly veiled waraning implying that
the process of collective bargaining wes on trial.14
New controls were darkly forecast if the parties failed
to agree, or produced a settlement that forced another

round of price and wage increases. Although both sides

interpreted Eisenhower's remarks to suit their respec-

12Livernash, Collective Barpaining, p. 298.

Lpublic Fapers . . . 1959, p. 12.
14

New York Times, March 26, and May 5, 1959.
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tive points of view, it was clear that he attempted
to follow a truly neutral course although vitally in-
terested in the outcome.

In the strike that finally began in July, the
government made only token efforts to bring the par-
ties closer together on terms. In the past the Presi-
dent had refused to use impartial fact-finding boards
empowered to sugpest a settlement, a favorite device
of Trumaan, because, in his opinion they interfered with
the process of serious collective bargaining by delay-
ing negotiations.l5 Finally after sixty-five days
Eisenhower reluctantly offerred to empanel a board if
both sides wanted one, an offer refused immediately by

16  fhere the

the companies and accepted by the union.
matter was dropped. Labor, already distressed by Eisen-
hower's reliance on the hated Taft-Hartley injunction,
became more and more critical of the failure to inter-
vene via a fact-finding board despite company objec-
tions.

At the AFL-CIO convention, Mitchell tried to
placate labor leaders who were solidly united in sup-

port of the steelworkers, morally and materially.

Mitchell revealed that he thought the companies unrea-

15bid., September 17, 1959.

1614,
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sonable in their pose as defenders of the econcmy, but
it was too late. The convention unaaimously passed a
resolution, in Mitchell's presence, condemning the ad-
ministration for its irresponsible position on the
strike and for its support of labor reform legislation
considered "repressive."l” It would be difficult to
separate the two policies and measure which generated
more anger on the part of labor. Walter Reuther coan-
demned not only the administration, but also those who
had invited Mitchell, aad lkiitchell himself for accept-
ing the invitation to address the conveantion when he
heard Mitchell say that the administration probably
would use the Taft-Hartley injunc’cion.l8

The Taft-Hartley injuanction, invoked in Octo-
ber, solved nothing. Negotiationé dragged on toward
the deadline, January 26, 1960, when the strike was
due to resume. Private polls indicated that the strik-
ers backed the union and were prepared to continue the
strike, especially since the companies had iantroduced
the igsue of work rules into the economic dispute.
On this symbolic issue the union refused to negotiate.

Having thoroughly tested his strike policy,
Eisenhower sought a new approach in December when he

authorized Mitchell and Nixon to intervene in nego-

17AFL--CIO, Proceedings (1959), pp. 101-102,
106-110, 118.

181pi4., pp. 116-117.
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tiaticns. The political aspect of the strike, which
Eisenhower had vainly tried to ignore, once more prov-
ed to be one of the determining factors in forcing
intervention. Equally critical in the eyes of the
Supreme Court which upheld the administration's use
of the law in October, was the problem of national de-
fense.19 Since 1957 and the launching of the Soviet
Union's space satellite, the United States had reviv-
ed its own missile program which depended upon a steady
supply of special steel products cut off by the strike.
The complex relationship between domestic policy and
international policy was ignored in the administration's
strike policy.

As the 19060 election year drew near it appeared
that the Congress wamld soon have to deal with the strike,
the last resort provided for by the cumbersome Taft-
Hartley machinery. No more undesirable prospect eould
have been imagined as the Democratic congress, fresh
from enacting labor reform legislations anticipated a
possible chance to redress the balance between the two
powers by passing restrictive legislation affecting
the recalcitrant companies. The possibility of polit-
ical reprisals combined with the absence of strong sup-

port from other major industries who had granted gen-

19United Steelworkers of America v. U.S., 561
€ 39 (1959).
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erous increases were strong arguments preseated by
Vice-President Nixon and kitchell auring the month of
December.zo

Nixon's presence, which perhaps fulfilled the
psychological "prestige® requiremeat that Eiseahower
had successfully withheld, suggested another political
problem closer to the Vice-~-President's personal for-
tunes. Since he had to campaign on the basis of Eisen-
hower's record, and not his owan, Nixon perhaps hoped
to improve his standing with labor by securing a set-
tlement acceptable to labor. Despite his efforts,
which brought the strike to an end, Nixon did not win
labor's support. The union accepted a compromise set-
tlement, and the companies held the price line, but
the labor reform issue had tarnished the administra-
tion's relations with organized labor beyond repair.

The defense of President Eisenhower's strike
policy was included in a study of collective bargain-
ing in the steel disputes of the postwar period under-
taken at the request of Mitchell in 1959 by represent-
atives of several schools of business administration.21

Among other coaclusions endorsed by Mitchell in his

preface to the study was one which repudiated the

2OLivernash, Collective Bargaining, pp. 201-

202,

21Ibid., P. V.
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primary contention upon which Eisenhower had based his
policy, that of inflation.22 The report argued that
strikes and contracts left no long term scars on the
economy, that settlements affected relaticns between
the two groups but had little impact on the overall
economy.

But Eisenhower defended the right course, if
for the wrong reasons, since past efforts to force set-
tlements in steel had produced no results.25 Interven-
tion at the eleventh hour, when economic forces were
about to force a settlement anyway, appeared to this
group to be less harmful to the collective bargaining
process than early intervention.24

Despite the efforts of this study to defend im-
portant elements of Eisenhower's policy, it was unable
to defend the method of high-level intervention, or
"mediation-with-a-club,”™ as it termed it.25 Such medi-
ation, the report noted, was described by critics as
"an illegitimate device, in that its reality is compul-
sion behind a facade of voluntarism. Free collective
bargaining is not served when government power is used

to force bargainers te change their positions, to make

221pid., pp. Vv, Vi, 151,

25 Tbid., pp. 11, 18.

25Tbid., pp. 214-215.
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offers and accept proposals that are coatrary to what
the parties privately judge to be their own best inter-

ests.“26

The report was unable to deny the validity
of this charge, but it argued that it was the best
alternative as yet devised, if a free economy were to
be preserved.

Eisenhower's strike policy was conceived in
righteous indignation at the paternalism, illegal
methods, and inflationary settlements of his predeces-
sor, but it failed to meet the demands of reality.
Public opinion, whose "outcry" was unwarranted in NMit-
‘chell's opinion, nevertheless was conditioned to re-
gard steel strikes as serious threats to the economy.
The Eisenhower policy attempted to ignore or to pla-
cate this force without taking significant action to
end the strike. The end result was additional con-
fusion. Subtle arguments about the effects of the
strike on the long range economic situation were of
less consequence than the immediate effects of a long
strike., Short supplies and increased unemployment
were readily observable. The half-measures takean by
the administration to avoid involvement were inter-
preted by an anxious public as signs of indecision

and vacillation and contributed to the image of the

President as one who was uncertain of the course he

261pid.
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should follow.27 On the contrary, Eisenhower adopted
a rigid policy from the start and held faithfully to
it until forced to abandon it for political and de-
fense purposes.

A strike policy that did not take into ac-
count the reculiar needs of national defense in the
1950's was doomed to fail, and Eisenhower's policy did
not. Perhaps his experience with strikes and defense
influenced the tone of his farewell address in 1961
when the President warned that the industrial-military
complex threatened to destroy the economic system of
"free enterprise."28

The economic "model" which Eisenhower eavi-
sioned was incomplete. Consequently the strike policy
which he devised to fit the model was inadequate. The
intangible factors, the "non-quantifiable variables"
in economic parlance, were sufficieantly active to un-
dermine and destroy Eisenhower's position on strikes.
Although he had warned that new controls might be nec-
esgary if collective bargaining failed, the President
undertook no new legislation in this area in the months
remaining in his second term. During 1960 the Fresi-

dent enthusiastically endorsed the principle of regular

27Marquis Childs, Eisenhower Captive Hero: A
Critical Study of the General and the FPresgident (New
York: Harcourt, 1953), pp. 110-119,

28public Papers . . . 1961, p. 1038,
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meetings between labor and managewent to iron out diffi-
culties, an approach which sugs.ested a return to a pol-
icy unsuddessfully attempted during the Durkin experi-
ment.29 Eisenhower's idealism had forced him into a
rigid position from which there was no escape without
appearing to violate his often-cited principles.
Throughout the course of his strike policy Eisenhower
managed to remain aloof, helping neither labor or man-
agement. Labor leaders found little merit in Eisen-
hower's policy. But management leaders were disillu-
sioned also since Eisenhower, through Nixon and Mit-
chell, forced them to concede to union demands without
permitting them to raise the price of steel. The gen-
eral welfare appeared to have been Eisenhower's first

concern in his strike policy.

29New York Times, September 15, 1960.




CHAPTER III

LABCR REFORE LEGILSLATICN:
MITCHELL'S FPROGRANM

wWhen the issue of union corruption gained na-
tional attention in 1957, President Eisenhower turned
to Mitchell, as he had dcne in the past on other labor
issues, for guidance in preparing a legislative pro-
gram. Confident in the ability of Mitchell to cope
with the problem, Eisenhower maintained a passive atti-
tude toward union corruption between 1954 and the mid-
dle of 1953, Mitchell, who had vigorously praised and
defended labor in his speeches between 1954 and 1957,
prepared a program which reflected his coanviction that
organized labor was willing and able to eliminate cor-
rupt elements from its ranks with a minimum of Federal
assistance, Until the middle of 1958 Eisenhower pas-
sively supported a labor reform program that sought to
encourage union democracy without significantly re-
stricting traditional union organizing practices. When
the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee rejected

Mitchell's program in favor of the Kennedy-Ives bill,

a less restrictive, bi-partisan measure, Mitchell pre-

pared to accept defeat. But Eisenhower refused to

48
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support Mitchell's position, thus eanding, the first,
"moderate", phase of the President's labor reform
effort.

Eisenhower's confidence in his second Labor
Secretary was not misplaced, for after 1955 the teansion
between the administration and organized labor, crgated
by the failure of the Durkin experiment, gradually sub-
sided. Mitchell's capacity to deal effectively with
labor leaders relieved the President of the necessity
to meet personally with labor officials, a goal which
Eisenhower pursued with determination after 1955.l
Aside from diverting labor leaders from the "side door"
of the White House Mitchell's sincere defense of la-
bor's interests appeared to reap political rewards as
the committment of some labor leaders to the Democrat-
ic party was shaken.2

In order to win labor's tentative approval,
Mitchell had to go far in the direction of supporting
labor's programs. Privately, he appeafed willing to

do this, but publicly he was forced to compromise reg-

ularly with the rest of the Cabinet, Republican Con-

1Sherman Adams, Firsthand Report: the Story
of the Eisenhower Administration, p. 62.

2New York Times, May 24, 1956. But uanion mem-
bers stayed with the Democrats in 1956; see Charles
A. H. Thomson and Frances M. Shattuck, The 1956 Pres-

idential Campaign (Washington, D.C.: Brookings Insti-
tution, l960§, P. 552.
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gressmen, and the President. Sherman Adawms considered
this one of Mitchell's best traits; Mitchell was
"blessed with a rare intuition" that told him how far
he could go in defending labor's interests without
"disassociating himself from administration policy.".j
Emmet John Hughes ignored this characteristic, ultimate-
ly a "fatal flaw," in Mitchell's character, when he
wrote that Mitchell was a "liberal,™ unencumbered by
the cliches of the Taft tradition.” While Nitchell
sounded like a "liberal," his program was dictated by
the character of the administration to which he belonged.

Since the death of Taft, Taft's successor,
William F. Knowland, was hostile to much of Eisenhower's
program, and Sherman Adams noted the President's dis-
taste for Knowland's extreme views on many issues.5
The aura of Eastern Republicanism was still strong in
the administration, and Mitchell represented an impor-
tant part of that influence in Eisenhower's domestic
program. Eisenhower continued to value the advice of
Harold Stassen, according to Adams, and Stassen per-

haps provided Mitchell with valuable éupport since both

sought to ally their party with certain elements of

Spirsthand Report, p. 304.

4_'I‘}le Ordeal of Power: A Political Memoir of
the Eisenhower Years, p. 68.

Spirsthand Report, pp. 26, 108-109.
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the labor movement.6 While the o0ld guard regrouped
after Taft's death, Mitchell benefitted by the moder-
ate eastern influence included in the Eisenhcwer ad-
ministration,

Labor leaders were willing to praise Mitchell's
sincerity but were reluctant to vote Republican per-
haps because they saw that Mitchell's views were not
shared eanthusiastically by the rest of the administra-
tion. By his silence Eisenhower appeared to endorse
Mitchell's programs, but the President appeared at the
same time to set limits to the support of labor that
Mitchell would not have done.

When Mitchell condemned "right-to-work" laws
as threats to union security, Eisenhower publicly re-
jected Mitchell's views insofar as they represented
administration policy.7 Although the President re-
fused to support such legislation directly, he con-
sidered the matter one better left to the various
states to decide for themselves.8 The problem of union
security was less important to the Presideat than the
more general issue of Federal versus State power. Mit-
chell's campaign to improve relations between labor

and the administration was hampered by Eisenhower's

6

7Public Papers of the Presidents of the United
States: Dwight D, Eisenhower 1954, p. 1U9l.

8

Ibid., pp. 64-65.

Adams, Firsthand Report, p. %01.
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conservative attitude on this crucial issue.

While Mitchell strove to improve the image of
the Republican party in the eyes of labor leaders, a
movement in the Comgress to explore corrupt union prac-
tices developed. Representative Clare E. Hoffmann of
Michigan conducted short-lived hearings in 195% that
focused on the activities of James R. Hoffa and the
International Brotherhood of Teamsters in Kansas City
and Detroit.9 Eisenhower's special labor message, de-
livered in January of 1954, indirectly acknowledged
Hoffmaan's findings by requesting additional govern-
ment regulation of union-operated pension and welfare
funds.lo

The fiery Hoffmamn lost control of the inves-
tigatioa in 1954 as Senator Paul A. Douglas, a frieand
of labor, conducted a special Labor and Public Welfare

11

subcommittee's investigation of the problem. Early

9U.S., Congress, House, Special Subcommittee
of Education and Labor Committee, Interim Report, In-
vestigation of Welfare and Pension Funds (Committee
Print)’ 83rd Congo’ 2nd SOSSQ’ 195¢’ pp. 1—130 AlBO,
House, Committee on Government Operations, Investiga-

tions of Racketeering in the Detroit Area, Report No.
13 4, 8§rd Con%o, 2nd SeBS., l 54, pp. 1—12. And U.S.’
Coggressional Record, 85rd Cong., 2nd Sess., 1954,

9 al't ’ [

10Public Papers . « o 1954, p. 45%.

llU.S., Congress, Senate, Subcommittee of the
Labor and Public Welfare Committee, Hearings, Welfgare
eaad Pension Plans Investigation, 84th Cong., lst Sess.,
9 Parts - [ ]
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in 1956, Douglas' committee reported findings of
abuses by employers and insurance companies as well
as unions in the administering of pension and welfare
funds.12 The moderate tone of the report was perhaps
its most noticeable feature. Eisenhower supported
Douglas' findings and called for legislation to correct
conditions every year thereafter, but the Congress
took no action.13

In 1957 the issue of union corruption was re-
vived by Democratic Senator John L. NMcClellan of Arkan-
sas, Who proposed to lauanch a much broader study of
"improper practices" among unions. According to him,
the initial impetus for further studies of labor rack-
eteering came as a result of his discovery, while serv-
ing on the Government Operations Committee, that some
unions, specifically the Teamsters union, had followed
irregular procedures in supplying the goveranment with

military un:i.forms.l4

McClellan ignored earlier efforts
to explore Teamster activities, but the link was

apparent,

le;bid., First Interim Report, Welfare and
Pension Plans Investigation, (Committee Print),
pp. 44-45.

15gublic Papers . o 1956, p. 23,

14U.S., Congress, Senate, Select Committee on
Improper Activities in the Labor or Management Field,

Final Report, Report No. 1139, 86th Cong., 2nd Sess.,
y fFar s P. 867,
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The total impact of the Senate Select Commit-
tee on Improper Practices in the Labor or Management
Field - better known as the McClellan Rackets Commit-
tee - would be difficult to measure. In its final
report the committee supgested that its work had led
to the passage of the Laandrum-Griffin labor reform bill
and suggested that its impact had even more far-reach-
ing effects.l5 The careful selection of unions inves-
tigated was one indication that the members were not

blind to the political value of their work.®

In 1958
the efforts of the Republican members to turn attention
on broader issues of union power instead of specific
problems of corruption marked an obvious attempt to
create useful political ammunition for the 1958 con-
gressional elections.17
The full impact of the committee's revelations
did not register with Eisemhower during 1957. Secre-
tary Mitchell, secure as Eisenhower's labor spokesman,
provided the President's first response. OCn April 25
after a meeting with Mitchell on the golf course in

Atlanta, Georgia, Eisenhower issued a statement, re-

ported in the New York Times, that stressed labor's

Vmwid., pp. 869, 877-78.

11pid., p. 870.

17mbid., Part 2, pp. 141-319, 320-532,



25

ability to cleanse itself of corrupt elements. Follow-
ing Mitchell's lead, Eisenhower noted the small propor-
tion of corrupt labor leaders when compared to the vast
majority of officials who faithfully represented their
members, and he implied that any legislation would be
moderate not punitive.

In December, Eisenhower presented a legislative
program, prepared and delivered by Mitchell, to the
delegates to the AFL - CIO coanvention which continued

to emphasize moderate measures.h3

Concentrating on
union democracy, Eisenhower suggested that officials

be elected by secret ballot, a practice he had endors-
ed in 1954. In addition, he called for the publication
of union constitutions and by-laws in order that mem-
bers could know their rights. Eisenhower also suggest-
ed that union financial data be made public as a means
of checking the abuses of union funcs that had been
uncovered. To more effectively root out corrupt labor
officials, he intended to increase the powers of the
Secretary of Labor to conduct investigations of com-
plaints. In an effort to make his program more accept-
able, Eisenhower also suggested that the Taft-Hartley
act be revised along lines advocated earlier by both
Durkin and Mitchell. The President revived the program

for revision of the act which the Congress had side-

tracked after 1954,

18¢ew York Times, December 6, 1957.
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But, while the suggested Taft-Hartley revi-
sions favored labor in some respects, some restric-
tions were placed on traditional organizing practices
as well.19 Perhaps in this aspect of the program Mit-
chell had been forced to compromise with the old guard
and Eisenhower, The McClellan committee noted that
the Teamsters union had applied the secondary boycott
as a means of forcing union recognition.zo In other
cases, pickets were placed in front of a place of busi-
ness in an effort to "coerce" the employer into recog-
nizing the union as bargaining agent despite the fact
that the employees were already represented in some
cases.2l Eisenhower consistently opposed these prac-
tices between 1957 and 1959, but at this stage he em-
phasized the fact that other forms of the boycott were
to be preserved.22

The first reaction of labor leaders to Eisen-

hower's program was one of relief.23 They saw no

threat to union security in the proposals, and they

191pia.

20U.S., Congress, Senate, Select Committee on
Improper Activities in the Labor or Management Field,
First Interim Report, Report No. 1417, 85th Cong., 2nd
Sess., 1958, p. 6.

2l1pia.

22
New York Times, December 6, 1957.

25 Ipid.
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were pleased by the expressions of confidence in their
ability to solve their own prouvlems. James Carey of
the International Union of Electrical Workers observed
enthusiastically that "If the delivery in Washington
igs as good as the delivery here today, it will be a
real contribution to labor-management relations."24
During the next three days the coanvention voted to
oust the offending unions, indicating their willing-
ness to reform themselvea.25

Eisenhower's program, subjected to the second
thoughts of George Meany, was criticized after the

first wave of relief had subsided.<®

Meany objected
to the restrictions on union organizing practices con-
tained in the modifications of boycott and picketing
regulations. Nor did he approve of the secret ballot
suggestion since it implied, in his opinion, a basic
distrust of union officials and their motives.2’
Eisenhower countered with the observation that the

democratic process was not hindered by the secret bal-

lot and that Meany's allegation of prejudice against

2h1p4

o

251bid., December 7, 1957. Ibid., December 10,
1957, and Ibid., December 1%, 1957. ~—

26Ibid., December 11, 1957. Also, Proceed;gis
of the Second Constitutional Convention of the AFL-
(1957), I, 502-507.

27New York Times, December 11, 1957.
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28 By the end of 1957, organized

labor was unfounded.
labor was persuaded that Eisenhower's program, despite
its moderate tone, went too far in its attempt to in-

sure reform of the labor movement. litchell failed

to win labor's support for his‘program.

While labor complained that the measures were
too strong, the United States Chamber of Commerce con-
demned the program as weak and ineffective.29 Since
the suggestions focused on corrupt practices without
limiting significantly the power of organized labor,
the actual cause of corruption remained unaltered in

20

their opinion. Certain Republicans, among them

Senator Barry Goldwater, shared the position of the

Chamber of Coﬁmerce.al

But Eisenhower had refused to
apply the extreme measures they advocated, such as the
use of anti-trust legislation or a national right-to-
work law, in dealing with the problem. He continued
to refuse to support such measures between 1957 and

1959, But his 1959 statements emphasized the need for

restrictions on union organizing practices, in one sense

281bid., Jaauary 24, 1953.
29 Tpid,
O1pid.

31U.S., Congress, Senate, Select Committee on
Improper Activities in the Labor or Management Field,

Final Report, Report No. 1139, 86bth Cong., 2nd Sess.,
s Po .
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a concession to the more conservative elemeats within
his party.52

Mitchell's efforts to steer the administration's
program on labor reform through the Congress were un-
successful. Since 1947 the Congress had attempted to
present bipartisaam legislation on labor matters. Mit-
chell's program was admittedly a partisan measure de-
signed to convince the union leaders that the Repub-
lican party was not anti-labor.53 However effective
this was as part of his public relatioans campaign, Mit-
chell's position had little hope of success in the Con-
gress as a result.

In the hearings on reform legislation conduct-
ed by the Senate Labor and Public Welfare committee
in 1953, Mitchell defended his bill which was opposed
by Senator John F. Kennedy, sponsor of the bipartisan

Kennedy-Ives bill.o '

Senator Irving F. Ives from New
York apparently undertook to sponsor the bill with the
approval of Eisenhower although the records are silent
on this question. As the hearings progressed Mitchell

apparently saw that his bill would fail to pass in

32See below, Chapter 1V, pp. 83%-84,
55New York Times, December &, 1957.

5l"'U.S., Congress, Senate, Subcommittee on La-
bor, Hearings, Union Financial and Administrative
Practices and Procedures, 55th Cong., 2nd Sess., 1958,
P. 4o,
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committee, and he prepared to compromise with Kennedy.
He admitted that the two bills were similar in tone
and intent although he objected to the failure to pro-
vide the Secretary of Labor with broader ianvestigative
powers.35 The impression which kiitchell's testimony
left with the committee on March 25, was that the ad-
ministration would be willing to lend tacit support to
the bipartisan measure in order to insure that some
step was taken to eliminate union corruption.

Between March 2% and June¢ 9, the Eisenhower

administration performed a volta face on the issue of

labor reform legislation. Two factors perhaps explain-
ed the sudden change in the administration's position

on the issue. First, the Kennedy-Ives bill did not go

as far as Eisenhower wanted it to on the matters of
restricting secondary boycott and picketing practices.
Only carefully selected practices were limited in very
specific terms which prevented broader application of

the restrictions by the National Labor Relationswﬁoard.56
Second, since the resignation of Sherman Adams Repub-
lican congressmen:who were hostile to labor, apparently

37

were in more frequeat contact with Eisenhower,

351bid., p. 1406.
%1pid., p. 1401-1405.
>7cf. Adams, Firsthand Report, pp. 51, 54-55,

216, and Hughes, The Ordeal of Power, pp. 202, 266-
269, 270.
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Senator Goldwater, who had evoked images of the unlim-
ited power of labor unions as the cause of union cor-
ruption, was the administration's spokesman on labor
reform by 1959.58 Perhaps in the past, as Sherman
Adams suggested in his account, Mitchell had been able
to discount such influences, but it was no longer pos-
sible by this time.

Mitchell's statement released on June 9 from
Geneva harshly criticized the bill he had described on
March 2% as similar in tone and intent to his own.59
He now said that the Kennedy-Ives bill failed "to meet
the recommendations for labor-management legislation
made to the Congress by President Eisenhower last Jan-
uary," and weakened "the already pitifully ineffective
legal protection presently provided by law to union

members and the public.”40

Now moderate self-help
legislation to supplement local ordinances was "piti-
fully ineffective." The moderate Republicans in the
Congress apparently were caught by surprise, as Sena-
tor Ives ruefully remarked that "somebody" was "trying
to make a Republican thing out of this when we were

trying to make it bipartisan."4l

58New York Times, January 14, 1959.

391vid., June 10, 1958.

“Ompia.

*“lmyid., Juae 11, 1958.
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Eisenhower's conservative teandencies, which
had flared intermittently in the past three years per-
haps rose once more under pressure from equally, or
more, conservative congressmen and Cabinet members.
In addition, since Mitchell's program had failed to
win labor's support, perhaps Eisenhower saw little to
gain by continuing to advocate a policy of moderation.
In the process of shrugging off the passive role which
he had adopted since Mitchell's appointment. Eisen-
hower abandoned the effort to improve relations with
labor in hopes of gaining its political support.

Labor leaders, shocked by Mitchell's strong
criticism of the Kennedy-Ives bill, accused the Eisen-
hower administration of cynicism in its attitude toward

labor reform.42

On the surface the charge appeared
well-grounded. But Eisenhower's sudden change of mind
more clearly indicated his growing determination to
take a firmer hand in the direction of labor policy.
When he abandoned his passive attituce, his coanserva-
tive nature appeared. The sharp contrast with Mit-
chell's views suggested the gulf between the men on
labor issues that the Presicent had overlooked or ig-
nored for the past three years because Mitchell had
quieted labor's suspicions temporarily.

Eisenhower's action placed Mitchell in a diffi-

cult position, assuming that he sincerely cared about

42Ibid., August 20, 1958,
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labor's interests, since the reversal of pclicy prom-
ised to bring more restrictive reform measures., In-
stead of resigning, Mitchell chose once more to com-
promise with the conservative elements within the ad-
ministration, by issuing the critical "blast from Gene-
va" which threatened chances of bipartisan support
neeced to pass the bill., This trait, which Sherman

Adams praised in Firsthand Report was ultimately the

cause of the destruction of Mitchell's private politi-
cal ambitions which he was rumored to hold. bhiitchell
became the real cynic. VWhile Eisenhcwer cannot be ex-
cused from the same charge, he was perhaps less cynical
and simply more unaware of the implications of Mit-
chell's program between 1954 and 1958. As in the case
of his oprosition to "right-to-work" laws, Eisenhower
exercised the prerogative he had consistently main-
tained of setting the limits of policy which he expect-
ed Mitchell to follow. The devastating effect of his
action on the critical issue of labor legislation pend-
ing before the Congress was more far-reaching in its
implications than his earlier resistance to Liitchell's
views on "right-to~work" laws.

Mitchell's value as a liaison man between Eisen-
hower and labor was g reatly diminished by Eisenhower's
decision to oppose the Kennedy-Ives bill. The pain-
staking campaign to establish the Republican party in

the good graces of the labor movement was swept away
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by lMitchell's decision to accept Eisenhower's position
on the labor reform issues. Without an effective buff-
er between himself and labor, Eisenhower perhaps was
forced to take a more active part in working out a

labor policy after 1958.



CHAPTER IV
POLITICS AND LABOR REFOsM LEGISLATICN

The change in the Eisenhower administratioan's
labor reform policy, indicated by Mitchell's surprise
attack on the Kennedy-Ives bill on June 9, 1958, was
part of an effort to create a useful political issue
for the 1958 congressional election campaign. Follow-
ing a strategy conceived by the Republican o0ld guard
in the Congress, Eisenhower supported a two-pronged
effort to block labor reform legislation and to link
the Democratic party with "corrupt" union leaders.
Success of the strategy would have permitted the Repub-
licans to charge that the Democrats, who coantrolled
the Congress numerically, blocked labor reform legis-
lation in order to shield corrupt union leaders who
provided valuable political support for the Democratic
pgrty. The old guard leadership apparently expected
the public to react to the "evidence" of a "corrupt
bargain™ between the Democrats and labor by woting
Republican in 1958. But the Democratic congressional
leaders skillfully parried the Republican thrusts,

and, as is well-known, the Democratic party swept the
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1958 elections.t
As a participant in the political maneuver

Eisenhower conceantrated primarily on cancelling Mit-
chell's labor policy and subjecting the Labor Secre-
tary to the President's will on labor reform legisla-
tion. As a good subordinate Mitchell swung into line
behind the Presideat, but he was reluctant to do so,
a8 his equivocal statements between June 9, and August

19, suggested.2

Mitchell's criticism of the Kennedy-
Ives bill, noted in the last chapter, was followed by
a statement on June 18, that implied administration
support for the bill as modified by amendments from
the floor of the Senate.> While Mitchell vacillated
Eisenhower remained silent on reform; not until after
the Kennedy-Ives bill had been blocked in the House
did the President come forward to criticize the bill

sand urge passage of labor reform legislation before

the Congrees ad,journed.4 And on August 18, just before

1l
Congressional Quarterly Weekly Report (Wash-
ington, D.C.: Congressiﬁhal Qué%terly %Ec., 1959) XVI,
Part 2, 1399. Democrats gained 26 seats in the Senate
and 47 seats in the House for totals of 62 and 282
respectively.

2Cf. New York Times, June 10, 1958; Ibid.,

June 18, 1958, and U.S., Congressional Recora, 35th
Cong., 20d Sess., 1958, CIV, Part 14, 18271.
3New York Times, June 18, 1958.

“Ivid., August 7, 1958; Ibid., August 21, 1958,
and Ibld., August 28, 1958.
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the crucial vote in the House of Representatives to
suspead the rules and thereby pass the Keannedy-Ives
bill unaltered, Mitchell was quoted by Walter Judd of
Minnesota as saying that it was "a bad bill."5 The
contrast between the statements of June 18, and August
18, suggested that Mitchell first tried to eacourage
Eiseahower to support the bill, and when that effort
failed, Mitchell came to terms with the administration.

Eisenhower's support of the old guard politi-
cal strategy ultimately dashed any political ambitions
which Mitchell might have held, for labor leaders were
quick to charge him with cynicism. Senator Kennedy's
scathing criticism of Mitchell accused him of being
the mastermind of the political maneuver, but the
chaage in policy was too far from Mitchell's past posi-
tion to support Kennedy's charges.6 Mitchell had be-
come the willing instrument, for reasons that were not
entirely clear, of a political policy of the old guard.

Eisenhower's political motives were equally
difficult to discover, but several factors might have
been influential in turning him away from Mitchell's
program for labor reform legislation. It has already

been suggested that Eisenhower did not eanthusiastically

5U.S., Congressional Record, 85th Cong., 2nd
SeSS., 1958, CI Py Part 1 Py 1.

ONew York Times, August 23, 1953.
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endorse all of Mitchell's labor policy as the right-
to-work issue indicated. In addition, the Presideat's
experience with Martin Durkin perhaps left a negative
impression on him. Perhaps labor leaders in general
were singled out by Eisenhower as "gpecial pleaders"
for their own iaterests when they should have been
working for the interests of all Americans. Their eco-
aomic goals were not compatible with Eisenhower's war
oa inflation as he learned in the 1956 steel strike.
To this distrust of labor officials was added the
findings of the McClellan Rackets Committee. A super-
ficial reading of the committee's interim report, rein-
forced by arguments from Republican Senators, like
Goldwater, who served on the committee, perhaps com-
plefed Eisenhower's negative image of the "typical"”
union leader.

Aside from his personal coanvictioans, about
which there are oamly hints in the public record, Eisen-
hower might have turned to the o0ld guard's political
strategy in order to preveant charges withia the party
that he was a victim of "me-tooism,” a well-known la-
bel which had beea used by old guard Republicans to
characterize other Republicans who pursued policies
practically indistianguishable from those of the Demo-
cratic party. As Emmet John Hughes observed, Mitchell
was the only Cabinet member involved in domestic af-

fairs who could wear the label of "liberal"; the rest
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with similar convictions were associated with Eisen-
hower's international policies. Perhaps in the eyes
of Republican political observers in the administration,
Mitchell's policies were examples of "me-tooism" since
his proposals, although they offerred slightly less,
were similer in tone and inteant to Democratic policies.
The Mitchell view of the Kennedy-Ives bill, as he gave
it in the Senate Labor and Public Welfare hearings,
was & case which illustrated this aspect of his pro-
gram.7 Mitchell never suggested in his statements
that there was a distinct difference between the in-
terests of labor leaders and the members they repre-
sented, a favorite theme of old guard Republicans that
had been reinforced by the McClellan investigations.
Oa this issue Eisenhower's views gradually came to re-
flect the position of the old guard.S Perhaps in 1958
they were formed sufficieatly to encourage his break
with Mitchell's policy.

Sherman Adams noted in Firsthand Report that

the idea of a "moderan" Republican party which Eisen-
hower subscribed to in 1956, after the appearance of a
book on the subject by Arthur Larson, emphasized the
split in Republican ranks which had characterized the
party for 80 many years although Eisenhower did not

7See above, Chspter III, p. 60.

8New York Times, August 21, 1958.
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seek to divide his party.9 Perhaps Eisenhower's la-
bor policy as it developed after 1958 indicated that
he had abandoned Larson's position and was ready to
return to the fold. Party unity was sacrificed in an
effort to turn the labor reform issue to political ad-
vantage. Liberal Republicans, like Senator Ives, were
left to their own devices by Eisenhower's sudden shift.

The fact that Mitchell had failed to win la-
bor's support for his moderate program might also have
coavinced the Presideat that further conciliation of
labor was useless. By the end of 1957, as we observed
above, labor leaders were convinced that the adminis-
tration's proposals were too severe. This situation,
together with the Republican need for an issue to ef-
fectively oppose the Democrats in the elections, per-
haps persuaded Eisenhower to scek a new direction
that promised measurable rewards for his party. Seaa-
tor Hubert H. Humpbrey examined this possibility in a
Senate speech in which he accused Senate Republicans
of creating a false image of labor in a pamphlet titled
"The Labor Bosses - America's Third Party" in order to‘
10

manufacture a political issue.

Eisenhower*s_decision to cast his lot with the

9§irsthand Report, p. 298. See Arthur Larson,

A Rogublican Looks at Hig Party (New York; Harper,
sy PPe - .

10y.5., Congressional Record, 85th Cong., 2nd

Sess., 1958, CIV, Part sy 19576-577.
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0ld guard proved disastrous insofar as his good rela-
tions with labor were concerned. Folitical maneu-
vering on a moral issue was inexcusable in their opin-

ion.ll

But Eisenhower, despite his frequent references
to moral considerations, chose not to treat the issue
in that way.

The Eisenhower administration's attempt to
tura labor's troubles to Republican political advaan-
tage failed. Although labor reform legislatiom was
successfully blocked, a nmecessary prerequisite to keep-
ing the issue before the voting public, the Republi-
cans, mot the Democrats, were blamed for the failure
%0 pass legislation. The key to the success of Repub-
lican efforts was the Democratic chairman of the House
Educatioa and Labor Committee, Graham A. Barden of

Virginia, who was hostile to organized labor.
den apparently was expected to tie the bill up in his
committee unatil the Congress adjourned, thus lending
substance to Republican charges that the Democrats
killed the bill. But House majority leader Sam Raybura
preveated that possibility. He held the Kennedy-Ives
bill for forty days, giving the administratioan pleaty
of time to prepare its case and eliminating the possi-

bility that the bill could be reported out of committee

llyew York Times, August 22, 1958.

121pi4., July 31, 1958.
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in time for the members of the House to amend it dras-
tically from therloor. On August 18, a motioa to sus-
pend the rules was introduced which, if passed, would
have forced the bill from committee for a vote and
would have prevented amendments from the floor of the
House.l3

The administration was trapped. It could aot
reverse its position opposing the bill, for the politi-
cal issue would evaporate if labor reform legislatioa
passed with administration support. On the other hand
coatinued 6pposition meant that the Republicans would
be forced to vote against the bill. The last alter-
native was selected, as Judd's citation of Mitchell'a
views made the administration's positioa very clear.14

Before Mitchell's attack on the Kennedy-Ives
bill in Jume, the Republicans on the McClellan Commit-
tee uadertook an investigation on their own of the
activities of Walter Reuther and his union, the UAW-
CIO, as part of the effort to include the outspoken

supporter of the Democratic party among labor offi-

cials taiated with corruption.15 Directed by Senator

13U.S., Coangressional Record, 85th Cong., 2nd
SGBS., 1958’ CIV’ Pal‘t “’ 1 - 88.
¥ mia., 18271.

15U.S., Congress, Semate, Select Committee on
Improper Activities in the Labor or Management Field,
Hearings, 85th Comg., 2nd Sess., 1958, Part 25, passim.
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Goldwater, the Republicens on the committee questioned
Reuther about many of his umion's activities. The
Kohler strike, which had dragged on since 1954 received
searching attention, as did Reuther's political activ-

ities.1®

Goldwater later charged that the Kohler
strike was indicative of the ualimited and corrupted
power of organized labor, and he suggested that Reuth-
er's part in the affair was far more damning than any
of the activities engaged in by Hoffa.l’/ Reuther's
eloquent defense of his and his union's part ia the
Kohler strike softened the impact of Goldwater's at-
tack, but the Republican charges were undoubtedly ef-
fective, as Reuther suggested to the Republican com-
mittee members.l8
But with the Republicans on record as opposing
labor reform legislation that would have served to cor-
rect some of the very abuses which Goldwater complain-
ed about, the efforts to use the McClellan Rackets Com-
mittee for political purposes were frustrated. In his
campaign support of the Republican party in 1958, Eisen-

hower emphasized the general achievements of his admin-

istration. He emphasized the need for reform legisla-

Ibid.

17U.S., Congress, Senate, Select Committee on

Improper Activities in the Labor or Management Field,

Fimnal Report, Report No. 1139, 86th Cong., 2nd Sess.,
y rar y 320-332.

181p3i4., pp. 10163-167, 10195, 10197.
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tion also, but he placed little emphasis on Democratic
efforts to block his program since his own party bore
the burden of guilt.19

By abandoning Mitchell's long-range effort to
improve Republican relations with organized labor in
favor of a short-term political objective, Eisenhower
achieved very little. The tenuous ties with labor
created by Mitchell's goodwill campaign were severed
irrevocably. The charge of "cynicism" which accom-
panied the admimistration's suddea policy reversal per-
haps contributed to the margin of the sweeping Demo-
cratic victory in 1953. And Eisenhower's own image
&8 a man above the use of crude maneuvers to gain polit-
ical advantage for his party was tarnished. The only
gain was represeanted by the féct that more restrictive
labor reform legislation would be sought, and with ad-
ministration support, achieved in 1959 with the passage
of the Laadrum-Griffia bill.

19%ew York Times, October 21, 1958.




CHAPTER V

LABOR REFORM LEGISLATICN:
EISENHOWZER'S PROGRAM

The evolution of Presideat Eisenhower from a
passive to am active President was completed by 1959.
Improved health, the resignation of Sherman Adams, and
a desire to apply the political kanowledge acquired
since 195% were importamt factors which eacouraged
Eigsenhower to broadea his coacept of his office. He
became a politiciam. Through press conferences and
televisioa appeals he tried to marshall public opin-
ioa behimd his program. Im hig relations with the
Congress, Eiseahower became demanding, suggesting that
reprisals would follow if members of his party failed
to support his programs. The last phase of Eisen-
hower's labor reform program was ianfluenced by the
vigorous role which Eisenhower chose to play in formu-
lating policy and securing legislation in keeping with
his policy.

Ia his 1959 State-of-the-Union message, Eisea-

hower asserted that "half-hearted measures"™ were inad-

equate to solve the problem of uaion corruption that
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the McClellaa committee had revealed.l

He appareatly
referred to legislation backed by Semator Kemnedy ia
1958, and Eisemhower implied that he would oppose say
comparable bill ian 1959. On January 28 the Presideant
presented a tweaty-point program of his own.2 The area
of coatroversy centered on the revisioms in the Taft-
Hartley act which Eisenhower supported that would
close secondary boycott loopholes, restrict certain
forms of picketing, and give to the states power to
act in cases refused by the Natiomal Labor Relatioas
Board. Requirements for reporting financial trans-
actioans, for eliminating possible conflict of interest
gsituations, and for imposing strict penalties on crim-
inals discovered ia uaioa positions were not greatly
different frem legislatiomn spoasored by the moderates
ia the congress.5
Southern Democrats and Republicans of the old
guard provided stromg support for Eisenhower's policy
ia 1959. The Labor-Management Reporting and Disclosure
Act, better-knowa as the Laandrum-Griffin bill, was

spoangsored by this coalition and defended by Eisenhower

1§ublic Papers . . . 1959, pp. 16-17.

°Thid., pp. l43-46.

3U.S., Congress, Senate, Subcommittee oa Labor
of the Committee oa Labor aad Public Welfare, Hear Sy

Labor-Manasenent Reform Legislatioa, 86th Cong., 18
SOBS., l [Y ppo 1‘54’ Qaﬂaim.
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over the opprositiom of weakened moderate forces in the
Congress.4 Eiseahower assumed the leadership of this
group, and im so doing he played a role comparable to
that played by the late Semator Taft. The President
favored strict regulation of unions, but apparently
he was not willing to endorse totally anti-labor poli-
cies favored by his Senate spokesman, Senator Gold-
water.5 Although the Landrum-Griffin bill was not in
"the middle of the road," it was still compromise leg-
islatioa which apparently reflected the coasensus of
the Coagress im 1959, By taking a vigorous and firm
positioa oa labor reform, Eisenhower perhaps was able
to check the drift of his party to the extreme views
of Goldwater and Kaowland. The new Senate minority
leader, Everett M. Dirksem was more cooperative and
effectively gathered votes to support Eisenhower's
position.

The Congress followed the President's lead on
several important issues in 1959 including labor re-
form legislation.6 The 1958 elections hrought more

Democrats te the Coamgress, and many came armed to do

“Public Papers . . . 1959, pp. 428, 551, 577,
598.

5U.S., Congressional Record, 86th Cong., 1lst
Sess., 1959, CV, Part 5, 6664-6665.

6Coggressional.Quarterl Almanac 86th Congress
lst Sessiom, (Washingtoa, D.C., 1959), "Cq Fact Sheet
on Eisenhower Boxscore,™ XV, 93.
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battle with Eiseahower's coatracted program of federal
spending. But the recession of 1957 and 1958, which
promiged to continue in 1959, blunted the poiant of the
Democratic attack. Eisenhower retaliated by leading
an attack on the "spenders" who were in his opinion
about to contribute to another round of inflation by
irresponsible fiscal recommendations.7 As the Congress
moved to increase appropriations for various progjects
and start new ones, Eisenhower responded with the veto.
And he found much sympathy in the Congress, for the
members of both parties joined to block efforts to
override his vetoes. To some extent Senator Lyndon B.
Johnson coatributed to the successful defense of Eisen-
hower's method of coping with the recession as William
Proxmire bitterly pointed out in his attack on Johnson's
policy of compromise with the Chief Executive.8 The
core of the votes supporting Eisenhower was provided
again by the coalition of Republicans and Southern
Democrats.9

Fear of uamadesirable social legislation was
another source of unity between the Republicans and

the South after 1956. The Republicans walked a narrow,

?Public Pagers . . . 1959, pp. 189-190. Also
Ibid., Items ’ s y 65,

8

U.S., Congressional Record, 86th Cong., 1lst
Sess., CV, Part 9 - °

9Congressional Quarterly Almanac, XV, l44-46.
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shaky fence, but they successfully helped pass weak
civil rights legislation, to placate the moderates,
end preserved the support of the Southern Democrats

at the same time.lo

Since the issue did mot die after
the civil rights bill was passed ia 1957, the Republi-
cans were in a position to trade defense of Southern
interests for support of Eisenhower's program. Al-
though this was not perhaps true of every bill passed
ia 1959, there seemed to be some evidence that the ad-
ministration had grasped this political reality in 1958
and had acted upoa it. Sherman Adams wrote that Kaow-
land told Eiseahower that the South would retaliate by
blockimg administratioa programs if Eisenhower pushed
stroag civil rights legislatiom in 1957.ll This fact
combimed with Eiseahower's private reluctance to vig-
orously support the drive for Negro rights, perhaps
proved to be a vital factor im the hesitant administra-
tion stand taken om the weak legislation proposed ia
this area im 1957. Although Eisenhower coatiamued to
call for more far-reaching civil rights legislation
after 1957, the President chose to place greater em-
phasis on defeanding other aspects of his program. The

recessioa was his primary target in the years after 1957.

lOCf. Hughes, Ordeal of Power, pp. 200-201,
242-4%, gand Adams, Firsthaand Report, pr. 337-39, 341-
343,

11Adams, Firsthand Report, p. 3%39.
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The iafluence of the McClellan Rackets Com-
mittee was of first importance in accounting for the
coaservative aature of the 1959 Comagress iasofar as
labor policy was concerned. In keeping with his aim,
McClellan had aroused public interest in the corruption
problem, and in 1959 all sides realized that a bill

would have to pass.12

To make sure that the public's
attention did not slip, just before the crucial debate
in the House of Representatives in August, McClellan
released a "summary" of the committee's findings since
1957.15 Whatever the validity of the charges against
the leader of the Teamster's uanion, who was effectively
tried and found guilty by the committee, the nation
and the President apparently were coavinced that such
a serious malady required a strong remedy.

The argument that developed in the Congress in
1959 over labor legislation concerned the extent to
which the Taft-Hartley act was to be revised as was
noted above. Moderates argued that, except Hr a few

generally agreed upon changes favoring labor, no re-

visions without study were advisable since the collec-

12New York Times, April 26, 1959. Also "The
Polls: Attitudes Toward Organized Labor,"™ Public
Opimion Quarterly, XXVI (1962), 296.

13U.S., Congress, Senate, Select Committee on
Improper Activities in the Labor or Management Field,

Report, Progosed Findings - International Brotherhood
of Teamsters, James R. Hoffa, Report No. 620, 86th

Cong., 1st Sess., 1959, pp. 1-6.
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1% ppe fo-

tive bargaining process was being altered.
cus was on corruption not changes in the balance be-
tween labor and management, in their opinion, as pre-
sented by Senator Kennedy.15

Eisenhower presented the issues of "blackmail"
picketing, designed to force recognition of a union,
and the secondary boycott where pressure was brought
to bear on the employer to stop dealing with another
company by methods other than a strike, as a moral

problem.16

It was unfair to subject the employer to
such coercive pressures, in his opinion. Moderates
agreed if the purpose of the pressure were to extort
money from the employer, evidence of which practice
had been presented in the McClellan hearings. The risk
was that legitimate objectives of labor unions, waging
a losing battle to organize Southern workers, were
endangered by the broad language of legislation which
Eisenhower supported.l7
Aside from Taft-Hartley revisiocans, the Senate

debated at length the merits of Senator lMcClellan's

l“U.S., Congress, Senate, Subcommittee on La-
bor Heariangs, Labor-Management Reform Legislation,
86th Cong., lst SesS., pyp. 142-47.

151pia.

18pyblic Papers . . . 1959, pp. 568-69.

17U.S., Congress, Senate, Subcommittee on La-
bor, Hearinps, Labor-Management Reform Legi 100,
86th Cong., 1lst Sess., pp. 1%9-141.
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"bill of rights" for labor's rank and file members.
The issue illustrated the gulf that had grown between
Eisenhower and Mitchell by 1959, and the apparent re-
cognition by Mitchell of Eisenhower's determination
to follow other advice more compatible with his owa
views of the labor movement. In a press conference
Eisenhower praised the McClellan amendments as great
improvements of the Kennedy-spoasored bill. Mitchell,
on the other hand, very cautiously tried to object to
the President's stand by saying that he favored only

a bill of rights in "substance."lS

When reporters
pointed out that Eisenhower specifically praised Mc-
Clellan's version, Mitchell circumspectly refused to
extend his remarks.19 In 1954 Mitchell challenged
Eigenhower on right-to-work laws by coatinuing to de-
nounce them after the Presideant publicly declared Mit-

20 Mig-

chell's views not to be administration policy.
chell feared no reprisals then. But by 1959, Mitchell
could no longer pursue an independent stand on labor
policy as he perhaps realized when he offersd: only
feeble resistance to the President's views.

Eisenhower withdrew his teantative support for

the Kennedy bill es amended by hicClellan after the

18cf. New York Times, April 26, 1959, and
Ibid., June 10, 1959.

1pid., June 20, 1959.

2OSee above, Chapter III, p. 51.
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moderates and Southera Democrats combined to redefine,

clarify, limit, and otherwise revise the bill of rights

21

proposals. The primary reason for southern support

came when Kennedy poimted out that the bill of rights

had unfavorable implications for segregationist poli-

0168.22

Eisenhower spared no effort to marshall pub-
lic opinion behind his drive for strict labor reform
legislation. In his press comferences he cited the
MicClellan committee revelations and insisted that boy-
cott, picketing, and "no-man's-land" areas of the Taft-
Hartley act had tobe revised in order to effectively
curb corruption.23 When the Kennedy bill passed the
Senate in April, now asmended extensively enough to
cause labor to withdraw its support, Eisenhower gave
his reaction by saying:

Well, the fact is that this whole labor
situation which has been characterized as even
worge than malfuanctioning even racxeteering in
some few labor organizations and among certain
individuals, has been highlighted by the McClellan
committee report . .

Now, in the Senate bill . . . we think there
are very definite weaknesses, and I don't mind
saying that I am very much disappointed, parti-
cularly im three fields: the secondary boycott
e o oy blackmail picketing . . ., and thean the
field of clarifying the relatiomships of states

21

22U.S., Congressional Record, 86th Cong.,
1st Sess., CV, Part

2

Public Papers ¢« o o 1959’ Pe. 4’280

3Public Papers . . . 1959, pp. 568-69.
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to those areas where the NLRB has refused to

assert aay jurisdiction, we believe there ought

to be a definite law here to coafer or to re-

O e LT, B e b me

p P .

From this positioa the President never retreated. As
forcefully as he could, he tried to impress his views
oa the public.

New tactics were adopted im July by the Repub-
lican - Southern Democratic coalition when the effort
to drastically amend the Kennedy bill failed to pro-
duce desired results. Two members of the coalition
who served on the House Education and Labor committee,
Robert P. Griffin, Michigan Republican, and Fhil M.
Landrum, Georgia, Democrat, spoansored a bill more in
accord with the views of about half the members of the
committee who reported the Keanedy measure in order
to get some kind of a bill oanto the House floor.25
Appareantly public pressure was too great to allow Bar-
den to pursue delayimg tactics in committee as he had
planaed to do in 1958,2°

The strength of the coalition was demonstrated
on August 13 when the Landrum-Griffin bill was adopted

as a substitute for the Senate bill, reported by the

24yew York Times, April 30, 1959.

25U.S., Congress, House, Committee on Educa-
tioa and Labor, Report to Accompany H.R. 8342, Report
NO. 741, 86th COﬂg., lSt SGSS., 1959, Ppo 76, 85-92’
93, 99-100.

26"Attitudes Toward Organized Labor," POQ,
XXVI (1962), 296.
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comnittee, in the largest vote recorded in the House
of Representatives, 229 to 201.27 The next day the
bill was sent to conference committee where it was
well-defended by Barden, and Goldwater, amoag others,
while the Keamedy forces attempted with only small
success to restrict the language of the bill to spe-
cific abuses. As the bill was finally reported on
September 5 and 4, it represented another victory for
the conservative coalition, but the measure had been
tempered somewhat by the efforts of Kennedy.28 While
the measure was less mcderate than Kennedy appareantly
desired, mo extreme expressions of an anti-labor atti-
tude found their way into the bill. Senator McClellan,
wrote later that the bill needed more "teeth" but
nevertheless was better than the moderate proposals

advanced by Kennedy.29
While the House of Representatives debated the

merits of the bills, President Eisenhower appeared on
television, on August 6 to plead for support of the
Landrum-Griffin bil1.°° 1In firm tones, the President

denouaced union corruption as "a national disgrace"

27Congressional Quarterly Almanac, XV, 167,168.

28U.S., Congress, House, Conference Committee,
Conference Report on S. 1555, Report No. 1147, 86th
Cong., 1st Sess., 1959, p. 5l.

29John L. McClellan, Crime Without Punishment
(New York: Duell, Sloan, Pearce, 1902), P. 207.

30Public Papers . . . 1959, pp. 567-69.







86

and reiterated his demands for labor legislation.31
The President's speech combined with the effect of the
summary of the McClellan committee's findings released
earlier, served to maintain public opinion ian support
of the Landrum-Griffin bill.’° Letters from home, plus
strenuous lobbying activities by supporters of the bill
such as the National Association of Manufacturers or
the Chamber of Commerce, provided great incentive for
the Representatives to vote for the measure.53 The
moderates on the other hand were divided, in part, by
labor's decision to support an even less restrictive
measure than the Kennedy bill introduced in the House
with the Landrum-Griffin bill,>*

Eisenhower signed the Landrum-Griffin bill oa
September 14 without comment, thus ending the last
phase of his labor reform program. As the Presideat
became more active in the direction -of his policies,
his attitude toward labor unions solidified. By al-
lowing other members of the administration to formu-

late policy im his first term, Eisenhower was forced

lmpid., p. 567.

52m pttitudes Toward Organized Labor," FOQ,
XXVI (1962), 296.

35U.S. Congressional Record, 86th Cong., lst
Sess., CV, Part 12, 16102. .

M1via.
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to equivocate in his stand on labor issues, but in
1959, having decided on a course of action, he fol-
lowed it relentlessly to its coaclusion.

The enmity of labor which Eisenhower thus in-
curred was directed toward Mitchell anc¢ Nixon. Nix-
on's vain effort to present himself as a friend of la-
bor by encouraging a settlement of the 1959 steel strike
and the hostile reception given kitchell when he spoke
to the 1959 AFL - CIO coanvention have already been dis-
cussed. The political results of Eisenhower's labor
reform policy were disastrous for both men. Labor
united solidly behind Keamnedy ia the 1960 Presidential
election.and perhaps provided the narrow margin of vic-

tory which he achieved.55

55n sttitudes Toward Organized Labor," POQ,
XXVI (1962), 29%6.



BIBLIOGRAPHICAL ESSAY

The memoirs by Eisenhower and other members
of his administration provided a valuable source of
iaformation about the tone and general character of
the Eisenhower era. The most useful analysis of Eisen-
hower as a complex humam being was given by Emmet John

Hughes in The Ordeal of Fower. Not quite as simple

a man &8s his critics have portrayed him, Eisenhower
was a perplexing study for Hughes. But oa matters re-
lated to labor policy, Hughes was unable to provide
much firsthand iaformation since he served with the
administratioan omly during 19535 and during the 1956
campaign. Hughes was coantent to ignore the Durkinm
appointment completely, and he accepted the estimation
of Mitchell as a liberal who guided Eisenhower's labor
policy after 1954.

In Firsthand Report Sherman Adams described

the comnflict between the moderates and the o0ld guard
of the Republican party and presented Eisenhower as g
focus of unity for both groups. Eisenhower's efforts
to maintain party umity were mot always successful as
Adams made clear, but this was his objective. Labor
policy was a difficult subject for Adams to cope with,

but he managed to give the impression that after the
88
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resignation of Durkin, Mitchell was able to keep in
check elemeats in the Cabinet and the Congress who
sought repressive legislation for labor unions. The
same praise was given to Mitchell's strike policy.
By resisting intervention in the Southern Bell Tele-
phone company the value of the hands-off technique
was demonstrated for Adams. But no meantion was made
of the two steel strikes which thoroughly tested Eisen-
hower's strike policy. Adams was equally silent about
the issue of labor racketeering although it was a major
point of division between Mitchell and Eisenhower.
Eisenhower's resistance to the o0ld guard might have
been less persistent than Adams suggested. Eisenhower's
own summary of his years in office recorded by Adams
after his resignation, seemed to support this view.

Ezra Taft Beanson's memoirs represented the
other side of the coin insofar as the rivalry between
the 0ld guard and the moderates was concerned. In
Cross-Fire, a plodding account of Benson's farm policy
difficulties, only two important references were made
to labor policy. Benson considered the farmer the vic-
tim of the unlimited economic power of unions and
industry, an opinion which provoked a public quarrel
with Walter Reuther. Among other things, Benson's at-
titude, reflecting farm-state opinions, sugzested that
the Senators conducting the investigation of labor

unions were not neutral, as they claimed, by virtue of
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being from agricultural regions. The second reference
revealed the old guard's attitude toward Nixon by
1960. Nixon's attempt to gain lost ground with labor
was interpreted by Benson as politically inspired al-
though he ignored the fact that prices were not in-
creased thus checking the tide of inflation that con-
cerned him.

Eisenhower's accouat of his first term, Man-

date for Change was of some value in determining the

President's attitude toward organized labor as it had
developed by 1963. But on the Durkin experiment,
Eisenhower added little that was new. His motives,
discussed above, were not very coavincing. As for
blaming Durkin's intransigeant attitude toward revision
of the Taft-Hartley act for the failure of the experi-
ment, Eisenhower failed to admit that he had some re-
sponsibility to assist Durkin since Eisenhower had
appointed him. As a source of reliable information
Eisenhower's memoirs are no better than Adams', but
they revealed equally well the problems of his admin-
istration and some of the efforts to solve them.
Printed government documents pertaining to
Eisenhower's labor policy were more abundant and more
informative than the memoirs. The 1955 - 1954 hear-
ings on revising the Taft-Hartley act were valuable
in establishing the broad raange of opinion on the

issue. When others were coming forward to testify,
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the administration was unable to preseat its views,
indicating the struggle within the administraticn on
this issue.

The hearings conducted to investigate welfare
and pension fund abuses, led by Senator Faul H. Doug-
las between 1954 and 1956 were free of the political
overtones that markea the later efforts by the McClel-
lan Rackets Committee. Douglas attempted to explore
unions', insurance companies' and employer-operated
funds, and the result was a balanced study of the
difficulties which the labor movement had encountered
in its transition to an iastitution.

The McClellan Rackets Committee hearings and
reports weré invaluable sources for the study of
Eisenhower's labor policy. Among the 46,000 pages
of testimony gathered in the hearings, Part 25 was the
most interesting and valuable record of the eacouater
between the Republicans, Karl E. Mundt, Barry Gold-
water, and Carl T. Curtis, and Walter Reuther of the
UAW-CIO. For three days in March 1958 Reuther volun-
tarily answered questions about the Kohler strike and
union political activities and parried the verbal
blasts launched by .Goldwater, Curtis and Mundt. Sena-
tor Ives, the fourth Republican on the committee, re-

mained aloof. Reuther's frank answers and his equally
frank appraisal of the motives of the examiners did

much to counteract the bad publicity for the labor
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movement which the McClellan committee produced.

Since the Departmeant of Labor did not preserve
copies of Secretary Durkin's speeches, the New York
Times served as a valuable source of information about
Durkin's opinions while a member of the administration.
The same was true of Mitchell's press releases which
were indicative of the Labor Secretary's hesitant
attitude concerning Eisenhower's determination to aban-
don organized labor as a source of poteantial political
support.

Equally useful for measuring congressiocnal
reaction to Eisenhower's opinions about organized la-
bor was the Congressional Record. Although the re-
marks recorded there are subject to alteration and ex-
tension by the various speakers, the mood of the Con-
gress can often be determined on particular issues.
Republican reaction in 1958 to the motion to suspend
the rules and pass the Kennedy-Ives bill was easily
detected.

A convenient source of statements by Eisen-

hower on various labor issues was The Public Papers of

the Presidents of the United States: Dwight D. Eisen-

hower, but its value was reduced by the fact that only
a selection of news conferences was given. The New

York Times was the most complete source of news con-

ference remarks.

Secondary sources that address themselves to
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the problem of Eisenhower's relationship with organized
labor were of little value in preparing this paper.
One exception that should be noted was the article by
William V. Shannon, "Eisenhower as President, A Criti-
cal Appraisal of the Record," Commentary, XXV, 390-3598,
in which he asserted that Eisenhower did not share the
Taft Republican "animus against union labor" because
he sought no form of national right-to-work law. One
is reminded that Taft opposed such measures also, which
suggests that Eisenhower at least in 1959 was perform-
ing a service similar to that performed by Taft in
checking the more extreme elements of both parties.
Shanntén's observation that Eisenhower found the "con-

sensus" of the Congress was correct.



w N : M
4
=
- .
3 \
N R “ .
) .
> N
R
1
o
. ,
- -
- K

v






i i

9210




