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ABSTRACT

In the mid-1980s, the Canadian region of the United
Auto Workers (UAW) union seceded from the U.S.-dominated
UAW International to form a separate union, the Canadian
Auto Workers (CAW). To understand the origins and
consequences of the UAW split, this dissertation examines
the evolution of auto industrial relations in the U.S. and
Canada from the 1930s to the end of the 1980s. From a
broader perspective, the cross-national industry study in
this dissertation offers insights into the alternative
possible outcomes of the transformation of industrial
relations and labor markets taking place throughout the
advanced countries.

To incorporate the critical variables that distinguish
the U.S. and Canadian auto industries past and present, the
theoretical framework employed here supplements the U.S.
auto industrial relations systems framework developed by
Katz (1985) with four additional variables: informal shop
floor relations, internal union dynamics, the independent
parts sector, and the labor movement’s role in politics and
society. Labelling this broader framework a sectoral
pattern of development, the dissertation argues that recent
institutional changes in the North American auto industry
could ultimately produce either of two fundamentally
different patterns of development. A "segmented" pattern
would contain loosely-federated company or plant-level
unions integrated into management and representing only
(some) workers in (some) leading firms. These unions would
have little role in requlating wages and labor standards
among firms, and little role in national and regional
politics. They would be surrounded by a multi-tiered,
non-union supplier industry, the firms in which would
compete hased substantially on keeping wages low and work
standards high. The alternative or "inclusive" pattern
would be characterized by unions that are more independent
of management, that represent workers throughout the
industry and that retain the inter-plant and inter-company
ties characteristic of industrial unions. These ties would
enable union officials to bargain for domestic, sector-wide
contractual restraints on wage and low-labor-standard
competition. These ties would also facilitate union
efforts to create state policies that support skill-based
competitive strategies, inhibit low wage strategies and
limit segmentation in the labor market as a whole.

After introducing the argument above in Part I, the
dissertation develops it in three additional stages. Part
II presents a history of auto industry developments in the
U.S. and Canada from the formation of the UAW in the 1930s
to its division into separate national unions in the 1980s.
This history identifies four mutually reinforcing
institutional differences between the U.S. and Canada that



have moved the Canadian industry towards a relatively more
inclusive pattern of development than the U.S.: the
preservation of somewhat stronger collective traditions in
Canadian plants; the maintenance of stronger ties between
Canadian secondary and national leaders due to the region’s
distinct internal structure and unifying militant and left
nationalist ideologies; the more complete deunionization of
the auto supplier sector and decay of pattern bargaining in
the U.S,; and the relative strength of the Canadian labor
movement as a whole.

Part IITI retraces in two plants of the same company
the national story of U.S. and Canadian auto industry
development from 1930 to 1980. Based on in-depth analysis
of contemporary shop floor dynamics at each plant, Part III
then argues that three qualitatively distinct types of
workplace relations could emerge from the introduction of
"teamwork" now taking place in the North American auto
industry. The three possibilities identified are a
"subordinate union" alternative in which workers and union
officials accept the primacy of management goals because
they see plant competitiveness as the prime determinant of
their own job and income security; a "negotiation model",
in which managers seek to develop and use workers’
knowledge for competitive reasons yet workers retain an
attachment to goals distinct from management’s and the
confidence to demand concessions from their employer in
exchange for on-the-job cooperation; and an "autocratic"
model in which teams and the elimination of senlorlty-based
work rules would represent a return to the superv1sory
domination and favoritism of weak or pre-union days.

Within a segmented pattern of development, subordinate
union workplace relations would prevail in most assembly
firms and awtocratic relations would be common in
suppliers. Within an inclusive pattern, the negotiation
model of workplace relations would exist throughout most of
the industry.

Part IV integrates the field research with insights
from secondary literature in developing the overarching
argument of the dissertation. It also reviews recent
efrorts in the U.S. and Canada to construct sectoral
institutions and establish public policies that would
produce a more inclusive pattern of development within the
auto sector and more broadly.
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FOREWORD

After conducting three weeks of interviews at a
Kitchener, Ontario, automobile stamping plant in May 1986,
I described to my friend Emine Kiray the combination of
charisma, protective instincts and opportunism that I had
found in the most preminent group of informal leaders at
the plant. On hearing the description, Emine said simply
"McMurphy." The more I though about it, the more it struck
me that her reference to the protagonist of Ken Kesey’s
novel, One Flew Over the Cuckoo’s Nest (brought to life by
Jack Nicholson in the movie) suggested a powerful metaphor
for shop floor dynamics as a whole and for what is at stake
in the current transformation of work in North American
industry.

In the early days of the Kitchener stamping plant,
management employed piece rates and an intimidating
supervisory approach in its efforts to maximize output. 1In
reaction to management’s approach and the physical demands
of the work, the local union grew progressively more
cohesive and defiant. 1In 1978, 11 years after the plant
opened, workers halted production 68 times to put pressure
on management in disputes over everything from piece rates
to supervisory abuse to a demand for payment for time spent
on a work stoppage the previous day. The volatile 1970s
left behind in the plant an unusually prominent group of
McMurphies--or "shit disturbers" (people who stir things
up) as they were called within the plant. The role of this
group as spokesmen for other workers and the open way it
challenged managerial authority meant that quieter workers
interviewed in 1986 also spoke with confidence. The
presence of McMurphies made it possible for the Billy
Bibbitts of the plant to speak without stuttering. Though
they did not recognize where it came from, managers as well
as workers spoke with affection of the sense of community
that came with the strength of the union on the shop
floor.

For all the inadequacies of the UAW’s role on the shop
floor in the past, and for all the social and economic
deficiencies of the production system of which this role
was a part, the union’s fragile alliance with informal
leaders who stood up to management did--in some plants, at
some points in time--give workers a small part in shaping
the conditions of their own existence, a measure of self-
confidence and dignity. 1In our current preoccupation with
the issue of competitiveness, we would do well to recognize
that one of management’s central aims in the ongoing
reorganization of manufacturing work is to break the
union’s fragile alliance with shop floor activists.

As the example of Japan suggests, management’s success
at persuading union officials and informal leaders to
accept the primacy of corporate goals might yield economic



benefits--although there are reasons to think that the
fragmentation of industrial unions would produce a less
dynamic productive system in North America. But however
productive the result, the end of union independence would
mean that the economic structure had not been shaped by all
within society. Expressed or not, this would leave many
without the confidence and sense of worth that comes to
those who have, in part, made their own world. As in
Kesey’s Cuckoo’s Nest, some would suffer in silence; some
would speak in halting words; a few would understand and
rebel against the social control that surrounds them. But
each and every one of us would be the poorer for our
collective failure to create a social structure that
develops rather than defcrms those within it.

Stephen Herzenberg
January 1991
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CHAPTER 1: MULTIPLE FUTURES

A. The Transformation of North American Industrial
Relations

over the past decade, intensified international
competition, the example of the "Japanese model of
production" and the diffusion of flexible automation have
helped precipitate fundamental changes in industrial
relations within manufacturing firms throughout the western
advanced countries (Piore and Sabel 1984; Boyer 1989).
Reflecting the common technological and competitive
pressures faced by these countries, there are important
similarities in the trends towards decentralized industrial
relations and flexible work organization in the United
States, Canada and Europe. At the same time, labor
relations in the advanced countries are not yet converging.
In North America, figures on union coverage provide the
most telling evidence of this. Between 1978 and 1987,
union coverage in Canada remained between 37 and 40
percent. In the U.S., it dropped from 25 to 17 percent
(see table 1.1 and figure 1.1). National context continues
to mediate the impact of markets, technology and managerial
strategy on industry and industrial relations.

Attempts to understand the roots and implications of
recent changes in labor relations in the U.S. have led
Kochan, Katz and McKersie (1986) to broaden the static
vindustrial relations (IR) systems" framework derived from

Dunlop (1958). These leading U.S. scholars’ three-tiered
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TABLE 1.1: UNION COVERAGE IN CANADA AND THE UNITED STATES

Year Canada United States
BLS 1 Troy & BLS 2
Shefflin
1921 16.0 18.3
1924 12.2 11.9
1927 12.1 11.3
1930 13.1 11.6
1923 16.7 11.3
1936 16.2 13.7
1937 18.2 22.2
1938 18.4 27.1
1939 17.3 28.6
1940 16.3 26.9
1941 18.0 27.5
1942 20.6 25.9
1943 22.7 30.6
1944 24.3 33.6
1945 24.2 35.5
1946 27.9 34.5
1947 29.1 33.5
1948 30.3 31.9
1951 28.4 33.3
1954 33.8 34.7
1957 32.4 32.8
1960 32.3 31.4
1963 29.8 29.1
1966 30.7 28.1
1969 32.5 27.0
1972 34.6 26.4 28.8
1975 36.9 25.3 28.9
1976 37.3 24.5 27.9
1977 38.2 24.1 26.2
1978 39.0 24.0 25.1
1979 na 24.5
1980 37.6 23.2
1981 37.4 22.6
1982 39.0 21.9
1983 40.0 20.7 20.4
1984 39.6 19.4 19.1
1985 39.0 18.3
1986 37.7 17.8
1987 37.6 17.3
1988 17.0
1989 16.6
NOTES:

1. Canadian data: Labour Canada, Rircctory of Labor Organizations in Canada, various
years, Before 1950, the data reported are tor December 31 of that year, After 1950,
the data reported are (or Junuary 1, The 1979 susvey was not conducted,

2, U.S. data: BLS 1is from U.S, DOL 1979 (BLS Bulletin 2079), Troy and Sheftlin
data are from U.S. DOL, Employment and Earnings, January, various years. While
BLS 1 and Troy and Shefflin are based on compurisons of mcml)crshi&) datn (as
reported by untons) with figures for the non-agricultural tabor force, BLS 2 is
based on questions about union status asked as part of the CPS sample survey,
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IR system incorporates management strategic decision-making
and (formal) shop floor relations above and below the study
of collective bargaining that preoccupied U.S. IR scholars
from 1960 to 1980. Adding strategic investment decisions
to their model enables Kochan et al. (1986) to explain the
way corporate opposition to unions cumulatively eroded
organized labor’s position in U.S. manufacturing in the
1970s and 1980s. With this exception, however, Kochan et
al. continue to describe how exogenous technology, market
and workforce composition variables have determined the
changes in industrial relations observed within major U.S.
manufacturing firms in the 1980s. Their framework cannot,
therefore, explain why similar exogenous pressures have
produced different results in Canada (and other
industrialized market economies). Nor does it explore how
politics, union strategy, and worker perceptions and
actions interact with management strateqgy, markets and
technology to shape the transformation of industrial
relations.

Some economists and political scientists have turned
their attention to the way national context has mediated
the impact of common environmental pressures on labor
relations in the U.S. and canada. Weiler (1983 and 1984)
and Meltz (1983) point to differences in labor law that
enable Canadian workers to gain union recognition without
the prolonged campaign period that U.s. employers use to

discourage pro-union votes. Lipset (1986a and 1986b)



Page 25

argues that ever since the American revolution and the
Canadian colonies decision not to join it, Canadian
political and social culture has been more communitarian
and thus consonant with unions than U.S. individualism.
Bruce (1988 and 1989) maintains that a highly federalized
parliamentary political structure has enabled the minority,
labor-allied third party in Canada more influence than the
liberal wing of the Democratic party in the U.S. at
comparable levels of popular support. Huxley et al, (1986)
and Lipsig-Mumme (1989) highlight the militant character
and strategic choices of the Canadian labor movement as
critical to reproducing a political and social culture more
sympathetic to unions. Mahon (forthcoming) takes a
similar position and begins to tie the differences in the
two labor movements to the likely outcome of the current
restructuring of production.

Even in Mahon’s case, however, the comparative
literature on U.S. and Canadian political economy takes us
far from the shop floor, from ccllective bargaining, and
from the concrete dilemnas of individual North American
firms and unions faced with the end of continental
oligopolies. One is left with a discomfiting ignorance
when it comes to how the impact of Canadian legal,
cultural, political, and union differences play themselves
out in particular industries; and without much grist for

thinking about whether these differences are likely to be
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obliterated or more deeply institutionalized by the end of
the current period of uncertainty.

Using a historically-informed case study of the U.S.
and Canadian auto sector--the North-American industry in
which international economic integration and the diffusion
of Japanese management approaches have gone furthest--this
dissertation situates itself between the narrowly-focused
U.S. industrial relations literature and the macro-
political economy of U.S. and Canadian natioral
differences. The dissertation explores how, in the auto
industry, worker and union traditions, national political
and cultural differences, and international economic and
technological influences interact in reshaping labor and
management action and interaction on the shop floor, in
bargaining, and at the sectoral level. 1In the process, in
generates hypotheses about the reproduction and
transformation of U.S. and Canadian national differences
during the current period of institutional transition.

The auto industry is a natural case to use in an
attempt to shed light on the origins and consequences ot
the distinct U.S. and Canadian responses to the economic
and technical challenges of the 1980s. For most of the
postwar period, the auto industry symbolized the
convergence of U.S. and Canadian industrial relations
driven by the investments of U.S. multinational
corporations; and the domination of the Canadian labor

movement by the 70 percent of Canadian union members that
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belonged to U.S.-based International unions. Using what
Katz (1985) calls the three key elements of the postwar
U.S. auto industrial relations system one cannot, in fact,
distinguish between the U.S. and Canada: both adopted
productivity- and inflation-based wage rules, connective
bargaining that assured virtually identical contracts at
the major assemblers, and what Katz labels "job control
unionism" on the shop floor (narrow job classifications,
work rules, the grievance procedure, and arbitration). The
U.S.-Canada Auto Pact of 1965 completed the integration of
the U.S. and Canadian auto industries and the modernization
of the Canadian industry according to the principles of
mass production.

In the 1980s, however, the secession of the now-
independent Canadian Auto Workers (CAW) from the
International UAW has made the auto sector the symbol of a
possible divergence in the two countries’ industrial
relations and economic structures. 1In the U.S. in the
1980s, the UAW negotiated a partial shift to profit sharing
instead of guaranteed annual increases in base real wages;
and began cooperating with management initiatives to
improve U.S. plants’ performance. The International Union
leadership saw these changes as necessary to halt the
shrinkage of the unionized sector in the face of management
opposition, intense competition, and political isolation.
The Canadian UAW, by contrast, rejected pay contingent on

company performance and viewed labor-management cooperation
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with more suspicion. On one level, the Canadian union
interpreted corporate demands as endangering union
independence and industrial unity; on another level, the
Canadians saw these demands as a threat to labor’s capacity
to fight beyond the plant level to shape the sectoral and
national labor market in workers’ interests. Unlike
elements within the U.S. UAW that had misgivings about
International union policy, the Canadian union couid use
its status as a separate country tc protect its autonomy to
pursue independent bargaining and workplace strategies.

The UAW International, however, viewed the Canadian region
as little different from the many U.S. regions within the
union. From this perspective, granting complete autonomy
to Canada within the International Union structure posed a
threat to the integrity of the UAW as a whole. Unable to
find a formula for accommodating their distinct strategies
within the same union structure, the leaders of the union
in the U.S. and Ccanada negotiated the secession of the

Canadian region.

B. The Theoretical Framework and Central Arquments

To highlight the differences between the U.S. an~
Canadian auto sectors in the past, and to explain th:ir
divergent paths in the 1980s, this dissertation develops an

institutional systems framework labelled a sectoral pattern

2f development. This framework takes its name from the

notion of a national pattern of development developed by
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the French Regulation School.l Compared with Kochan et
al.’s (1986) IR system, this sectoral regulatory framework
incorporates four additional elements as endogenous parts
of the auto institutional system: informal shop floor
relations; internal union dynamics and union strategy; the
independent parts sector; and the labor movement’s role in
politics and society.2 The dissertation then traces the
interactions among these elements and the three levels of
Kochan et al.’s model during the disintegration of the
postwar auto pattern of development and search for a new
institutional order.

Among the theoretical premises incorporated within the
sectoral pattern of development framework from the
Regulation literature and the institutionalist tradition
more generally, two deserve special mention here (see
section D for an expanded list and further elaboration).
First, like other institutional systems, the postwar
patterns of development in the U.S. and Canadian auto
sectors (and the alternative future patterns outlined) are
regarded as systems because their constituent pieces

reinforce one another. Taking for granted the other pieces

1 Section D explicitly analyzes the relationship between
a national and a sectoral pattern of development.

2 The term "reqgulatory" here and later in this study is
used in the extended sense defined by Piore and Sabel
(1984, 2, footnote 4). Piore and Sabel offer "balancing
mechanism" and "equilibrating" as more precise English
translations of the French term. As they emphasize, use of
the term regulation in this way should not be confused with
the everyday use of regulation as a shorthand for
government intervention in private markets.
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of a system, each actor behaves in a way that reproduces
the system as a whole (Piore 1987). Second, major
institutional changes tend to take place in discontinuous
fashion. The notion of discontinuous development
accurately captures the evolution of the U.Ss. and canadian
auto sectors since the 1930s. It suggests that the 1980s
have been a period of instability associated with the
collapse of the first postwar pattern of development.
Hence the analytical focus of this study on characterizing
that postwar system in each country, understanding its
breakdown, and developing hypotheses about what might
replace it.

Based on comparative study of the U.S. and canadian
auto industries, this study makes four empirically grounded
arguments about the evolution of their sectoral patterns of
development.

1. The changes in the North American auto industry

over the past decade contain the seeds of two qualitatively

different patterns of development. The first, or segmented

alternative leads away from autonomous, industry-wide
unions to loosely federated subordinate ccmpany- and plant-
level unions integrated into management and covering only
(some) workers in (some) leading firms. Compared with
industrial unions, the unions in the core of the industry
would have a diminished role in regulating competition
among firms. They would be surrounded by a multi-tiered

supplier structure in which, at lower tiers especially,
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wages and work standards would play a larger role in
competition; workers’ skills would become less important;
and shop floor relations would become more primitively
autocratic. Seeing their members’ Jjob and income security
as dependent primarily on plant-level competitiveness, the
subordinate core unions would have a diminished role in
national and regional politics. Consistent with the role
of low wages and limited worker protection in supplier
competition, this model can be expected to involve
significant decentralization of production to low-wage,
non-union regions and countries.

The second, or inclusive pattern of sectoral
regulation builds on independent industrial unionism,
expanding workers’ autonomy on the shop floor and the
union’s independent role in corporate planning and state-
coordinated sectoral adjustment. The continuing ties among
locals within industrial unions would enable them to
bargain for domestic, sector-wide contractual restraints on
wage and low-labor-standard competition. These ties would
also provide a foundation for labor to act politically to
create state policies that encourage firms to pursue skill-
intensive strategies and discourage low wage business
strategies. 1In a fully inclusive model, unions would
represent workers in all suppliers as well as assembly
firms. Compared with the segmented model, the inclusive
model would contain less wage inequality, less

decentralization of production, and less polarization of



Page 32

skills and social relations. The differences between the
two patterns of development indicates that consolidating an
inclusive pattern requires a network of rules and
institutions that make it more difficult for corporations
to compete at the expense of workers and communities and
simultaneously make it easier for firms to pursue
consensual, skill-intensive strategies (Sengenberger 1990;
Streeck 1989).

2. Four differences between the U.S. and Canadian

auto sectors make it more likely that Canada will be able

to construct a sufficiently developed network or

constraints on and opportunities for employers to lead

towards an inclusive pattern of development.

o The Canadian auto sector has somewhat stronger
union-enforced and legislative checks on low
wage, non-union competition.

o On average, organized Canadian plants probably
have a larger core of pro-union stewards and
informal leaders.

o The internal structure and history of the
Canadian auto union give it a greater capacity
for reconstructing its "collective identity" and
thus avoiding fragmentation along plant,
occupational, demographic and seniority lines.
Its internal structure and history also give the
Canadian union a more developed capacity for
mobilizing workers.

o Canada has a stronger labor movement as measured
by levels of union coverage, links to political
parties, and public perception of unions as an
essential institution.3

3 Turner’s (1988b) comparative research on the U.S. and
West German auto sectors indicates that another important
determinant of whether cross-cutting unions survive the
transformation of industrial relations in tact is the
extent of labor integration into management historically.
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While Canada appears more likely to institutionalize an
inclusive pattern of development, questions remain about
the sustainability of such a pattern there if the
progressively more integrated U.S. and Mexican auto and
manufacturing sectors are highly segmented.

3. Three qualitatively distinct patterns of shop

floor relations coexisted between 1945 and the early 1980s-

~-not one as implied by Katz’s shop floor job control model.
These patterns (which will be called individualistic,
collective and organizational) differed according to the
extent and purposefulness of coliactive action within them.
In an organizational pattern, common only among skilled
workers, workers and union officials exercised substantial
control over all aspects of work: effort norms, how work
would be done, discipline, manpower scheduling etc. 1In the
collective pattern, most common among interdependent, self-
paced work groups, workers have substantial influence over
the effort bargain but much less control over other aspects
of work. In the individualistic pattern, workers no longer
act collectively to influence the effort bargain or other
conditions of work.

As a result of variations in the extent and

effectiveness of collection action in the organizational,

In both the U.S. and Canada, labor’s exclusion from
management in the past and the associated emphasis of U.S.
managers on unilateral control (and "reactive" impulses of
local union officials) will make more difficult the
establishment of a production syste~ in which workers’
cooperate in exchange for indepe~.uent union input into
managerial decisions.
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collective and individualistic patterns, (a) the union’s
ability to address workers’ on-the-job concerns, and the
extent to which the UAW’s role reproduced a core of shop
floor pro-union activists and commitment tc the union among
workers in general varied substantially across the three
patterns. (b) In both countries, but especially the U.S.,
the contractual and legal constraints under which the union
operated led to the gradual diffusion of the most
individualistic pattern and, in association with that, to
the erosion of shop floor solidarity and rank-and-file ties
to the union.

4. Just as three patterns of shop floor relations
coexisted under job control unionism, contemporary plant-

level research indicates that at least three distinct

patterns could coexist with the "flexible work

organization" or "teams" now being promoted by the major

auto companies. In the subordinate union model, workers

pa2rceive achievement of management’s goals as the key to
satisfying their own income and job sacurity goals and
other priorities take second place to improving
productivity and quality. The union helps discipline
substandard workers and defenders of other priorities
because both these groups threaten the high performance
considered a precondition to high wages and secure jobs.

In the autocratic model, workers retain hostility towards

management but express this only in individualistic ways.

Teams and the elimination of seniority-based work rules
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represent a return to the supervisory domination and

favoritism of weak or pre-union days. In the negotiation

model, workers’ retain attachment to goals distinct from
management’s and the capacity and willingness to fight
collectively for them; managers, perceiving a competitive
need for workers’ cooperation on the job, negotiate, in
exchange for this cooperation, arrangements that take
account of worlkers’ desire for economic security, skill
development, autonomy and social space on the job; and shop
floor union officials who participate in negotiations with
managers on these issues become an independent extension of
and link between the informal work groups that exist in any
plant.

Referring back to the two alternative sectoral
patterns of development, the negotiation shop floor model
would prevail throughout the industry in the inclusive
pattern. 1In the segmented pattern, with its loosely
federated plant- or company-level unions, the subordinate
union model would prevail in assemblers and major parts
firms; and the autocratic model would prevail in lower
tiers of the supplier structure.

A negotiation model is a necessary condition (but not
a sufficient one--witness craft unions before the 1930s)
for the creation and reproduction of an inclusive pattern
of development because this is the only one of the three
alternative models of shop floor relations that preserves

an independent, collective identity among workers; and thus
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the only model that preserves the possibility of mobilizing
workers beyond the plant to construct the "exo-skeleton" of
an inclusive pattern.4 In less abstract terms, only a

shop floor system that addresses the immediate concerns of
the membership on the job and adds meaning to the lives of
union activists will generate the understanding of and
commitment to labor’s vision of society essential to
successful sector-wide and political action.

5. Significant differences in internal union dynamics

characterized the postwar sectoral pattern of development

in the U.S. and Canadian auto sectors. Historical union

practice as well as the way that previous actions had

expanded or narrowed the structural constraints faced by

each union--and not just exogenous economic and political

differences--contributed to the strateqgic divergence of the

U.S. and Canadian unions in _the 1980s and to the prospects

for forging an inclusive pattern in Canada.5

While the contrasting internal union dynamics of the
U.S. and Canadian UAW grew partly out of differences in
their demographic make-up and in employment trends (figure
1.2, table 1.2), they also developed a life of their own.
This self-reinforcing dynamic is particularly evident in a

series of critical political and collective bargaining

4 The term "exo-skeleton" is borrowed from Streeck (1989)
who characterizes "diversified quality production" in terms
similar to the inclusive pattern described in the text.

5 Lipsig-Mumme (1989) calls historical union practice and
the structural constraints that grow out of previous union
strategic decisions "historically cumulative union
strategy".
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TABLE 1.2
EMPLOYMENT IN THE U.S. AND CANADIAN AUTO INDUSTRIES

UNITED STATES CANADA %a;lotof
L] . o
Thousands Index: Thousands  Index: Capadian
1949-100 1949-100 Emp loyment
1926 15 32
1927 14 3
1928 21 46
1929 455 74 23 50 19.8
1930 329 54 17 38 19,0
1931 292 48 12 25 25.4
1932 248 40 10 22 25.8
1933 248 40 10 22 24.3
1934 367 60 13 30 27.2
1935 399 64 19 42 20.8
1936 415 68 1Y 42 21.9
1937 488 80 22 49 21.9
1938 296 48 21 45 14,3
1939 388 63 21 46 18.7
1940 449 73 25 56 17.7
1941 551 90 40 87 13.9
1942 473 17 47 103 10.1
1943 620 101 50 110 12.4
1944 641 104 47 103 13.7
1945 520 85 40 88 13.0
1946 525 86 37 82 14.1
1947 626 102 43 95 14.4
1948 632 103 42 93 14.9
1949 613 100 45 100 13.5
1950 617 110 49 109 13.7
1951 682 111 54 118 12.7
1952 619 101 53 117 11.6
1953 739 121 57 124 13.1
1954 602 98 48 106 12,5
1955 718 117 53 117 13.5
1956 620 101 57 126 10.8
1957 602 98 55 120 11.0
1958 453 74 46 101 9.8
1959 538 as 48 106 11,1
1960 563 92 47 104 11.9
1961 479 78 46 101 10.4
1962 534 87 50 109 10.8
1963 574 94 57 124 10,1
1964 519 94 65 143 8.9
1965 659 107 75 165 8.8
1966 670 109 79 173 8.5
1967 627 102 76 168 8.2
1968 681 111 17 170 8.8
1969 708 115 83 182 8,6
1970 605 99 74 163 8.2
1971 655 107 82 181 8.0
1972 676 110 83 183 8.1
1973 755 123 94 207 8.0
1974 688 112 93 205 7.4
1975 602 98 85 186 7.1
1976 682 111 93 204 7.4
1977 135 120 99 218 7.4
1978 782 127 104 228 1.6
1979 764 125 102 229 7.5
1980 575 94 84 184 6.9
1981 586 96 86 189 6.8
1982 512 83 a2 181 6.2
1983 512 23 92 201 6.2
1984 664 108 99 217 b.?
1985 685 112 103 220 6,7
1986 671 109 109 228 6.5
1987 674 110 106 232 6.4
1988 667 109 109 239 6,1
1989 679 111 L1 243 6.1

1990 105 232
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NOTES FOR TABLE 1.2:

. Canadian data: 1926-38 from Stats Canada index numbers for employment i1 "automobiles and
arts"; 1939-61 from Stats Canada index numbers for annual employment in “motor vehicles”

i.e. assembly) and "motor vehicles parts and accessories"; 1962-63 from an average of Stats Canada
monthly index numbers for "motor vehicles" (here meanin; 7garts and assembly) and "assemblin
S::lonc); 1964-84--employment in Canadian SICs 323 and 325 reported in R 1984; 1985-88 from

utomotive Directorate, 8/89; 1989-90 are two-month averages for 8&9/89 and 18:2/90 reported
in Labour Canada, Employment, Earnings, and Hours. Linking data from these sources required
a variety of adjustments. The 1926-1938 data was linked with the 1939-1961 data using data
reported for both series from 1939-1943 éa 4.3 percent adjustment), A 1 percent discregancy
between the 1964 figure in the RCAI and the figure derived from continuing the 1962-1963
series was not corrected for. The survey methods for the Canadian auto parts series were

changed very significantly before the 1983 survey gand somewhat before the 1986 and 1987
surveys) to take account of the growing number of small firms; to adjust for this, the recent
post-1983 numbers were adjusted downwards using links provided by the U.S, DOL’s BLS
Office of Productivity and echnol(:‘gy. This last method probably somewhat underestimates
recent employment growth in Canada because it implicitly assumes that the proportion of small
firms in the industry has not increased in the 1980s,

. U.S. data: Production workers in SIC 371, Motor Vehicles and Equipment, as reported in

U.S. DOL 1985 (BLS Bulletin 1312-12) and in U.S. DOL 1989 (Supplement to Empl(’)ﬁncnt and
Earnings). The 1989 figure for "total" is an average of the January and February monthly
figures reported in the latter source.

. Since the Canadian and U.S. industrial classifications used here are not entirely consistent
through time or consistent across the two countries, the employment figures should only be
considered indicative of general trends.
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episodes during the postwar period, especially from 1965
forward. At these "branching points", UAW leaders’ ability
to incorporate internal dissent and their confidence in and
capacity for pursuing mobilization strategies gradually
declined. As indicated by data on auto sector work
stoppages in each country (see chapters 3 and 4), similar
episodes proved either less demobilizing or, especially
after 1965, expanded the Canadian union’s ability to unify
workers behind militant political and bargaining
strategies.

One structural and one ideological factor played
pivotal roles in differentiating the internal dynamics of
the U.S. and Canadian UAW. Within the Canadian union,
quarterly meetings of a rank-and-file elected Canadian
Council helped sustain traditions of internal debate,
limited the extent to which union leaders could ignore
rank-and-file pressure, and enhanced the UAW’s ability to
mobilize workers and reconstruct what Yates (1988) calls
its "collective identity." Within the U.S., the absence of
regional councils that cut across company lines combined
with geographical dispersion of the industry to insulate
leaders of the dominant Administration Caucus from rank-
and-file pressure, weaken traditions of internal debate and
erode UAW unity. On the ideological level, Canadian
nationalism blunted the impact of anti~communism on the
left-wing opposition within the UAW. By broadening the

appeal of left-wing programs to check U.S. corporate and
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UAW leaders’ control over developments north of the border,
nationalism sustained the Canadian union’s traditions of
open debate and its ability to reconstruct unity in the
wake of confrontation between leadership and internal
opposition. 1In the U.S., nationalism became intertwined
with anti-Communism, and reinforced the effect of union
centralization on internal opposition and the union’s
ideological range. After the destruction of the left-wing
opposition in the late 1940s and 1950s, the UAW
International’s internal debates (and educational programs)
became much more controlled and failed to reproduce among
union activists the broad perspective and mobilization
capacities that characterized the union’s founding

generation.

C. Research Methods

The analysis in this dissertation is based on a cross-
national, historical comparison between the U.S. and
Canadian auto sectors. A core piece of this comparison was
a detailed qualitative study of shop-floor dynamics at
Canadian and U.S. stamping plants of the Budd corporation,
an independent parts supplier. The dissertation also drew
on interviews with national union officials and staff
members in the UAW and the CAW (see the list in Appendix
A); on time series developed for each country on
employment, strikes, union coverage, and wages (and, for

the U.S., intra-industry income distribution); and on
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secondary sources. Both the national comparative dimension
and "inductive" (or "open-ended") nature of the plant-level
case studies distinguish the methodology of this
dissertation from that of U.S. industrial relations
scholars. Below, the strengths and limits of the overall
comparative method and the qualitative shop floor case

study are each briefly discussed.

i. The "“Levered" Comparisor.

Piore (1987a, 1849) has described the "levered" case
study as the "basic research strategy" of students of
"institutional transformation".

Its essence is to use the variation in
institutional arrangements across industries,
countries, and historical periods to enlarge the
repertoire of arrangements we know to be
possible; to use the contrast between those
possibilities and the arrangements that are
actually realized in a given industry at a
particular time and place to suggest the
operative constraints; and finally to seek to
envisage ways of circumventing those constraints
by combining the arrangements drawn from the
enlarged repertoire in novel ways.

This dissertation uses a levered comparison between
the U.S. and Canadian auto sectors in four complementary
ways (the last three of which correspond rcughly to the
three in Piore’s list). First, the contrast between the
two auto sectors and their evolution in the past 50 years
led us to postulate that an institutional system broader
than Kochan et al.’s (1986) "industrial relations system"

was necessary to understand differences in U.S. and
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Ccanadian developments. Second, the concrete differences
already evident in auto institutions within the two
countries suggested many of the features of North American
inclusive and segmented models. Third, the claim that
canada has moved more in the direction of an inclusive
model together with the differences between the two
countries helped produce empirically-grounded hyrotheses
about what determines the likely degree of sectoral
segmentation in the future. Fourth, the contrast between
the two countries suggested a vision of a more complete
North American inclusive model that is a composite of (1)
the plant-level consultation and training institutions
constructed in the U.S. in the 1980s; and (2) the internal
union structure and political power of labor that has
helped to sustain union independence and to contain the
reemergence of wage and work standard competition in
Canada.

As a comparative lever with which to shed light on the
transformation of industrial relations within each country
and on the nature and reproduction of national differences,
a U.S./canadian auto sector study has a number of
attractive features. English Canada and the U.S. share
more demographic, historical and cultural features with
each other than with any European country. Focusing on the
auto sector controls for industry, type of production, the
vast majority of employers and, until recently,

international union. The similarities in the two countries
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and their auto sectors makes their differences stand out
and simplifies the task of analyzing how these differences
influence institutional transformation.

An important limitation of the comparison stems from
the systemic character of the differences that do exist
between the two countries and their postwar autoc sector
patterns of developments. The interdependence betwzen
these differences does not plague the first, second and
fourth uses of our auto sector levered comparison described
in the paragraph before last: i.e., the attempt to map
past, present and future institutional systems in the two
countries based on a combination of qualitative and
quantitative data. The fact that the major differences
between the U.S. and Canadian auto sector are "bound up
together" (Piore 1987, 1848), however, does make it
difficult to establish causality and to weigh the relative
importance of particular differences on developments in the
1980s. This fact explains why the claim that Canada is
more likely to develop an inclusive pattern--argument 2 in
section B--is made in terms of the collective influence of
the four factors listed on the evolution of the U.S. and
Canadian auto sectors. When possible, despite the inherent
difficulties, this study employs historical analysis to
shed light on the relative significance of these four
factors at different points in time and to understand how

they feed back and reinforce one another.
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ii. Qualitative Case Studies

The case studies of labor relations at the U.S. and
Canadian supplier plants were based on extended open-ended
interviews with 35 workers and 15 managers and union
officials at each plant. Company and union records and
interviews with individuals who had observed (or
participated in) critical labor-management interaction in
the previous 20-45 years at each plant complemented the
interviews about contemporary developments and provided a
critical historical dimension.

The qualitative plant studies generated empirically
grounded hypotheses on three critical aspects of this
study: (1) the reinterpretation of the UAW’s postwar shop
floor role (argument 3 in Section B) and the impact of this
role on rank-and-file commitment in the 1980s; (2) future
patterns of plant-level social relations (argument 4); and
(3) the impact of national context--especially intra-union
dynamics, union strategy, politics and economics--on plant-
level labor relations past and present (arguments 3 and 5).
The available secondary literature was used to assess the
generalizability of hypotheses generated by the case
studies.

Open-ended interviews are particularly well suited to
the development of grounded theory--theory developed
inductively from empirical data rather than deductively
from a set of axioms (Glazer and Strauss 1967)--on

questions like those outlined above. Using deliberately
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general questions, the researcher permits the interviewees
to describe how they think about the interactions among
workers, supervisors and union officials.6 Neoclassical
models, by contrast, impose a particular model or set of
analytical categories on the situation studied (Piore
1979a; Wial 1988, 68-78). Even the survey and focus group
methods favored by industrial relations scholars tend to
impose a set of analytical categories and a normative
perspective--that of "practioners" who advocate work
reorganization--on plant case studies. Since industrial
relations scholars do not generally ask how hourly workers
think about the reorganization of work, they cannot
possibly discover the meaning (or meanings) of these
changes for workers.

Despite evidence that open-ended interviews produce
original insights, critics of qualitative research suggest
that its proponents impose their own views on the questions
they ask and on their analysis of interviews afterwards.
Unlike a survey, moreover, there is no "hard" evidence one
can use to confirm or contest the analysts’ interpretation.
While these problems are not unique to qualitative

research, those who use this approach must guard against

6 Chapters 3 and 10 provide concrete examples of how the
open-ended interviews in this study led to to the
generation of original hypotheses (i.e. about the existence
of qualitatively distinct patterns of shop floor relations)
and to the discovery of analytical categories (e.q.
"informal leaders").
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the tendency to confirm their own preconceptions.7 In

the present context, this was done by drawing on a wide
range of complementary information--data on work stoppages,
grievances and employment fluctuations--as well as ensuring
that interviews took place with actors that had a wide
range of perspectives. It was also done by having union
officials, local managers, and corporate managers review

drafts for factual and conceptual accuracy.8

D. Relationship of the Theoretical Framework to Other
Literature on Institutional Transformation

This section first discusses three features the
theoretical framework here has in common with other
"jinstitutional" research. It then discusses the ways the
notion of a sectoral pattern of development differs from
the frameworks of U.S. industrial relations research and
the French Regulation school.

1. An Inductive Cognitive/Institutional Approach: By

comparison with the deductive orientation of neoclassical

economics, institutional research emphasizes the inductive

7 Conscious or unconscious data manipulation and results
sifting takes place before publication of quantitative
research as well. For some classic examples from
biological research on race and intelligence, see Gould
1981.

8 A draft of the Canadian plant study, for example, was
read by three members of corporate management (including
the two Presidents of the Canadian subsidiary in charge of
the plant for most of its first 12 years of operation), two
members of plant management, and at least four members of
the local union. Despite their different perspectives, all
of those who read it perceived it as an accurate portrayal
of shop floor dynamics at the plant.
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discovery of the "world view" or "models" of the world that
guide the actions of social and economic actors. It also
explores how institutions structure the actions of and
relationships between different parties. The "world view",
or cognitive, and institutional aspects of institutional
research can be seen as two sides of the same coin. Formal
institutions (e.g. laws, union contracts) and informal
customs are an integral part of the framework, and supply
many of the rules of conduct and interaction, which actors
use to analyze and guide their behavior. At the same time,
formal institutions and informal customs grow out of the
understanding actors have of their situation.9

2. Discontinuous Development: As noted above,

institutional students of labor relations argue that
institutional change tends to be discontinuous. The
requlation literature most responsible for originating this
notion conceives of the economy as passing discontinuously
through a series of national patterns of development

consisting of (1) a "model (or paradigm) of

9 Piore (1983) ‘contrasts the "institutional" view of the
rules of thumb people use to guide their behavior with the
neoclassical view of those rules. Neoclassical economists
implicitly assume that rules of thumb are the result of
rational calculus. Drawing on Thomas Kuhn’s (1962) work on
the nature of scientific development, Piore argues that
some kind of organizing framework is a precondition for
rational calculus. Rules of thumb, and institutions in
general, then, simplify the world in ways that permit
weighing the desirability of a now delimited set of
alternative courses of action. What this means is that
while marginal adjustments in behavior may be explicable in
neoclassical optimizing terms, the basic structure of the
economy and society must be explained in other ways.
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industrialization"--the general principles which guide the
evolution of the division of labor;10 (2) a "regime of
accumulation" which describes the macroeconomic
relationships that assure compatibility between productive
capacity and demand as well as other major macroeconomic
balances (e.g. trade flows); and (3) a "mode of regulation"
which consists of the institutions and cultural norms that
adjust individual behavior and expectations to the
aggregate relatioriships of the regime of accumulation (and
to mesh with the paradigm of industrialization).l1l1
National patterns of development do not last forever
because they do not permanently eliminate social tensions,
guarantee the expansion of demand in line with consumption
or equilibrate relations with the international economy.12
Since the provisional balance of internal and external

tensions depends on a complex set of interdependent

10 Most regqulation authors have now added the notion of a
model of industrialization (or "technological paradigm") to
the two earlier theoretical constructs--the mode of
regulation and regime of accumulation--that regulation
authors used to call collectively a regime of accumulation
(see Piore and Sabel 1984, 44-48; Lipietz 1987a and 1987b;
Leborgne and Lipietz 1988; Singh et al. 1988)

11 The postwar pattern in most advanced countries, for
example, consisted of a mass production paradigm of
industrialization; a regime of accumulation driven by the
expansion of investment and consumption in tandem with
productivity growth (and few leakages of demand overseas);
and a mode of regulation centered around pattern bargaining
that tied wage growth to productivity improvements, state-
enforced minimum labor standards, the social safety net
(especially unemployment compensation), and Keynesian
monetary and fiscal policies.

12 For accounts of the breakdown of the Fordist mass
production pattern in advanced countries in the last two
decades, see Piore 1982; Piore and Sabel 1984, chapter 7;
and Lipietz 1987, 41-46.
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relations, when tensions build up enough so that they
cannot be resolved through marginal adjustment, they will
have broad repercussions. Like a house of cards, once
critical pieces of the system are realigned, the whole
system is likely to collapse. From a cognitive
perspective, realignment before a serious crisis is
unlikely because of the difficulty that actors have
abandoning their traditional perspective. From a
structural perspective, realignment before a crisis is
unlikely because some parties stand to lose during the
transition. Thus, until those groups are weak enough to
have a new solution imposed on them, or until the cou®s of
making only incremental adjustments are widely perceived as
overwhelming (e.g. a depression), strong tendencies to
maintain established relationships persist.

3. The role of ideas, political struggle and

contingency in shaping new institutional systems: Another

insight borrowed here from the Regulation literature is the
role of ideas and political struggle in shaping new
institutional systems. Periods between stable systems are
associated with both unpredictable fluctuations in economic
variables and with cognitive confusion that grows out of
the breakdeown in the institutions and customs that
previously provided social actors with a framework for
understanding the world. Renewed stability and a new set
of internally consistent, socially acceptable, and

macroeconomically compatible microeconomic behaviors are
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unlikely to simply evolve from an aggregate of the actions
of confused individual agents (Piore 1987, 1849). As a
result, a new system must be established at least partly by
design, i.e.,
. ..through some kind cf social contract, through
a political compromise engineered by a coherent
ruling class, or a sociocultural process through
which some limited set of institutional
structures is given salience.

Political struggle as well as ideas enter into the
"design" of new patterns of development because different
social groups may have very different conceptions of how to
establish (a new) order from chaos. Direct examination of
how workers, union officials, and managers view the world--
and of how their actions grow out of their perceptions of
the choices open to them--is a precondition for being able
to sketch alternative conceptions of future labor-
management and economic arrangements. The fact that ~crisis
can be resolved in more than one way also introduces an
element of historical contingency into that process. It is
for this reason that Lipietz (1987, 15) labels patterns of

development as "chance discoveries made in the course of

human struggle."

i. Industrial Relations Theory

Section A notes that the work of Katz (1985) and
Kochan et al. (1986) is too narrowly focused to fully
illuminate the nature and implications of institutional

transformation taking place in the advanced countries
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today. The questions posed, methods used, and
interpretations made by industrial relations students of
the auto industry today reflect deeply held theoretical,
methodological, and normative traditions of the field (see
Kochan 1980). Between the 1960s and 1980s, industrial
relations scholars described collective bargaining and shop
floor contract administration as a largely static, self-
contained system that balanced employee and employer
interests. They focused on the formal institutions of that
system, asking how they resolved differences in employee
and employer priorities in a way that was consistent with
efficiency, industrial peace, and worker protection.
Industrial relations scholars rarely examined evidence of
continuing shop floor conflict or the influence of
collective traditions, internal union dynamics, industrial
structure and the political context on the process and
outcomes of labor-management interaction.13

While the collapse of the postwar industrial relations
system led Kochan et al. (1986) to try to make the shop
floor and strategic decision-making a more central part of
their framework, this break with past practice remains
quite limited. On the shop fleor, Kochan et al. (1986 and
1988) continue to focus on the roles and world views of

formal institutional actors--supervisors, committeemen,

13 In a review symposium of Kochan’s 1980 book, Derber
(1982), Strauss (1982), and Hyman (1982) all take Kochan to
task for ignoring informal behavior in the workplace and
for ignoring the macro-political context and viewing
industrial relations as a closed system.
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employee involvement (EI) facilitafors, and union officers.
When workers’ perspectives are examined, it is generally
through the use of surveys or "focus groups" not open-ended
interviews or participant observer methods. Implicitly,
Kochan et al. (1986) have a neoclassical conception of
worker preference formation--they see workers’ individual
preferences as part of the exogenous context to which the
industrial relations system must adapt. They do not
explore how workers’ world views are shaped endogenously in
the workplace and depend on history, collective traditions,
union and management strategy and ideology. Nor do they
explore how the current transition of irdustrial relations
has given rise to competing worker perspectives on work
reorganization and labor-management cooperation and how the
actions of different groups of workers grow out of these
competing perspectives.

At the top tier of the new industrial relations model,
corporate investment, collective bargaining and shop floor
labor strategies are embedded within the broader context of
overarching corporate strategy. With this addition, the
changing character of U.S. management’s investment
strategies over the last two decades is incorporated in a
more endogenous and dynamic way into the analysis. The
maintenance of anti-union attitudes among U.S. managers and
the slow strengthening of a non-union foothold in major
manufacturing firms in the 1960s and 1970s, Kochan et al.

argue, layed the foundation for more accelerated
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deunionization in the 1980s. While this is an important
extension of the model, Kochan et al. (1986) still end up
with a model of company-level industrial relations rather
than incorporating the political context, industrial
structure and labor traditions into an analysis of the
sectoral regulatory structure.

Even in the expanded IR model, moreover, internal
union dynamics and the formation of union strategy remain
almost entirely absent. As Kochan et al. (1986, 12)
acknowledge, they place |

- - -management values and strategies at the center
of our analysis...[because] since 1960 union
behavior and government policy have been much
slower than employers to adapt to changes in
their external environment and to changes in
managerial strategies and policies.
As an empirical description of union behavior in the auto
industry and elsewhere, this statement may be accurate. It
leaves unexplored questions about the alternatives U.S.
unions had; about why they were so slow to adapt; and about
the connection of their slow response to their histories,
ideologies and internal structures. While analyzing
unions’ actions in more depth might jeopardize access and
relations with top union leaders, it is essential to
gaining a full understanding of the evolution of U.s.
industrial relations.
Kochan et al. (1988, 454) themselves recently

suggested that it may be necessary to further modify their

framework in some of the directions suggested here:
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In our book we sought to...update Dunlop’s
industrial relations systems model by adding a
dynamic and strategic component to it. But
perhaps a more radical break with previous models
would be appropriate.

In the approach common to our work and
Dunlop’s, the focus is on the industrial
relations system and how the key three actors
(government, labor, and management) in that
system respond to environmental pressures and in
turn affect the economy. But it may no longer
make sense to focus on the industrial relations
system apart from the economic system or
political processes in the face of the
fundamental reorganization under way in the
economy...It no longer seems to make sense to
start with an analysis of industrial relations
and then analyze the linkages between industrial
relations and the production or political
processes. Perhaps the order should be
reversed...

Kochan et al. (1988) go on to note that the three-actor
approach may have to be abandoned because of division
within the ranks of labor and management about how to
proceed. This implies that their future research may focus
more attention on internal union (and internal management)
dynamics as well as on politics and "the production
process."

With our review of the limitations of the Kochan et
al. framework in mind, the next several pages review the
four explicit ways this dissertation’s sectoral model of
the auto industry builds on that framework. Since his work
directly concerned the auto industry, these pages switch to

the use of Katz (1985) as a point of reference.l1l4 While

14 Appendix B describes the distinctions between the model
of Kochan et al. (1986) and the model of this dissertation
in terms of modifications to Figure 1.1 in their book--
their "General Framework for Analyzing Industrial Relations
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it remains implicit, Katz (1985) uses the same basic
three-tiered industrial relations system as Kochan et al.
(1986) .

1. The North-American industry as a whole. Katz

confines his characterization of the auto industrial
relations system to the Big Three.15 Leaving out the
independent parts sector obscures the fact that the erosion
of pattern bargaining and the emergence of non-union
suppliers in the U.S. were largely an endogenous outcome of
the interplay among worker, corporate, and union actions
within the postwar pattern of development. Especially in
the recession of the late 1950s, Big Three vertical
integration aimed at sustaining profits (and partly induced
by contractual commitments to pay supplementary
unemployment benefits) exacerbated a profit squeeze on
supplier firms and accelerated these employers’
decentralizing investment strategies. These strategies, in
turn, helped undermine nattern-bargaining, union coverage
in the independent parts sector, and thus the wage
relations underlying the national regime of accumulation.

This episode illustrates the semi-permanent nature of any

Issues."

15 In his introduction, Katz (1985, p.l11) argues that "The
auto industry differs from a number of other industries
because of the high level of unionization and the fact that
one union--the UAW--dominates it. In other industries in
the United States, the significant growth of nonunion firms
has emerged as a major environmental pressure on union
firms In recent years, a pressure largely absent from the
auto industry." Chapter 5 documents that, if one includes
the independent parts sector, this is a substantial
overstatement.
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regulatory structure and the way that tensions in one part
of it can ultimately contribute to the unraveling of the
whole.16 At the same time, the UAW response to the
reemergence of wage competition and the growth of non-union
parts plants illustrates the way in which the commitments
and habits of thought and action of institutional actors
within one pattern of development can inhibit their
recognition of and willingness to act upon trends that
ultimately threaten their existence (in this case, the
existence of an industrial union). The UAW response to
parts sector non-union growth also informs our analysis of
its response to the later challenges of the 1980s.

Another reason it is essential to include suppliers
within the institutional system is that, in the future,
wage and employment relations in parts companies could
differ radically from those in assemblers. (If they do, IR
scholars’ model of company- or plant-level labor relations
would no longer represent even a crude approximation of the
sectoral pattern of development.) How much labor relations
in assemblers and suppliers differ is one of the defining
distinctions between the two models suggested by recent
developments in the U.S. and Canada. In both models, the
role of the union and the relations between workers at
suppliers and assemblers would be inextricably intertwined.

In the inclusive model, these would be relations of

16 It also illustrates the need to embed managerial
strategic decisions within a sectoral analogue of a
national regime of accumulation.
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solidarity, the political expression of which would help
the union fight for a government role that encourages
innovative competition and discourages what Piore and Sabel
(1984) call "sweating" competition. In the segmented
model, assembler workers would be tied more exclusively to
their employer. While their employers would see sweatshop
conditions in suppliers as a way of maintaining profits,
assembly workers would see them as a way of improving their
job and income security.

2. Internal union dynamics. Katz (19€5) has an

extremely underdeveloped discussion of the formation of UAW
strategy. He does not discuss union internal structure and
ideology and the influence of these on union capacity to

unite and mobilize its membership.17 In a comparison of

17 Katz’s (1985) most extended discussion of strategic
differences within the UAW is contained on pp. 169-174.
Even there, except for four paragraphs starting on p. 173,
the text confines itself to a discussion of the views of
particular individual leaders. Katz is careful not to say
that the U.S. leadership’s support for cooperaticn reflects
the views of the rank-~and-file. He says merely that "none
of the executive board of the union openly joined" the
organized opposition to the wage and work rule concessions
negotiated within the U.S.; and that the lack of support
for militant action among the union’s top leadership makes
it "less likely that a conflictual path will emerge."

There is no attempt to explore the position of UAW national
leaders and their critics in terms of the structure of the
union; to examine why, despite opposition, the views of top
leaders would be likely to prevail; and to explore the
consequences of the way internal debate has taken place for
the unity of the UAW and for its likely role in the

Future.

Katz (1987) compares '"cooperative" and "militant"
union strategies and uses the Canadian and U.S. UAW as one
of his comparisons. Even here, however, while he does
discuss ideology, he discusses it primarily in an
analytically idealistic way. The U.S. and Canadian
differences are not related to the unions’ structural or
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U.S. and Canadian auto labor relations in the 1980s, the
fact that the Canadian region chose a different strategy
clearly thrusts the question of how unions choose
strategies onto center stage. Examining internal union
dynamics is particularly important because this is a time
of industrial transformation, and the weight placed on
labor’s priorities in the future depends heavily on unions’
ability to mobilize and unify workers behind a coordinated
strategy.18

3. Informal shop floor relations. In his description

of the shop floor tier of industrial relations, Katz
describes the formal operation of narrow job
classifications, seniority-based work rules and a
precedent-based grievance system topped by the option of
arbitration. This schematic mocdel ignores informal shop
floor relations and the role of collective action that
persisted within Fordism. More important, it ignores the
influence of the union’s in-plant role on the reproduction
of a core of pro-union informal leaders and of rank-and-
file support for the union more ¢enerally. The social

structure left behind by what this study relabels

historical differences.

18 As Piore and Sabel (1984, p. 7) say more generally with
respect to blue- and white-colliar workers in the advanced
countries: "...these workers often lack the resources even
to conceptualize the solution that is most favorable to
their interests. Nevertheless, if they and their leaders
do not make the most of the scirce opportunities they have
to shape the economic order to their wants, only luck will
preserve the gains that these people made in the last
decades. Prosperity of a kind could come again and pass
them by."
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procedural unionism--to avoid the impression job control
gives that workers’ in general had substantial shop floor
control--is one of the critical pieces of the context in
which work reorganization is taking place today.

In analyzina shop floor relations, this dissertation
relies on a range of sociology research that focuses more
than Kochan and Katz on workers’ perceptions and
actions.19 From P.K. Edwards (1986), the dissertation
takes the concept of a shop floor pattern of relations--
elsewhere called by Edwards a pattern of control or a
pattern of conflict.20 Edwards identified a range of
patterns distinguished according to the extent to which
workers collectively or individualistically challenge
management in production (see chapter 3 for details).

These patterns prove a useful way of thinking about the

19 In addition to the work by P.K. Edwards (and others in
the critical British industrial relations tradition) and by
Sabel cited later in the text, the dissertation draws on
labor history; contemporary labor studies; and on U.S.
industrial sociology/sociology of unions. Chapters 3, 4
and 12, provide specific references.

20 The incorporation into the present work of Edwards’
pattern of shop floor relations concept took place after a
rough equivalent of the concept had already been developed
in order to make sense of my own field research (and of
historical studies on the North American auto industry).
Confidence in the us«fulness cf Edwards’ "patterns of shop
floor relations" for understanding shop floor dynamics
should be greater because it and my more rudimentary but
similar framework grew out of two independent sets of shop
floor case studies. Borrowing the word pattern (from
different sources) to describe both shop floor relations
and the sectoral regulatory structure may in some cases
cause confusion. In general, context should make clear
whether pattern refers to pattern of development or pattern
of shop floor relations.
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variation in workplace relations seen within the U.S. and
canadian auto industry in the postwar period and today.

The analysis of contemporary shop floor dynamics based
on open-ended interviews also makes use of the idea of
nyorld views" introduced by Sabel (1982, 11-20).21 Sabel
calls a "world view" a "map of the social world" acquired
by workers through socialization. He notes that world
views are not reducible to a person’s actual experiences
and objective situation; but must "prove their use in
practice" by capturing at least some of the central
objective features of the world. He likens the
relationship between world view and social reality to that
between theory and fact. Thus more than one view of the
same situation may exist as different observers emphasize
different aspects or connect the same aspects in a
different way. The loose fit between worker world views
and objective reality underlines that political struggle
will have as much influence as "truth" on whether workers,
at times of crisis, adopt management’s interpretation of
the future (and act accordingly) or a competing view

articulated from within labor’s ranks.

21 The concept of worker world views and the particular
views outlined in chapter 10 were discovered inductively
rather than imposed on the material from the outset. 1In
trying to malke sense of the interviews--and thinking about
how workers might respond to different union and managerial
strategies and appeals in the future--I began describing
workers with different perspectives. After doing this for
the U.S. plant, I began to notice the correspondance
between not only my method and that described by Sabel but
also between some (not all) of the specific world views I
found and those in his book.
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4. Labor’s role in politics and society. In the work

of Kochan, Katz and McKersie, politics--including labor
law, public policy, trade law and, implicitly,
macroeconomic policy--is considered exogenous. U.S. and
Canadian history demonstrate that the sectoral union and
the labor movement as a whole have a significant impact on
labor’s institutional ties with political parties, labor’s
place in society, and labor’s influence on legislative
battles and public policy through parties and syndicalist
direct action. As well as producing a deeper understanding
of institucional evolution, embedding sectoral relations in
tre larger social structure also helps overcome the
tendency of U.S. IR scholars to ignore the role of
structural inequality and ideology in containing industrial

conflict.

ii. Regulation Theory

By expanding the model in Kochan et al. (1986), we
have moved in the direction of the broader national
institutional systems analyzed by the regulation School.
The regulation literature describes postwar patterns of
development as national rather than sectoral in compass for
political and macroeconomic reasons. Political struggles
over labor law, the social wage, and other key features of
modes of regulation in the postwar period took place at the
national level. In addition, workers in auto and other

sectors did not consume all they produced or vice verca.
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Thus, while auto sector wage increases were an essential
building block of the consumption expansion that helped
define Fordism, only with the addition of multi-sectoral
pattern bargaining, state-enforced fair labor standards,
and the welfare state did one have a largely self-contained
economic system that kept consumption expanding at the rate
of national output.

A study of possible new institutional structures at
the sectoral level can be related to a national pattern of
development in several ways. First, it can be used to
suggest possible features of a national pattern. The
literature on the mass production pattern of the postwar
years frequently uses the U.S. auto industry to describe
that pattern’s paradigm of industrialization and the
collective bargaining and shop floor arrangements that
assured consistency with the macroeconomic regularities of
the regime of accumulation (see, e.g., Piore and Sabel
1984, 97-103). Given the sweeping nature of a national
pattern of development, detailed studies of "pattern-
setting" sectors such as the auto industry are an essential
complement to the existing regulation literature. Only
such studies can make concrete the features and possible
features of past and future modes of regulation as well as
the nature of political struggle in times of crisis. On
the last issue, despite assertions about the importance of
union strategy to the character of the next stable pattern

of development (Leborgne and Lipietz 1988, 278), regulation
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authors themselves have so far conducted little detailed
study of unions as independent actors.

This study, then, can be seen as part of a larger
research effort to understand possible future patterns of
national development in advanced countries. Can it also be
viewed on its own terms as a study of alternative future
sectoral patterns of development? This raises a set of
questions about how closely its features must match those
of the national pattern. Could an auto sector inclusive
pattern survive within an economy-wide segmented pattern
(or vice versa)? To the extent that economy-wide
segmentation implies a weak labor movement, it means that
there would be limited federal legislation protecting labor
standards, encouraging unionization, constraining corporate
conduct, or promoting skill creation and smooth labor
market transitions. This limited federal role and the
availability of low wage, non-union labor would create
strong incentives for employers to try to move some
categories of workers and types of production outside the
protective umbrella of privately-constructed arrangements
founded on negotiation with cross-cutting unions in the
sectors where labor remains most entrenched. At the same
time, the absence of society-wide ideological and
institutional support for solidarity cutting across all
categories of workers would make it difficult for the
sectoral union to gain internal unity behind the use of

substantial leverage to protect fringe workers.
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In sum, while substantial variation in the degree of
sectoral segmentation could undoubtedly persist depending
on the historical dynamics of labor relations and on the
character of production in each sector, the structure of
the national pattern places significant constraints on the
outcome of restructuring 1ln particular industries. Along
these lines, the last chapter concludes that the survival
of an inclusive pattern of development in the Canadian auto
sector depends on the ability of the Canadian progressive
coalition to construct a national pattern of development
more inclusive than that in the U.S. The last chapter also
argues that, in the U.S., political challenges to the
consolidation of a segmented national pattern of
development will probably be necessary to trigger a
challenge to segmentation within the auto sector.

Today, integration of the global economy raises
questions about the autonomy even of national patterns of
development. In nations more than sectors (and, to some
extent, in the case of regions within highly federalized
large countries), government employment, industrial and
trade policy could play an important role in sustaining a
structure more inclusive than the global average; and
exchange rate movements might provide additional limits on
foréign competition. The autonomy of national social
structures in the future will also depend on the role of
international trade and global macroeconomic management and

whether these help countries with what Lipietz (1989) calls
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the "best design" control over their own levels of
unemployment. These issues will be addressed in more
detail in the concluding chapter with respect to the

stability of a Canadian inclusive pattern next to a U.S.

segmented one.

E. oOutline of an Alternative View

The remainder of this dissertation is divided into
three parts. Part II explores the historical dynamics of
the postwar sectoral pattern of development in the U.S. and
Canadian auto industries. It ends with an analysis of U.S.
and Canadian UAW strategy in the 1980s that is informed by
an understanding of the two union regions’ internal
structures and historical traditions. Part III anchors the
study of past and present auto labor relations in the case
study of a Canadian and a U.S. plant of the Budd Company.
Part IV builds the divergent models of plant-level social
relations, national union role, and industry structure
implicit in Parts II and III into an argument that two
distinct patterns of development could emerge from the
restructuring taking place in the North American auto
industry today.

At the beginning of Part II, chapter 2 first puts the
labor-management and political struggles of the 1930s and
World War II years in the context of differences between
U.S. and Canadian pre-depression economic and labor

history. Chapter 2 then examines the autc sector pattern
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of development that emerged out of World War II in each
country. It shows that this pattern enabled the UAW to
solve what Piore (1985) calls union’s fundamental dilemna--
the need to simultaneously serve the particular interests
of their members and of the community at large. The UAW
solved this dilemna by delivering high wages to the
membership and protecting them from the worst excesses of
pre-union discipline; by helping to sustain national
purchasing power; and by pursuing a political agenda widely
seen as in the public interest (Piore 1982 and 1985).
Chapter 2 also emphasizes that the postwar structure
represented only a partial victory for labor: on the shop
floor, the UAW won only a restricted role; in national
politics, the U.S labor movement won only a weak welfare
state. Unlike some European labor movements, it did not
win legislative support for sectoral bargaining or active
labor market policy.

While this general story applies to Canada as well as
the U.S., the last half of chapter 2 shows that subtle
differences existed in the Canadian auto sector pattern of
development and its labor correlate, "responsible unionism"
(Yates 1988). These differences grew out of the somewhat
more rank-and-file and left-wing orientation of the pre-
depression Canadian labor movement and the process of
industrial union feormation in Canada. The late passage of
the Canadian equivalent of the Wagner Act in 1943, after

industrial unions had already made great headway, may have
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more deeply rooted rank-and-file confidence in collective
action. It also left Canadian union leaders with less
commitment to the grievance system than their U.S.
counterparts and played a part in preserving the Canadian
District Council. The consequences of the way industrial
union formation played out in the 12 years after 1935
combined with Canada’s less virulent postwar anti-
communismn and with Canadian nationalism to forestall
bureaucratization and sustain Canadian rank-and-file
capacities for challenging management and the union
leadership into the 1960s. Politically, while labor’s
political strength in Canada produced no major
institutional differences between the U.S. and Canadian
auto sectors before the 1970s, the government’s Jdelzyed
support for collective bargaining helped labor avoid blame
for strikes during and immediately after the war; and
helped consolidate the position of the labor-allied
Commonwealth Commonwealth Federation in Canadian politics.
Chapter 3 presents the analytical reinterpretation of
shop floor relations under work rules and the grievance
procedure. It shows that considerable variation in shop
floor relations persisted within the confines of the formal
institutions of procedural unionism. The more collective
patterns provided workers, led by shop floor leaders, with
continuing influence on work effort, working conditions and
supervisory behavior. Where machine-pacing, a wmore

bureaucratic managerial approach and economic conditions
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discouraged the creation or reproduction of collective
traditions, however, workers’ influence waned and along
with it their contentment on the job and with the union.

Chapter 4 explores the challenge to the compromises of
the postwar labor-management structure that emerged out of
younger U.S. and Canadian workers’ frustrations on the job
in the late 1960s and early 1970s. It shows how, at this
critical branch point, contrasting economic trends in the
two countries and greater racial and generational division
in the U.S. combined with and reinforced the preexisting
structural and ideological differences between the Canadian
and U,S. UAW. 1In the U.S., the death of Walter Reuther and
open conflicts between UAW leaders and rank-and-file
militants narrowed the UAW’s capacity for incorporating
dissent, weakened its collective identity and cost it
support among younger, especially black workers on the shop
floor. In Canada, the rank-and-file District Council and
nationalist indignation at International UAW interference
in a 1974 strike made the regional leadership more
sensitive to the rank-and-file and led to demands for
greater regional union autonomy.

The last section of chapter 4 briefly explores
political developments in the second half of the 1970s as
corporations and the state began to perceive that labor’s
institutionalized wage gains and shop floor protections
were constraining employers’ ability to respond to economic

pressure. In the U.S., the failure to pass a limited labor
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law reform bill in 1978 symbolized the disintegration of
the postwar progressive political coalition in the U.S.;
and the collapse of the justification for unions in v.sS.
postwar political culture (Piore 1983). UAW President Doug
Fraser’s retreat from political mobilization after calling
the business community’s concerted efforts to defeat labor
law reform "one-sided class war" signified U.S. labor’s
emerging sense that it had no choice but to accomodate to
an increasingly hostile economic and political climate.

In Canada, within the UAW, labor movement mobilization
against wage controls carried to the end of the 1970s the
unity created by the shop floor struggles earlier in the
decade. In the labor movement as a whole, this
mobilization and a halting attempt to articulate a
nationalist economic strategy helped the Canadian labor
movement gain a place in Canadian society as a protector of
national identity that went beyond labor’s specific place
within the postwar mass production pattern of development.

Chapter 5 describes the first signs of decay in the
economic foundation on which existing wage rules and shop
floor arrangements rested. It documents the
decentralizization of production by independent parts
companies in response to falling profit rates and shop
floor discontent; and the way this progressively weakened
pattern bargaining. It also illustrates that the

reinsertion of wages into competition in the parts sector



Page 71

was not entirely an exogenous event but one which reflected
the priorities and responsiveness of the UAW.

By the end of chapter 5, then, we have the fourth and
final piece of the context critical to understanding
industry labor relations since 1979: the first is the
strength of rank-and-file commitment to the union and the
existence or absence of a core of union supporters in the
plants; the second, the unions’ capacities for mobilizing
and unifying workers and, associated with that, the
strength of links between secondary and national leaders
and the horizontal links among secondary leaders; the third
the power of the UAW--and labor more generally--in politics
in each country; and the fourth, the strength of limits on
wage competition--union coverage and the institutional
supports for pattern bargaining among organized firms.

Chapters 6 and 7 take us to the 1980s, to brief
descriptions of new management investment, sourcing,
collective bargaining and shop floor labor strategies, and
to the national union responses to these strategies.
Chapter 6 focuses on the U.S. It explains the UAW
leadership’s actions and the internal divisions brought on
by the union’s steps towards labor-management cooperation
as outgrowths of the centralization and demobilization that
accompanied the union’s incorporation into Fordism.

Chapter 7 contrasts the U.S. strategy and fragmentation
with the Canadian region’s resistance to management and its

success at unifying workers around a more militant
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response. It explains this as a result of the more partial
institutionalization of national and local conflict in
Canada in the 1950s and 1960s; and, more immediately, as a
result of national and shop floor remobilization that took
place in the context of management and government attacks
as well as rapid regional expansion in the 1970s.

Chapter 8-11 take us to Part III and our case study of
the Budd Company’s Detroit, Michigan and Kitchener, Ontario
plants. The first chapter retraces our national histories
at the local level. Chapter 8 explores the particular
place of the Budd company in the auto industry, its
incorporation into the auto wage pattern, and the history
of labor relations at the Detroit and Kitchener plants.

In chapters 9 and 10, the dissertation moves beyond
the national story told in chapters 2 through 7. It moves
‘from analyzing the decomposition of one institutional
system to arguments about the construction of a new one.

It begins this from the ground up: by developing
empirically-grounded hypotheses about future patterns of
plant-level social relations. A first step in this effort
is chapter 9’s detailed examination of management strategy
at Budd’s plants in the 1980s. Chapters 11 explores
contemporary shop floor and union-managemént dynamics at
Detroit and Kitchener in light of management strategy and
the shop floor social structure and union role inherited
from the past. Chapter 11 draws out the broader

implications of the case studies by characterizing the
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three alternative future modezls of shop floor relations
seen in embryo at Budd.

Part IV combines insightis from the Budd Company with
evidence from other sources in outlining the alternative
patterns of development that might succeed Fordism in the
North American auto industry. It focuses on four aspects
of the segmented and inclusive patterns. The first is the
extent of low wage and non-union domestic and international
competition--and the potential importance of labor costs
and low labor rights in the next auto model of
industrialization. The second and third aspect of our two
sectoral patterns are the role of the union in the plants;
and the strength of links among workers across plants and
companies within the industry. The last is the power of
the unipn in regional and national politics.

In'Canada, the continuing visibility of the union in
the plants and labor’s place as a guardian of national
identity may enable the CAW to consolidate a variant of
Piore’s (1983) proposed solution to labor’s fundamental
dilemna: at the individual work place, regionally,
sectorally, and within particular skilled crafts, the union
would serve its members by enforcing their rights to
participate in management decisions, by co-planning
training programs, by developing single- or multi-employer
career ladders that provide both employment security and
more meaningful jobs, and by negotiating work~time

arrangements that mesh with workers’ family
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responsibilities. 1In society as a whole, the union would
be seen as an institution that promotes quality and
innovation both directly and by ruling out wage cutting,
work intensification and management actions that threaten
to undercut cooperation in production. More generally,
labor would be seen as a critical element of a progressive
coalition that takes responsibility for the social
dimension of marketplace competition and, not incidentally,
for the preservation of Canadian sovereignty.

In the U.S., cooperation with management initiatives
from a position of weakness and disunity may be leading
local union leaders to lose the sense of responsibility for
the industry as a whole that is nece2ssary to "transcend
craft and industrial unionism" (Piore 1983)--i.e. to
develop unions that combine the best rather than the‘yorst
features of these two models--and establish an inclusive
industriai structure. WwWith union coverage shrinking, with
the decline of union presence on the shop floor in
organized factories, and with U.S. labor’s invisibility in
national politics, forging an inclusive auto sector pattern
of development in the U.S. will require regenerating rather
than simply redefining the role of industrial unions in
pPlants and in society. If it is to take place, such
regeneration will doubtless depend in part on assistance
from Canada, as the CAW and the rest of the Canadian labor

movement attempt to preserve their position in the face of
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the Free Trade Agreement and economic integration with
Mexico.

Whatever the outcome of the current institutional
transition in auto and nationally, the two alternative
systems of regulation outlined here wculd have profoundly
different consequences for a range of economic variables,
including the form of wage payments, effort levels,
employment security arragements for different fractions of
the workforce, the attainment and distribution of human
capital, the geographical distribution of production, the
length and frequency of strikes, and income distribution.
As it was between 1950 and 1980, it will be impossible to
explain these economic variables simply as a function of
technology, individual workers’ underlying preferences,
union objective functions, and profit maximizing behavior
by firms. As it was between 1950 and 1980, it will be
impossible to explain these economic variables without
addressing the historical, social and political processes

that produced the patterns of development with which we end

up.
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CHAPTER 2: THE EMERGENCE OF FORDIST REGULATION IN THE
NORTH-AMERICAN AUTO INDUSTRY

A. Historical Background

Before the Great Depression, the U.S. and Canada
followed fundamentally different economic development
paths. The U.S. in the 19th cerntury had a shortage of
skilled labor, no guild traditions, and a large and
relatively affluent yeomanry. In this labor and product
market context, the development of the American System of
manufacturing, the aggregation of the U.S. market through
the construction of a national rail network, and the
creation of the modern business corporation led to the
evolution of mass production (Piore and Sabel 1984).
Although Canada also established a rail system parallel to
the border between the two countries, its less populous and
more regionally fragmented economy, and its economic
relations with Britain and then the U.S. inhibited the
development of domestic manufacturing. 1In 1930, Canada
remained heavily dependent on foreign capital and
investment. It produced agricultural staples, raw
materials, and a limited range of protected manufactured
goods.22

While they failed to foster much dynamic, indigenous
manufacturing, Canada’s development policies in the 60

years before the Great Depression did inhibit its economic

22 The account here of Canada’s economic developrent
before 1930 is based on Levitt 1970.
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integration with the U.S. Such integration between the two
countries appeared likely after they signed the Reciprocity
Treaty in 1854. The U.S. turned protectionist after the
Civil war, however, and abrogated the Reciprocity Treaty.
This abrogation and British and Canadian elite concerns
about the growing power of the Northern U.S. states
precipitated the 1867 passage of the British North-America
Act. The Act created present-day Canada from the formerly
separate British colonies of New Brunswick, Nova Scotia,
and Canada (Levitt 1970, 49).

After 1867, an alliance between the federal
government, the Conservative party and manufacturing and
financial interests in Central and Eastern Canada
established the Canadian "National Policy." Behind the
protective wall of the 1878 "National Tariff" and with the
help of a national railway funded by government-guaranteed
bonds, the National Policy sought to develop the east-west
links in the canadian economy. cCanadian prairie wheat
provisioned British cities while Central Canada’s
manufacturers shipped products west and the railway
monopoly profitted from shipments in both directions.

Under the National Policy, Britain provided canada with
manufacturing goods, direct investment and financial
capital that backed the railway bonds. 1In political
debates in 1891, 1911 and 1921, continental integration and
reciprocity were offered as an alternative to the National

Policy. All ended in defeat for this alternative and
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helped create a Canadian national identity centered on
explicit rejection of integration, in part because it would
destroy Canada’s distinct culture and social character.

Despite the National Policy and the political defeat
of policies to foster ties with the U.S., Canada never
really developed a coherent and self-reproducing
alternative to economic integration with the U.S. Thus, in
the first third of the twentieth century, developments
along Canada’s "east-west spine" were
"imperceptibly...overlaid...by a multiplicity of north-
south linkages of trade and investment" (Levitt 1970, 53-
54) . The development of Canadian-U.S. economic linkages
accelerated after World War I as Britain’s economic and
political power diminished and that of the U.S. increased
(see figure 2.1). Manufacturers in the U.S. relied on iron
ore, wood and other raw materials from Canada. U.S.
producers also began to leap over the tariff barrier to
establish branch plants within Canada. In the auto
industry in the late 1920s, as well as the domestic market,
Canadian plants of the major U.S. producers served the
British market to which Canada had preferential access
(Laxer 1976).

Canadian and U.S. labor relations followed paths more
similar than their economies before 1930.23 1In both

councries, efforts by the Knights of Labor to organize the

23 This and the following paragraph follow the analysis in
Lipsig-Mumme 1989.
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semi-skilled and unskilled into industrial unions failed in
the latter part of the 19th century. The International
Workers cf the World (IWW) and, in Canada, One Big Union
(OBU) also failed to take hold in the early part of the
20th century.24 During the emergence of mass productioca

in the U.S., and the early stages of its export to Canada,
therefore, unionism in North American was restricted
primarily to skilled workers. After rising briefly during
World War I, union membership in both countries shrank to
11-13 percent after the War and in the 1920s (table 1.1).
Skilled workers were represented by the American Federation
of Labor and its Canadian counterpart, the Trades and Labor
Congress (TLC).25 The AFL and TLC bargained within the
capitalist system for better wages and benefits for skilled
workers. They rejected attempts to transform the system
politically or form institutional links with political

parties.

24 Isolated Knights of Labor locals did survive in Canada
(Kealey 1982). The IWW/OBU also endured somewhat longer in
Canada (Peterson 1981).

25 In 1901, the AFL gained control of the Canadian peak
council, and forced the expulsion of Canadian national
unions which refused to merge into U.S. unions representing
workers in the same crafts (Laxer 1976). While it drove
industrial unionism out of the heart of Canadian
manufacturing well before the IWW disappeared in the U.S.,
this expulsion seeded pre-1930 industrial unions in
Canada’s western and eastern periphery: the Canadian
Brotherhood of Railway Employees (CBRE), industrial unions
in major resource extraction industries, and catholic
industrial unionism in Quebec. Both the Knights of Labor
and the IWW/OBJ played a part in the emergence of Catholic
trade unionism in Quebec.
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B. Industrial Union Fformation in the U.S. and canada

By 1957, the U.S. and Canadian labor movements would
look as similar as they did in 1930. Union coverage Low
stonod at 32.8 percent in the U.S. and at 32.4 percent in
Canada. The merger of the AFL and CIO, and of the TLC and
the Canadian Congress of Labor (CCL) (to form the Canadian
Labor Congress or CLC) preserved the structural similarity
in the two countries’ peak associations. Although by now
Canada had a left-wing party with loose ties to labor, the
Canadian Commonwealth Federation (CCF), the CCF remained a
minority party nationally and in Ontario, the major
industrial province. The Canadian and U.S. welfare states
remained weak by comparison with Europe. Labor’s role
within the auto sector and other major industries dominated
by intefnational unions appeared virtually identical in the
two countries. Relying primarily on the auto example, the
burden of this chapter is to show that, despite formal
similarities in labor’s role in industry and politics, the
postwar regulatory structure in Canada had a less
"demobilizing" impact on Canadian labor in the following
mutually reinforcing ways: by the end of the 1950s,
collective traditions among production workers in high
visibility, mass production plants were probably stronger
in Canada; the rank-and-file within canadian unions,
particularly the UAW, remained better able to pressure
their leaders into supporting militant tactics; Canadian

unions retained a more significant left wing; and Canadian
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union leaders and activists developed stronger confidence
in and commitment to political action.

These intertwined differences between the U.S. and
Canada emerged during the historical process of industrial
union formation in the two societies (Huxley et al. 1986).
The role of the state in this process interacted with other
differences between the U.S. and Canada to produce a
reversal in the two labor movement’s socio-political
position between the late 1930s, when U.S. labor held the
more favorable position, and a decade later. 1In the U.S.,
the federal government passed the National Labor Relations
(or "Wagner") Act over substantial corporate opposition in
1935 and supported union organization in principle from
that point forward. During World War II, the War Labor
Board also pressured U.S. companies into accepting union
"maintenance-of membership" and dues check-~off clauses in
exchange for the no-strike pledge (Lichtenstein 1982).
Worker militance still proved necessary to win union
recognition in most U.S. firms after the passage of the
Wagner Act and during World War II. Nonetheless, the
government’s support for collective bargaining led major
manufacturing firms to turn more quickly than they would
have done otherwise to pragmatic strategies aimed at
achieving "responsible" union behavior--i.e. union assent
to limits on the right to strike in exchange for

institutional security.
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In Canada, by contrast, the passage of provincial and
federal legislation modelled on the Wagner Act was delayed
in part because of the tight links between the governing
Liberals and anti-union mining and manufacturing interests
(Abella 1973); and in part because of the limited resonance
of Keynesianism within Canada’s two major parties (Bruce
1988, chapter 5). Ontario’s Collective Bargaining Act and
Canada’s federal PC1003 went into effect only in April 1943
and February 1944, respectively. Even then, the federal
decree was only good for the duration of the war; and the
government did not pressure employers to grant union
security. The lack of state support for unions meant that
fewer Canadian managers made the kinds of tactical retreats
seen at GM in the U.S. in 1937. At GM and Ford in Canada,
recognition of the International UAW and union security
were only granted after more prolonged collective action
than at the same firms in the U.S.26 More generally, a
higher proportion of Canadian workers appear to have lived
through the type of extended "open warfare" with employers
that helped entrench a powerful network of shop stewards at
Chrysler’s huge Dodge Main plant in Detroit (see C(iil)
below). While conflict per se does not necessarily
engender collective confidence, Canadian workers received
condrete evidence of the value of collective action in the

early war-time expansion: about half of the increment in

26 No comparative information on Chrysler has been
published.
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Canadian union coverage (including Ford and GM) between
1930 and 1957 came before the passage of PC1003.27 1In the
U.S., by contrast, only a tiny percentage of the rise in
union coverage associated with the emergence of industrial
unions came before the passage of the Wagner Act.

The lack of state support for collective bargaining in
Canada also procduced important differences in internal
union dynamics in the two countries, especially during
World War II. At major firms in the U.S., the War Labor
Board’s support for collective bargaining and the unions’
no-strike pledge gave a generation of labor leaders and
industrial relations specialists experience applying the
grievance procedure and arbitration to the resolution of
shop floor disputes. The tension between union leaders and

shop floor militants that accompanied labor’s attempt to

27 As measured by the large-scale work stoppages reported
in government data series, the level of conflict was quite
similar in the U.S. and Canada during World War II (table
2.1). This underlines that, absent better historical
evidence, the difference in the strength of war-time
collective traditions in Canada should not be exaggerated.
On the other hand, for at least three reasons, large-scale
work stoppage data do not always indicate the strength of
shop floor collective traditions: (1) The data for both
countries explicitly excludes the siort (less than half a
day) and small (fewer than 1000 work-hours stoppages that
signify deeply entrenched collective traditions and
continuous bargaining between stewards and supervisors.
(In most of the years reported, the figures for "workers
invelved" in the Canadian auto industry are dominated by
one or two major strikes.); (2) The number of workers
"involved" in work stoppages dc s not always indicate the
number of active participants in strikes; (3) Less
bureaucratically managed firms (or plants) that tend to
have strong shop floor unions also tend to keep poor
records and may be underreported in national data (for one
example of this, see chapter 8).
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TABLE 2.1

WORKERS INVOLVED IN WORK STOPPAGES IN THE U.S. AND CANADA
(as a percentage of the industry workforce)

UNITED STATES

All Manufact- Auto & Iron & Rubber Textiles
Industry uring Aircraft Steel

1941 8.4 12.2 39 20.4 27.1 7.9
1942 2.8 8.4 6 10.1 7.2
1943 6.9 26.8 20.4 46.8 4.4
1944 7 11.3 50.5 20.3 18.5 4.6
1945 12.1 19.2 75.9 26.4 127.3 2.3
1946 14.5 14.5 21.7 54.1 39.1 3.8
CANADA
All Manufact- Auto Metal :ibber Textiles
Industry uring Products

1941 5.7 4.3 10.6 2.6 4.0
1942 6.6 7.4 34.0 0.0 3.3
1943 11.9 11.8 38.4 23.5 2.5
1944 4.1 4.5 35.1 42.9 3.9
1945 5.5 5.9 44 .4 39.9 3.2
1946 8.0 9.0 10.0 60.0 8.8
1947 5.5 4.0 0.0 2.4 6.7
1948 2.2 1.7 7.9 1.5 2.4
1949 2.6 3.0 11.9 22.8 1.1

RATIO OF PERCENT OF U.S. WORKFORCE INVOLVED IN STRIKES TQ PERCENT
OF CANADIAN WORKFORCE INVOLVED IN WORK STOPPAGES: 1941-46

All Manufact- Auto&Air- Rubber Textiles
Industry uring Craft/Auto
1.24 1.33 1.29 1.59 1.44

NOTES:

1. The U.S. data is taken from Lichtenstein 1982, 135 and based on U.S, Department of Labor
cmployment and work stoppage data,

2, Canadian figures are calculated from work stoppage data in Strikes and Lockouts in
Canada, various ycars; and from cmployment figures in Employment and Earnings in Canada,
various years,

3. Strikes and Lockouts in Canada docs not itsell aggregate the number of employees
involved in strikes within auto and auto parts, 1t uses the broader aggregate, Non-ferrons
Moetal Products. The auto aggregate was complied by the author based on briel descriptions
of plants involved in individual stoppages. Only pilants with the words
"uuta”, "auto parts” or "treck” in their deseription were counted as auto strikes.
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honor tne no-strike pledge alsoc planted the seeds of a
separation that grew deeper after the war (Lichtenstein
1982). In Canada, after the war broke out, the government
estaklished wage controls and extended compulsory
conciliation to cover 85 percent of industrial activity but
still remained "neutral" on the issue of union recognition
(McDowell 1979). This led the CCL to conclude that workers
could not give up their economic leverage and support a no-
strike pledge. When Canada’s Wagner equivalent did pass,
it prohibited strikes during the course of a contract.
Thus, rather than agreeing to prohibitions in exchange for
recognition and union security, Canadian union leaders had
no-strike clauses imposed on them. Since these
restrictions were nct part of a labor relations model that
union leaders helped invent, Canadian labor leaders
developed less commitment to the grievance procedure and
continued to identify with workers’ perception that
management actions more than occasionally justified an
extra-contractual (and illegal) collective response. 1In
the UAW, a more pragmatic as opposed to normative
commitment to the grievance procedure; and deeper sympathy
for rank-and-file action continued to characterize Canadian
leaders after the War.

| By the 1950s, Canadian unions, including the UAW, also
retained stronger rank-and-file and left wing traditions
than their U.S. counterparts. In Canada’s southern Ontario

manufacturing core, immigrant militants shaped by British
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rank-and-file traditions constituted a higher proportion of
union activists than in the U.S.28 Before World War II,
Canada also had a somewhat stronger communist left,
especially among resource extraction unions in Western
Canada.29 The events of the 1940s and 1950s deepened the
contrasts between the influence of the rank-and-file and
left-wing traditions in Canadian and U.S. wunions. This
was especially true in the UAW, in which rank-and-file
influence on union policy became institionally embodied in
the District Council.

Since the Canadian left survived the war and postwar
red-baiting tattered but in tact, it helped the District
Council retain its vitality into the postwar period of
stable labor-management relations. In the U.S., in World
"Jar II, many communists weakened their ties to apolitical
militants and made themselves vulnerable to subsequent red-
baiting by being the most enthusiastic supporters of the
no-strike pledge. In Canada, the goverment’s anti-labor

policy made blanket opposition to strikes an untenable

28 Only 2.2 percent of the urban Michigan population in
1940 was made up of first-generation English, Welsh,
Scottish or Irish immigrants. In urban Ontario in 1941,
the comparable figure was 13.7 percent (for more detail,
see Herzenberg 1990). Since George Burt became its head in
the late 1930s, all three of the Directors of the Canadian
region of the UAW have been British or Irish. For a
history of why labor activists left Britain and Ireland in
the first third of the 1900s and of their subsequent
influence, despite their small numbers, on the formation ot
the UAW in the U.S., see Babson 1989a and 1989b.

29 Most prominently, the International Woodworkers of
America, the International Union of Mine, Mill and Smelters
Union and the International Leather and Fur Workers Union
(Abella, 1973).
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position and led pragmatic communists, at least in the UAW,
to avoid the marginalization suffered by many U.S. party
members.30 After the war, while the CCL as well as the
CIO kicked out "communist-led" unions, the expulsion of
communists never gained legal sanction in Canada as it did
under Taft-Hartley in the U.S.31 Moreover, nationalism
provided a counterweight to anti-communism within Carada.
In the CCL/CLC and the Canadian UAW in the 1950s, the
division between nationalists pushing for greater Canadian
regional autcnomy and pro-international forces began to
supplant the left-right division. This helped the residue
of radicals that survived Canadian red-baiting to form or
cement alliances with left-wing CCF’ers and rank-and-file
militants.

Finally, the way World War II played out helped
Canadian labor establish a more influential position than
U.S. labor in national politiecs. In the U.S.,
"unpatriotic" war-time strikes and tne scale of postwar
labor unrest turned the public against labor. Together
with the enormous power of U.S. business, the strike wave
helped produce the Taft-Hartley Act and led labor to
retreat from the idea of establishing a third, lakor-allied

party. In Canada, since unions were being asked to

30 Yates 1988. Some communist-dominated unions in Canada
did make no-strike pledges after Germany invaded Russia,
including the United Electrical (UE) workers (Abella 1973,
141) .

31 Quebec, which passed a law requiring decertification of
any union that "tolerated Communists" in 1954, is an
exception in this regard (Clement, 1984, 91-92).
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sacrifice for the war without recognition or protective
legislation, the public blamed the Liberal government for
the war-time strike wave. The public turn against the
anti-union Liberal Party Premier in Ontario made the CCF
the official opposition. From a longer-term perspective,
while its war-time success did not enable the CCF to escape
its minority status (except in smaller provinces), or
eliminate tensions between Labor and the CCF because of the
party’s resistance to identifying itself as a Labor Party,
it did help ensure the permanency of the CCF in Canada and
thus leave Canada with a broader, more social democratic
political spectrum than the U.S.

With this general argument in mind, the rest of this
chapter looks in more detail at developments between 1930
and 1960 in the U.S. and Canadian auto sectors. it begins
with a description of the auto regulatory structure that
emerged in the U.S. It then analyzes why this structure
emerged and considers its implications for internal union
dynamics in the U.S. The subsequent section of the chapter
describes the origins of the parallel Canadian structure,
emphasizing the subtle differences that emerged within it.
The last part of the chapter analyzes in more detail the
political differences between the U.S. and Canada that

emerged between 1930 and the late 1950s.
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C. The Emergence of the U.S. Auto Sector Pattern of
Development

i, The Key Features of the Postwar Structure

Two visions of the role the UAW would play in the auto
industry dueled for prominence in the U.S. between the
early 1930s and the end of World War II.32 The first,
introduced to a generation of managers, labor leaders and
executives during the war, was a rule-based, procedural
approach to reconciling workers’ demands for fair
treatment with the demands of economic efficiency (for more
on this, see chapter 3). This vision "presupposed yet
circumscribed conflict, by focusing on the development of a
‘rational’ structure of wages...and job definitions"
(Piore and Sabel 1984, 100). Management assumed
responsibility for organizing production; the union
negotiated rules in collective bargaining that set limits
on management conduct and then monitored enforcement of
these rules between contracts. If the parties could not
settle their disagreements about the interpretation of a
rule in the various steps of a formal grievance procedure,
they presented their cases to a "neutral" arbitrator. The
second, more inchoate vision of the UAW’s role contained a
less broad managerial prerogative and an expanded realm of
worker self-management. and "substantive” dispute

resolution. This alternative had been encouraged by war

32 This and the following two paragraphs are based on
Piore and Sabel 1984, 99-102.



Page 94

production boards’ creation of labor-management committees
aimed at cooperatively boosting war-time productivity.
Permissive war-time economic conditions had also given
workers power to use collective action as a way of
enforcing expanded autonomy and shop floor labor--management
negotiation.

GM-UAW negotiations after the war resolved the
uncertainty surrounding the union’s role in production and
industry planning in favor of the rule-based model. 1In
1946, the UAW presented GM with an ambitious set of
demands. It sought to open GM’s price setting to union and
public scrutiny. The union also wanted to end management’s
unilateral authority to set production standards as part of
UAW efforts to expand its control over work organization.
When GM proved intransigent, the UAW settled for an 18.5
cent pattern wage increase without loosening the company’s
hold on its managerial prerogatives. This set the pattern
for the postwar period, throughcut which the union would
trade-off a restricted role on the shop floor for increases
in wages ard benefits. In Ford and GM plants, in
particular, a 50 percent drop in the number of wildcat
strikes in the immediate postwar years (despite rapidly
rising employment) sig.aalled management’s reassertion of
authority on the job (table 2.2).

By the end of 1950 bargaining, all three of what Katz
calls the "key features" of postwar collective bargaining

were in place: wage rules, connective bargaining, and "job
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control" unionism on the shop floor. The two major postwar
wage rules emerged from 1948 negotiations when GM Chairman
Charles Wilson offered annual wage increases equal to
approximately the annual rate of national productivity
growth--the Annual Improvement Factor (AIF)--plus periodic
cost-of-living adjustments (COLA) (Katz 1985, pp. 16-17).
The reduction of wage negotiations to application of the
AIF and COL!. wage rules left the UAW free to focus national
negotiations on winning new fringe benefits such as
imprcved medical care, pensions, Supplementary Unemployment
Benefits (SUB), early retirement and Paid Personal Holidays
(PPH) . Thece contractual gains served in lieu of the
government provision of welfare benefits in more social
democratic countries.

The second of Katz’s key features, the auto connective
bargaining structure, took wages and benefits largely out
of competition and established a floor on the type of on-
the-job protection provided by the union. In the Big Three
each contract year the UAW wouid pick one company as the
"target". After settling with the target, somecimes after
a strike, the union would force the other major automakers
tdo accept virtually identical compensation terms. oOutside
the Big Three, the union sought to impose as much of
pattern wage and benefit improvements as possible on
independent suppliers. As long as plant closings were rare
and the industry was growing in traditional centers of

production, the low-seniority workers laid off at declining
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plants could hire on somewhere else. When economic
pressure on parts companies intensified during and after
the late .950s recession, however, increasing numbers of
parts locals did accept deviations from the pattern (see
chapter 5).

In the plants, what Katz calls job control unionism
affirmed management’s right to move and the union’s right
only to grieve when it objected to management actions. The
UAW received the union shop, dues checkoff, and checks on
managerial authority through work rules, the seniority
systen, and the grievance procedure. In exchange, it
helped channel disputes into this procedure, accepted
restrictinns on the right to strike during the life of a
contract and acknowledged management’s right to discipline
illegal strike leaders. The union also centralized
authority for starting mid-contract locai strikes
(Lichtenstein 1985; Jefferys 1986, 24-33).

From GM’s point of view, while the compromise struck
with the UAW involved accepting the union, it also forced
the union to behave "responsibly." It thus helped reduce
the frequency of work stoppages that proved so expensive in
highly integrated auto operations. The structured
charucter of national bargaining also reduced the
possibility of long strikes and the uncertainty that made
it difficuit for the company to plan ahead. The wage rule
proposed by Wilson was affordable for GM as long as the

compaay kept pace with average productivity and price
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increases--something it had done easily in the past (Piore
and Sabel 1984, 102). 1In addition, as pattern bargaining
spread wage rule increases throughout the industry, it
helped drive some of GM’s smaller competitors out cf
business. As productivity-based wage increases diffused
throughout the whole economy, they generated demand for
GM’s mass-produced vehicles. For UAW workers, the
structured conflict of the postwar order provided steadily
rising wages and benefits; limits on wage and work rule
whipsawing; and protections against the type of working
conditions and supervisory capriciousness that had fueled
workers’ organizing efforts in the first place. For the
UAW itself, the postwar collective bargaining structure

provided a secure place in the industry.

ii. The Causal Roots of the UAW’s Restricted U.S. Role

It is impossible to kncw whether the UAW would have
succeeded if it had relused to accept the GM compromise as
the industry-wide model in the U.S. and had instead
mobilized behind a more expansive definition of union and
worker rights. A range of factors, however, mitigated
against such an attempt. First, U.S. mass production
technology and labor history worked against the rooting of
labor control on the shop floor. According to Lichtenstein
(1980, 353 and 336-338), automation and work reorganization
in the 1930s and 1940s reduced U.S. workers’ control of the

pace of production, making production technology less
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conducive to the institutionalization of militant shop
floor traditions. 1In addition, the weakness of U.S. craft
union traditions and the absence of an ideology of workers’
control equivalent to that espoused by the British shop
stewards’ movement. restricted rank-and-file pressure for
more shop floor autonomy to skilled workers heavily
influenced by British traditions (Brody 1980; Babson
1989a).

Second, GM’s strategic acceptance of the UAW after the
1937 Flint sitdown reduced the possibilities for successful
mobilization at pattern-setting GM itself. This acceptance
meant that many GM workers entered the era of stable
unionism without personal experience of successful
collective action33; and raised questions about the
strength of workers’ resolution if union leaders had held
out for a stronger shop floor role at GM or elsewhere.
Third, among UAW leaders, particularly at GM, the
experience gained during World War II generated support for
procedural unionism and gave them confidence that the union
could secure a permanent place in the industry by
fulfilling its obligations under this system. This, in

turn, inhibited union leaders from perceiving expanded

33 Jefferys (1986) estimates that well under 10 percent of
the workforce took part in major sitdowns in Flint and
Cleveland.
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substantive bargaining between stewards and supervisors as
an incipient alternative to the grievance system.34
Fourth, any UAW attempt to articulate an alternative
tothe grievance system programmatically, and fight for a
complementary union role off the shop floor, would have
faced a sophisticated, powerful, and unified business
community. While the leaders of the business community in
core manufacturing industries stood ready to accept limited
wage concessions and had
...recognized the new industrial unions’
usefulness as stabilizers of the labor force and
moderators of industrial conflict...In no
uncertain terms, they sought the restoration of
managerial prerogatives that wartime conditions
had eroded in the areas of product pricing,
market allocation and the shop-floor work
environment (Lichtenstein 1982, 220; see also,
Harris 1982).35
Fifth, internal union politics provided an additional
incentive for UAW leaders to accept the place in the
industry and on the shop floor defined by the 1946-1950
agreements with GM. Stable relations with employers made a
continuation of Reuther Caucus control of the union a

virtual certainty after the 1947 UAW convention. Renewed

mobilization and a return to less structured conflict with

34 In this context, the reaction of UAW Region . Director
and Reuther ally, George Merrelli, to the decentralized
system of bargaining between stewards and supervisors he
observed at Budd-Detroit at the end of the 1950s is
instructive (see chapter 8).

35 For one specific example of managerial determination to
reestablish shop-floor rnontrol within a company organized
by the UAW, see Meyer’s (1984, 1988 and no date)
dis~mssions of Allis-Chalmers in Wisconsin.
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employers might have created opportunities for factional

opponents to renew their support among the rank-and-file.

iii. Postwar Industrial Relations and Internal Union
Structure
Within the UAW, a consolidation of power by the

ReutherCaucus took place simultaneous with the definition
of the postwar labor-management relationship. From
Reuther’s perspective, stability at the top of the union
facilitated International union control over local strike
activity and enabled the UAW to live up to the bargain
struck with GM. It thus made management willing to concede
the union a permanent place in the industry. The
elimination of opposition to the Reuther Caucus also put an
end to the UAW’s draining internal union factional fights.
One of these, between a conservative faction led by the
first UAW President Homer Martin and a progressive "Unity"
faction, had almost cost the union its recognition at GM in
1939 (Babson 1989%9a, 569-590). A second faction fight,
between the Reuther Caucus and the communist-supported
Addes-Thomas faction, had consumed the bulk of union
energies between the 1946 and 1947 UAW conventions (Howe
and Widick 1949, 103). With "teamwork in the leadership
and solidarity in the ranks," the union would be better
able to bargain effectively with management for improved
wages and benefits. Finally, consolidating its control
within the union enabled the Reuther Caucus to eliminate

Communist influence, and thus the threat of Stalinism,
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within the union and indeed the CIO as a whole (Howe and
Widick 1949; Reuther 1976).

As Howe and Widick (1949) predicted as early as 1949,
however, the elimination of organized opposition and UAW
leaders’ influence over UAW conventions and other forums
for debate among secondary leaders insulated the
International union from rank-and-file pressure.36
Without effective organized opposition or vehicles for
pressuring the leadership, the national UAW in the postwar
period proved insensitive to rank-and-file concerns in ways
that compounded the erosion of commitment associated with
the ineffectiveness of the grievance procedure. 1In
addition, the purge of political radicals that overlapped
the post-1947 elimination of opposition narrowed the
union’s ideological range.

After the 1947 convention, the Reuther caucus’s
consolidation of power began with the dismissal of more
than 100 UAW staff members (in a total of less than 500)
and their replacement with Reuther supporters (Steiber
1962, 14; Marquart 1975, 153; Serrin 1973, 141). Over the

next decade, union leaders "brought to bear the full power

36 In the context of his disagreement with UAW strategy in
the 1980s, Walter’s brother Victor has come to a similar
conclusion: "I am proud of Walter’s achievements and the
accomplishments of what is called the Reuther years. But I
am seeing one mistake we made. The Administration Caucus,
which was used as a legitimate weapon in our battle with
the communists, was maintained many years after that battle
was over. Essentially, a great deal of authority became
concentrated at the top. The vehicle of the Administration
Caucus is now used to prevent open debate in the union"
(quoted in Mann 1987, 89).
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of the international union...against hard core opposition
locals and their leaders" (Steiber 1961, 131-132). Staff
resources and, in some cases, receivership were employed to
unseat powerful local opponents of the union leadership.37
International staff positions, the carrot in this
sophisticated carrot and stick approach, served to bring
former militants into the Reuther fold. According to Pat
Quinn, former militant president at Dodge Main and a member
of an anti-Reuther slate,
When my opposition...defeated me the last time I
ran for president, Walter Reuther called me to
his office...Walter offered me a job in the
International; he knew damn well that if I went
back in the shop, I’d stir things up...I’l1l be
frank, we got bought off..."38
UAW membership rose by 21 percent between 1949 and 1960,
while the number of UAW staff in Detroit and in the regions
rose by 40 percent (to 660) (Jefferys 1986, 32). Moreover,
as international representatives aged, the cost of openly
opposing the union administration and risking a return to
the shops rose. By 1961, the average age of the staff was

49 and they had been international representatives for 10

1/2 years (Jefferys 1986, 32).

37 For examples of locals placed under receivership see
Jefferys 1986, 102; Swados 1963; Weir 1967; and Serrin
1973.

38 Marquart, 1975, p. 132. Jefferys (1986) describes
Quinn’s role before moving on to the International. He
also provides another example of a militant anti-Reuther
activist~--Dodge Main plant chairman Jimmy Solomon--who
later shows up as an international representative
cautioning against violations of the contract.
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Elections for the union executive board after 1947
illustrate the dominance of the administration caucus in
the postwar period. Between 1947 and 1989, only two
opposition candidates defeated administration caucus
candidates for regional directorships. In 1955, the last
serious opposition candidate for one of the union’s (then
four) vice-presidencies, Carl Stellato of Local 600, lost
badly to two administration candidates (Steiber 1962, p.
62). As time went on, growing geographical disperson of
the industryraised a new barrier to mobilizing opposition.
As their share of UAW membership shrank, huge Detroit
locals like Stellato’s Ford Rouge and Quinn’s Dodge Main no
longer provided a sufficient base for an opposition
challenge.

The administration of the union exercised control over
internal debate within the union iﬁ-various ways. For one
thing, the beginning of multi-year contracts in 1950
brought to an end the tradition of annual contract
renegotiations that "had helped to sustain and channel
political debate and union consciousness at the local
level"™ (Lichtenstein 1986a, 126). When collective
bargaining and constitutional conventions, the union
constitution gave the IEB the right to appoint the members
of convention committees. It also banned amendments to
committee reports until they were voted down and
resubmitted. These two provisions tended "to make

(convention) delegates’ function one of approving or
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disapproving administration policies, rather than
determining policy" (Steiber 1962, 25). Control of the
chair at conventions also gave the administration the
opportunity to answer points from the floor, call on loyal
committee members, and avoid effective opposition speakers
(Steiber 1962, 25; Marquart 1975, 151).

Other vehicles for communication and debate among
secondary leaders and between national and secondary
leaders existed within the union: the appointed
Administration Caucus Steering Committee; rank-a: i-file
intra~-company bargaining councils; and the associated
regional sub-council structures that periodically called
together workers within the same company and, after 1967,
independent supplier firms.39 Information from these
structures often enabled Reuther to head off more
widespread dissent by incorporating pieces of opposition
platforms. On the other hand, the resources of the
‘nternational and absence of an organized opposition placed
strict limits on rank-and-file ability to reorder
leadership priorities. Union direction came from the top
of the union down and not the reverse.

Associated with the consolidation of Reuther caucus
control, the ideological discourse within the union

narrowed considerably. While red-baiting was as much a

39 From 1938 to 1958, the UAW also had Skilled Trades
Councils. These were abolished, however, at the end of the
1950s after skilled trades workers petitioned the NLRB for
the right to form a separate union, the Independent Society
of Skilled Trades (IIST) (Babson 1989%a, 722-723).
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cover for the elimination of opposition as the underlying
reason for the post-~1947 purge, it did take with it many of
the union’s political radicals.40 In the UAW (and even
more elsewhere), the McCarthy era led to a "...dissolution
of the previous connection of insurgent workers with
political intellectuals" that took place in the late 1940s
and 1950s (Moody 1988, 51-fwd). Along with this, the
character of UAW education programs changed dramatically
(Marquart 1975). In the union’s early days, young union
officers received a broad introduction to labor history,
political economy, and critical thinking. Later, they
received narrow courses on practical issues like grievance
handling plus arguments buttressing current administration
bargaining priorities and political positions (see also
Rosenberg 1973 and Widick 1964).

The unchallenged position of the Reuther caucus also
set in motion a social process which diminished its
flexibility and willingness to countenance criticism over
time. If members of the International Executive Board or
union staff had doubts about union strateqy, they could
express them inside the Board or Administration Caucus
meetings, respectively. Caucus understanding of what
"teamwork in the leadership" required forbid board members

or staff from taking disagreements further even if internal

40 Andrew (1979) describes efforts to bring Ford Local 600
at the mammouth River Rouge complex under administration
control. His article illustrates how the suppression of
opposition to the leadership and anti-communism became
intertwined.
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debate left them uneasy about union policy.41 Over time,
the international union thus deprived itself of independent
activists who could not conform to this narrow definition
of legitimate disagreement; and of staff members who quit
because of the internal frustration of conforming to it.

For three decades after 1947, shop floor concerns
remained subordinated to the stability of union-company
relations and to the UAW International agenda of raising
wages and expanding fringe benefits through centralized
pattern bargaining. UAW policies, in fact, led management
to tighten the reins at many assembly plants where the
union remained strong on the shop floor.42 Such plants
found themselves held by the UAW to the industry
compensation pattern. At the same time, the internaticnal
union avoided challenging managerial authority at companies
and plants where workers held little power. Faced with
financial pressure, the managerial imagination of the 1550s
and 1960s perceived only one option in companies with
strong unions: to bring managerial control on the shop
floor into line with that at GM.

Workers’ resistance to management imposition of the GM
procedural model on strong shop-floor unions vividly

illustrates the limitations of that model for workers.

41 According to former west-coast Regional Director, Paul
Schrade, "We used to refer to the IEB as ‘the club.’ The
unwritten rule was that we could disagree all we wanted--
among ourselves--but we would not take those disagreements
outside of ‘the club’" (quoted in Mann 1987, 89).

42 The argument of this paragraph is taken from
Lichtenstein 1985.
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Here workers had experienced an alternative to the GM model
and they defended it militantly. At Chrysler in the 1930s
and 1940s, for example, the late adoption of bureaucratic
management meant that adamant anti-unionism alternated with
concessions to collective action (Jefferys 1986). This
pattern had helped root a dense network of shop stewards.
Work standards were lower and workers had more autonomy on
the job than at GM. Under finanacial pressure in the late
1950s recession, Chrysler managers attacked the collective
traditions in their plants to eliminate the company’s
comparative disadva.tage. Between 1957 and 1959, Chrysler
hired industrial engineers from Ford and GM, raised work
standards on its production jobs, and eliminated 20,000
jobs (Lichtenstein 1985).

Chrysler workers practiced in the art of shop floor
trench warfare vigorously defended established collective
traditions (for details, see Jefferys 1986, 104~-105).
Chrysler’s all-strike frequency per 1000 workers rose to
3.52 in 1955-1959 from 1.47 in 1950-1954. The number of
work hours lost due to unauthorized stoppages rose to 100
per worker in 1958 (Jefferys 1986, 8-9). As Chrysler
workers fought the company’s offensive, they got little
help from the International. 1In February 1957, 12 Chrysler
plants requested strike authorization. oOnly one received
it. At Dodge Main that year, a rank-and-file caucus won 22
of 35 delegate positions to the international convention, a

reflection of worker dissatisfaction with elected union
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officials during the attack on their shop stewards’ power.
Reuther called Edie Fox, a young member of the caucus, to
comment on a resolution commending the IEB for "unwavering
adherence to the policy of authorizing strikes where
collective bargaining has proved futile " (quoted in
Jefferys 1986, 134 and UAW CP 1957). Fox attacked the
resolution claiming the International leadership had
"discouraged" a willing rank-and-file from fighting
Chrysler’s speed-up. Norman Matthews, Chrysler vice-
president, then red-baited Fox and closed a lengthy attack
by saying, "I think it is about time the Convention should
give us the authority to deal with these people in quick
order." Reuther added:
If the people who provoke these kinds of
discussions will just think before they do, we
would save a lot of time at this Convention. But
they are not going to get away with untruths
because we are going to answer them.

In 1960-64, after the steward system had been
effectively destroyed, the all-strike frequency at Chrysler
dropped to 0.26, less than eight percent ot its level in
the previous five years (Jefferys 1986). At Ford, strike
frequency also reportedly fell towards the levels at GM,
where firm control had been reasserted right after the war
(see the note to table 2-2). The Dodge Main episode brings
to center stage the question of what procedural unionism

meant more generallv for workers on the job and for their

commitment to the union. Before embarking on an analyticai
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reinterpretation of procedural unionism, however, we turn

tothe history of its introduction in Canada.

D. The Emergence of Canada’s Auto Sector Pattern of
Development

By the late 1950s, work rules and the grievance
procedure, connective bargaining, and wage rules had been
introduced to the Canadian as well as the U.S. auto
industry. Technology and labor history mitigated against
the consolidation of strong shop floor unions in Canada
almost as much as the U.S. Canada too lacked a strong
tradition of craft control in manufacturing industries.
Its plants also adopted most of the automated, mass
production technologies that stripped U.S. workers of
control on the shop floor in the 1930s and 1940s--although
the smaller size of the protected Canadian market may have
prolonged the life of smaller-scale, older and more worker-
paced and -controlled technologies in Canada. In major
assembly plants, in addition, Canadian UAW workers faced
the same powerfnl employers in Canada as in the U.S.--
although these corporations had less influence on Canadian

than U.S. politics.43

43 It is also possible that, until the passage of the Auto
Pact, management in Canada, as in Britain, was less
bureaucratic than that in the U.S. Consistent with this
possibility, Kujawa, 1271, reports that the Canadian and
U.S. operations of the Big Three remained somewhat
separate before the Auto Pact. Ford-Canada, for example,
"exercised considerably autonomy in handling its labor
relations" (Kujawa 1971, 71). Canadian nationalism may
also have facilitated cooperation between Canadian
managers, workers and union officials in keeping
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While these structural factors, and the powerful
example of the U.S. as a model, produced a pattern of
development with broadly similar contours in Canada, this
pattern took longer to consolidate than in the U.S5.44
After its consolidation in Canada, small but ultimately
significant differences remained between U.S. and Canadian
shop floor relations, and internal union dynamics. As with
industrial union formation in Canada and the U.S.
generally, the contrasts between the process and outcome of
UAW formation in the two countries stemmed partly from the
canadian government’s delayed legislative support for union
recognition. This delay discouraged employers from making
tactical retreats in efforts to encourage responsible union
behavior. The delay also meant that union recognition and
security battles established stronger traditions of
collective action in Canada as well as a syndicalist faith
in the importance of militant union action in political as
well as plant-level conflict. Organizing, bargaining and
political successes achieved during the extended period of
open warfare with employers in Canada tended to be

perceived as the result of workers own collective efforts.

information about the true character of shop floor
relations from top-level U.S.-born managers. If Canadian
labor relations were less bureaucratic, chapters 3 and 9
suggest, this would have reinforced other Canadian features
that helped sustain collective traditions.

44 Except where otherwise noted, the account of the
canadian UAW’s formative years in Section C is based on
Yates 1988.
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The extended life of "voluntarism" in Canadian
collective bargaining also meant that Canadian auto workers
more often had the support of their institutional
leadership when they acted militantly in the war. At the
same time, the Canadian government’s failure to offer union
recognition in exchange for the no-strike pledge led
pracmatic Canadian communists to avoid the opposition to
wildcat strikes that cost many U.S. communists a rank-and-
file base. In the postwar decade, the bonds of solidarity
formed during the war between political and more
conservative militants helped communists to survive red-
baiting after it. The course of domestic labor conflict
during World War II in Canada combined with the rank-and-
file traditions of the UAW’s influential British contingent
meant that, within the union, the Reuther Caucus did not
consolidate its control of the Canadian Region until the
late 1950s. Even when it did, Canada retained strong
traditions of rank-of-file influence over union direction
that were embodied in the quarterly meetings of its
"District Council." Thus, during ai:d after the
establishment of the Canadian auto sector pattern of
development, internal union politics had less of a
dampening influence on rank-and-file collective
traditions.

The most pivotal Canadian strike of the 1930s took
place at GM-Oshawa in 1937 (Abella 1973, chapter 1). A

plant union had been organized at Oshawa in the early 1920s
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and gained recognition after a plant-wide walkout in March
1928. The union disintegrated after the TLC insisted on
dividing workers into the appropriate craft jurisdictions
and then created a rival union because the Oshawa union
came under the control of the Communist-led Auto Workers
Industrial Union.45 1In the 1937 strike at Oshawa, workers
won a wage increase, seniority system, a contract that
expired simultaneously with the U.S. contract, and
invididual local contracts for Windsor and St. Catherine’s.
The agreement did not formally recognize the UAW.

The events leading up to recognition of a new local at
Oshawa in 1937 began when 250 body shop workers in a
workforce of 4000 walked out February 19 to protest a
speedup. In the ensuing month, an organizer from Detroit
organized most of the workforce into the UAW. Each
department elected stewards to a union bargaining
committee. In a show of strength on May 20, several
thousand union members attended a meeting in a local
auditorium. The company balked at negotiating with a
committee that included representatives of the CIO. It
agreed on April 6, however, to negotiate with Charlie
Millard, the union Local President, "as a representative of
Local 22" (quoted in Abella 1973, p. 12). Millar had been

appointed a CIO organizer during the strike,

45 Abella 1973, 8. On the AWU in the U.S. and the role of
the Communists in it, see Keeran 1980.
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At this point, Ontario Prime ﬁinister Mitchell Hepburn
stepped in to play a role opposite to that of Michigan
governor Frank Murphy during the Flint Sitdown in the
U.S.46 With a settlement favorable to the CIO imminent,
Hepburn persuaded GM to again refuse to bargain with
Millard. On April 8, the entire workforce walked out.
Since the strike remained peaceful, the federal police
refused to honor Hepburn’s request for assistance. 1In
response, Hepburn established a special provincial police
force--nicknamed Hepburn’s Hussars or Sons of Mitches. 1In
addition, Hepburn fired his Labor Minister and Attorneyv
General since they were "‘not in accord’ with his ‘policy
of fighting against the inroads of the Lewis organization
and Communism in general’" (quoted in Abella 1973, 17).
Later, informed of GM’s readiness to settle, Hepburn wired
the vacationing GM President in the Carribean, urging him
to suspend negotiations on the grounds that Hepburn had
inside information that the strike was about to collapse.
In a statement, Hepburn explained his greatest fear: that
"...0Oshawa is only an attempt by the CIO to pave the way
for its real drive against the fundamental wealth of the
province and its mine fields" (quoted in Abella 1973, 19).

Seeing that the union and company would settle anyway,
Hepburn seized the opportunity when UAW President Homer
Martin encouraged the local to sign an autonomous local

agreement. For Martin, a quick agreement reduced the

46 On Murphy’s role, see Fine 1969.
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opportunity for his opponents to exploit the strike in the
emerging union factional fight. Despite the absence of
formal UAW recognition, workers saw themselves as gaining
an historic victory over state opposition.
[This] gave the faltering CIO drive the boost it
required to make it the threat [Hepburn] and his
mine-owner friends had feared. Just as Roosevelt
became the ‘best organizer’ for the CIO in the
United States, so, in a negative way, Hepburn
became the CIO’s most successful organizer north
of the border (Abella 1973, 22)

In the auto sector later in 1937, strikes brought
first contracts and recognition for local unions at several
other plants. Organizing gains halted in a 1938 downturn,
however. By this time, internal union disputes had
crystallized into two factions: Martin’s Progressive
Caucus and an opposition Unity Caucus rebelling against
what they saw as Martin’s erratic actions and autocratic
attempts to retain control of the union. Canadian workers’
perception that the union’s difficulties had been
exacerbated by factional politics and the autocratic
attempts of the Progessive Caucus to check militancy led
them to establish rank-and-file controls on the leadership.
On June 25 and 26, 1938, Canadian workers set up a rank-
and-file controlled Regional Committee to develop and
implement plans for organizing the region. Here and at
later meetings, the asgembled Canadian secondary leadership
demanded a Canadian edition of the union newspaper; an

independent union education department; and local control

over strikes in Canada.
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By 1939, the intervention of the CIO leadership on the
Unity side of UAW disputes led Martin to take what remained
of the Progressive Caucus into the AFL. The two branches
of the union held separate conventions that year. The
attendees of the Unity event in Cleveland made up the vast
majority of the union and rewrote the union’s constitution
in a way that would prevent the kind of central domination
practiced by Homer Martin (Babson 1989a, 663-666).
According to Reuther caucus member George Merreli:

We viere determined,...the CIO group,...that the
type of autocratic rule that Homer Martin had was
no longer going to be permitted. So we wrote a
verv tight constitution. 1In fact, it was so
tight that we couldn’t live with it. It took us
10 years to loosen it up (interview with the
author, 3/19/89).

The checks against leadership domination in the 1939
constitution included a provision for the establishment of
rank-and-file elected intra-corporation councils. The 1939
constitution also required regional directors to establish

a "District Council”" when requested to by "a majority of

local unions...within their geographical district."47

47 The previous clause (Article 9 of the 1937
Constitution) 1left the jurisdiction of, and initiative for
establishing, District Councils up to the IEB. On the
other hand, at least on paper, it required Councils to be
established in each jurisdiction defined by the IEB rather
than making their establishment conditional on requests
from local unions.

At the 1944 constitutional convention, a "Section 9"
was added to the article (number 21)°of the Constitution
dealing with District Councils): "To dissolve a District
Council the Regional Director(s), on the request of three
Local Unions within the geographical district, shall call a
special meeting of the Council to be held within thirty
(30) days of such request, with proper notice of the
purpose of the meeting, to vote upon the dissolution of the
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Shortly after the Cleveland convention, Canadian unionists
used the constitution’s District Councils provision to
create a Canadian Council in place of the Canadian Regional
Committee. The constitutional protection provided to it
would make the Council more difficult for the regional
leadership to circumvent than the Regional Committee. The
Canadian Council was a rank-and-file body to which
delegates were elected on a per capita basis. Its charter
required the union leadership to report to the delegates
about regional union activities and IEB decisions at each
bi-monthly meeting. The delegates would then debate the
issuesraised by the report and make recommendations to the
administration. The Canadian District Council had specific
per capita membership payments earmarked for it and beyond
the Eontrol of the union administration.

Canadian unionists now had a forum for input into
union decision-making other than UAW International
conventions dominated by American delegates. This forum
would enable Canadian secondary leaders to help develop
positions that responded to the specific pressures they
faced. It would thus reinforce the distinct national
identity of the Canadian UAW region. It would provide a

forum for opposition to the union leadership to express its

Council. At this meeting the District Council may be
dissolved by a vote of a majority of the Local Unions
representing a majority of the membership within the
geographical district." This change was not controversial
and produced no substantive debate at the convention (UAW
Proczedings, 1944 CC, 295).
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views and mobilize and organize behind those positions. At
the same time, while it fostered open debate and sustained
a second caucus in the region long after one disappeared in
the U.S., the Council proved an effective forum for
reunifying workers behind consensus positions that
responsed to both leadership and rank-and-file concerns.

Only six months after the 1939 Clevelad UAW-CIO
convention, Canada entered the second World War. 1In the
U.S., the war gave U.S. union leaders experience with the
procedural model of collective bargaining that prevailed
after 1946 and planted the seeds of the later separation
between leadership and rank-and-file. 1In Canada, the war
solidified the fledgling traditions of rank-and-file
democracy and militance evident in the late 1930s. This
difference turned on the two governments’ legal policies
towards unions and, in turn, the unions’ positions towards
the no-strike pledge. 1In Canada, which entered the war in
1939, the federal government took responsibility for labor
matters in the War Measures Act of that year (Yates 1988,
88). The government extended the Industrial Disputes
Investigation Act (IDIA) of 1907 to cover workers in 85
percent of Canadian industry. The IDIA provided for
compulsory conciliation and a mandatory cooling off period
but not for union recognition or mandatory collective
bargaining.

Government hostility to unions, and membership anger

atthe regional leadership for following International union
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policy and failing to support an October 1940 wildcat at
GM-Oshawa, led Canadian leaders to begin more actively
supporting rank-and-file actions (Yates 1988, 90). After
24 Chrysler-Windsor workers were charged for refusing to
stop picketing in front of a war production plant, Canadian
UAW leaders threw their support to the local union.
Canadian Regional Director George Burt was arrested on the
Chrysler picket line and convicted along with 46 others
under the Defence of Canada regulations.

Over the course of the next three years, the union
combined support for illegal strikes with mobilization of
UAW locals to obtain changes in labor legislation and to
protest the government’s wage controls program. Midway
through this period, the U.S. entered the war and the CIO
and UAW adopted the no-strike pledge as part of their
"Victory through Equality of Sacrifice" program. Canadian
autoworkers and the rest of the Canadian Congress of Labor
(CCL) continued to argue, however, that as long as
collective bargaining remained voluntary, labor needed the
strike weapon to force employers to the negotiating table
(Bruce 1988, 267).

As strike momentum built, the dynamics of public
opinion also cut differently in Canada than in the U.S. 1In
the U.S., wildcat strikes in violation of the no-strike
pledge are thought to have been an important reason for the
election of the conservative 1946 Congress and the

subsequent passage of the Taft-Hartley Act. When the
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leadership of the UAW and the CIO supported the no-strike
pledge, they lost the opportunity to argue that strikes
werea reaction to employers’ efforts to take advantage of
workers. In Canada, government and employer opposition to
labor shifted public opinion in favor of unions and the
farmer-labor coalition party, the Canadian Commonwealth
Federation (CCF). Critical in this process was a long
winter strike at the Kirkland Lake gold mine in northern
Ontario (McDowell 1979). While the union there lost its
effort to gain recognition, the episode strengthened the
solidarity of the labor movement and brought them public
sympathy. Strikes were seen as the fault of employers, not
workers.

Labor movement mobilization produced Canada’s massive
1943 strike wave. Industrial unrest and growing support
for the CCF, in turn, led Hepburn to reverse his anti-labor
policy. The Ontario Collective Bargaining Act passed in
April 1943 (McDowell 1979, 190). By the end of 1943--i.e.
before the passage of federal legislation supporting
collective bargaining~-UAW membership in Canada had risen
to 45,000 (Yates 1988, 104). As well as GM workers, this
included Ford Windsor Local 200, which Henry Ford had
recognized (but not granted union security) shortly after

the U.S. UAW won a representation campaign and
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institutional security at the Ford Rouge in Dearborn,
Michigan.48
The resounding provincial defeat of the ircumbent
Liberals in August 1943, the rise of the CCF to the
otficial opposition in Ontario, and the subsequent Liberal
loss of four federal by-elections to the CCF, led Prime
Minister McKenzie King to proclaim Federal PC1003 in
February 1944. While it established a procedure for
certification of unions with majority support, it also
continued the Canadian tradition of compulsory conciliation
before a strike. It also prohibited strikes during an
agreement. Despite these limitations:
In some contrast with the U.S., legislative
protection for trade unions was extracted from a
reluctant state through a combination of strike
activity and the growth of a socialist party
(Huxley et al. 1986, 124).
At the same time, since the legislation was only an Order-
in-Council effective until the end of the war, it had only
a limited effect on trade union opposition to the
government and the level of industrial unrest. Strike

activity continued to focus particularly on the issue of

union security (McDowell 1979, 195).

48 In the U.S., the UAW gained the union shop at Ford
Rouge in 1941, after a walkout, nine-day strike by 91,000
workers and an NLRB-supervised certification election
(Lichtenstein 1986b, 242; Gersuny 1973) The contract
covered workers at all Ford factories in the U.S., even in
distant assembly plants with little union presence in 1941.
The contract provided for the union shop and dues checkoff
(Lichtenstein 1986b, 243).
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The interplay of government labor policy, Communist
Party and CCF policies helped sustain UAW communists’ ties
with other trade union militants as well as developing a
syndicalist tendency within the union. Most UAW communist
activists in Canada did not follow party policy and support
the no-strike pledge because the absence of mandatory
collective bargaining and union security made such a
response impractical. At the same time, CP policy de-
emphasized party politics as part of the effort to
constructa popular front against fascism. This, too,
helped communist activists sustain support among non-
political militants who feared that the CCF’s more partisan
activism would bring back the internecine conflict that had
almost destroyed the union in the late 1930s (Yates 1988,
110).

While it won a contract at Ford in 1941, the Canadian
union did not gain any form of union security until the 99-
day Ford strike which began on September 12, 1945. 1In that
strike, the UAW demanded the union shop and dues check-off.
In early November, when the local, provincial and federal
police threatened to break through the picket-lines, the
union and its supporters barricaded the plant with 2000
vehicles (Roberts and Bullen 1984, 118). Intervention by
Liberal Minister of Health Paul Martin, a UAW ally, led to
a tentative settlement on November 27. After being
promised a sympathetic arbitrator, UAW members approved the

agreement. 1In the settlement reached on January 29, 1946,
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the union lost its bid for a union shop. It gained the
"Rand formula", named after arbitrator Justice Ivan Rand,
which provided for automatic dues check-off from all
employees covered by the agreement, whether union members
or not (Yates 1988, 134-139). At the same time, the
agreement signed on February 21, 1946, committed the union
not to cause or permit its members to participate in a sit-
down, stay-in, slowdown or strike until the grievance
procedure was exhausted and collective action was
authorized by the International union (Yates 1988, 154).
By 1950, 90 percent of Canadian unions had won the Rand
formula (Roberts and Bullen 1984, 119).

At the end of the Ford strike, a number of important
differences between the U.S. and Canadian UAW stood out.
While the auto industry in the two countries had war-time
strike waves of similar magnitudes, local and regional UAW
leaders in Canada more often supported this militancy than
their U.S. counterparts. War-time and recognition strike
actions probably had the active support of larger fractions
of the rank-and-file. Canadian UAW activists also gained
more conviction in the importance of political mobilization
because of its role in achieving Canada‘’s belated versions
of the Wagner Act. The Canadian experience of the Homer
Martin period had produced a stronger institutional
constraint on union centralization in the form of the
District Council. 1In addition, the radical left retained a

stronger shop floor base in Canada than in the U.S.
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Canada’s status as a separate country made it possible tor
the Canadian region to practice more "“irresponsible
unionism" without provoking the major automakers to call
off the whole postwar compromise. These differences
explain why it took a decade longer to stabilize the
postwar auto pattern of development in Canada after the war
than it did in the U.sS.

One critical aspect of the slow consolidation of the
postwar requlatory structure was the Reuther Caucus’s
failure to establish as dominant a position within the
union in Canada. At the 1947 convention, George Burt
defeated the Reuther Caucus candidate by about 140 to 131
votes. Burt was running as the candidate of what Yates
(1988, 161) calls the "Left Caucus"--"a loose coalition of
Communists, left-wing CCFers, nationalists and other
militant trade unionists." He was one of only four non-
Reuther caucus candidates to win a post on the UAW IEB and
one of only two to retain his position over the whole
term.

While he joined the Reuther caucus soon after the 1947
convention as a matter of political survival, Burt owed his
position to, and remained somewhat dependent on the Left
caucus. He thus helped it to avoid marginalization. For
example, when in January 1948 the International union
refused to reappoint five members of the Left caucus to the
Regional staff, ostensibly for austerity reasons, Burt used

a nationalist appeal against "international interference"
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in Canadian affairs to rally resistance to the firings.
Ultimately, three of them were rescinded in a compromise
that also saw the appointment of two Reuther supporters.
One of the three reappointed, Paul Siren, would provide the
Left with a critical source of support within the Regional
office for the next decade.

The presence of an organized opposition with the
potential power to oust him put Burt in the same position
as the leaders of large locals in the U.S. such as Carl
Stelluto of Ford Rouge Local 500. To stay in office, Burt
had to cater to the concerns of the left even as he tried
to mollify the Reuther Administration in Detroit.
International staff positions in the YU.S., moreover, could
not be used to bring Canadian opposition leaders into the
Reuther caucus. The Canadian Director himself had only a
skeletal staff and thus limited patronage at his disposal.

Two other postwar incidents demonstrated the
continuing influence of the left in the Canadian UAW. 1In
the first, after Windsor Local 240 drafted a statement
similar to the Taft-Hartley affidavit, which barred
communists from holding union office, the District Council
passed a resolution instructing the local to reconsider its
action (Yates 1988, 165). 1In the second, when the CIO
kicked out the UE in the U.S. for being communist-
influenced, the UAW in Canada passed a resolution
supporting the action. In Canada, after a Left Caucus

challenge to a District C