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ABSTRACT

COORDINATED BARGAINING: A CASE
STUDY IN THE EVOLUTION OF
COLLECTIVE BARGAINING

By

Gedaliahu H. Harel

Management-union relations in the United States
have been conceptualized as a never-ending continuum of
actions and reactions combined with periods of accommodation
arrived at through the process of collective bargaining.

It is in this frame of conceptualization that this research
analyzes the development of coordinated bargaining.

The underlying reason for the establishment of
coordinated bargaining is the attempt by unions to react to
the changes introduced by management in the collective bar-
gaining scene: (1) the expansion of business in terms of
size and product markets, and (2) the transfer of the
decision-making process from the plant level to the corpor-
ate level. The overall objective of this study is to eval-
uate the coordinated bargaining effort on the basis of the
expefience of the International Union, Allied Industrial
Workers of America (A.I.W.) up to the present.

The research has a dual structural form. Part I,

the dynamic analysis, uses the long-term dimension of the
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development in coordinated bargaining to accomplish the
following: (1) Describe and analyze in detail five cases
of coordinated bargaining in which A.I.W. was involved:
Essex International Incorporated, Eaton Corporation,
Globe-Union, Inc., General Electric and the Wet Corn Milling
Council; (2) Estimate costs associated with participation
in coordinated bargaining; (3) Describe the structural
changes in the union as a result of coordinated bargaining;
(4) Assess the achievements and pitfalls of coordinated
bargaining; and (5) Discern possible future developments
related to coordinated bargaining.

Data were gathered through in-depth interviews with
international officers, regional representatives and local
officials of A.I.W., Industrial Union Department coordina-
tors and representatives of other unions. In addition, all
available documents pertinent to the subject were examined
and analyzed.

Part II, the static, cross-sectional analysis,
evaluates the coordinated bargaining variable at one point
in time. Data were obtained from two self-administered
questionnaires, one to all local union presidents of the
A.I.W., the second to all regional representatives of the A.I.W.

The survey of the local union presidents asked
respondents to indicate their attitudes on a 5-point Likert
scale, to four statements depicting issues advanced by

unions in support of coordinated bargaining and three
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statements depicting issues advanced by management in
opposition to coordinated bargaining. Age of the respon-
dent and size of his local were also requested. The atti-
tudinal responses of 148 local union presidents including
respondents with and without experience in coordinated
bargaining revealed that the local union presidents were in
overwhelming agreement with the reasons for joining coor-
dinated bargaining as expressed by the supporters of this
process. The respondents neither agreed nor disagreed with
the ideas advanced in opposition to coordinated bargaining.
There was no correlation between the factors of age and
size of local union and the attitudes of the respondents to
coordinated bargaining.

In the survey of the regional representatives,
multiple regression analysis was used to examine four
propositions. In the first proposition, the simultaneous
influence of four independent variables on the decision
of the regional representative to recommend to a local

union to join a coordinated bargaining effort was found

to be:
Yl = ,3956 + ‘002Xl + .8011X2 + .2069X3 + .5943X5
Xl - the number of union members in the local union
X2 - the local union is part of a multi-plant employer
X3 - the employer tends to centralize the decision making

when it comes to collective bargaining issues
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X5 - the local union follows a pattern established by
another international union when it comes to collec-
tive bargaining agreements

The second proposition which examined the simul-
taneous influence of the independent variables on the deci-
sion of the local union membership to join a coordinated
bargaining, as it is perceived by the regional representa-

tive, was found to be:

Y2 = 1.7026 + .8202X2 + .O953X3 + .0002X4 + .2759X5

X, - the local union is part of a multi-plant employer
X3 - the employer tends to centralize the decision making

when it comes to collective bargaining issues

X4 - the total number of employees working in the cor-
poration
Xe - the local union follows a pattern established by

another international union when it comes to collective
bargaining agreements.

The third proposition, which examined the simul-
taneous influence of the subjective as well as objective
independent variables on the decision of the regional rep-
resentative to recommend joining a coordinated bargaining

effort, was found to be:

Y3 = .7977 + .8625X2 + .l950X3 + .6529X5 - .l435X8

X.. - the local union is part of a multi-plant employer

2
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X3 - the employer tends to centralize the decision making
when it comes to collective bargaining issues.

X5 - the local union follows a pattern established by
another international union when it comes to collec-
tive bargaining agreements.

X8 - the age of the regional representative

The fourth proposition, which examined the simul-
taneous influence of the independent variables on the

decision of the regional representative to recommend a

given level of involvement in coordinated bargaining if

such an effort would be initiated, was found to be:

Y = 1.71 + 2.O7X3 + .94X

4 5

X3 - the employer tends to centralize the decision making

when it comes to collective bargaining
X5 - the local union follows a pattern established by

another international union when it comes to collec-

tive bargaining agreements.

Coordinated bargaining was identified in this study

as organized labor's reaction to contemporary changes in
the balance of power at the bargaining table. This union
antidote to management action was identified as one factor
which strives to change the structure of collective bargain-
ing in this country. It also suggested that the efforts to
establish coordinated bargaining will continue despite manage-
ment opposition and interunion factionalism until a new accom-

modation between labor and management will be established.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

As the decade of the 1970's unfolds, the attention
of those interested in the collective bargaining process
is increasingly attracted to the development and direction
of the growing coordination and collaboration among indus-
trial unions for the purpose of collective bargaining.

It was John R. Commons, the great scholar of the
labor movement in the United States, who established the
theory that the rise and development of the American labér
movement was due in largest measure to the geographical-
widening of product markets, bringing more and more pro-
ducers into competition with one another, and forcing
workers to combine on an equally extensive geographical
basis to resist the adverse consequences of product market
competition.l In Commons' view, the labor movement arose
as a spontaneous worker protest to the effect of competi-
tion on working conditions. Over time the problems and
the pressures take new forms, institutions are altered and

labor union objectives undergo modification, too. In the

lJohn R. Commons, "American Shoemakers, 1648-1895:
A Sketch of Industrial Evolution," Quarterly Journal of
Economics, XXIV (November, 1909), 39-84.







ongoing process, unions, like other organized groups, seek
to exert their power to achieve economic benefits for them-
selves and their members. Unions are restrained in this
process, just as their business counterparts are restrained,
by the hammering out over time of a body of changing rules
which set new limits to the exercise of their power.
Commons' student and colleague, Selig Perlman, went

even further in describing the process of collective bar-
gaining:

[It's] above all a technique whereby an inferior

social class or group carries on a never-slackening

pressure for a bigger share in the social sovereignty

as well as for more welfare, security, and liberty

for its individual members.d

Alfred Kuhn, a more contemporary scholar of the

collective bargaining process in the United States, eval-
uated the relations among the parties in the following
manner :

Union weapons are designed to exert pressure on the

company, not to put it out of existence. The union

is an agency of protest, not of management. It

also is not the supplier of the labor that manage-

ment wants but only a bargaining agent for that

labor. Hence it cannot withhold new things manage-

ment wants in the sense that management can with-

hold a pay increase or promotion or a producer of

rubber mouldings can withhold a supply contract
until it gets satisfactory terms.

lSelig Perlman, "The Principle of Collective Bar-
gaining," Annals of the American Academy of Political and
Social Science (March, 1936), 154.

2Alfred Kuhn, Labor: Institutions and Economics
(New York: Harcourt, Brace & World, 1967), p. 133.







In an effort to conceptualize the historical devel-
opment of management-union relations in the United States,
one can observe a never-ending continuum of actions and
reactions combined with periods of accommodation arrived
at through the process of collective bargaining. In most
of the instances of this never-ending continuum of relations,
it is management that initiated change and established new
directions for the enterprise and its employees, and only
at a later stage does the union, as the representative of
the workers, establish its reactions to the new environ-
ment. The nature of the accommodation which is arrived at
between the parties through the process of collective bar-
gaining is a function of the relative strength mustered by
the respective parties. In the words of Alfred Kuhn:

The objective of bargaining is advantage. That is,
each party seeks to enhance its own welfare by
gaining concessions from or avoiding concessions to
the other, as when a union tries to get higher wages
while management tries to pay lower ones. The extent
to which one side can get concessions from the other
depends upon a very elusive but crucial force known
as bargaining power.

It is in this frame of conceptualization--action,

reaction and accommodation--that this research will try

to analyze the development of coordinated bargaining.

Management Actions

The trend which John R. Commons observed from the

middle of the seventeenth century to the end of the nineteenth

l1pid., p. 83.






century of market expansion of American business continued
to accelerate through the twentieth century. With the
end of World War II the nature of corporate growth and
expansion changed. While the previous waves of business
expansion in American history were either horizontal consoli-
dation (rounding out the firm's product line by increasing
the line of goods sold to its customers), or vertical con-
solidation (building the firm's capabilities either forward
toward its markets or backward toward the sources of supply),
the recent wave of consolidation is mainly of a conglomer-
ate nature (the acquisition of a large number of companies
which operate in different and unrelated markets). Com-
panies turned to conglomerate consolidation primarily for
two reasons. First, the vigorous antitrust enforcement
effectively checked the large horizontal and vertical
mergers. A second and perhaps more important motivation
for conglomerate acquisitions has been the financial con-
sequences of those expansions. Suffice it to say that
this tremendous rush of 20 years of business conglomera-
tion led in 1968 alone to 15,445 acquisitions with total
assets of the firms acquired amounting to more than 67
billion dollars.l

The 20 years of business conglomeration have

altered not only the managerial and ownership structure of

lKenneth O. Alexander, "Conglomerate Mergers and
Collective Bargaining," Industrial and Labor Relations
Review, XXIV, 3 (1971), 355.




American business, but have also changed, in a very sub-
stantial way, the balance of power around the collective
bargaining table. In the words of Professor George H.
Hildebrand:
In this shift of managerial power, the union now finds
itself a unit in a decentralized group of labor organ-
izations, and thereby loses negotiating effectiveness.
It must confront a unified management that is able to
take a local strike because it has hedged its risks
by assembling a product conglomerate, in the process
establishing or extending a decentralized system of
local unit bargaining. In military parlance, the
conglomerate corporation can fight on interior lines
against a diverse set of weak opponents, each acting
independently and hence vulnerable to divide-and-
conquer strategies.

In addition to the economic and strategic changes
which occurred as a result of the wave of conglomeration,
or maybe because of them, some students of labor relations
believe that there have been some fundamental changes
since the middle fifties in the industrial relations phil-
osophy or ideological climate in many companies. In those
companies there has been a new sense of firmness and mili-
tancy in dealing with unions, initiated at top management
levels, which has been carried over as far as the routine
contract administration. Management's emphasis is no

longer on "getting along with the union," but on fighting
to win back some of the rights which it claims it lost in
the past. George Strauss summarized these changes and

their implications as follows:

lGeorge H. Hildebrand, "Coordinated Bargaining:
An Economist's Point of View," Labor Law Journal, XIX, 8
(1968), 526.







This new management militancy seems to be a reversal
of a long-run trend toward accommocdation which has
been observed by many students of American industrial
relations. Is this reversal temporary or permanent?
It would seem that management's firmer position is
likely to continue at least for a while, and so is the
union's present weakness. If unions accept their
weakened power position, as they are almost forced to
do, then a new accommodation is possible. Or it is
possible as long as management does not abuse its
power. However, there are signs that some manage-
ments, having tasted victory, have become obsessed
with power for its own sake and are now seeking to
reduce the unions to ineffectiveness (though there
are few instances where management has much hope of
eliminating them altogether).l

Union Reactions

In an attempt to confront the new realities intro-
duced by management, some unions (mainly industrial ﬁnions)
began to coordinate their efforts for the purpose of
enhancing their bargaining power, which had been weakened
as a result of management's economic and collective bar-
gaining policies. As Professor Hildebrand suggests, the
use of coordinated bargaining is an admission of union
weakness, but concomitantly, it is an attempt to reestab-
lish the balance of power which has been destroyed.

As a general proposition, the effort to introduce
coordinated bargaining is an admission of union
weakness under the system hitherto prevailing. The
common employer view, that coordination is a bid for

more union power, is correct. But the source lies
more in weakness than in existing strength.?

lGeorge Strauss, "The Shifting Power Balance in
the Plant," Industrial Relations, I, 3 (1962), 96.

2Hildebrand, "Coordinated Bargaining," p. 525,



It was not until 1961 that the Industrial Union
Department of the AFL-CIO backed the attempts of a few
international unions in their coordination efforts at
Minnesota Mining and Manufacturing. And only in 1964 did
the Industrial Union Department establish the Collective
Bargaining Service Section in order to strengthen and
support the coordinated bargaining efforts. In the words
of the president of the Industrial Union Department,

I.W. Abel, the purpose of coordination, and the role of

the I.U.D. in it, are as follows:
Instead of working at cross purposes or confronting
the employer in the weakest possible manner, unions
representing groups of workers in the same company
or industry now have a sensible alternative. They
can take advantage of the Industrial Union Depart-
ment's Coordinated Bargaining Program. The teamwork
generated between unions under a coordinated program
will not only make contract negotiations more effec-
tive and meaningful, but will also provide for the

involved unions and their members a degree of stabil-
ity and job security that is not otherwise possible.

The Setting of the Research

Albeit coordinated bargaining is by definition an
interunion affair which at times reaches the corridors
of AFL-CIO headquarters, it is nevertheless an internal
decision of each union whether it will join with other
unions in such an effort. The decision to join or not

to join a coordinated bargaining committee has important

lCoordinated Bargaining: Labor's New Approach to
Effective Contract Negotiations (Washington, D.C.: Industrial
Union Department, AFL-CIO, 1972), p. 5.




ramifications for the entire union, and not only for the par-
ticular local unit which is involved in such an effort.

The initial steps, in the majority of coordinations spon-
sored by the I.U.D., are worked out at the level of the
presidents of the international unions or their repre-
sentatives. Participation of some locals of an inter-
national in coordinated bargaining might affect the

entire membership of the international union through the
utilization of the strike funds. The demands and achieve-
ments of the locals which participate in coordinated bar-
gaining might also have an indirect effect, through the
different channels of communication of the international,
on the demands of other locals that do not participate in
coordinated bargaining. Moreover, such factors as his-
torical rivalry among international unions might inhibit or
promote the participation of some locals in a coordinated
bargaining venture.

It is one of the basic premises of this research
that, in order to understand and better evaluate the devel-
opment and significance of the coordinated bargaining pro-
cess, the investigation should look at the process as it
materializes in the context of the international union.
Thus, the unit of investigation which has been selected
for this study is a medium-sized international union with
considerable experience with coordinated bargaining. The

selection of the specific international union, Allied






Industrial Workers of America, was made after consultation
with a few members of the I.U.D. and after receiving the

assurance of cooperation from this union.

The Union

The Allied Industrial Workers of America was first
organized on August 26, 1935, when the American Federation
of Labor issued the charter establishing the United Auto-
mobile Workers (A.F.L.), the earlier name of the A.I.W.

The first president and organizer of this union was a young
Baptist minister whose congregation fired him for his pro-
labor preaching. That young minister was Homer Martin.

His zeal, organizing and speaking ability helped bring the
union membership to 400,000 by 1937.

A split developed within the International Union,
which by 1939 became so serious that the larger Detroit
area locals broke off and formed the U.A.W. under the
C.I.0. banner. The Martin faction, carrying the original
charter, but with fewer members, reelected Martin president
and continued as the UAW-AFL.

As a result of the merger of the AFL-CIO, the inter-
national union in 1956 was given a new name, the Allied
Industrial Workers, which is actually a more representa-
tive title since the union did indeed represent industrial
workers, rather than merely automobile workers. The newly

named international, however, was to undergo another problem
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within a year--a problem that could have ended its exis-
tence as a viable international union within the AFL-CIO.

Newspaper publicity and Congressional investigation
disclosed a range of racketeering within the leadership of
the union. The AFL-CIO Ethical Practices Committee inves-
tigated and found some of the charges to be justified, and
so the AFL-CIO Executive Council placed the union on proba-
tion. The international union's executive board, which had
already begun steps to clean out the racketeering before
the order, accepted the AFL-CIO's conditions and called a
special convention for August, 1957, in St. Louis, Missouri.
As a result of the steps taken by the international union's
executive and the convention, the AFL-CIO lifted its proba-
tion after five months, even though the probation was for
a year. Of the six international unions which faced expul-
sion for corruption and subversive influences, only the
A.I.W. emerged successfully with its good name restored;
the rest were suspended from the federation.

The growth of the union has been in a wide variety
of areas, so wide, in fact, that out of 21 major groups

listed under manufacturing in the Standard Industrial

Classification Manual, the A.I.W. has membership in every

group but one. Today the international union has nearly
100,000 members in 424 locals in 18 states. The membership
is largely concentrated in Wisconsin, Michigan, Ohio,

Indiana, Illinois, Kentucky, Missouri and California. The
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union is organized in seven separate regions. The regional
directors, along with the international president, the
international secretary-treasurer and a board member-at-
large constitute the A.I.W. executive board, the highest
authority of the union between conventions.

Full-time regional representatives are supplied by
the various regions to their local unions. These repre-
sentatives work with the local union officials on all
matters of collective bargaining and contract administra-
tion, and as such fulfill a pivotal function in the work of
the union. The A.I.W. has been active in the Industrial
Union Department of the AFL-CIO, especially in the coordi-
nated bargaining activities. The A.I.W. is involved in
about 16 coordinated bargaining committees organized by
the I.U.D. At the I.U.D. national convention in 1973, the
president of A.I.W. international union was elected to
serve as a vice-president of the I.U.D. in recognition of
the work and contribution of this union toward the achieve-

ment of the I.U.D. goals.

The Survey of Literature

Despite the fact that coordinated bargaining
became the "cause celebre" in some sectors of the economy,
very little analytical literature has been written on the
topic. Most of the literature deals with partisan and
anecdotal reports about a few specific cases. The remaining

few analytical studies approach the subject from the
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legalistic point of view and the collective bargaining
aspects of the issue.

Before going into the various analytical studies,
it is necessary to define two terms: coalition bargaining
and coordinated bargaining. These two terms are used
interchangeably by innocent bystanders and purposely by
the parties involved. Management favors the term coali-
tion bargaining because it describes company-wide bargain-
ing by an alliance of labor unions. Labor organizations
use the term coordinated bargaining because it indicates
a cooperative endeavor by separate and independent unions
in their relations with a multi-plant, multi-union employer.
The definitions of these two terms which were adopted in
this study were advanced by Lynn E. Wagner. According to
Wagner coalition bargaining is:

The situation where two or more unions bargain

jointly for a "common agreement" covering all of
the employees which they purport to represent.
Coordinated bargaining denotes, according to Wagner:

The circumstance where two or more unions rep-
resenting separate bargaining units negotiate jointly
for individual unit contracts containing common
terms. 2

The analytical studies which approach the subject

from the legalistic point of view center their discussion

around four issues, using various NLRB and court

lLynn E. Wagner, "Multi-Union Bargaining: A Legal
Analysis," Labor Law Journal, XIX, 12 (1968), 733.

2

Ibid.
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decisions. The writers of these studies use the status of
the law or the legal decisions in order to support a pro-
labor or a pro-management position.

1. The conspiracy doctrine--According to some
writers, this attempt of cooperation by unions is really
a conspiracy which is directed by big unions and the
I.U.D. to force management to deal with a coalition of
unions. The argument is that, although unions call their
effort coordinated bargaining, even if such a coalition
drops its demands for a common agreement for all unions,
underlying this approach is a conspiracy of those unions
to lead in the long run to a company-wide agreement, even
if it is opposed by management. Such an argument is advanced
by William Chernish:

The most important differentiating feature of

coalition bargaining as contrasted to other forms

of joint bargaining is that the other efforts have
come about as a result of voluntary agreement between
the employer and the union. Coalition bargaining
programs are designed to force an employer to bargain
with a representative of_the various participating
locals on a joint basis.

Indeed, this conspiracy doctrine argument was

advanced by G.E. in McLeod v. General Electric, where the

company alleged that there was a conspiracy of all the
international unions to refrain from agreeing to or

signing a contract until all members of the conspiracy had

lWilliam N. Chernish, Coalition Bargaining; A Study
of Union Tactics and Public Policy (Philadelphia: Univer-
sity of Pennsylvania Press, 1969), p. 271.
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done so.l This doctrine was rejected by Judge Frankel in
the instant case saying that "conspirators are normally
more conspiratorial"2 and that unions had the right to
seek the kind of cooperation among unions as they did. The
argument of conspiracy was also viewed unfavorably by
Francis A. King, who saw the reliance on antitrust
conspiracy contradictory to the purpose of the collective
bargaining process:
The reliance on antitrust conspiracy doctrines
seems both unfortunate and misplaced. The con-
spiracy doctrines are utilized to infer agreements
between parties engaged in violating the law where
there is no direct evidence of the agreement. To
carry these doctrines over into the field of labor
relations, where so much depends on the mutual trust
and confidence of the parties, would be disastrous to
the policy of the L.M.R.A. collective bargaining laws
which are geared to cooperation, not prohibition. . . .
To afford the bargaining parties the right to infer a
conspiracy from the other's actions could hopelessly

mire the bargaining process in a series of charges
and counter-charges.3

2. Employer's obligation to recognize union's
chosen representative--One legal question is whether repre-
sentatives of different unions can participate on the
negotiating team of another union. This issue was dis-
cussed by the NLRB and the courts mainly in U.S. Pipe

and Foundry Co. v. NLRB, Standard 0Oil v. NLRB, American

lMcLeod V. General Electric Co., 257 F. Supp 690,
704 (S. D. N. Y. 1966). :

21pid. at 707.

3Francis A. King, "Is Coalition Bargaining Legal?"
Western Reserve Law Review, XVIII (January, 1967), 589-590.
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Radiator and Standard Sanitary Corporation, McLeod v.

General Electric Co., Minnesota Mining and Manufacturing

Co. and 0il, Chemical and Atomic Workers International

Union. A summary of the NLRB and court decisions in these

cases was that:

If negotiations are confined to terms and con-
ditions of employment within the bargaining unit,
the union has freedom to choose its negotiators.

The union may include in its bargaining committee
members and officers of other locals, other inter-
nationals, or other groups as long as these persons
do not attempt to bargain for their own unions or
groups. The negotiators may take into consideration
the terms of other union agreements.

The decisions of the courts and the NLRB on this
issue are accepted by most writers although some believe
that the real reason for the participation of outsiders
in the cases mentioned was an attempt to establish
coalition rather than coordinated bargaining by those
unions. The acceptance of those rulings is disputed only
by two writers, Northrup2 and Chernish. Both view these
decisions as a result of "the tendency of the NLRB to

support the union view whenever the rationalization of that

position seemed at all possible."3 This tendency of the

lCarlos Solis, "Coordinated Bargaining: The Unions
Attempt to Answer a Need," University of San Francisco Law
Review, III (April, 1969), 370.

2Herbert R. Northrup, "Boulwarism v. Coalitionism--
The 1966 G.E. Negotiations," Management of Personnel
Quarterly (Summer, 1966), 2-11.

3Chernish, Coalition Bargaining, p. 244.
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NLRB, in Chernish's view, brings more and more government
intrusions into the affairs of the collective bargaining
parties, and leads to unacceptable rulings:

Rendering rulings, for example, as to when an
"outsider" is not an outsider, but instead repre-
sents a local union other than the one which elected
him or pays his salary, or when management can or
cannot refuse to deal with a committee on which an
outsider is present, not only takes the NLRB deep
into the bargaining process, but also yields decisions
which solemnly state that the union spokesmen do not
mean what their leaders have publicly sworn to
accomplish.

In order to eliminate this undesirable situation,

both Northrup and Chernish recommend repeal of Sections

8(a) (5) and (b)(3)2 of the NLRA.

If Sections 8(a) (5) and (b) (3) were deleted from
the Act, the controversy over union committee member-
ship and recent size would be largely irrelevant to
the law. If unions desired to pack committees with
representatives of other local or national unions,
they would have a perfect right to do so--but manage-
ment would have an equal right to decline to bargain
with them. Essentially economic power would arbi-
trate the result.3

These two scholars suggest that the problem of
unfair labor practices be solved by repealing the law which
made those practices unlawful and not by eliminating the

causes for such unfair labor practices. What they

lipid., p. 246.

2"Section 8(a)It shall be an unfair labor practicg
for an employer-- (5) to refuse to bargain collectively W}th
the representatives of his employees, subject to the provi-

sions of section 9(a)." . .
"Section 8(b)It shall be an unfair labor practice

for a labor organization or its agents-- (3} to yefgse to
bargain collectively with an employgr, provided it }s.the
representative of his employees subject to the provisions

of section 9(a)."

3Chernish, Coalition Bargaining, p. 247.
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recommend is the return to the "jungle conditions" of the
period prior to the enactment of the NLRA, which Congress
sought to change and improve.

3. The locked-in agreement argument--Employers
have argued that through the coordinated bargaining com-
mittee unions lock themselves into a situation where they
cannot sign a contract until all members of the'coordinated
bargaining committee also sign an agreement. Wagner con-
cisely stated the issue:

Under Section 8(b) (3) it is unlawful for a union
or its bargaining representative to insist to the
point of an impasse in negotiations that an employer
bargain about subjects other than the mandatory "wages,
hours and other conditions of employment." Employers
have argued, therefore, that, in the absence of an
appropriate multi-plant bargaining unit, the terms of
an employer's agreements at other_ plants are non-
mandatory subjects of bargaining.

In order to determine how Section 8(b) (3) is inter-
preted by the NLRB and the Courts, Wagner looked at United

States Pipe and Foundry Co. V. NLRB.2 The main issue in

this case was whether a demand that an employer agree to
a common expiration date in his contracts with the rep-
resentatives of other bargaining units is a mandatory
subject of bargaining. The Sixth Circuit Court decided
that the unions did not violate Section 8(b) (3) since the

issue of common expiration dates is such a vital part of

lWagner, "Multi-Union Bargaining," p. 739.

2See United States Pipe & Foundry Co. v. NLRB,
298 F. 2d 873, 44 LC 17, 412 (CA - 6 1962).
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the bargaining power of the unions that it would be legit-
imate for the unions to insist on this issue to the point
of impasse. But Wagner took issue with this decision, saying:

Before unions begin to celebrate and employers
become overly despondent, however, it may be worth-
while to examine the soundness of the Sixth Circuit's
bargaining power rationale. While "wages, hours and
other terms and conditions of employment" under
Section 8(d) have been broadly defined to include a
wide range of bargaining subjects, United States
Pipe & Foundry goes a step beyond even the most lib-
eral interpretations of that language by holding that
contract expiration dates of other bargaining units
are mandatory subjects of bargaining merely because
they would permit a union to negotiate more advan-
tageously about conditions of employment in its own
bargaining unit. Whether other circuits or the
Supreme Court would stretch the definition of a man-
datory subject this far is at least questionable,
especially when to do so has the practical effect of
approving multi-plant bargaining "without plenary pro-
ceedings before the Board" to determine the appropriate
bargaining unit.l

Despite Wagner's displeasure with the Sixth Circuit

decision in the United States Pipe & Foundry and his doubts

whether other courts would stretch the definition of man-
datory subjects in the same way, the Third Circuit decision

in the Phelps Dodge case which was rendered in March, 1972,

extends the previous decision. In the AFL-CIO Joint Nego-

tiating Committee v. NLRB and Phelps Dodge Corporation,

the Court held that four particular demands are mandatory
bargaining demands and may be insisted upon to impasse.

These are:

lWagner, "Multi-Union Bargaining," p. 744.

2AF1,-CIO Joint Negotiating Committee for Phelps
Dodge v. NLRB, 79 LRRM 2939 (3rd Cir. 1972).
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a. A demand for common expiration dates for all
of the agreements then being negotiated.

b. A demand for a "limited no-strike clause,"

i.e. an exception from the historically blanket no-strike
clause which would permit employees covered by a particular
collective bargaining agreement to strike in support of
their fellow employees in other bargaining units of the same
employer.

c. A "most favored nations" clause, i.e. when,
during the term of a local agreement, the company negotiates
an agreement covering any other bargaining unit in the com-
pany the local union which has such a clause has a right to
demand, that any of the provisions of the newly negotiated
agreement, be incorporated in its agreement.

d. Simultaneous settlement, i.e. that the unions
would not sign new agreements in any bargaining unit until
their fellow employees then in negotiations in other bar-
gaining units had also arrived at satisfactory settlements.

4, The appropriate bargaining unit argument--The
strongest legal argument against coalition bargaining 1is
connected with the issue of the appropriate bargaining unit.
Section 8(b) (4) (ii) (c) of the NLRA provides that it shall
be an unfair labor practice for a labor organization or its
agents:

(ii) to threaten, coerce, or restrain any person

engaged in commerce, where in either case an object
thereof is . . .
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(c) forcing or requiring any employer to recog-
nize or bargain with a particular labor organization
as the representative of such employees under pro-
visions of section 9.

Based on this language of the law, Francis A. King
argued that a coalition of unions will commit unfair labor
practice if they would try to coerce an employer to bargain
with the coalition instead of with the already certified
local unions.? On the other hand, Stephen H. Goldberg
argued the following:

But the question here is not whether the employees
in the separate units should be represented by a single
union; rather, it is whether two unions certified to
represent those employees in separate units may deter-
mine what their common interests are, formulate mutually
satisfactory demands, and insist that the employer dis-
cuss those demands jointly. Simply because a combined
unit is inappropriate for representation purposes, it
does not follow that a demand for joint bargaining is
similarly inappropriate.3

Another avenue which unions might use is to appeal
to the NLRB that the coordinated bargaining committee be
certified as the unit appropriate for the purposes of col-
lective bargaining. This avenue is a most unlikely one
because of the difficulties of getting such certification
from the Board and because of the selfish desires of the

unions to maintain their own status. An indication of the

reaction of the NLRB and the courts toward the possibility

lNational Labor Relations Act, U.S. Code, Vol. XXIX,
Sec. 158(b) (4) (ii) (c¢) (approved July 25, 1935).

2King, "Is Coalition Bargaining Legal?" p. 598.

3Stephen B. Goldberg, "Coordinated Bargaining Tac-
tics of Unions," Cornell Law Review, LIV (July, 1969), 917.
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that unions resort to this avenue is found in Libbz-

Owens-Ford Glass Company V. McCulloch.l In this case, one

international union requested the Board to conduct an elec-
tion to determine whether the membership of two locals of
the same union desire to be included with a council of
eight other locals for the purpose of collective bargaining.
The Board ordered the requested elections in this case and
the Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia sustained
this decision. Lamenting this decision, Chernish wrote:

It is then apparent that if the Board position in
this case is upheld by the Supreme Court, coalition
unions may have a new tool designed to accomplish goals
previously unattainable through collective bargaining.
Extension of the Libby-Owens-Ford doctrine would permit
unions simply to petition for an election to "clarify"
the scope of the bargaining unit to include from time
to time any local or group of locals as the opportuni-
ties arise. If the NLRB can joint several units into
one where one union is involved without regard to
history or employer concern, there is no logical rea-
son why it cannot do the same thing where several
unions are concerned. This would open a clear path
to coalition bargaining without the necessity of using
the various subterfuges which have been a hallmark of
the movement to date.

A somewhat different approach to the question at
h.and was suggested by Kenneth 0, Alexander. He proposed
that the NLRB make a distinction between the appropriate
bargaining unit for the purpose of representation and the
appropriate unit with regard to bargaining structure.

Once this distinction is adopted Alexander suggests that,

lLibby—Owens—Ford V. McCulloch, 67 LRRM 2712,
(District Court, District of Columbia, 1968).

2Chernish, Coalition Bargaining, p. 242.
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in the changing environment of business structure, the
issue of the appropriate unit for the purpose of bargaining
be allowed to be a mandatory issue in bargaining. In

conclusion, Alexander says that:

The Board can recognize more explicitly that the
appropriate unit for election and representation
purposes cannot be defended as also the most_ approp-
riate unit in terms of bargaining structure.
If such a shift in the Board's policy toward the
bargaining unit issue is adopted, then:

"There seems a good chance that such a shift could
be sustained in the courts if the scope of the unit
made subject to bargaining were restricted to the
ownership boundaries of the enterprise and to the bar-
gaining units of those unions which agreed to partake
in joint bargaining. Yet, such a limited shift would

allow bargaining to adapt flexibly to the conglomerate
merger movement. 2

The analytical studies which approach the subject
from the collective bargaining aspects, like the studies
which approach the subject from the legalistic point of
view, take a partisan stand on the issue. The most exten-
sive study to date on coordinated bargaining or, as he
calls it, coalition bargaining, is that of William N.
Chernish. Chernish's point of departure is that coordi-
nated bargaining is labor's unilateral attempt to force
joint bargaining upon rigidly opposed management. Fur-
thermore, he maintains that this venture is an attempt‘by

big union bosses to strip local unions of their power

lAlexander, "Conglomerate Mergers," p. 370.

2Ibid., p. 369.
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in collective bargaining. In addition, he emphasizes
that:

Industry in general has been reluctant to accept
the concept of joint bargaining, and more specifically,
coalition bargaining because of the very real fact
that a mature and successful coalition would have
increased bargaining strength by virtue of the fact
that such a coalition is able to threaten, or actually
to engage in, a strike which could cripple the opera-
tion of the entire firm. In effect, such a coalition
would prevent the company from "whipsawing”™ the unions--
preventing the unions from succeeding in gaining
settlements through coalitions which the individual
local would be unable to gain on their own. One of
the stated goals of the I.U.D. is to make such gains.
[Emphasis added.]

After examining seven major cases in which unions
tried to establish coordinated bargaining and after exam-
ining the law and the NLRB role in this development,
Chernish comes to the conclusion:

- The tendency of the NLRB (at least as presently

constituted) to support the enhancement of union

powers is, of course, clearly revealed by its hasty

pursuit of injunctions to force companies to bari

gain with coalition-constituted union committees.
In his opinion this is ". . . a careful union-NLRB coordi-
nated tactical effort to ensure union coalition victories."
In order to protect the public interest, and as a matter of
public policy, he recommends the deletion of Sections 8(a) (5)

and 8(b) (3) of the NLRA. He also recommends that manage-

ment take a stronger stand against coalition bargaining,

lChernish, Coalition Bargaining, p. 1l.
2

Ibid., p. 245.

3Ipia.
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that management be willing to bear large costs in the short-
run in order to prevent coalition and that it should restore
collective bargaining to the local level.

A similar stand is taken by Earl L. Engle of the
Union Carbide Corporation. He recommends that other compan-
ies make big investments in preventing coalition bargaining

as Union Carbide did in 1966-67 because according to him:

I am convinced that coalition bargaining, if it
is allowed to develop as the I.U.D. has blueprinted
it, will destroy true collective bargaining, will
create a few "all powerful" labor leaders, and would
eventually substitute the corporate state for free
enterprise.

An opposite view is taken by David Lasser, of the
International Union of Electrical, Radio and Machine
Workers (I.U.E.). He maintains that unions resorted to
coordinated bargaining because of the frustration encoun-
tered from union-by-union or plant-by-plant negotiation
with big and centralized companies, especially conglomer-
ates. Even though he does not see coordinated bargaining
as a panacea for the bargaining process, he sees it as a
tool which adapts itself to the changes in the modern busi-
ness world. Assessing the achievement of union experience
in G.E., he maintains that over and above the improved

benefits negotiated, unions also achieved ". . . the dignity

lEarl L. Engle, "Coordinated Bargaining: A Snare
and a Delusion," Labor Law Journal, XIX, 8 (1968), 522-523.
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and self respect in being able to bargain on the basis of
equality with this giant."l
Hildebrand sees in coordinated bargaining an attempt
by unions to alter certain existing bargaining systems in
order to increase their power vis-4-vis the employer. He
maintains that those attempts prove the inability of unions
to perform their function in the changing environment,
within the traditional collective bargaining structure.
This weakness stems from a few reasons: incomplete union-
ization of duplicating plants, parallel unions attempting
to negotiate alone, localized bargaining with divergent
contract expiration dates, and conglomerate firms with
centralized decision making able to take local strikes
because they have hedged their risks by assembling a pro-
duct conglomerate. Hildebrand's analysis points to the
fact that coordinated bargaining will lead to sacrifice in
the organizational autonomy of the local union, but it
seems to him that the membership is willing to pay this
price. He speculates that the double-decker system of
collective bargaining which emerges as a result of coordi-
nated bargaining might have inflationary potential. The
conclusion of the analysis is:
So far, however, the coalition movement does seem
to sustain the general thesis that bargaining arrange-

ments, as with other institutions, are a response
motivated by felt problems and needs and conditioned

lDavid Lasser, "Coordinated Bargaining: A Union
Point of View," Labor Law Journal, XIX, 8 (1968), 515.
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by ambitious and available power. As these factors
change, the arrangements must adapt successfully if
they are to survive.l
Herbert J. Lahne also sees coordinated bargaining
as a response of unions to changing enterprise systems. He
predicts that this kind of cooperation among unions will
bring in the future union consolidation and the formation
of new enterprise unions of the Japanese type.2
Robert Livernash examines coordinated bargaining
from the structural changes point of view. He asserts
that the enlargement in the negotiation units and bargain-
ing structure is caused by the growth in product and ser-
vice markets, by the growth of companies and unions, by
technological changes such as transportation, and by the
competitive offensive and defensive strategies of each party
to enhance its power position. Since the gquestion of ade-
quate representation for the local union and special groups
becomes more difficult in the enlarged bargaining unit,
Livernash thinks that the only way the enlarged unit can
exist is if the power of the enlarged unit is used to get
favorable resolution to the needs of the local and special
groups.
Livernash concludes that the future of coalition

bargaining structure depends on four factors:

lHildebrand, "Coordinated Bargaining," p. 531.

2Herbert L. Lahne, "Coalition Bargaining and the
Future of Union Structure," Labor Law Journal, XVIII, 6
(1967) , 353-359.
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1. The power of the union nucleus and the scope

of the coalition.

2. The depth of support by the rank-and-file and

leadership ability.

3. The extent of management opposition to the

endeavor.

4. Government policy and practice toward negotia-

tion unit modification.l

In Frederick Livingston's opinion, unions are striv-
ing to enlarge the bargaining unit in order to gain three
objectives:

1. Larger units limit management's ability to
play one union or one local off against another.

2. The larger the bargaining unit, the more pres-
sure can be put on management to meet union demands because
a strike would have a greater impact on company operations.

3. By enlarging the affected unit and thus increas-
ing the economic impact of a strike, labor has a better
chance to bring government intervention in the dispute.
This intervention might bring better settlements. In his
judgment, the success of coordinated bargaining is depen-

dent upon the ability of the leadership to resolve the

lE. Robert Livernash, "New Development in Bargaining
Structure," in Trade Union Government and Collective Bar-
gaining, ed. by Joel Seidman (New York: Praeger Publishers,
1970) , pp. 421-259.
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conflicts and inconsistencies among the participants and

. . . 1
their constituencies.

Objectives and Research Design

The overall objective of this study is to evaluate
the coordinated bargaining effort on the basis of the
Allied Industrial Workers of America experience up to the
present. This evaluation was accomplished through the
following four procedures:

1. The description and analysis of the various
coordinated bargaining committees in which A.I.W. was sub-
stantially involved. This part of the study intends to
trace the evolution of collective bargaining as it reflects
itself in the five case studies described. The framework
of action, reaction and accommodation is utilized in the
analysis of those cases. The analysis of the cases pro-
vides illustrations of the theories advanced earlier by
Commons, Perlman, Hildebrand and others, that unions'
attempt to change the structure of collective bargaining
is a response to the changing business environment which
weakened the power of unions to perform their function
within the existing collective bargaining structure.

2. The examination of the outcomes resulting from

participation in coordinated bargaining. In the analysis

lFrederick R. Livingston, "Changing Relations Between
Union and Management," in Trade Union Government and Collec-
tive Bargaining, ed. by Joel Seidman (New York: Praeger
Publishers, 1970), pp. 285-301.
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of each case, particular emphasis is given to the results
of coordination efforts and the costs associated with them.
Livernash's suppositions about the extent of management
opposition to coordinated bargaining as well as the influ-
ence of the leadership's ability on the outcomes of coordi-
nated bargaining, are examined.

3. The examination of the attitudes of the local
union presidents toward coordinated bargaining. The problem
of the structural changes and the transfer of locus of
power from the local level to higher levels resulting from
the establishment of coordinated bargaining, has preoccu-
pied most of the writers who analyzed the subject. This
issue of how much support or displeasure exists among local
union leaders toward coordinated bargaining is one of the
central arguments used by writers who are against coordi-
nated bargaining, as well as those in favor. Those who
oppose coordinated bargaining argue that this effort is
an attempt by big unions and big union bosses to grab power
from the local leaders, that it is against the interests
and wishes of the local people and that the final collapse
of those efforts will come when the local leaders will
realize that it is against their interests to participate
in coordinated bargaining. The writers who support coor-
dinated bargaining argue that the drive for such an effort
is initiated at the local level, and that only because of
the support and need expressed at the local level is coordi-

nated bargaining undertaken. None of the writers, on either
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side of the issue, has attempted to investigate the actual
attitudes of the local union officers toward coordinated
bargaining. Their arguments are based merely on conjec-
ture and lofty assumptions about those attitudes. Since
this is a central issue in the analysis of the coordinated
bargaining process, this study undertook to ascertain the
attitudes of the local union presidents toward coordinated
bargaining.

4., The examination of the variables which influ-
ence the decision makers to join or not to join coordi-
nated bargaining. This part of the study intends to
identify the significant variables and their simultaneous
influence on the decision of the local union membership and
regional representatives of the union to join or not to
join coordinated bargaining.

The research has a dual structural form:

1. The dynamic analysis uses the long-term dimension
of the development of coordinated bargaining. This analysis
was accomplished through in-depth interviews with inter-
national officers of the union, with the regional repre-
sentatives, local officials, I.U.D. coordinators and
representatives of other unions. In addition, all available
documents pertinent to the subject were examined and
analyzed.

2. The static, cross-sectional analysis evaluates

the coordinated bargaining variable at one point in time.
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This analysis was accomplished through two self-administered
questionnaires, one to all local presidents of the union,

the second to all regional representatives of the union.




PART I

THE DYNAMIC ANALYSIS
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THE DYNAMIC ANALYSIS

The purpose of this analysis is to:

1. Describe and anaiyze in detail five cases of
coordinated bargaining in which A.I.W. was
involved.

2. Estimate the costs associated with participa-
tion in coordinated bargaining.

3. Describe the structural changes in the union as
a result of coordinated bargaining.

4. Assess the achievements and pitfalls of coor-
dinated bargaining.

5. Discern possible future developments related to
coordinated bargaining.

Most of the information for this analysis was col-
lected through in-depth interviews with various officials
of the union that were involved in the decision making
related to coordinated bargaining (see interview schedule).
At various occasions, information was collected from I.U.D.
coordinators and representatives of other unions. Special
effort was made to collect information at planning and bar-
gaining sessions of the various coordinated bargaining com-
mittees. In addition, contracts and other documents from
management, union and the I.U.D. which were pertinent to

the understanding of these cases were analyzed. Attempts to

get direct corporate position on the various issues were

futile.
33
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Questionnaire Schedule for the In-Depth
Interviews with the Union

Representatives

Describe the experience of the coordinated bargaining

in which you were involved.

1.

2.

When did it start?

Which union from among the participants initiated
the idea of coordination?

What were the relations between management and
union at the local level (any incident, evidence,
document) ?

Describe the steps which were taken until the first
participation in the coordinated bargaining effort
(consultations between local officials, informa-
tional meetings with the rank-and-file, votes of
approval of the membership) .

What persons participated in each of the steps of
the coordination?

What were the goals and demands set by the coor-
dinated bargaining committee?

What was the input of A.I.W. in setting up these
goals?

What were the achievements as a consequence of the
coordination effort (cite evidence, i.e. contract

improvements) ?
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What were the costs of the participation in coordinated

bargaining?

1. Strikes?

2. Rank-and-file discontent?

3. Relations with management?

What were the structural changes as a result of coor-

dinated bargaining?

1. Was there any change in the make-up of the group
that conducts the negotiations?

2. What new functions did the people who were pre-
viously involved in collective bargaining assume
after the coordination started?

3. What changes occurred at the international level as
a result of the coordination (international union
headquarters--Milwaukee) ?

4., What changes occurred in your role, power and
responsibilities?

How do you evaluate the experience of coordinated bar-

gaining?

1. Are you satisfied with the tempo of the development
of the coordination?

2. Was the effort worth the achievements?

3. What are the pitfalls of this endeavor?

4. Who and what is responsible for the pitfalls?
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What are the developments that you foresee in the future?

1. What developments would you like to see in the
future in connection with coordinated bargaining?

2. Would you recommend coordinated bargaining to other
locals in A.I.W.?

3. Do you think that coordinated bargaining might be
a catalyst for union mergers?

4, How about the idea of exchange of locals among
internationals?

5. What alternatives do you propose to coordinated
bargaining in case Congress should prohibit such
activity?

6. What should be done to promote or demote the idea

of coordination among those that do not participate?






CHAPTER II

COORDINATED BARGAINING AT ESSEX INTERNATIONAL

INCORPORATED: A TOTAL FAILURE

The experience of labor unions at Essex International
Incorporated in trying to establish a viable form of
coordinated bargaining is a vivid example of one in which
the efforts met with total failure. The reasons for this
failure stem from two sources: (1) total management com-
mitment in opposition to coordinated bargaining; (2) the
inability of the labor unions to muster the necessary
strength to overcome the road blocks in the way of most

coordinated bargaining efforts.

The Company

Essex International (formerly Essex Wire) is one of
the leading independent producers of wire and related pro-
ducts generally used in transmitting electrical current.
Leading customers for the company's broad range of products
are automobiles (mainly Ford) and construction, followed by
appliances and electrical equipment manufacturers and utili-
ties. As of December, 1971, the company owned 96 plants and
34 warehouses in 25 states, as well as in Canada and over-

seas, with a total of 20,000 employees. Although the
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corporation is large, most of its plants are not; only four
bargaining units contain over 1,000 workers. These small
plants are spread, for the most part, over smaller towns

in the Midwest, principally Indiana, Ohio, Michigan and
Illinois (see Appendix A).

In recent years Essex International regrouped its
operation into 11 main divisions. Each markets its own
products and, in some cases, resells products made in the
other divisions. These divisions, with headquarter loca-
tions, are as follows:

1. Communications and CATV (Decatur, Illinois)--
manufactures overhead and underground communications wire
and cable, electronic carrier systems for the communica-
tions industry and components and coaxial cable for CATV
industry.

2. Controls (Logansport, Indiana)--manufactures
and markets magnetic, gas, temperature and related control
devices and systems and transformers.

3. Electro-Mechanical (Detroit, Michigan)--
manufactures switches, coils, relays, solenoids and other
convenience and safety devices for automotive, farm equip-
ment and marine industries, as well as ignition wires and
devices, battery cables, and other electrical components.

4. 1Industrial Wire Products (Sycamore, Illinois)--
manufactures electrical wiring systems for appliance,

refrigeration, air conditioning, aerospace and other
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manufacturers, as well as extension cords, terminals and
plastic moldings.

5. IWI (Fort Wayne, Indiana)--nationwide ware-
housing and selling organization for electrically oriented
product lines and insulation materials.

6. Magnet Wire (Fort Wayne, Indiana)--manufac-
tures insulated aluminum and copper magnet wire for trans-
formers, motors, controls, coils, generators and similar
electrical devices.

7. Metal and Plastics (Andrews, Indiana)--manu-
factures brass and steel fittings, hose lines, flexible
connectors and supplies for appliance, plumbing, machine
tool and other industries; aluminum billet casting and
extrusions for construction and general industry; and
extruded plastics and molded parts for the appliance,
utility, construction, communication and other industries.

8. Power Conductor (Marion, Indiana)--manufactures
insulated aluminum and copper transmission, distribution
and high voltage cable for utilities, power companies and
municipalities.

9. Wire and Cable (Fort Wayne, Indiana)--manu-
factures electrical cable and wire for construction, mining,
mobile home and other industries.

10. Wire Assembly (Detroit, Michigan)--manufactures

electrical wiring systems for automobiles and for marine and






40

transportation industries in the United States, Canadian
and European markets.

11. Essex/Casco (Belton, South Carolina)--manu-
factures and markets automatic electric blankets and heating
pads, plus associated lines of consumer, therapeutic and
health products through drug, pharmacy and housewares
outlets.

In addition Essex owns the Transport Motor Express,
Inc., a major commercial truck line, serving midwestern

states through a network of freight terminals.

Financial Information

Company sales for the year ending December 31, 1971,
totaled $593.03 million, slightly higher than the $588.51
million in 1970. While there was only a slight increase in
sales, the rise in the company's profits was marked; after-
tax profits in 1971 were $30.78 million compared to $23.62
million in 1970, an increase of 13.0 percent.

One measure of a company's performance is its "cash
flow," which is the amount of money available for the payment
of dividends, new acquisitions, new investments in present
plants, increased wages and benefits for employees, and
other purposes. This figure is the sum of after-taxes
profits plus reserves for depreciation. In 1971 this fig-
ure was $32.02 million, and it has been in a steady decline
since 1967. Perhaps the most valid measure of a company's

profitability is its rate of return on its net worth, or

B
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shareholders' equity. The return of 1971 profits of
$30.78 million amounted to 13.7 percent, which is well
above the national average of 9.1 percent for all corpora-
tions. However, since the figures used in the table for
previous years are adjusted to reflect acquisitions and
mergers, it is not possible to calculate accurately how
well Essex International fared in previous years (see
Table 1).

The most important financial and managerial activi-
ties of Essex International in recent years were its expan-
sion through mergers and acquisitions of other companies.
This expansion was of a horizontal, vertical and conglom-
erate nature, in which more than 25 on-going concerns
were absorbed. Despite this tremendous growth and diver-
sification, the company continued its centralized mode of
operation, which was particularly reflected in its labor
relations activities as is explained in the next section.

Management Practices in
Labor Relations

The major characteristics of management practices
at Essex International can be classified into two cate-
gories:

1. Maintenance of a centralized decision-making
system on labor relations policies.

2. Development and maintenance of management

domination in the collective bargaining process. The
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combination of these two factors produces the desired results
for the company, namely, preventing unions' attempts to
establish coordinated bargaining.

Maintenance of a Centralized

Decision-Making System on
Labor Relations Policies

Since the early 1960's, the company has consistently
developed detailed corporate guidelines for each and every
location where collective bargaining takes place. The per-
sonnel and industrial relations department of the corporation,
headed by a vice-president, prepares in detail all the pro-
visions of the company offer. After the preparation of the
offer by the corporate office, local management is briefed,
and subsequently, the offer is presented to the union. 1In
the majority of cases which were surveyed, the thrust of
the negotiation was determined by the people from the cor-
porate headquarters with local management being silent
participants. Indeed, in some of the more crucial nego-
tiations, the corporate vice-president himself participated
and made the decisions. In all cases, union negotiators
reported that local management could not make an independent
decision concerning any of the important issues of the col-
lective bargaining negotiations before securing approval
from the corporate headquarters. This centralization of
decision making has reflected itself in some significant

areas:
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a. Wages and fringe benefits--It has been a con-
sistent feature over the years for Essex International to
pay lower than average wages. The average hourly pay of a
production worker at Essex International in 1962 amounted
to $l.95,l while the average hourly earnings of a production
worker in manufacturing payroll in the United States in the
same year was $2.4O.2 The average top rate of the hourly
worker represented by A.I.W. at the Logansport, Indiana,
plant of Essex International was, in 1971, $2.84,3 while
the gross average hourly earnings of the production worker
in manufacturing was $3.56 in the same Year.4 This factor,
coupled with comparable low fringe benefits, made it possible
for the company to reach favorable agreements by offering

minor economic benefit improvements. The company's ability

to "squeeze out" favorable contracts became evident on the

l"Essex Wire Corporation; An Analysis Prepared for
the I.U.D.--Essex Wire Corporation Committee Meeting at
Chicago, Illinois, Chicago-Sheraton Hotel, October 28, 1962"
(n.p.: Industrial Union Department, AFL-CIO, Research
Section--JET, 1962), p. 9C. (Mimeographed.)

2U.S., Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics,
Handbook of Labor Statistics 1967 (Washington, D.C.: Gov-
ernment Printing Office, 1968), p. 148.

3

1969-1972 Agreement Between R-B-M Controls Division
Essex International, Inc. of Logansport, Indiana and The
International Union, Allied Industrial Workers of America,
AFL-CIO, and Its Affiliated Local Union No. 668 (n.p.:
[1970]), pp. 75-79. (Mimeographed.)

4U.S., Department of Labor, Manpower Report of the

President (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office,
1973), p. 191.
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issue of pension plans. Until 1965 there were no pension
plans for the hourly unionized workers in any of the Essex
plants. When the first pension plan was agreed upon in one
of the plants in 1965, more and more local unions wanted to
secure this benefit for their members. During the follow-
ing years, the company has been willing to offer the pension
plan to other locals, but not without demanding a signifi-
cant price from the local unions in return. The company
sought to spread, as muc¢h as possible, the expiration dates
of the different contracts it has with the different local
unions so that any attempts at coordination among unions
would be frustrated. Thus, the company demanded contracts
for three to five years in exchange for pension plans.

b. Renegotiating contracts before their expiration
date--Ready to make use of economic offers in order to
stop any attempts at coordination, and given the compara-
tively low wages, the corporation made it a habit to try to
renegotiate contracts at the different locals well before
their expiration dates. 1In order to frustrate the union's
attempts to bring the dispersed expiration dates closer
together, the corporation approached different local unions
six months and sometimes a year before their contracts were
due to expire and offered them a minor wage increase of
10 to 15 cents payable as soon as such a contract is signed
in return for a new and longer contract. The local union

representatives, having a very low-paid constituency, had a
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difficult time resisting the offer, and thus, accepted the
new contract, which served only to widen the dispersion of
the expiration dates (see Appendix a).

Development and Maintenance

of Management Domination in

the Collective Bargaining
Process

As was mentioned earlier, Essex International has
spread its operation over more than 130 locations, most of
them in small towns in the Midwest. Their plants are
usually small, with only a handful of plants having more
than 1,000 employees. In some cases, the company has two
or more plants which produce the same products so that in
case of a strike production can be moved from one plant to
another.

Another method by which Essex maintains its domi-
nation at the bargaining table is through the union recog-
nition process. In order to prevent the concentration of
too many employees of the company within one international
union, and thereby make that union more powerful at the
bargaining table, the company made it a practice to recog-
nize a different international union every time it opens
a plant. This was done by giving advance notice to certain
unions of the opening of a new plant. This practice created
a situation whereby 12 international unions (13 before the
merger between the United Steelworkers and District 50) have
local unions with Essex International, and none of them with

a domineering position (see Appendix A). Over and above all
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those factors is the fact that the corporate management is
openly committed to oppose any attempts at union coordina-
tion, which are intended to bring balance at the bargaining
table. A labor union official alleged that the vice-
president of the corporation in charge of personnel and
labor relations said:
Coordinated bargaining at Essex International will
never succeed because we have paid low wages all along,
and as soon as the company will feel that coordinated
bargaining makes any significant progress we will grant

wage increases_on a selective basis enough to break the
unions' unity.

The Attempts of the Unions to Coordinate
Their Bargaining

The frustration which the local unions encountered
with low wages, low fringe benefits and the imbalance at
the bargaining table made them realize that something had
to be done to counteract management policies.

The idea of the need for coordinating the efforts
of the different unions started to develop in 1962. At
that time, Local 668 of the Allied Industrial Workers of
America in Logansport, Indiana, went on a prolonged strike,
lasting for nine months, from August, 1962, until May, 1963.
The strike was marked by violence and by the fact that the
company hired some 985 non-union workers to replace the
striking workers. The reasons for the union strike were
twofold:

lFrom an interview given to the author by a union
representative on July 10, 1973.
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1. The union had achieved the union shop clause
through previous bargainings and management wanted to
eliminate it.

2. The company refused to grant any wage increases
at a time when the union felt the company could afford it
and the workers deserved it.

Under threats of plant closure, threats of firing
the strikers, and violent actions at the picket line, the
workers returned to work without achieving the goals which

they set for the strike. The conflict continued long after

the strike was settled because of unfair labor practices in
which the company engaged by not reinstating some of the
strikers. The issue was brought before the Twenty-Fifth
Region of the National Labor Relations Board in Indiénapolis,
Indiana, and in November, 1963, the Board made its final
decision:

The company has or will, with the exceptions noted
below, offer reinstatement to their former or sub-
stantially equivalent positions with accumulated |
seniority throughout the period from August 11, 1962
to reinstatement for purposes of job tenure, lay off and
recall to each of the employees listed as alleged dis-
criminatees in the complaints and amended complaints 1
in the above cases, to each existing job in the plant.

The Board also decided that:

The company shall pay the total sum of One Hundred
Thousand Dollars ($100,000.00), to be distributed among
the reinstated employees and the employees eligible for

lThe Settlement Agreement of the NLRB Cases Numbers
25-CA-1620, 25-CA-1705, 25-CA-1753 and 25-CA-1796, p. 2.






49

reinstatement pursuant to this agreement in the pro-

portions and in the manner directed by the Regional

Director of the Twenty-fifth Region.l

At the beginning of 1964 another strike occurred

at Essex, this time in Hillsdale, Michigan, where the plant
was organized by the International Union of Electrical,
Radio and Machine Workers (I.U.E.). The local union at
Hillsdale appealed for financial support from other local
unions of Essex International in order to carry on the
struggle against the company. With memories fresh in
their minds the workers of Local 668 of the Allied
Industrial Workers of America in Logansport, Indiana,
decided to aid the Hillsdale strikers financially.
They also decided to send a delegation of local representa-
tives and the regional representative to Hillsdale to
investigate the possibility of coordinating the efforts of
local unions both in and out of the A.I.W. vis-&-vis the
company. As a result of this trip, a decision was made to
call a meeting of all the local unions within Essex inter-
ested in coordinating their efforts against the company.
On April 3, 1964, a meeting was called in the U.A.W. Hall
in Hillsdale, Michigan, and representatives of local unions
of the following internationals participated: Allied
Industrial Workers of America; International Association of

Machinists and Aerospace Workers; International Union of

Electrical, Radio, and Machine Workers; International Union,

l1bia., p. s.
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United Automobile, Aerospace and Agricultural Ihplement
Workers of America; and International Brotherhood of Elec-
trical Workers. At this meeting an organization by the
name of Intra-Council of Essex Wire Workers was established
with the following purpose:

To exchange all information about contracts, strikes,
etc. . . . and feed work through our respective
research departments to gain as much knowledge about
the Essex Wire Corporation across the country as pos-
sible. It was also suggested copies of all information
should be forwarded to the I.U.D. in Washington. A
request has been made to the I.U.D. for a conference of
all Essex Wire plants.l

In an attempt to explain the need for the establishment of
this organization the minutes of this meeting conclude:

All the plants appeared to be dealt with the same
Essex Wire manners: threats of pay cuts, wage freeze,
plant movement, low wages and few benefits. All five
international unions were eager to talk over their
respective problems and all unions were very inter-
ested for information.?2

In April, 1966, the Intra-Council of Essex Wire
Workers adopted a constitution which defined the goals of
the organization as follows:

The purpose of this council shall be to meet
periodically to exchange mutually helpful ideas on
working conditions and wage rates in plants owned and
controlled by Essex International and to make recom-
mendations for plans of action to secure living wages,
pensions, group insurance programs and better working
conditions for employees in the Essex chain.

If it is requested, each local or unit of an
amalgamated local in the council, if financially able,

lIntra-Council of Essex Wire Workers Minutes,
Hillsdale, Michigan, April 3, 1964. (Mimeographed.)

21pid.
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is expected to donate to a local or locals who are on
a sanctioned strike.

But the hopes of the original founders of the Council
did not materialize. The meetings of the Council, which
grew to include all the organized plants of Essex and which
met every three months, did not result in much headway in ,
the direction of coordinated bargaining. These meetings,
scheduled at a different central location each time, involved
substantial monetary expenditures for the participating
local unions but did not produce more than exchange of ‘
information. The main topics discussed at these meetings
were: management attitudes in the different plants, the
status of employment, and exchange of information about the
nature and level of the contract settlements achieved by
the different unions. Invariably, at each and every meet-
ing a motion would be passed by the participants to focus
on the principle of union coordination and a pledge to do
more in the future to achieve this goal. Driven to frus-
tration by the lack of achievements, and the financial
burden, the Council voted and approved on January 22, 1972, a
constitutional amendment which reduced the number of its
meetings from four per year to two meetings per year.

The first attempt by the Industrial Union Department
of the AFL-CIO to coordinate the activities of the unions

involved, took place on February 19, 1964. At this meeting,

l"‘Constitution and By-Laws of the Intra-Council of
Essex International Workers," April, 1966.
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representatives from 38 locals, belonging to seven inter-
national unions, heard and discussed a report from the I.U.D.
coordinator. He also presented to the participants a lim-
ited comparative analysis of about 30 collective bargaining
contracts. This analysis included plant locations, the
organizational status of each plant, expiration dates and
some comparison of wages and fringe benefits. The partici-
pants at this first meeting represented three levels of
union officials: the local union, the regional office
(regional representatives) and the international union. The
discussion at that time centered around common expiration
dates as a first step toward coordination. There was no
discussion about other bargaining demands or any other
advanced form of coordination.

This first meeting of the unions immediately drew
sharp criticism from Frank L. Gallucci, then Vice-President
of Essex Corporation in charge of personnel and industrial
relations. A union official reminisced that Gallucci
blasted the unions for trying to destroy collective bar-
gaining and vowed that the corporation would do its best to
frustrate these attempts. Threats of plant closure and
transfer of production, offers of small wage increases and
other pressure tactics applied by management frustrated the
unions' goal to achieve common expiration dates for their
collective bargaining agreements. Additional attempts to

revive the coordination efforts were made by the I.U.D. at
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the request of the Intra-Council of Essex Wire Workers in
1967, but again, these efforts did not succeed.

In 1970 a new initiative was taken by I.B.E.W. and
U.A.W., who asked the I.U.D. to revive the coordinated com-
mittee at Essex International. A committee of international
union representatives was convened on January 28-30, 1971,
at which time analyses of 50 collective bargaining contracts
were presented by the I.U.D. At the meeting of the local
representatives which followed the president representatives'
meeting, a plan of action was discussed. This time the dis-
cussion centered around concrete issues of coordinated bar-
gaining:

Discussion ensued concerning program of collective
bargaining goals which should be considered for coor-
dination during 1971. The IUD Coordinators suggested
a program which would include:

1. a. Life insurance--a minimum of $5,000.

b. AD&D--$5,000.

c. S&A benefits equal to $60.00 per week payable the
first day of accident, 8th day of illness for a
period of 26 weeks, and 6 weeks in the event of
pregnancy.

d. Hospitalization--full semi-private coverage for
365 days.

e. Miscellaneous hospital charges to be paid in full
on a customary and reasonable fee basis.

f. Surgical benefits--full payment on a customary
and reasonable basis.

g. Major Medical--

(i) $20,000 maximum per disability.
(ii) $50 deductible per year with a maximum of
2 deductibles per family unit.
(iii) Co-Ins.--85% company paid--15% employee paid.

h. A paid prescription drug program.

i. Dental coverage.

j. All insurance to be provided on a non-contributory
basis.

2. A modern non-contributory pension program.






54

3. Cost-of-living clause providing a 1¢ per hour wage
increase for each .3% change in the Consumer Price
Index without restriction on the amount of such
increases with adjustment on an upward only ba51s.
4. Ten paid holidays.
5. A vacation schedule calling for 1 week after one
year, 2 weeks after 3 years, 3 weeks after 10 years,
4 weeks after 20 years, and a vacation bonus equal
to two weeks pay for each week of time off.
6. Expiration date to fall in any of the following 4
months: May, June, July or August in either 1972
or 1973.1
But even this discussion, though more specific than
ever before, did not advance the status of the coordination
effort. The agreed-upon proposals became guidelines for
the different locals then in the process of bargaining with
the company, but,in fact, each local settled for what it
was capable of securing from the company as a result of its
own negotiations. In the following year, 1971, the I.U.D.-
Essex International Committee decided on a new approach:
"To try to coordinate certain prcduct lines of Essex within
themselves. The product lines selected are: (1) Wire and
Cable, (2) Magnetic Wire, (3) Appliances, (4) Harness."
Also, in 1971, the goals of collective bargaining
were set in a less detailed fashion. Moreover, a major empha-

sis was given to the goal of achieving common expiration dates

in 1974. But even these new initiatives were doomed to fail

lMemorandum to I.U.D.-Essex International Committee,
from Earl H. Kipp, Coordinator, Collective Bargaining Section,
March 2, 1971, Allied Industrial Workers of America, Research
Department files, Milwaukee, Wis.

2Memorandum to I.U.D.-Essex International Committee,
from Earl H. Kipp, Coordinator, Collective Bargaining Section,
September 1, 1971, A.I.W., Research Department files.
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because of management commitment against coordinated bar-
gaining. In the following year the company continued its
policy of renegotiating contracts before their expiration
dates in order to frustrate the efforts at achieving a com-
mon expiration year. Ironically, the president of the
Intra-Council of Essex Wire Workers, who was supposed to
be a leader in this effort to achieve common e#piration
dates, led his local early into negotiations with the com-
pany and extended its contract beyond the 1974 target year.
Shortly after this episode, this union official joined the
management team by accepting a position as a personnel
director in one of Essex International's plants.

The company also continued its practice of granting
recognition to new internationals in their new plants (by
1972, 14 internationals had local unions in Essex Inter-
national). As a result of pressure put on the Industrial
Union Department by several international unions and by the
Intra-Council of Essex Wire Workers, the I1.U.D. Coordinator
sent, on October 10, 1972, the following letter to all presi-
dents of the international unions involved in the Essex

committee:

Discussion with several of the members of the
President's Committee indicates the need for a thorough
review of the IUD-Essex International Coordinated Bar-
gaining situation. The year 1973 can be of great sig-
nificance in respect to this committee as better than
a quarter of all units have contracts which must be
negotiated during the year.

There have been certain changes in the bargaining
strategy of the Company that have resulted in contracts
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being negotiated earlier than expected and for lengthy
periods of time. Because of these reasons, I am call-
ing a President's Comm%ttee meeting for 19:00 A.M.,
Monday, December 1llth in New Orleans, La.

The discussion at this meeting centered around the
problem of the lack of commitment to coordinated bargaining
of the local unions and the need to educate the local offi-
cials and membership to the merits of coordinated bargaining.
A suggestion was made to publish a newsletter which would be
made available to all local unions and their members. This
idea was, however, tabled by the Allied Industrial Workers'
representative (the reasons for this action will be dis-
cussed later in this chapter). Union participants also dis-
cussed the need to block the management practice of recog-
nizing new unions each time a new plant opened, but it was
apparent that very little could be done since it involved
unions which did not participate in the meeting. At the
time of this writing the efforts to establish a viable

coordinated bargaining at Essex International Inc. were very

much at a standstill.

Summary and Evaluation

The unions' attempts to coordinate their bargaining
at Essex International is probably one of the best examples
of a complete failure to achieve their goals even though

this is an excellent example of a situation where unions

lA letter addressed to Gilbert Jewell, President of
Allied Industrial Workers of America, from Earl H. Kipp,
Coordinator, I.U.D.-Collective Bargaining Section, October 10,
1972, A.I.W., Research Department files.
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needed to coordinate their bargaining. The reasons for

the failure are manifold. First and foremost has been
management's commitment to oppose this kind of effort.

Essex International demonstrated that, given a low-paid
working force combined with an appropriate labor relations
policy, a company can prevent the establishment of coordi-
nated bargaining. Another reason for the failure was the
lack of a dominant union which would have led the coordina-
tion drive. 1In this company there are 14 international
unions representing a multitude of local unions, but none

of the internationals really holds a leading position when
it comes to the number of employees they represent. This
factor can possibly be considered a reason for the difficul-
ties in establishing a viable coordinated bargaining program;
a strong leading group can probably be a catalyst in the
formation of a nucleus of a successful effort. The various
international unions and the I.U.D. coordinators realized
that a viable program could not be established in the
existing situation, and consequently were unwilling to
commit themselves fully to this venture. A vivid example

of this reluctance is the case of tabling of the motion to
establish a newsletter which was supposed to increase the
workers' support for coordinated bargaining. The people who
opposed the newsletter did so because they did not want to
raise the expectations of the union members in a situation

where those expectations could not be fulfilled.
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In spite of the failure to achieve coordinated bar-
gaining, this continuous effort has had its limited achieve-

ments. The most important achievement is the exchange of

information which was produced through the meetings. The

different local unions were able to learn the company's
policies in the different plants, the level of wages and
benefits achieved by other local unions, and generally

became more informed of what to demand and expect in their

own negotiations with the company. Moreover, some union

leaders believe that the threat of coordinated bargaining
caused the corporation to establish a pension plan, improve

the insurance plans and grant larger wage increases. But

the costs associated with this effort were big; aside from

the emotional costs associated with frustration resulting

from the lack of success, there were also the economic

costs. First are the costs involved in the periodic meet-

ings of the Intra-Council and I.U.D. councils traveling

exX penses, the cost of time-off from work for the repre-

Sentatives and other incidental expenses. In addition,

thexe were some costs involved from the unsuccessful attempts

to  achieve the goals of coordination, such as in the case of
& 1 ocal union of the United Brotherhood of Carpenters and
Joiners of America, at Monticello, Indiana, that attempted
to achieve a contract that would expire in the target year.

The local union tried to negotiate this provision and when

et L2 e Fauld
J'See item 6 in the quotation on page 54.
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it did not succeed at the negotiation table it struck, but
the steadfastness of the company on the issue forced the

workers to return to work without achieving its desired

goal.

In assessing the achievement of this effort so far

and its future, one I.U.D. coordinator concluded that it

would take the efforts of the entire labor movement and its
if

resources, of the kind demonstrated in the G.E. case,

coordinated bargaining is ever to be achieved at Essex

International.l

doaTit e Mt
lFrorn an interview with Earl Kipp in Detroit, Michigan,

©On September 5, 1973.
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APPENDIX A

ESSEX INTERNATIONAL, INC.

PLANT LOCATIONS, ORGANIZATIONAL STATUS, SIZE OF
BARGAINING UNIT AND CONTRACT EXPIRATION DATES

Contract Organiza- Plant Size of
Expiration tional Location Bargaining
Dates Status Unit

1973
2/1 IAM D.#

L.#1553 Rockford, Ill. 130
2/4 IAM D.#117

L.#1424 Reading, Mich. 300
2/5 IAM D.#

L.#2245 St. Thomas, Ont. 85
2/6 USA #13664 Flora, Ind. 35
2/17 IBT #327 Nashville, Tenn. n.a.
2/31 IAM D.#28

L.#825 Lancaster, Ohio 260
3/15 IUE #287 Bridgeport, Conn. 535
4/6 UAW #1663 Elwood, Ind. 255
5/4 UAW #417 Troy, Mich. 200
5/21 IBEW #1921 Wauseon, Ohio 430
6/1 IAM D.#28

L.#1628 Zanesville, Ohio 1,200
6/1 IBEW #2288 Darlington, Wis. 80
6/8 IUE #810 Hillsdale, Mich. 125
6/16 UAW #524 Fenton, Mich. 135
7/21 IUE #112 Easton, Pa. 215
8/1 IUE #708 Lexington, Ohio

(Mansfield) 410
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Contract Organiza— Plant Size.of
Expiration tional Location Bargglnlng
Dates Status Unit
8/24 IBEW #1752 Dekalb, Ill. 215
9/7 IBEW #2015 Danbury, Conn. 350
9/15 IBT #315 Richmond, Calif. n.a.
9/30 IBEW #786 Los Gatos, Calif. 135
10/31 IUE #837 Ft. Wayne, Ind. 50
11/7 IBEW #1031 Chicago, Ill.
(Jensen) 90
11/23 IBT #249 McKees Rock, Pa. 135
12/31 IBEW #1710 Los Angeles, Calif.
(Chatsworth) 200
19