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The Second World War marked a turning point in the history 

of the labor movement in the United States. The labor movement was 

just in the process of winning its place in the American economy and 

American life when the defense crisis burst. In rapid succession came 

the trials of the war period, including the confines of governmental 

controls. Confronted with discouraging conditions, including a possible 

weakening of the movement, some labor members became irritated and 

impatient and committed the almost unpardonable 11 crime 11 of striking 

during the nation's greatest defense crisis. 

This brief work will examine the extent of labor strikes and 

the problem of union mainte nanc e during World War II. 
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THE EX TENT OF LABOR STRIKES AND THE PROBLEM OF 

UNION MAINTENANCE DURING WORLD WAR II 

The Unite d State s was still suffering from the effects of the 

d e pre ssion wh en Hitle r 1s German armies crossed France in June of 

1940. The nation was still afflicted with mor e than eight million un

employe d p e rsons. Ironically, union me ·mbership had grown during 

th ese d e pr e ss ed times, from less than four million in 1935 to eight 

million by 1938 and would eventually mushroom to e leven million by 

1941. Acc ording t o one sou rc e , the inc r e as e in union m e mbership 

can b e attribute d to (1) th e protec tion provid e d union membe rship 

unde r th e Wag ne r Act, and (2) the stimulus of th e great Congress of 

Industrial Or g ani zations' org anizing drives in mass-production 

. d . 1 1n ustr1e s. 

Kn o wn also as the National Labor R e lations Act, the Wagner 

Act of 1935 autho ri ze d the e stablishment of a n e w National Labor 

R e lations Board of three m e mb e rs appointed by the President with 

th e consent of th e Se nate. Five unfair labor practices were listed: 

e mployers were forbidden ( 1) to interfere wi th employees in the 

exe rcise of th e ir right to bar gain co ll ec ti ve ly, (2) to dominate any . 

labor organiza tion o r g ive financial suppo rt to it, (3) to discriminate 

in de aling with e mployees in order to encourage or discourag e 

membe rship in any labor organization, (4) to discriminate against 
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any em ploy ee s who filed charges or testified before the National Labor 

R ela tions Board and (5) t 
' 0 refuse to bargain collectively with the 

r e presentatives of their employees. Th · e act provided that in any 

bargaining unit the rep t t· · · resen a 1ve s chosen by the maJor1ty should be 

the exclusive representatives of all the e mployees. The National 

Labor R e lations Board could issue 11 cease and de sist 11 ordert:i against 

e mploy e rs who violate d the act, but these were e nforceable only through 

p e tition to th e F e d e ral courts . 2 

Dissension within the American Federation of Labor over the 

issu e of industrial unionism l e d to a split in th e ranks in late 1935. 

Th e split became complete in 1938 when th e Committ e e for Industrial 

Or ganization changed its name to the Congress of Industrial Organi-

za tions and accepted its status as a s eparate federation for U. S. labor 

unions . Although th e split in labor was in many ways unfortunate, the 

ve ry fa c t of th e ir rivalry l e d to e nerg e ti c o r gani zing efforts that greatly 

in c reased the m e mbe rship of bo th fed e ration s . 3 

The Congress of Industrial Or gani zation s expanded rapidly, as 

the stee l, automobile , and other mass-production industries joined 

its federation . Starting with one million members at the time of its 

formation in 1935, the Congres s of Industrial Organizations rose to a 

claimed m e mbe r ship of o ve r four million by late 1938. 
4 

M eanwhile th e Ame rican Federation of Labor, shocked by the 

rapid a dvanc e of th e Cong r es s of Industrial Organizations, likewise 
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u nde rtook vigorous organizing drives. Hurt as a result of the split, the 

m e mbe rship droppe d to just less than three million in 1937, but it rose 

to more than four million in 1939. Which one of the organizations had 

the larg e r memb e r ship by 1939 is a matter of debate, though the Amer

i c an Fede ration of Labor figur e s are far more reliable than the member

ship claims of th e C on g r e ss of Industrial Organizations. 5 

The gr eat organizing drive s of th e Congre ss of Industrial 

Organizations and th e Ame rican Fede ration of Labor clashed head on 

with the anti-unioni s m of some l e ading employe rs. This precipitated a 

gr e at wave of strike s in the Unite d State s. The number of work stoppages 

r e ach e d a p e ak of 4, 740 in 1937, more than double the number of the 

pr e vious y e ar. In t e rms of man-days idl e a n e w record of 28,425,000 

wa s mad e . Viol e n ce often char a cte rize d the se strikes, with the em

ploy ees sitting d o wn in some pl a nts, oft e n defying the efforts of police 

to ev i c t th e m. 6 

In the early and middle 193 0' s , public sympathy had been signif

i c antly o n th e s id e of labo r, whi ch was oft e n the w e aker party in deal

ing s with large co r po rate e mploye rs. The pas sa ge of the Wagner Act 

in 1935 wa s pr obably due t o thi s w ide spre ad public sympathy for 

unioni s m. By 1940 , th e s ituation had begun to change, however. The 

e m e r ge n ce of powe rful unionism combine d with the inconvenience 

cau se d by s trike s a n d a bus es in a numbe r of unions caused public 

opinion to becom e ir r itate d with the labo r movement. There were 
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even efforts by bus1·ne · · d · ss organizations an by Congressmen friendly to 

th em to a m end the Wagner Act. 7 

During the late 19 30' s the National Labor Relations Board and 

th e F e d e ral Conciliation Servi ce aide d parties in working out p e ace ful 

se ttl em e nts of th e ir colle ctive bargaining problems. Except to perform 

sporadi c functions, th e governme nt r emaine d somewhat aloo{ from the 

field of industrial r e lation s . Thi s policy s eem e d satisfactory during 

normal time s but wo uld prov e inad equate during the defens e crisis. 

The fall of Fran ce came during a pe riod of r e lative peace in 

l abor -management relation s in the Un ite d States . The great organizing 

driv e s we r e ove r, powe rful e mploye r s e njoyed a breathing spell while 

th e National Labor Relations Board w e nt through its slow processes to 

catc h up with th e m, and unde r the influe nc e of de fense contracts, un-

e mployme nt d ec r e as e d and wa ges ro se . Only a half million or more 

work e r s were in vol ve d in labor strikes during 1940, compared to more 

than a mill i on in 19 39 and about two million in 19 3 7. The number of 

man -days lo st in s trike s totall e d about 6 ,700,000 in 1940, a big drop 

from the 18,000,000 fi gur e of 1939 . 8 

The r e was still a substantial concern when defense production 

was affec t e d , d es pite the r e latively small number of st rikes in 1940. 

Alth ough production de l ays caused by strikes w e re minimal, there 

was a lw ays th e dang e r that aid to Britain might b e affected or U.S. 

defe n ses might b ecom e l ess than suffi ci e nt. 



"Publi tt t · · c a en i on, typically attracted to industrial r e lations . 

on ly when a strike occurr e d, t e nde d to exaggerat e the e ff ect o n pro 

du c tion a nd plac e th e blame , primarily, if n o t solely, u pon unions, 11 9 

5 

1 s the way Seidman put it. Of two and a third million workers employed 

in e l eve n k e y d e fen se industries during 1940, about 140,000 were in

v olved in strikes and th e ir one and a half million -man-days \1f work 

idle n ess constituted about one-fourth of on e percent of the 569 million 

man-days that wer e worked . lO Of course the number of strike s involving 

a ll industrie s was greate r, but it w a s not e asy for the public to distin-

guish between d e f e n s e and nond e fen sc industry in an ·economy in which 

all industrial processes w e r e inte rd e pend e nt. 

Thos e strike s that did o c cu r made front-p a ge news and gave 

conservative e ditor s and congr ess m e n ex cu se s for atta cks on the labor 

mov e m e nt. On e of th e first strikes t o thr e ate n important d efens e pro-

duction was c alle d by th Congr e ss o f Indu s trial Organi zations 1 Indus-

tr i al Union of Marine and Shipbuilding W o rke rs against the Kearny, 

New Jers e y plant of th e F e d e ral Shipbuilding and Dry Dock Company. 

It was calle d off aft e r two days to a void charg e s of obstructing th e 

defe n se pr o gram, but in Lhat bri d time the s trik e had b e e n t e rmed 

tr e a s on by R e p. E . E . Cox of G eo r g ia . Rep . C lar e H . Hoffman of 

Mich i gan hastily pro po s e d l e gislation to outlaw st rikes on defens e 

proj e cts . 11 Both Cox and Hoffman w e r e cons ide r e d l on g standing 

c riti cs of the l abor mo ve m en t. 



During the latte h lf f 194 . 
. r a o O many We st Coast aircraft plants 

w e· re thr e ate n e d wi th st rik es . M 
o st were a ve rte d through the aid of 

mediation, but a di s pute with Vultee Aircraft at Los Angel e s led to 

3 ,200 workers walking off th e job in an effort to raise the company's 

hourly wage for beginning workers from fifty cents to seventy-five 

cents. The strike e nded on Nov embe r 26 , 1940, after twelve days, 

but the shut down l e d to further congressional de mands that def ense 

strike s b e outlawe d. 12 

6 

Strikes at oth e r d e fens e plant s in th fall of 1940 caused concern 

o n th e part of th e government admini str atio n . Pres ide nt Franklin 

Roo sevelt announ ced o n Nove mb e r 2(> his intentions to k eep d efens e 

plant s open. National l a bor l ea de r appeal d to the President not to 

propo se any anti- str ik e 1 gislation, asserting that th e volume of 

defense s trikes h a <l b n exaggc rat d, and tha t anti-labor proposals 

wer ma s qu e rading as d fens m e asur s . Oth e r majo r strikes during 

19 40 occurr e d against the Alli s -Cha1mer s plant in Milwaukee, against 

Inte rnational Harves t r and Bethl hem S L 1. 

The R oosevelt administration proposed that a board be appointed 

to handle a c tual and threatene d d efens e strikes . Some labor l e aders 

f e ar e d such a board would only seek t o maintain t h e status quo, and 

that it s ac tiv ities might ad ve rs e ly affect th e provisions of th e Wagn e r 

A c t. 
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On M a r ch 19 , 194 1 R oo s eve lt es tabli sh e d a National Def e ns e 

M e diation Board to s e t tle dispute s in def en se industries. This board 

h ad a tr ipartite makeup with thr e e pu blic m embe rs and four labor 

r e presentative s two f th A · · , r om e m e n c an F e de ration of Labor and two 

fro m th e Cong r es s of Industrial Organi zations. 13 The first chairman 

of th e National D e fe n s e M ediation Boa r d was Clarence A. Dykstra, a 

pu bli c r e pr e s e ntati ve . 

Following th e boa r d I s e s tabli s h m ent th e s trike situation gre w 

wors e . Four hundr e d coal mine r s s truck on Apr il 1, and the following 

day th e Uni te d Automobil e Wo r kers shut down the va st Rive r Rouge 

plant of Fo rd M oto r C ompany. A nationwid s tee l strike was also 

b e ing thre ate n e d. 

During it s e igh t month caree r , on e hundr e d and eighteen cas e s 

we r e c e r tifie d to th e Nat i o nal De f n s e Mediation Board and only e i ghty-

s ix cas e s w e r e con clud e d by it , four by r , f rral to_ th P r eside nt. 

Whil e s e t t ling a numb r o f impo rtant di s pu t e s , th e National Defen se 

M e d iation Board dev lop cl th principl that work s h ou ld n ot be 

inte rrupte d for lo ng p r i ods while i t s r e pr s e ntative s we r e a c ting on 

th e case . 14 W i lliam H . Davis r pla ced Dykstra a s chairman after a 

s hor t time . 

M o r e tha n 4, 200 s trik s in vol ving ove r two million workers 

cl d r l·ng 194 1 with tw e nty - th r ee million man-days los t. occurr e u , In 

th e first fif t ee n month s o f th e d efens e prog r am (from J uly 1, 1940 to 
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October 1 1941) def en , t •k . . ' - sc s n cs invol vmg just under two million 

worke rs co st twenty - fo ur milli on man-days work. 15 C onsidering the 

bulk of strike s that o c curr e d during lhis pe riod, it should be concluded 

that even a small strike might de lay defens e production in a highly 

integrate d e conomy. l 6 

Th e year and a half betwee n the fall of France and the attack on 

P earl Harbor was a period in which the labor movem ent did make some 

ga in s . A pprox imat e ly a million and a h a lf n e w m embers w e re added to 

th e r o ll s . Th e Ford M o t o r C ompany , th e "Little Ste e l'' companies 

(R epubli c , Bethlehem, Youngstown , a nd Inland), and o the r industries 

switch e d from anti-union stanc e and became "organize d. " Expanding 

e mployme nt, rising prices , and increas d profits also contributed to 

h b . d b . d . h " · d 17 t e success e s o ta1ne y un10ns urmg t 1s peno . 

T h e J apane se attack on Pearl Harbor had the effec t of unifying 

th e Unit e d States t o a d eg r e nev r x d d befo r in it s history. 

Lalm r l ead e r s quick ly r a ted by making no-strike ple dges for war and 

defense industries , and by calling for thC' c r e ation of a war labor board 

s imilar to the one that fu n c tion e d during Wo rld War I. 

Strikes virtually disapp e ar e d for a few w eks, whil e President 

R ooseve lt call e d a labo r-manag em ent conference to formul ate a war 

time labor policy . This confe r e n ce was h e ld on De cember 17 and was 

c hair e d by William H . Davis . Th e r e pr e s e ntatives a gr ee d that there 

l k t f the duration of the war , and that should b e n o s trikes o r oc ou s o r 
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all disputes should be settled b f 1 Y peace u means. On January 12, 1942 

the National War Labor Board t d b · d · ·· was crea e y executive or er consisting 

of twe lve members (fo · bl " f · ur pu 1c, our for employers, and four for labor). 

William H. Davis was appointe d chairman and the case load of the 

National Defense M e diation Board was transferred to th e new ag ency. 18 

Labor and manag ement still squabbled ove r wages and union s e curity, 

but it was hoped that th e War Labor Board could e nforce its decisions. 

Only time could dete rmine th e e ff e ctiv e ness of this wartime agency. 

In 1942 th e r e was a big d eclin e in s trike activity. Though 

almost thr ee thousand work stoppages occu rr din 1942, involving 

more than four million man-day s idl n ss, this represented only one-

twentieth of one p e rc nt of the tim work d. Mos t of th e strike s were 

small, invo lving omparative ly f w work r s and la s tin g only a short 

tim e . National lead rs prais d th patriotis and good sense of all 

· d . l 1 t · 19 those involve d in m ustna re a ions. 

Howe v e r, th Na tional Ass ociation of Manufacturers charge d in 

Se pte mber of 19 42 that st rike s w r having c rippling e ffects on war 

production and th war £fort. It furth e r char ged that the War Labor 

Board and oth e r go rnment a g ncies wer minimizing the seriousness 

of th e s trikes by pr senting them as minute pe r centages of the total 

time work e d. Thus, a ccording to th National Association of Manu-

fac tur e rs, th e gove rnm e nt was ignoring th fact that a small strike, 

1 of vital part s for othe r plants, might caus e a 
by cutting off th e supp Y 
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s e rious lag in th e wa r e ffort. 20 

In 1943 th e str i ke pro bl e m bec a m e in c r c a s i n gly wo r se , primarily 

becaus e of a se ri e s of s trikes i·n th 1 .. . c c oa -mining indu stry. T h e numbe r 

of st rike s inc re a s e d b y a li ttl e ove r a fourth , to 3 , 75 2. But the numbe r 

of work e r s involv e d rose to 1, 37 6 ,000 c ompa red to 840 , 000 a y e ar 

e arlie r, and the nu mbe r of man - days idl e r e a ch e d a to tal of 13,500,000 

w i th two -th ir ds due to the co al sto ppages . 21 

The bituminou s mine r s , wh o had alr ady r e c e ived all th e pay 

in creas e to which th e Little Steel fo r mu l a allow d dem and ed a fu r the r , 

in c r e a se: of two d o ll a r s a day and o th r c one ' ssion s , inclu ding por t al

to- porta l pay . 22 

T h e pr ob] m of con t r olling inflation did n o t e m e rg u n til th 

sum me r o f 194 1 , when def n sc production pressur s began t o c aus e 

s tr a in s i n diffe r e nt industri s . Th arly w g issues came befor e the 

boar d in di spute ases, in whi h th board's r sponsibili ty was to 

effect a rcasonab l s ttl m en t bclwe n labo r and manag m ent, n o t to 

adminis tcr a vital part of th gave rnm ~nt' anti- infl ation and economi c 

stabilization prog ram . In th sr arly disput cas s th boa rd r ecog -

n i zed a variety of fact o rs as r e le anl in th de le rmination of wa ges ; 

on e of its ca r li st su h decisions , hand d down ba r e l y fou r w k s after 

d I bsta ntl.a lly th wage diffe r e n ti al b tween ils appo intmen t , r e uc eL su 

the north e rn and sou th rn pl ants of the Aluminum Com pa ny of Ame rica. 
2 3 

The wage r u l es thus being evolved b y the War L a bo r Board calle d for an 
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e xamination of a · variety of fa c t o r s 
. , inclu ding p rice c eilings s e t by the 

go ve rnment, changes in th e cos t of 11·v1·n g , 
the n ee d to r a ise substanda r d 

wa ges, comparable w a g • h 
es in o t e r plant s i n th e s ame are a, the employer I s 

a bility t o p a y, th e e ff t 
ec on p r o duc tion of higher r ates , and their infla-

tionary influe n ce, esp eci a lly whe r e h igher p a i d wo r ke rs w e r e conc e rned, 

th ou gh the labor movem e n t p rotested when these con sid erations pr e 

vente d a w a ge inc r e a s e , o r a s l a r ge an i ncrea se a s the w o rke rs had 

h o p e d for, g ove rnmen t offi c ials fe a r e d any rules tha t would contribute 

to the i nflatio nary tendencies that were pr e s nt. 24 

Alarmed by the failure of any m a sures to control infl a tionary 

tend e n c i e s , Presid ·nt Roos e v lt pre s nt d as v n-point a n ti - inflation 

p r og r a m t o C o ngr ·ss on April 27, 1942 s tr ss ing the need for o verall 

stabili za tion of wag s . Points in the Pr s id e nt' s program ca lled for 

h e av y t a xes on profits, a tw nty-five thousand dollar limit on incomes 

a fter payme nt of tax s , stablishment of st ri t pri ceilings, ration in g 

of scar c e commodi t i s, redu tion of farm p ri s to parity , a nd cu r tail-

b - 25 m e n t of credit and installm nt uying . 

Attempting to d o it s par t, th War Labo r Board respond d with 

it s Ju l y 16 dec i sion in th " Littl e St 111 as s invo lving th e B e th l he m , 

R e publ i c , Youngstown , a nd Inland s t om pani s . The Unit cl St c d -

wo rk e r s of lh e C ong r ess of Industr ial Or ganizatio ns had sought a wage 

· f l cl , J7 a]f ce nt s an hour o r a dollar a day abov e the ri se o twe ve an o ne -

d 11 an hour The u nion a r gued th a t the e xisting a ve rage of about a o ar · 
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r e a l wages of s l(' c l wn rkt' r s ha--1 I I 
• 11 e_ roppc c sharply in the past y e ar, that 

llwir li ving le ve l s Wt'rt· l> c· l . · ow ct prop1:r standard of he alth and decency, 

a
nd th

at th e compani e s could pay th e proposed increas e without incr e as-

ing tbeir pric e stru c tu d ·1 r e an sh 1 e arn mor e than adequate profits . 

The companies bas e d the ir c as e on th e inflationary dange rs of a wage 

increas e in s t ee l. S h · u c a ris e would have t o be repeated in v the r in -

du s l ric s , th e y as s c rt c d, inc r c a sing c on s um C' r in c om e whil <' the vo lume 

of go od s and s e r v i ce s a vailable lo co n s ume r s was be ing curtailed . This 

inflationar y g ap, the y conclude d, would fo r ce pri ce s Lo break through 

. ·1· 26 price c e 1 1ngs. 

Though th e board' s fa c t-fi nd ing panc- 1 r<'po rt t' cl that the fou r 

"Littl e Stee l " compani s w r e abl ' to pay thl' r qu e ste d wag e in c r e a se , 

th e board maj o rity n o l o ng r f 1l f r to w igh thi s and the oth r facts 

Lhat had b een c on s id e r e d in it s a rlic r w ag d i s io ns. Sine living 

cost had ris e n fift e n pc r c nt fr om J anu ary 1, 1 41 to May 1, 194 2 , 

wh e r e a s th e s tee l e mployees h a d r ece ive d wa g ri s s a gg r eg ating only 

e l eve n and e i ght-ten ths pe r ce n t, th board found that th e r wa s a thr e e 

and two-te nths pe r c ent d e fici e n c y if r e al wages we r e to be pr o t e cte d 

a s of th e b eg inning of 194 1. An additiona l t wo and thr ee -t nth s pe rcent 

in c r e as e w as a w ard e d b aus e th e di s pu t had b e n ce rtifi e d to the 

War Labor Board b e for e the Pr side nt outline d his economic policy, 

and b e caus e the c os t of liv ing in stee l towns had risen by more than th e 

national ave rage . 
The total wa ge in c r e as e pe rmitte d, fi nally , was 
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five a nd on e -half p e r t f 27 c e n , or o rty-four c en t s a day. 

Afte r thi s <l ec i s ion, any wo rke r s wh o had r e c e ived less than 

a fif t ee n p e r ce nt i n c r e a se since January 1, 1941, had had the ir pe ace 

time s tandard s broke n and we r e e ntitl e d to have those stand~rds r e 

es tablish e d as a stabilization fa cto r. T hose wh o s e peacetime standards 

had b een pres e r ve d , h oweve r , could expec t improvements o_,ly as they 

s uff e r e d from ine qualities o r sub standard conditions. Board Chairman 

Wi lliam H. Davi s haile d the yard s ticks of w a ge stabilization applied in 

th e d e ci s ion stating that they 11l e a d to a terminal fo r th e tragic race 

be tween wages a nd p ri ces . 11 To the dissenting labor m embe rs of the 

boa rd th e w a ge r uling of the majority 11 stru k a s r ious blow a t the 

foundati on s of th e co ll • t ive-bargaining pro •ss . 1128 

From the start th Unit d Min Workers, heade d by J ohn L. 

L ewi s , had been lead ing critics of the War Labor Bo ard in general, 

and fr o m th e date of its announcem nt they had been bi t te rly oppos e d 

t o the Li tt l e Stee l formula . While th miners I union wa s de mandin g 

w a ge and o the r con cessions from the War Labor Boa r d, Pre sident 

Rooseve lt i s su ed th 11 hold -the-lin 11 order which stripped the board 

of it s au th o rit y to gr a nt w a ge increas s on the g r ound s of inequalities . 

T h u s h e c onfine d w a ge incre a ses to thos pe r mitt e d u nde r the Little , 

S tee l formula o r th sub sta n da r d r u l e . The 11 hold- th e -line 11 order met 

w ith a fres h w a ve of p r ot st fr om la bor lea de r s . Th e War Labor 

1 d · th coal dispute to the capital for Bo a rd calle d the par ties i n vo ve m 
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a conference, but John L L . £ 
· ew1s re used to acce pt the invitation. Mean-

while st rikes were spreading in th e coal fi e ld s of Ame rica as the con

lr ac l cxpi red. 0 M l 
n ay , 194 3 , the President seized aJl the nation's 

coal mine s , with Sec r e tary of Inte rio r Harold Ickes given the task of 

administer ing the m. 29 

On May 4, 1943 , L ewis agreed to order the miners lack to work 

as n egotiations wer e now in prog r e ss. On J une 11, no agreement having 

been r e ached, the mine rs r e sume d their st r ike at Lewis' direction. On 

June 22, L ewi s ordere d the miners back to work until October 31, leaving 

union and managem ent to negotia te during the summer and early fall. 

M eanwhil e' , lhc puhlic r<'act cl with o utrage as the strikes 

threatened r e du c tions i n s te produ tion. It b am ope n season on 

a ll labor unions and strik rs . Roos v lt r spond e d with thre ats, in-

elu ding raising th age limit for non- combatants from forty-five to 

sixty - five and draft in g strikers . Congr ss responded by passing the 

Smith-Connally Act (or War Labor Di sputes Act), which had the effect 

of increasing Presid ntial pow rind aling with strikes . This act 

e npower e d the President to seize any struck facility and punish strike rs 

by fines or impris onment. The act also ga ve th War Labor Board 

stah.itory powe rs and required a thirty day cooling off period following 

. 30 · d · th th e issuing of a str i ke notic e . Consi ring Smith-Connally Act 

reactionary, Roos e lt v toed it but Congress ove rrode his veto . 

· 1 1 b leaders were extremely critical of Lewis I tactics Nationa a or 
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which r esu lted in the Smith-Connally Act. 
One labor publication r e -

sponded by stating, ''A strait-jacket is now the national dress of Amer

ican workingmen . rr31 

The la st successive coal stoppa ges that plagued the nation in 

1943 coincided with a labor crisis in the steel industry and with the 

railroads . This l ed to further reaction with Gene ral George C. Marshall, 

Army Chief of Staff, d e claring that the walkouts might have prolonged the 

war against Germany by six months, at a cost of hundreds of needless 

c asualties . Hoping that Allie d pressure would c a use a Ge rman collapse 

by th e spr ing of 1944, Marshall felt th e labor disputes put an ideal 

weapon in the hands of Nazi propaganda experts who told their people 

the United States was in a state of chaos. 32 

Secre tary of War H nry L . Stim son jump d into the fight later 

claiming that with twenty-two strik s a w ck occu rring, with a loss of 

1 35 ,000 man-day s , it was th " quival nl of nin divisions gone A . W. 

1 cl 11
33 Th s st r ikes puz7.I d m n who wcr induct , d 0 . L . or one ay . 

t h a ti) go rnm nt p rmit civilians into the fighting fore s, y w o s w 

to leave th e ir war jobs without any r gar d to th needs of the nation . 

On November 3, 1943, a settl ment w as r a ch d with L ewis and th e 

coal miners and the min rs went back to wo rk . The settlement man-

• r by on dollar and fifty c ents a ag e d both to incr e as e the miners pay 

· · th· the limits of the Little Stee l for mula, by day and to remain w1 in 

for P
ortal-to-portal travel time and by reducing the 

paying miners 
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lunch period. The successi t .k ve s n es cost labor heavily in public 

support, t empers had b e come 
strained, and reactionary labor legis-

lation had become law. 34 

In 1944 the mounting strains of the war period increased and so 

did th e number of strikes. Some observe rs felt that ,:.,orkers, weary 

and f e arful about the ir post-war futur e , s eem e d to use any txcusc for 

calling for a strike. 35 The incr e as e in the numbe r of strikes and in-

creased public sentiment against unions became a matter of concern 

for many union l e ade rs. The pr e side nt of the United Auto Workers, 

R. J. Thomas, was very conce rne d about his m embers who had be e n 

e ngaged in a numbe r of unauthorize d s tr ikes th at slowed the war effort. 

He appe ale d to his m e mbe r s to c as all wild ca t strike s or face an 

attack that no union could with stand. H w nt on to warn that unle ss 

th e m embe rs r es t ra ine d thc m s lv th r would be no labor unions 

afte r the war. 36 

Ironically, the Communists we r e p rhap s th e most uncompro

mising in their oppo sition to wartime s t r ikes . " No idl e plants, no 

idle machines, F OR ANY R E ASO S ! 11 a nd ''St rik s h e lp Hitler because 

th e y w e ake n the wa r e ffort! 11 we r e common phra se s in Communist 

bl
. . 37 pu 1cations. 

b Of S trikes in 1944 r ce i ve d publicity in the Th e gr e at num e r 

. 1 d . a pe rs publishe d for s e r v i c m e n. pr e ss, inc u 1ng p 
Needl e ss to say, 

dl. d not hold a fav orable impre ssion of the rol e of labor 
many service s 
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in the war dfor t. 
For exampl e, the c r ew of the seaplane tender "Coos 

Bay" raised four hundred and twelve dollar s 
in 1944 to 11he lp pay the 

wage in c r e as e money-hungry· strikers ar e d d" 1138 
eman mg, and sent the 

mone y t o th e Associated Press r e ques ting that agency to "buy off the 

present strikers of the Wright Aircraft Corporation. 1139 

Though in 1944 the number of workers involved in strikes sur

passe d the total of the previous ye ar , an d the number of strikes reache d 

th e high e st p o int of the war , few of the strikes lasted a long time or in

vo lve d a thr e at to war production comparable to those of 1943 . Begin

ning in tl1 e s pring of 1944 , there wer industrial cutba ks r ducing over

time e arnings that may hav contribuled to labor I s discontent during 

40 
1944. Regardless of the c au s s, th• gr at numb r of work stoppages 

in 1944 were an embarra ssm nt to labor-manag m nt r lations . 

Labor dis s atisfaction continu d into th arly months of 1945 as 

th e cost of li v ing ros and profits soar d, whil wag rates wer held 

down by th e outm od cl Littl Ste l formula . 41 When victory s e m d 

tl Was a gr at r tend n y to permit the a ccumu -a lmos t won anyway, 1er 

d · ·t t · of th long war ye ar s to e rupt in strikes . late d pressures an irn a ions 

In 1945, though on a pcrc e ntag basis th strik s that occu rr e d p rior 

to victory ove r Japan (V- J Day) w r slightly mor serious than in 

• a s in sight kept public r esentment against 
1943 , th e fact that victory w 

str ikes within r e as onable bound s, 
Moreover , labor leaders continued 

t a gencies to obtain the e arlie st possible 
to co - operate with gove r nmen 
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r e turn of strikers to work until V-J Day. 42 

For 
th

e war p e riod as a whol e the number of strikes exceeded 

14 700 and the numbe f d • 43 
' r O man- ays idle totalled 36,300,000. This 

figure is substantial and · h d l · 
is ar tog oss over, but most national leaders 

looke d at it only in r e lation to th e numbe r of days 1 worked. Consider-

ing that interpr e tation, labor unions did no t have such a bad record for 

th e accumulated strains of th e war ye ar s . 

Many labor l e ad e rs looke d at the figur es and then compared them 

to the amount of pr odu c tion time l ost th rough o th r a voidabl causes. 

Such c aus e s include d pr e v entable industrial a c i d e nts and slowness of 

industry in conve rting to wa r pr odu cti n . In Oc to be r, 1943, William 

Gr ee n of the Ame ri c an Fe de ration of Labo r d l ar d that since Pearl 

Harbo r e i ghty-th ou s and workers had b n kill d i n a c id e nts (not all 

wo rk r e late d) and s eve n million work rs h a d b n inju r e d on and off 

th e j o b. 44 

But the public 1 s att ntion cent r e d mor on strike s than other 

causes of work d e lay. Ye t in comparison with th e strike r e cord of 

the c hie f Unite d State s ally, labo r strik s i n thi s country we r e not as 

B ·t · d o r th r n I r land had m or e labor bad . Proportionate ly, n am an 

strike s than th e Unite d State s during 1942 and 1943 , and mor e man-

1942. 4 5 Chairman William Davis of the War Labor Board days idle in 

1 t 11u is the be st this Nation or any other stat e d afte r it was all ove r t 1 a , 

. 1146 
• time or p e ac e time. natio n has eve r done 1n war 
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Of cours e , the succe ss f h o t e federal government• s program for 

labor-manage m e nt r e lat · d · ions uring World War II cannot be measured by 

a single index. And alth h h oug t e wartime forces of government played 

a large role in labor-ma · · nagement relations, the vast adJustment of the 

labor forc e to the d emands of armed services and the war-production 

· d t . · 47 1n us nes was accomplishe d with a minimum of federal control. 

The steady growth of union m embership during the period of 

hostilitie s, from abou t t e n and a h alf million at the time of the Pearl 

Harbo r attack to about fo ur teen and three -quarte rs million at V-J Day, 

s how e d that the labor movem en t found in wa r tim conditions a fa-vorable 

e n v i r onme nt. T h e proportion of workers unde r colle ctive-bargaining 

a g r eem e n ts r ose from thi r ty p r e nt of those e ligible in 1941 to forty 

per c e nt the fo llowing ye a r a nd to fo r ty-eight pe r cent by 1945. 48 

I r onic ally , "No i ssue presente d to th e War L abo r Board precip

itate d mor e furiou s d bate tha n union s cur i ty 11 according to Chairman 

William Davi s . 49 Since the r ight to strike wa s suspe nded, union 

d h ld th Produc the imp r ovem e n t s in wages l e ad e rs wond ere ow cou ey 

d k . d · t · s a nd prompt settlem nt of grievances that an wo r 1ng c on 1 10n 

wou l d se ll uni on ism to nonmemb rs and k ep old membe rs paying 

th e ir du es . How could the y co- op e r a te wi th m anagement to boost 

h W
ar if the ir time wa s spent signing up 

produ c tiv ity r e quired by t 

ti f" d so that the union I s 
n ew m e mbe r s a n d k e eping old on e s sa s i e ' 

ved a nd the treasur y maintained? 
st r e n gth would b e prese r 

How could 
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the y build the r e spon s ible k . . . 
md of unionism demanded by a nation at war 

without the s e cur ity t d " · 1· 0 is c ip m e thos e who violated the contract or vio-

lated union rule s? Union leaders ar gued that if they were to meet their 

wartime responsibilit ie th h s ey ad t o be as s ured t hat their membership 

would remain high and t h e ir c offe f 11 50 r s u • 

Manageme nt ob jected, r e ply ing tha t the union shop and, to a 

g r e ater d eg r ee , t he clo sed shop, were evil in pr inc iple , since the y 

d e nied the individ ual wor ke r t h e r ight to d ecid e fo r himself wheth e r or 

not h e wishe d to b elo ng t o a union . S imilarly , such a n arrangement 

limite d t he r igh t of management in hiring and retaining workers. Ther e 

was also the feeling on the part of manage ment that the freedom of 

i nd ividuals t o w ork where they were qualified and accept able to the 

employer, without losing their jobs if for any reason they w i shed to 

. d 51 
r emain o ut of unions, was a principle that could not be c ompromise • 

Whe r e empl oyers opposed a union s curity cla use o n t h e gr ound 

t hat i t v iolat e d the right to work, union 1 ad rs said tha t no such r ight 

exi s te d i n A merican socie ty . A worker merely had the r ight t o apply 

fo r a j ob, a nd to work if the employer chos to hire him. T hr ough the 

depre ssion of th e 1930's no right had existed, argued union l eade rs , 

a nd even wh e r e openings were available the employer ha d the right to 

r eject appl icants for any reason or for no r ason, until t he Wagne r 

A ct s tate d tha t union m e mbership could not be a reas on. 
If th e worker 

· d es as his shar e of the cost of t h e union ben efits 
was now to pay union u 

that he received, union l e a ders saw this as prope r payment to agency 

.b t· 52 . t of hi s ll er 1 e s • 
s e c urity , not a s an infr rngem e n 
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It was perhaps inevitable that the War Labor Board, with all the 

opinions on the exte nsion of th . 
e union shop, would adopt the maintenance 

of membership comp · h · 
romise t at had been used by the Defense Mediation 

Board. Although mainte f na nce o member ship was hardly a desirable 

substitute for the labor leader s, it did repre s ent an advance, and most 

beca me r e solved to the fact that it was probably the best that could be 

obtained under war conditions . 

of membership from the start 
' 

Management was opposed to maintenance 

pronouncing it acceptable only where an 

escape period was provided, and remained opposed to it even after the 

board a dopted their proposal, incorporating an escape provision into its 

standard union s ecurity clause. 53 

It took some time before the board evolved a formula for member

ship maintenance satisfactory to a majority of its members . Its first 

decision directing the inclusion of such a clause in a contract was handed 

down without written opinion of February 25, 1942, in a case involving 

textile mill employees of Marshall Field and Company at Spray, North 

Carolina. In this case th board limited application of the clause t o 

thos e who individually and voluntarily certified in writing their willing

ne ss to authoriz e union dues deductions and to maintain union member

ship during the life of the contract . In this decision and others that 

followed the union was ordered not to coerce any worker to join, 
' 

something that management groups had sought to write into the Wagner 

A ct. Of the two management members present for the deci sion, one 

54 
concurred and the other dissented. 

Meanwhile, the issue of union security was being challenged, on 

h tt ey for the Inland Steel Company whose case 
another front, by t e a orn 
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involv ing wag e s and union s ecurity was 
pending before the board. Upon 

t h
is, 

th
e board r e s olved by unanimous vote that it possessed the author-

it y under ex e c utive orde t · • 
r O c onsider dispute s over union status, along 

with othe rs which m ight · t · 
in e rrupt work contributing to the effective 

success of the war effort . 55 

In th e follow ing months the board im pos ed a maintenance of 

m emb e rship c l a us e, in s imilar cas e s, upon all workers who had be

longed to t h e union as of the previou s Novembe r, when the bar gaining 

c ommittee had b een ins tructed to ba rgain for a union shop. The em-

ployer m emb e rs of t he b oard p r ote s ted aga inst imposing m embership 

maint e nan ce w ithout fi rs t find ing out wheth r the affected worke rs 

appr oved. S uch action , they a r gued, would tend to de str oy t he co

ope ration nece s sary to kee p production at its maximum. 56 T he a c 

ce ptability of member s hip maintenance to the worke r s involved was 

shown in th e r efe r endum that was soon conducted by the board. Of 

10, 7 5 1 ballots cast at the plants by employees belonging to t hr ee 

d iffe r e nt un ions , ninety - one perc nt vot din fa vor of t he m aintenance 

f h
. . . 57 

o members ip prov1s10n. 

A t this point, some industries turned to the genera l public a nd 

t o Congress in the ir fight a gainst union s curity . In advert is em e nt s 

i n l e ad i ng newspapers, the National Association of Manufac tur e r s 

· 1 t · f eezing th open shop wh e r e it ur ge d C ongress to adopt legis a ion r 

exi s te d for the duration of the war . 
Such labor leaders as Will iam 

called union security the be st guarantee of 
Gr een a nd P hilip Murray 

t d labor and accu s ed the National 
tea mwor k betwe e n managemen an ' 

f wanting the open shop even at the 
Asso c iat i on of M a nufa cturers 0 
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expense of victory. 58 

Meanwhile 
some very crucial cases were now before the board 

for consideration. The most i t . . 
mpor ant case was that 1nvolvmg the 

Federal Shipbuilding and Dry D k C 
oc ompany, a United States Steel 

C0rporation subsidiary wh · h h d ic a spearheaded opposition to member-

ship maintenance. The attorney for United States Steel stated openly 

that he considered a maintenance of membership clause illegal, im-

plying that the company might not accept such a clause even if ordered 

by the board. If this "Big Ste el11 company accepted membership main

tenance, large sections of American business would follow suit; if it 

fought the board I s decision, the board might collapse as had the Defense 

M ediation Board. This was not a cas the board could afford to stumble 

around on. Insisting that it decided all cases involving union security 

on its own merit, the board voted eight to four to put a maintenance of 

membership clause into effect for the employees of United States Steel. 

The majority based its decision on the equities in the long dispute between 

the company and the union, on the desirability of more stable union 

membership, on the contribution of more co-operative relations to 

maximum war production, and on the need to compensate unions for 

their no- strike pledge . Yielding somewhat to management representa

tives, the board permitted a union member to withdraw provided he 

th union for the duration of 
continued to meet his financial duties to e 

the contract. 59 

51. on on dues obligations was not 
The board majority's conces 

bers of the board because no escape 
acceptable by the management mem 
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period was provided . 
They argued that under the decision, the federal 

government, in effect •'exa t 
' c s taxes from an individual citizen to be 

paid to a private organization f th . . 
or e privilege of working. 11 They went 

on to say that such an arrange t 
men would not be proper unless the federal 

government supervi s ed the union so favored. 60 To the relief of the 

boar_d, the company announced on May 8 that, though it regarded the 

decision as unsound, it would abide by it as ordered. 

The ar gum e nts for an e scape period finally had their effect on 

the other members of the War Labor Board, particularly the public 

members. T heir search for a form ula that could be incorporated into 

a membership maintenance clause came in the Ryan Aeronautical 

Company case, decided on June 18 , 1942. 6 1 The majority decision 

provided that the individual employee would hav an escape period of 

fifteen days after the signing of a labor contract. If the employee 

failed to exercise this option, h had to stay a member of the union 

for the life of contract. As stated in the Caterpillar Tractor case, 

the War Labor Board majority reasoned that 11 th maintenance of 

responsible union l eadership and responsible union discipline makes 

for keeping faithfully the terms of the contract and provides a stable 

basis for union-management co-operation for more efficient pro-

duction. 11 62 

d th t the union deserved a The majority decision also observe a 

. f ·ts democrati c practices with regard 
union security claus e by virtue O i 

·k its low dues and the 
to elections of offic e rs a nd calling of stn e s, 

. ts and its expressed policy of co-
regular auditing of financial accoun ' 

t maintain discipline, t ke ep agreemen s, 
operating with management 0 
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and increase production. 63 

The position of the parties on the War Labor Board had become 

clear. Labor m emb ers su t d 
ppor e membership maintenance, since this 

form of union s ecurity re t d · presen e a substantial advance to most indus-

trial unions and since craft unions were ·tt d t k th · perm1 e o eep e union or 

closed shops they had previou sly achieved through collectivP- bargaining. 

The public members, unable to obtain unanimous decis ions in union 

security cases, combined with the labor members to .grant a maintenance 

of membership clause where no stronger form of union security had 

existed. The management repr e sentatives rarely supported member-

ship maintenance and for all practical purposes vigorously opposed it. 

In th e summer of 1942 the board, attempting to protect the workers 1 

freedom of choice, wrote into its standard m mbership maintenance 

clause a r equir ement that neither the union nor any of its officers or 

members would intimidate or coerce employees into union member

ship. In the following fall the board resolved that worker s were free 

to leave the ir union during an escape period without regard to the 

union's r eg ulations or provisions relating to withdrawal . 
64 

From time to time the opposition of employe r representatives 

t b h . · tenance flared up within the War Labor Board, o mem ers 1p main 

1 h h 1 debates had been held and the policies had long a t oug many ong 

b een set. 

. 1 . maintenance of membership decided 
In 291 cases rnvo vrng 

and February, 1944, the War Labor Board 
b etween January , 1941 , 

1 400 000 workers in favor of some form 
decided 271 cases involving , ' 

of union s ecurity. 
f m of union security clause than 

Where a stronger or 
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just membership maintena 
nee, such as the union or closed shop, had 

previously been a ccepted b th 
Y c employer , the board generally ordered 

its continuation. It justified th · ·h is on t e grounds that any other policy 

would bring instability rathe th .. 
r an stability to union-management re-

la tions. 
The government should not use its power either to e stablish 

a union shop where none had · d 
existe or to disestablish one already in 

effect, it was thought. 65 

While the board typically awarded member ship maintenance to 

a union seeking the union shop, it refused to do so where is cons idered 

the union guilty of irresponsible behavior, as by calling or supporting 

strikes in violation of the no - strike pledge . Such a case involved the 

Monsanto Chemical Company and an American Fede ration of Labor 

local in the summer of 1942. During th negotiations the union made 

numerous strike threats, eventually voting for a strike which lasted 

five days. As a result, the board voted unanimously to refuse to grant 

any form of union security until the firm showed a change in attitude 

toward wartime use of the strike w apon. In the followi ng spring the 

board granted the local a member ship maintenance clause on the basis 

of its r e cord of the previous seven months. Even a work stoppage of 

only a few hours, when it was a d eliberate violation, was enough evi -

dence f · ·b· 1·ty for t he board to deny a union the member-o irresponsi i i 

h 1 Als o, the clause, once granted, might be s ip maintenanc e c ause . 

.k. 66 
r evoked as a penalty fo r stri ing. 

0 ·t· f management to the maintenance of members hip pposi ion o 

t . on the ground that that form of union 
clause occurred son1e 1mes 

. d metimes as part of a more general op-
security was ill egal, an so 

F itting into the latter situation was the 
position to the board itself. 
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mail-order hous e of Mo t 
n gomery Ward and Company, headed by the 

pe rsi
st

ent Sewell L. Avery. In the fall of 1942 the company was directed 

by the War Labor Board to accept a t . . 
con ract with a Congress of Industrial 

Organizations union which had bee n t d • 
gran e a maintenance of membership 

clause affe cting some six thousand and ei·ght 1 
y emp oyees in Chicago. The 

company opposed membership maintenance as just another fo :,:m of closed 

shop, and stated the board orde r was in violation of liberty, economically 

unsound, and illegal under the Wagne r Act. A very remarked that he 

would acc e pt the board 
I
s order only if dir e c te d to do so by th e President 

or if Cong r e ss imposed the clos ed s ho p. As Commander-in-Chief, 

Preside nt Rooseve lt directed the c om pany to comply without delay, as 

su c h action was essential to th e nati o n ' s war ffort . The company then 

asserted that it wo ul d sign the con t r act pr ov id ed a claus e we r e added 

stating that it sig ne d "under dur e s s" b 'Cau s th President as Comman

de r-in-Chief had so ordered. 67 

R ejecting such lan g uag , th e War Labor Board substituted the 

words "after prot e st" for "unde r dur es s" and v ot ed unanimously to order 

the company to a c cept t he contract . An industry member of the board 

W d ·th hav ing done 11th e g r atest disservice to charge d Montg om e ry ar w1 

. system of an y c once rn in the United industry and the pr iv a t e enterprise 

b f the board c ommented that while State s. 11 Another industry mem e r 0 

h ·t efe rr d to but so did the d Of spe e c 1 r ' the company had the free om 

it to tell t he truth and not a damn 
board and the board 11 i ntend s to us e 

' 
mb e rs charge d that company 

bunc h of half tr uth s. 11 One of the lab or m 

. 11 68 In general, the board members 
a nd they know 1t. offic e r s we r e "lying 
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resented the claim that m cmb , 
1 

. 
e rs Hp maintenance was a form of the closed 

shop. 

A ga in the company stated that ·t 
1 would sign the contract as it 

was written if the President as C . 
0 rnmande r-in-Chief in time of war so 

ordered. Roosevelt sent Avery a d 
n or er and the company finally obeyed 

by complying. Aver y 's opinions we h 
re s ared by many manag ~ment groups 

but some b ecame alie nated by his cond t · th • 
. uc in e midst of a war crisis. 

Others debated whether a r e tail distribut1· 0 h · h d uff. · 1 n c a m a a s 1cient y close 

relationship to war production to justify War Labor Board Is assertion 

f . . d" t· 69 0 JU rlS lC ion. 

It can be conclud e d h e r e, almos t without r ese rvations, that the 

labor movement would hav e probably preferr d to ha ve th War Labor 

Board g rant the union or clos e d shop wher e conditions were appropriate, 

but it found the maintenance of membership claus s fairly satisfactory. 

Sophisticted management l e aders found out during the war, thanks 

to the War Labor Board and the maintenanc e of m mbership policy , t hat 

colle ctive bargaining was a fairly effective way of working out or solving 

personnel problems within corporate structures that were many times 

B 
· · became a s ystem for drawing up the r ul es for too unwieldy. ar gaining 

Procedures ; a way of resolving on-the -job con 
employment ; g rievance 

70 
flicts; and th e unions became a ge ncies for enforcing th rules. 

der collective -bar gaining a gree 
The proportion of workers un 

ments rose from thirty percen 
1. "ble in 194 1 t o forty perce nt 

t of those e 1g1 

b 1945 During this 
and to forty-eight percent y • 

in the following year 
. t ce clauses rose bership main e nan 

time the number covered by mem 

3 90 0 000 in 1945, with twenty-
£ e than , , 

steadily, reaching a total O rnor 



nine percent of all workers unde . 
r uni.on agreements subject to such 71 
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clauses. The number of workers 
covered by the union or closed shop 

likewise grew during the war period 1th h h 
, a oug t e War Labor Board 

refused to grant ei
th

er type of security. The growth was due to the fact 

that employers who had agreed t h 1 · • · 
o sue c auses increased their working 

force or other employers accepted them in bargaining negotiations. 72 

To all outward appearances the war period was one of steady 

membership growth and influence for the labor movement. Labor shor-

tages, rising living costs, a sound legal bas e for organization, and 

active union prosecution of War Labor Board case s combined to swell 

the membership of the American labor movement from approximately 

ten and a half million at the time of th e P earl Harbor attack to about 

fourteen and three-fourths million when hostilitie s e nded three years 

and eight months later. 73 

The approach of V-J Day made labor uneasy, for with each cut

back in production came immediate joblessness for some war workers 

and left the remainder apprehensive. The universal rejoicing at the 

Confll. ct was mixed with the fear of unemployment or coming end of the 

lus the danger that wartime savings might be ex-reduced earnings, p . 74 

ted to civilian production. hausted for many as factories reconver 

d employers who had long been In the meantime, unions an 

moment when they could regain 1 awaited the under government contra s, 

Period had been greatly . ·tations of the war freedom of action. The irn 

auction was all right as a neces-. f r war pro f lt b b th Co-operation ° . . 
e y o • t believed that it had 

but each par y 
sity in a time of national emergency, · 

t ls of wartime. 
d the con ro suffered most un er 

Each party felt that 1t 



could improve its position once the government ceased its controls. 

Union members were convinced that their living standards had been 

30 

held down arbitrarily by the War Labor Board while business had reaped 

big profits, and that they could regain much of the loss once they were 

allowed to strike and to negotiate. Many employers felt that unions had 

d h d 1
. 75 gaine too muc power an urgently needed a lesson in postwar rea ism. 

In defense of the activities of the War Labor Board, it kept the 

lid on a lot of difficult problems stemming from the lack of agreement 

between industry and labor. In the inter e st of justice, the board cor

rected inequities, set equal pay for e qual work, allowed a pattern of 

f ·t t and made incr eas e s to pr event substandard fringe bene 1 s o emerge, 

liv ing. Most importantly, it prev ented s t rike s that may have take n 

place otherwise, and in the process helped the labor moveme nt gain- a 

prestige not previously enjoyed. 
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