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FOREWORD

This comprehensive work is guided at its core by an
in-depth understanding of the essential nature of
globalization reshaping virtually every facet of
human activity in the United States and around the
world. Competition and survival in the new global
economy are driven by knowledge and innovation at
all levels of the workforce. The student, the worker,
the teacher, the scholar, and the entrepreneur: all
need to understand how the rules of the global
economy are being made—and will be made for
years to come. Human potential and ability make
the difference. In a book I wrote with Marc Tucker a
few years back titled Thinking for a Living: Educa-
tion and the Wealth of Nations, we emphasized that
workers at the point of production must be able to
think and decide for themselves, and we pointed to
the need for national policies that would build lad-
ders of training and skill development from high
school through community college and other educa-
tional institutions. The lives of U. S. workers and em-
ployers, we found, are a constant search for new and
relevant skills and insights that provide security and
opportunity. Of course workers face personal, social,
and institutional barriers to achieving the knowl-
edge that will keep their skills razor-sharp. Govern-
ments, employers, worker groups, unions, schools,
faith-based organizations, and other institutions all
must recognize the “knowledge gaps” faced by work-
ers and find ways within their institutional limits to
help bridge those gaps.

Work in America: An Encyclopedia of History,
Policy, and Society is a source of the trustworthy
knowledge and research that all of us, especially
students, require for educational and career
achievement. It provides a thoughtful source for

plumbing the new realities of our knowledge and
innovation-driven global economy. The editors,
along with dozens of nationally well-regarded
scholars, analysts, and writers, have provided an
intellectual blueprint to the realities of our compet-
itive, innovation-driven economy and the implica-
tions and effects of these changes upon critical in-
stitutions. Every significant area of economic and
work life and scholarship is addressed herein. Con-
tributed entries of quality and depth address busi-
ness and industry, union and labor relations, the
importance of education and training, the nature
of compensation and benefits, major demographic
and social trends, economic principles, law and
public policy, government organizations, arts and
the media, home and family, and the major systems
of thought that have shaped our knowledge of the
economy, business management, and human capi-
tal. The editors address developing trends of great
importance to the future U. S. economy and the in-
dividuals who shape policy, including entries on
immigration, welfare and the working poor, dis-
crimination and diversity, and the expansion of fe-
male participation in the workforce and work-fam-
ily concerns. The entries were not assigned to
advance the interests of narrow ideologies or per-
spectives but to incorporate the best research and
sources from all major points of view. For those
who seek further exploration, the lists of recom-
mended further reading and research are treasure
troves of the best analysis, writing, and scholarship
in every aspect of employment, labor, and eco-
nomic study. You need no other tool to begin a
journey of discovery into the U.S. workforce and
the scholars who study it.
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It is of little surprise to me that the wise archi-
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PREFACE

The study of work and the workforce in the United
States has broad appeal, for nearly all of us go to
work, want to earn a good living, and value the role
of careers in our lives. Unlike the social democracies
of Europe, where social welfare programs provide a
more secure fallback for the unemployed, and unlike
developing nations, where many millions of people
remain tied to the land and agriculture, the laws and
policies of the United States encourage paid, skilled
employment, often in large organizations. For most
people in the United States, moving forward in a ca-
reer requires that workers learn, acquire, and adopt
new skills, rather than compile longevity or trade on
family or institutional associations.

As editors, we entered into this project with en-
thusiasm about the study of work and the work-
force as a cross-disciplinary subject. Work touches
all aspects of life in U.S. society. The dignity of
work is a cornerstone of social justice, respect for
work and workers is essential in a just society, and
work pursued freely is a democratizing force. Work
is at the core of the emerging social and transna-
tional conflicts in the twenty-first century such as
globalization, the gap between rich and poor, sus-
tainable development, and the roots of the spread
of terrorism and militancy.

In the early 1990s, the Clinton administration cre-
ated the Dunlop Commission to develop solutions to
the challenges facing the changing workplace. The
commission brought together the most significant
collection of thinkers and leaders on workforce is-
sues in many decades. In its final report in the mid-
1990s, the Dunlop Commission noted that the work-
place had become the central formal institution in
U.S. society. Their declaration was prescient.

As of 2003, Americans spend more time in the
workplace than citizens of most other industrial-
ized nations. Majorities of working Americans put
in overtime, and surprisingly large numbers work
more than one job. The workplace is our most in-
clusive institution, as the vast majority of adult
women now have earned income. Workplaces—
particularly those of larger employers—reflect the
racial and ethnic diversity of the population. In con-
trast with many European and Asian industrialized
nations, most Americans access their safety net of
health and retirement benefits through their em-
ployers, rather than federal programs. In the United
States, the workplace is where many conflicts over
rights and racial or sexual discrimination are
brought to the courts. In addition, the workplace
has become a center of learning, for job training
and even formal education programs. As the Dun-
lop Commission noted:

Our main national asset is a skilled and hard-
working workforce. In an ever-more global econ-
omy, the quality of the workplace affects not only
the individual enterprise and its employees, but
also national economic growth and productivity
performance.

In the two volumes of this encyclopedia, we pro-
vide through more than 250 concise entries—a
comprehensive portrait of work and the workforce
in the United States. An editorial advisory board in-
cluding a leading private sector human resource ex-
pert, a labor historian, and social scientist worked
with us to design the full list of entries. At times,
scholars contacted us with suggestions for addi-
tional topics, which we accepted.

We focus largely on developments since the In-
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dustrial Revolution through the emergence of the
new information economy and its aftermath. These
entries interpret and explain the roles of economics,
public policy and the law, human and civil rights,
culture in society, and the individual in acting upon,
reflecting, and changing our evolving work life,
workplace, and economy. The paramount role and
influence of work as an economic force is reflected
in the volumes, as is the significance of unpaid, un-
derpaid, exploited, and dangerous work throughout
U.S. economic history. More than eighty creden-
tialed scholars and analysts, experts in these various
disciplines, wrote the entries. Work in America: An
Encyclopedia of History, Policy, and Society involves
these topic areas:

+ Definitions and ideas in labor economics,
labor law, employment policy, and material
culture, ranging from the Sherman Antitrust
Act to the earned income tax credit and the
Americans with Disabilities Act;

+ Key historical events in the transformation
and development of work; the evolution of
employment sectors, occupations, and skills,
with entries ranging from the Triangle Shirt-
waist Fire to the dot-com revolution;

* The impacts of work on families and com-
munities, with particular focus on how
women, minority populations, immigrants,
and children have experienced and affected
work, including discrimination, slavery, and
labor exploitation;

+ Work and the needs of workers as they are
embedded in political economics and politi-
cal science;

+ The essential national and international
labor institutions that affect work, from the
AFL-CIO to the World Trade Organization;

* The essential thinkers and critics of work in-
cluding Studs Terkel, William Julius Wilson,
and Peter Drucker; associated schools of
thoughts, including socialism, capitalism,
and democratic movements;

+ The corporation and its influence over time
on the public, political, and social forces
shaping work;

+ Prominent public policies and changes af-
fecting the workforce such as affirmative ac-
tion, immigration law, and occupational
health and safety regulations;

+ The rise of corporate management as a sci-
ence from Taylor to Deming;

« Critical events, people, conflicts, and changes
in the history of trade unionism and orga-
nized labor;

+ The effects of globalization and information
technology on work;

* Work and the family, and work and relation-
ships.

At the end of each entry, readers will find cross-
references to related entries within the work and a
list of references and related readings. We strongly
urge readers to make use of the recommended
books and reports referenced throughout the ency-
clopedia; these are consistently the best and most
important research and journalism to be found on
the topics.

Work in America places strong emphasis on the
ways in which work and workers themselves are
represented and interpreted in mass and elite cul-
ture and affected by the explosion in entertainment
and information media outlets. Art and media re-
flect back to us various aspects of public controver-
sies around economic winners and losers and our
perceptions of what is “good work” (a police officer)
and what is “bad work” (a security guard). Millions
of Americans enter or seek jobs every day because
they have identified with the image and iconogra-
phy of that job portrayed on television. We include
entries on work in the visual arts, work in cinema,
and work in television, and humor and work. Media
organizations including the Wall Street Journal,
BusinessWeek, and Fortune are profiled. Work in
America also provides helpful overviews of key ref-
erence areas, such as the range of U.S. occupations
and comprehensive overviews of capitalism, demo-
cratic socialism, and communism.

Many entries in the encyclopedia endeavor to
draw the connections between work as a necessary
and economic reality and as an expression of indi-
vidual meaning and culture for virtually every living
adult. Work is a powerful field of inquiry because
work touches virtually everyone’s life every day. All
adults pass through the cycle of educating and train-
ing for work, holding a job, and performing in a job.
Yet the economic conflict inherent in capitalism cre-
ates tensions among workers that manifest them-
selves in major social and class conflict.

The process of work encapsulates an array of



vital human experiences that must be examined
from economic, social, personal, and cultural per-
spectives. Work in America uses crisp and accessi-
ble language to draw a portrait of this diverse,
changing, complex, and enormously relevant uni-
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verse. We hope readers use these volumes to learn
more about the world of work and their place in it.

Carl E. Van Horn
and Herbert A. Schaffner






U.S. LABOR AND INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS
HISTORIOGRAPHY: A REVIEW ESSAY

This essay reviews the origins and development of
the disciplines of U.S. labor history, beginning in the
late nineteenth century, and industrial relations,
which emerged in the early twentieth century,
through the first few years of the twenty-first century.
Schools of thought, important subfields, and several
noteworthy scholarly debates will be discussed
within the context of a detailed literature review of
these two disciplinary fields. Although this historio-
graphical essay chronicles more than a century of
scholarship, one must realize that dramatic changes
have occurred within the U.S. workforce during this
time period. Although half of the U.S. population
lived in cities and half lived in rural areas in 1890,
many workers were still employed in agricultural
jobs in spite of the nation’s rapid industrialization
after the Civil War. Throughout the first few decades
of the twentieth century, manufacturing industry
employment continued to expand, and the United
States emerged as the foremost industrial power at
the conclusion of World War II in 1945. However, in
the 1950s, the rate of manufacturing employment
began to decline with the concomitant rise of service
sector jobs; white-collar jobs outnumbered blue-col-
lar jobs for the first time in U.S. history. With the
tremendous advances that occurred in communica-
tion technologies and the continued growth of ser-
vice sector jobs in the latter part of the twentieth cen-
tury, scholars have noted a transition from an
industrial to a postindustrial economy. At the start of
the twenty-first century, approximately four out of
five jobs are located in service industries, and more
and more occupations are connected to the increas-
ingly pervasive electronic technology that has
emerged in the everyday lives of the U.S. population.

Scholarly study of both U.S.labor history and in-
dustrial relations can be traced back to the labor
scholarship of a number of institutional labor econ-
omists-historians from the University of Wisconsin,
now known as the Wisconsin School, who wrote
during the late nineteenth and early twentieth cen-
turies. Richard T. Ely, John R. Commons, Selig Perl-
man, and other colleagues wrote numerous vol-
umes devoted to the history of the U.S. labor
movement and U.S. industrialization (Ely 1886;
Commons et al. 1910-1911, 1918-1935; Perlman
1922, 1928). Although these works provided a
tremendous amount of detail, these studies over-
whelmingly focused on an examination of the de-
velopment and implementation of policies in labor
unions’ national headquarters and provided an ide-
ological defense for the business union orientation
of the American Federation of Labor (AFL) unions
and the federation’s leader, Samuel Gompers, as well
as other mainstream labor organizations, such as
the railroad brotherhoods. Although the Wisconsin
School reformist economists were not monolithic in
their approach to labor scholarship, for the most
part, they neglected to examine local developments
in labor history and viewed the practice of labor
radicalism, such as that evidenced by the Industrial
Workers of the World (IWW) in the first two
decades of the twentieth century, as a form of ex-
treme pathology.

Another early-twentieth-century center of labor
scholarship that adopted an institutional approach
was known as the Johns Hopkins School. Inspired by
Sidney and Beatrice Webb’s (1897) detailed studies
of union work rules, by-laws, wage rates, and judicial
procedures in England, these labor researchers fo-
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cused their efforts on examining union-exclusive
practices, apprenticeship programs, standard rates,
and responses to technological changes in the work-
place (Hollander and Barnett 1912; Ashworth 1915;
Hoxie 1917; Barnett 1926).

Some scholarship in the early twentieth century
clearly rejected the Wisconsin School’s view of labor
radicalism as pathology. Although much early his-
toriography of radical labor can be characterized as
heavily polemical, early scholars focused on work-
ers as historical agents in the construction of labor
history as opposed to an elite focus on the ideology
and practice of union leaders. The best of this early
scholarship is represented by Bimba’s (1927) Marx-
ist approach. In an early sympathetic, but not ex-
plicitly political, study of the IWW, Parker (1920)
argued that the success of the radical union was
based on the camaraderie and status that the IWW
provided for marginal workers who were psycho-
logically and socially alienated, probably because
they had been largely ignored by the AFL and its af-
filiated unions.

The Wisconsin School also was instrumental in
the birth of industrial relations as a field of aca-
demic study and professional practice in 1920. Al-
though the Wisconsin School scholars were inter-
ested in virtually all aspects of the employment
relationship, their focus on teaching and research
primarily in labor history and collective bargaining
and their belief that trade unions were necessary
for solving the “labor problem” (labor management
conflict and inequity) led to the emergence of the
subfield of personnel management within indus-
trial relations. In the early 1920s, scholars in this
new branch, who were largely opposed in both
practice and principle to labor unions and collec-
tive bargaining, focused on the managerial side of
the employment relationship in the areas of recruit-
ment, selection, compensation, training, and moti-
vation of employees (Tead and Metcalf 1920; Tead
1921; Scott and Clothier 1923).

Another school of thought, the human relations
movement, the subfield of industrial sociology,
emerged from the industrial experiments con-
ducted at the Hawthorne (Illinois) plant of the
Western Electric Company from 1924 to 1932. The
Harvard University scholars involved in analyzing
the Hawthorne studies’ data concluded that em-
ployees’ work performances are significantly influ-
enced by their emotional states and attitudes to-
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ward work, the plants work environment, their
coworkers, and their supervisors (Mayo 1933;
Roethlisberger and Dickson 1939; Mayo 1945).
Reaching its zenith in the decade after World War II,
the human relations movement gradually declined
in importance until the new field of organizational
behavior absorbed it in the early 1960s.

In spite of a handful of studies challenging the
Wisconsin School’s view of labor history, consti-
tuting the study of trade union leader behavior
and the practice of collective bargaining, the Wis-
consin School remained the dominant school of
thought in U.S. labor scholarship for more than
half a century. Although Perlman’s star student,
Philip Taft, would come to criticize the master for
developing a theory concerning the job conscious-
ness of U.S. workers and the U.S. labor movement
that had not been empirically verified and that “re-
ally does not help us to understand the behavior of
workers or employers,” (Taft 1976, 256) in his own
lengthy career, the prolific Taft (1957, 1959, 1964)
never ventured beyond the focusing on leaders
and trade unions as institutions in his works on
the history of the AFL and its industrial union-ori-
ented rival, the Congress of Industrial Organiza-
tions (CIO).

It was not until after World War II that labor his-
tory began to move away from the Wisconsin
School’s narrow institutional framework with the
“democratization” of the field. At this time, labor
history became an acceptable subject of study,
with more people entering the profession from ex-
plicitly immigrant and working-class backgrounds
(Brody 1979, 112). Around the same time, Marxist
Philip Foner published the first volume in his ten-
volume history of the U.S. labor movement (Foner
1947-1994). Although Foner did not adopt an ex-
plicit theory of the historical agency of the working
class or of the trade union as an instrument of rela-
tions with capital, he wrote partisan history in de-
fense of working-class interests. Foner assumed
the existence of class conflict, which leads to class
consciousness and innumerable instances of work-
ing-class militancy. Of course, significant works in
the tradition of the Wisconsin School were gener-
ated in the 1950s and the 1960s (Ulman 1955; Perl-
man 1958, 1961, 1962; Galenson 1960; Ozanne
1967), although it would soon be supplanted by
other historiographical orientations.

The flourishing of U.S. labor history as a field of
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historical inquiry coincided with the publication of
anew journal, Labor History (1960), devoted specif-
ically to academic research in the field. In the 1960s,
through the works of David Brody (1960, 1965), Irv-
ing Bernstein (1960, 1970), Herbert Gutman
(1959ab, 1960, 1961, 1962, 1963, 1964, 1965ab,
1966), and Melvyn Dubofsky (1968), work in labor
history took a broader perspective by also focusing
on the history of the U.S. worker as opposed to only
trade unions per se. In addition, the publications of
two British historians, E. P. Thompson (1963) and
Eric Hobsbawm (1964), motivated U.S. labor histo-
rians to continue to focus on writing history from
the perspective of working people. Herbert Gut-
man, the grand master of this historiographical
perspective in the United States, by the time of his
death in 1985, contributed numerous articles and
three path-breaking books in this tradition (Gut-
man 1975, 1976a, 1976b).

During the 1960s, when labor history was begin-
ning to examine the experience of all U.S. workers
as opposed to just trade unions or trade union offi-
cials per se, important federal government legisla-
tion was passed, which provided protection for the
historically more marginalized workers in the labor
force. The Equal Pay Act (1963) prohibited employ-
ers from paying female workers less than their male
counterparts when they performed substantially
the same job duties at work. Title VII of the Civil
Rights Act (1964) prevented employers from dis-
crimination in hiring and promotion based on the
five protected classes of race, color, religion, sex, and
national origin. Finally, the Age Discrimination in
Employment Act (1967) prohibited employers from
terminating older employees (those who were over
40 years old) merely on the basis of their age.

Consistent with this approach of the worker as a
historical agent in labor history, the new labor his-
tory, beginning in the 1970s, examined the impor-
tance of worker experience on the shop floor
(Montgomery 1976, 1979, 1987; Stone 1974). A sec-
ond branch of shop-floor history that emerged dur-
ing this decade, epitomized by Harry Braverman’s
(1974) classic monograph, focused on manage-
ment’s role in shaping the labor process and the be-
havior of the U.S. worker through the adoption of
the principles of scientific management. Braver-
mans book inspired a host of studies (Zimbalist
1979) and not only reinvigorated, but theoretically
enriched, the related field of industrial sociology by

making the shop floor and the labor process a cen-
tral focus in examining U.S. workers and their rela-
tionship to management (Burawoy, 1979, 1985).
Such work extended the path-breaking industrial
sociological work of Donald Roy (1952, 1953, 1954,
1958).

On the eve of the new labor history’s emergence,
radical movements within U.S. labor history began
to receive more credence than they had in the recent
past. Melvyn Dubofsky’s (1969) definitive history of
the IWW along with several other books dealing
with this specific trade union organization ap-
peared at this time (Foner 1965; Renshaw 1967;
Tyler 1967; Conlin 1970). Beginning in the 1970s,
there would be a similar scholarly renaissance with
respect to other radical movements within U.S.
labor history.

Because of the important role that the U. S.
Communist Party (CP), the largest and most sig-
nificant radical political party, played in the twenti-
eth-century U.S. labor movement, there have been
studies covering CP’s activities within the unions.
Early works, such as Saposs (1926) and Schneider
(1928), discuss the CP’s attempts to influence
union activities and policies during the early
1920s. Although Saposs’s (1926) early work was
critical, but not unsympathetic to the CP, his book
written more than three decades later was not
friendly toward the party (Saposs 1959). Kampel-
man’s (1957) study is similarly hostile toward the
CP’s activities within the CIO.

Studies on communism and trade unions,
adopting a variety of orientations, accelerated in the
1970s and the 1980s. For example, Keeran (1979,
1980) wrote two largely sympathetic and uncritical
studies of the party’s involvement in the United
Auto Workers (UAW). Klehr’s (1984) book includes
extensive discussion of the party’s role in the U.S.
trade unions during the 1930s and argues that the
CP’s policies were ultimately determined in
Moscow. A former Trotskyist who was active in the
UAW, Cochran (1977) critically assesses the CP’s ac-
tivities and tactics within the unions over three
decades while Levenstein (1981) provides a bal-
anced account of the party’s role within the CIO.
There have been several scholarly studies of the ac-
tivities and ideologies of William Z. Foster, the lead-
ing U.S. trade union Communist (Johanningsmeier
1989, 1993; Devinatz 1996a; Barrett 1999,2002).

Much interesting work is still being done on the
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CP’s role within the U.S. trade union movement. For
example, there were a number of articles in 2002
and 2003 concerning new archival evidence with
respect to the CP membership of Walter Reuther,
the former UAW president, during the mid to late
1930s (Devinatz 2002, 2003; Lichtenstein 2003). In
addition, scholars such as Johanningsmeier (2001)
have provided new interpretations based on mate-
rial found in the Russian State Archive of Social and
Political History. Although other left-wing groups
were active within the U.S. labor movement at the
same time as the CP, there has been a paucity of re-
search on the role of the Trotskyists (Myers 1977;
Alexander 1991; Dollinger and Dollinger 2000) and
the Lovestoneities (Alexander 1981) when com-
pared with that of the CP.

Because the organization, growth, and stabiliza-
tion of the CIO contributed to the revival of the U.S.
labor movement by the end of World War II, many
scholars have devoted significant efforts to chroni-
cling this organization and its affiliated unions.
Studies in the 1950s and early 1960s on the CIO
came out of the Wisconsin School tradition (Seid-
man 1953; Morris 1958; Galenson 1960; Taft 1964).
However, by 1970, Preis’s (1964) Trotskyist analysis
and seminal works by Bernstein (1970) and Fine
(1969) placed the CIO on the historical map and
moved scholarship on this organization away from
the Wisconsin School orbit.

Work on CIO-related topics exploded in the
1970s. Significant studies of a number of the feder-
ation’s affiliated unions have been written on the
UAW (Friedlander 1975; Barnard 1983; Halpern
1988; Lichtenstein 1995), the United Electrical
Workers (Schatz 1983; Filipelli and McColloch
1995), the United Rubber Workers (Nelson
1988(Two Nelsons with 1988 publication.)), the
International Longshoremen’s and Warehousemen’s
Union (Kimmeldorf 1988(Not in references); Nel-
son 1988(Two Nelsons with 1998 publication.)),
the United Steelworkers (Brody 1987; McColloch
1987), the Transport Workers (Freeman 1989), the
Farm Equipment Workers (Rosswurm and Gilpin
1986; Gilpin 1989; Devinatz 1996b), and the United
Packinghouse Workers (Halpern 1997; Horowitz
1997). However, the most comprehensive and land-
mark study of the CIO incorporating archival re-
search remains Zieger’s (1995) institutional history
of the organization.

Research on the CIO’s relationship to African-
American workers (Foner 1974; Meier and Rudwick
1979; Harris 1982) and women workers (Clive
1979; Anderson 1982; Gabin 1982; Strom 1983;
Ruiz 1987) have appeared with increasing fre-
quency. In addition, studies of the CIO in the tradi-
tion of the new social history—the use of social
scientific research techniques to examine the
worker within the context of the home, neighbor-
hood, and workplace—have appeared, linking the
federations rise with ethnic groups (Meier and
Rudwick 1979; Gerstle 1989). Finally, on a related
note, Lynd’s “We Are All Leaders”™ The Alternative
Unionism of the Early 1930s (1996) argues that the
conservative bureaucracy of the CIO eliminated
and replaced an “alternative unionism” that was
more inherently radical and democratic during the
upsurge of U.S.labor militancy of the 1930s.

In spite of the broader orientations of the “new
labor history;” it appears that class analysis still
takes precedence over gender analysis. Fink (1993)
states that women have been incompletely inte-
grated, at best; marginalized; and, at times, com-
pletely ignored in labor history. Arguing from a
similar perspective, Baron (1991) points out that
labor history is still a bastion dominated by male
workers, although Faue (1993) points out the legiti-
macy of the view that women’s history and labor
history have remained distinct historical branches
to some degree although some studies have suc-
cessfully integrated these two subfields. In spite of
these criticisms, a gendered labor history does
exist.

For example, in an examination of the well-
known 1860 strike of Lynn, Massachusetts, shoe-
workers, Blewett (1983) discusses the gendered
workplace strategies of collective organization
among women workers. Faue (1991) has developed
a gendered class perspective concerning how men
and women workers, who built the Minneapolis
CIO, rooted their unions in the community while
addressing concerns in the reproductive sphere.
Other important works in labor history containing
a gendered analysis include Benson (1986), Cooper
(1987), Lamphere (1987), Westwood (1985),
Blewett (1988), Cobble (1991), and Frank (1994).

Race has received significantly more attention in
labor history scholarship than has gender. Roediger
(1991) popularized the significance of “whiteness”
in U.S. labor history by arguing that upon the loss of
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their skills and workplace autonomy in the early
nineteenth century, white workingmen constructed
an identity of whiteness to compensate for their
feelings of alienation and degradation experienced
in the workplace. Through this formulation white
workers viewed the African-American population
as the “other” and began to treat wealthy white men,
their class adversaries, as racial allies. The emer-
gence of “whiteness studies” within U.S. labor his-
tory has generated many proponents in support of
the whiteness framework (Holt 1994; Lott
1995(1993 in references); Barrett 2001; Nelson
2001) as well as critics (Towers 1998; Arneson(Ar-
nesen in references.) 2001; Brody 2001; Reed
2001).

The emergence of African American labor schol-
arship was rooted in the old labor history, which
condemned the racism of white workers, argued
that all workers shared common interests, and
called for the unity of black and white labor (Trotter
1994). Later works focused on the proletarianiza-
tion of African American workers in different geo-
graphic locations (Trotter 1985, 1990), and the
building of African American unions (Harris 1977)
or interracial unions (Rachleff 1984; Arneson(Ar-
nesen in references.) 1991). Studies also have been
conducted demonstrating the interrelationship be-
tween the roles of African American workers, inter-
racial unions, and the early civil rights movement
(Korstad and Lichtenstein 1988; Halpern 1991;
Stein 1991; Honey 1993). Finally, there have been
historical works documenting the role of African
American labor radicalism (Painter 1979; Naiso
1983; Kelley 1990).

With respect to Latino labor history, Guerin-
Gonzales (1994a) discusses in great detail the twen-
tieth-century research in the field, from the earliest
studies in the 1920s through the early 1990s. Ac-
cording to Guerin-Gonzales (1994a), much research
in this field focuses on farm labor, including well-
known studies of Mexican immigrant and Mexican
American workers such as the monograph by
McWilliams (1939) and two books by Ernesto
Galarza (1964, 1970). These latter two works dis-
cuss the plight of the farmworkers, which is brought
on by the California agriculture industry’s discrimi-
natory labor relations practices,and documents the
attempts of these workers to organize labor unions
from the 1940s through the 1970s.

Many works have been written of the organiz-

ing, struggles, and strikes of the United Farm Work-
ers and the leadership role played by Cesar Chavez
in the 1960s and the early 1970s (Dunne 1967;
Mathiessen 1969; Day 1971; Taylor 1975; Kushner
1975; Levy 1975).

Concerning Asian American labor, Friday
(1994a) points out that these workers were virtually
ignored in labor scholarship until Jones’s (1970) ar-
ticle appeared in Labor History, and it was not until
1984 that five more articles in the field had been
published in the journal (Ichioka 1980; Masson and
Guimary 1981; Takaki 1982; Posadas 1982; Alma-
guer 1984). Much of the literature related to Asian
American labor appears within the context of
broader studies of the Asian American experience
and is found in a variety of history, ethnohistory,
sociological, industrial relations, and economics
journals (Friday 1994a). Major books in the field in-
clude Kwong (1979), Takaki (1983), Cheng and
Bonacich (1984), Kodama-Nishimoto, Nishimoto,
and Oshiro (1984), Beechert (1985), Yu (1992), and
Friday (1994b).

During World War II, US. labor economics
began to move away from the purely historical-in-
stitutional approach of the Wisconsin School. With
a significant expansion in union membership
based on the organization of the basic industries
(auto, rubber, steel, etc.) by the mid-1940s, labor
economists became interested in how collective
bargaining affected union wage policies. Books by
Dunlop (1944) and Ross (1948) offered alternative
theories and dominated discussion of union wage
policy throughout the late 1940s and early 1950s.
Dunlop (1944) viewed trade union behavior to be
best represented by an economic model in which
the organization functioned as a market enterprise.
In contrast, Ross (1948) theorized the trade union
as primarily a political entity that operated within
the context of an economic environment.

Throughout the 1950s and early 1960s, a pri-
mary interest of labor economists remained how
unionism affected wage determination; studies
were performed to determine how collective bar-
gaining impacted wage rates in various industries
(Rees 1951; Sobotka 1953; Sobel 1954; Rayack
1958; Lurie 1961). During this era, the classic treat-
ment of this subject was Lewis’s (1963) book, which
labor economists acknowledge as a major impetus
toward the development of an analytical and quan-
titative approach to labor economics.
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In addition to these wage determination stud-
ies, in the late 1950s and early 1960s, labor econo-
mists became interested in the concept of human
capital, which is capital embodied in people as op-
posed to factories, machinery, etc. Pioneering
scholars in the development of human capital the-
ory include Mincer (1958), Schultz (1961), and
Becker (1964) who examined issues such as the
rate of return on investment in formal schooling,
on-the-job training, etc. By the mid-1970s, more
than 100 studies dealing with human capital the-
ory, including criticisms (Berg 1971; Thurow 1972;
Bowles and Gintis 1975), had been published in the
labor economic literature.

Although the orientation of U.S. labor history
away from the Wisconsin School began approxi-
mately during the mid-twentieth century, the post-
war decade from approximately 1945 through 1960
represented the peak of U.S. industrial relations re-
search. This fifteen-year period coincided with the
peak of union density in the United States (35 per-
cent) and the inception of a major academic jour-
nal in the field, Industrial and Labor Relations Re-
view (1947). During this era, much industrial
relations research was multidisciplinary in nature,
with significant contributions coming from schol-
ars in the fields of economics, history, law, psychol-
ogy, and sociology (Derber et al. 1953; Kornhauser,
Dubin, and Ross 1954; Golden and Parker 1955).
And at the end of the 1950s, Dunlop’s (1958) path-
breaking theoretical work , which provided a gen-
eral theory of the field, appeared, arguing that the
major industrial relations actors were directly im-
pacted by the web of rules that were found in every
industrial relations system. Even after this book’s
publication, scholars argued that industrial rela-
tions lacked an integrative theoretical framework
(Chamberlain 1960; Aronson 1961; Derber 1964;
Heneman 1969; Somers 1969).

In the 1960s, the dominant industrial relations
monograph was Walton and McKersie’s (1965) clas-
sic text. A second major academic journal, Indus-
trial Relations (1961), appeared at the start of the
decade as did a significant cross-cultural study
(Kerr, Dunlop, Harbison, and Myers 1960). This
book argued in favor of the “convergence hypothe-
sis, that is, the belief that the industrialization
process leads the economic, political, and social
systems of nations to converge to a single measure
such as an open society, a dramatic decrease in
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class conflict, and an increasing role for the govern-
ment in labor market regulation.

Although there were no books that dominated
the field in the 1970s, there was increasing growth
of U.S. public sector unionism aided by President
Kennedy’s issuance of Executive Order 10988 in
1962, which gave most public sector employees the
right to bargain collectively,and the passage of state
laws. The Journal of Collective Negotiations in the
Public Sector (1972) emerged and began to publish
scholarly research on public sector collective bar-
gaining. During the 1980s, three scholarly mono-
graphs were written, devoted to theory construc-
tion that critically impacted industrial relations
(Barbash 1984; Freeman and Medoff 1984; Kochan,
Katz, and McKersie 1986). Barbash (1984), writing
in the tradition of the Wisconsin School, conceptu-
alized employment relationship problems to be
rooted in the conflict between managements em-
phasis on achieving efficiency and the workers’ de-
sire for job security. Freeman and Medoff (1984)
developed the exit/voice model of trade unionism
in which they argue that voice mechanisms, such as
grievance procedures in labor contracts, help in-
crease economic efficiency through reduced em-
ployee turnover, increased productivity, and im-
proved managerial behavior. Finally, Kochan, Katz,
and McKersie (1986) created a strategic choice
framework for analyzing the development and in-
terrelationship of union and nonunion economic
sectors. Another theoretical contribution during
this decade includes Wheeler’s (1985) integrative
theory of industrial conflict. In addition, this
decade saw the emergence the Journal of Labor Re-
search (1980), and the research volume series, Ad-
vances in Industrial and Labor Relations (1985),
which contained numerous scholarly articles on
important industrial relations topics.

The 1990s brought a continuing decline in union
density. Labor advocates and experts supported a
variety of reforms to expand union influence but no
new governmental legislation, extending the rights
of employees to organize unions or to collectively
bargain, was passed during this decade. However,
two federal laws, the Americans with Disabilities Act
(ADA) and the Family Medical Leave Act (FMLA),
were enacted at this time, which expanded the rights
of workers as individual employees. The ADA (1991)
mandated that employers make reasonable accom-
modations for disabled workers who were qualified
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to perform the job, and the FMLA (1993) provided
employees with up to twelve weeks of unpaid leave
per year to deal with family medical emergencies.

During this time, when individual employment
rights were expanding while unions remained on
the defensive, academic interest in alternatives to
traditional trade unionism and collective bargaining
as well as nonunion employment relations appeared
on industrial relations scholars’ agenda. Jacoby
(1997) demonstrated the resilience of the nonunion
model of U.S. employment relations and showed
how it was able to become the dominant model of
employment relations during the last few decades of
the twentieth century. At the end of the twentieth
century, several scholars outlined alternatives to tra-
ditional trade unionism, which provide employees
with voice and some form of collective representa-
tion (Kaufman 2000; Kaufman and Taras 2000).

With the voluminous research conducted
within the new labor history paradigm during the
last four decades, Brody (1979), Montgomery
(1980), Kazin (1987), and Kimeldorf (1991) have
called for a synthesis of the multitude of studies of
different groups of workers located in various ge-
ographies and industries. In spite of all of the criti-
cisms launched against the Wisconsin School of
labor history, the Commons-Perlman framework
remains the touchstone for much research, and the
only coherent synthesis, in U.S. labor history
(Brody 1979; Montgomery 1980; Kazin 1987;
Kimeldorf 1991). And although the major U.S. in-
dustrial relations journals still carry articles on
trade unionism and collective bargaining, Kauf-
man (1993, 180) calls for industrial relations schol-
ars to return to “cross-disciplinary research, the
collection of primary data, interviews with com-
pany and union officials, and immersion in the
nitty-gritty of institutional details and daily prac-
tice” This is the methodology that was used by the
Wisconsin School labor scholars in the first few
decades of the twentieth century. Thus, in the first
decade of the twenty-first century, the Wisconsin
School still casts a large shadow over the fields of
U.S. labor history and industrial relations.

Victor G. Devinatz
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Affirmative Action
Affirmative action is a federally mandated process
intended to ensure that access to employment and
promotion is not restricted because of race, religion,
gender, or national origin. By 1974 the categories of
individuals covered under affirmative action
expanded to include employees over forty, disabled
individuals, and Vietnam-era veterans. The most
common criticism of affirmative action is that it
establishes a quota system that privileges the hiring
of women and minorities, with too little regard to
qualifications. Proponents counter that what affir-
mative action actually requires is that hiring be
nondiscriminatory within a specific pool of quali-
fied applicants. Affirmative action was envisioned as
a temporary means to achieve equitable employ-
ment opportunities for those who historically faced
workplace discrimination. When the workplace
replicated the labor pool, the measures could be
relaxed or discarded. Affirmative action enjoyed
bipartisan political support until the 1980s, as well
as the support of business and the public.
Affirmative action emerged from New Deal con-
cepts that tried to end employment practices that
openly discriminated against African Americans.
Centuries of slavery, segregation, race-based
employment restrictions, and Jim Crow laws (which
legislated racial segregation in all aspects of society
including work, housing, and recreation) had rein-
forced racial hierarchies in hiring, promotion, and
education. The first executive order addressing

nondiscrimination was issued by Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt in 1942 and prohibited discrimination in
industry supporting the war effort and in the
employment practices of the federal government
(Eisaguirre 1999,9). Affirmative action policies ini-
tially applied only to federal contractors and gov-
ernmental agencies in an effort to create a “repre-
sentative bureaucracy; in the belief that a workforce
that represented the demographics of the public
would better assess and address the needs of its
constituency (Selden and Selden 2001, 4).

Throughout the 1950s and the 1960s, the civil
rights movement led by Martin Luther King Jr.
gained momentum by exposing the deep-seated
racial prejudice evident in laws that reinforced white
supremacy. King and the civil rights movement
demanded the unrestricted right to vote, an end to
segregated schools and public spaces, and the right
to equal opportunities in employment and com-
pensation. In response, John E Kennedy issued Exec-
utive Order 10925 in 1961 requiring that federal
contractors take “affirmative action” to “hire minori-
ties on government contracts,” thus introducing the
term and concept of an affirmative rather than a
passive effort to end workplace discrimination (Sug-
rue 2001, 39). This was followed by Executive Order
11114 in 1963 that disallowed employment dis-
crimination of minority workers on government
contracts (Sugrue 2001, 39).

During the Johnson administration, the U.S.
Congress passed the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which
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was regarded as a major victory for the civil rights
movement and King. Title VII of the Act established
the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission
(EEOC) to oversee the compliance of affirmative
action and nondiscrimination policies for employ-
ers with more than fifty employees. Title VII placed
more focus on achieving results than did existing
law, but it did not clearly define what actions con-
stituted discrimination or spell out what methods
should be used to ensure nondiscrimination. Com-
panies were allowed to develop their own
approaches for ensuring that affirmative action was
implemented. The EEOC offered mediation services
to facilitate reconciliation between employees filing
complaints and their employers. When employee
and employer could not come to an agreement
through the EEOC, the employee had the right to
sue; some suits were independently initiated by the
Department of Justice when a “pattern or practice
of discrimination” existed (Skrentny 2001, 3).
Because the act did not clearly state how affirma-
tive action would be accomplished or measured,
the courts had to decide if the ways employers
applied or responded to the law were in keeping
with the act’s intent and in compliance with the
U.S. Constitution.

In 1970, under the Nixon administration, the
Office of Federal Contract Compliance (OFCC)
issued Order 4 that required all federal contractors
to report hiring practices and employment demo-
graphics to the federal government. Under Order 4,
companies also had to create an affirmative action
plan that included stated goals and a timetable for
implementing these goals (Kelly and Dobbin 2001,
92). Hiring goals and timetables provide bench-
marks by which compliance and success can be
determined. Affirmative action goals can include
recruitment strategies, hiring or promotional objec-
tives, or assessment procedures. Timetables allow
businesses to demonstrate their success or lack
thereof in meeting the goals. Subsequent decisions
made by the Nixon administration included a 1972
ruling that introduced the concept of “underutiliza-
tion.” This ruling allowed the government to analyze
the employment patterns of federal contractors to
make sure that specific categories of workers were
not underrepresented, or underutilized, at a level
greater than the labor pool indicated (Kelly and
Dobbin 2001, 92). The Equal Opportunity Employ-
ment Act of 1972 permitted the EEOC to file suit

against offending companies and required even
small companies to comply with affirmative action
legislation, thus covering nearly 80 percent of the
nation’s workforce (Holzer and Neumark 1999, 540).
The fear of lawsuits led many companies to estab-
lish EEO offices and establish affirmative action
plans. In 1978 Jimmy Carter extended the commit-
ment to affirmative action through the Uniform
Guidelines on Employee Selection Procedures,
which banned explicit business practices that
resulted in discrimination on the basis of race, gen-
der, or ethnicity (Tucker 2000, 17). By 1979, two-
thirds of top executives supported the government’s
efforts to increase the representation of women and
minorities in the workforce (Dobbin and Sutton
1998, 455).

Bipartisan commitment to affirmative action
ended with the election of Ronald Reagan in 1980.
Reagan dismantled equal opportunity programs by
severely cutting the EEOC budget, thereby ending
the ability of government to initiate nondiscrimi-
nation litigation. Reagan also appointed federal and
Supreme Court justices opposed to affirmative
action. In the 1990s the Clinton administration’s
defense of affirmative action and Clinton’s efforts to
engage the country in discussions about discrimi-
nation kept affirmative action from further legisla-
tive reductions. At the beginning of the twenty-first
century, the outlook for affirmative action is unclear.
There appears to be no political consensus to
address it through legislation; increasingly the
Supreme Court determines the scope, range, and
constitutionality of affirmative action.

The U.S. Supreme Court has had a major and
often contradictory influence on affirmative action
through its interpretations of Title VII and the Four-
teenth Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. Major
decisions have addressed which party to the lawsuit
has the burden of proof, goals, impact, and equal
protection. In Griggs v. Duke Power Company (1971),
the Court shifted the burden of proof to defendants
in employment discrimination cases and ruled that
instruments such as employment tests that had a
demonstrated “disparate impact” on groups covered
by Title VII were illegal. By 1989, in Wards Cove
Packing v. Antonio et al., the Court reversed Griggs
by ruling that “disparate impact” did not in itself
indicate intentionally discriminatory practices and
reinscribed the statistical data necessary to meet
the burden of proof as a comparison between the



jobs or workplace in question and the “racial com-
position of the qualified population in the relevant
labor market” (Tucker 2000, 174). In addition, the
Court returned the burden of proof to the plaintiff,
a decision interpreted widely as a setback for affir-
mative action because complainants generally lack
the resources possessed by corporations.

United States v. Paradise (1987) affirmed lower
court rulings that forced Alabama state police to
accept hiring mandates because of the severity of
the discrimination in that agency. The case began
when the National Association for the Advancement
of Colored People (NAACP) charged the Alabama
Department of Public Safety with intentional
employment discrimination because in thirty-seven
years, it had hired no black troopers. A federal dis-
trict court ordered the hiring of one qualified black
trooper or support person for each white person
until 25 percent of the Alabama Department of Pub-
lic Safety workforce was black. The Fifth Circuit
Court of Appeals held that the hiring mandate did
not constitute reverse discrimination against white
applicants or subvert the hiring process, even when
some of the white applicants had stronger qualifi-
cations, because of the need to remedy the
entrenched discrimination signified by a previously
all-white force.

The Supreme Court’s adherence to the concept of
“strict scrutiny” of affirmative action laws became
increasingly important in court decisions regard-
ing the composition of the labor market. The “strict
scrutiny” standard as applied to affirmative action
plans finds these plans are constitutional only when
discrimination is evidenced by overwhelming sta-
tistical disparities. In Richmond v. Croson (1989),
for instance, the Supreme Court concluded that the
evidence did not demonstrate that blacks were eco-
nomically disenfranchised in Richmond, Virginia.
Therefore, the Court held that a minority business
enterprise (MBE) set-aside policy that required city
contractors to subcontract 30 percent of their work
to minority-owned companies was unconstitutional
and in violation of the equal protection clause of
the Fourteenth Amendment (Tucker 2000, 133).
Later, in Adarand Constructors, Inc. v. Pena (1995)
the Court reinforced strict scrutiny by ruling that a
history of discrimination must be a compelling
component of MBE programs. In Adarand, the
Court decided that race alone does not prove that a
disadvantage existed requiring remediation through
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MBEs, in this case ruling that there was no evidence
of discrimination against Hispanics. Therefore,
when a contract was issued to a Hispanic-owned
company under the MBE program, absent decisive
data to indicate ongoing discrimination that justi-
fied a corrective measure, the award violated the
equal protection rights of the white contractor who
submitted the lowest bid. The Court concluded that
if there is no demonstrated need to remedy statis-
tically verified inequities, MBEs are unconstitutional
(Kelly and Dobbin 2001, 101).

Agreements that include hiring goals generate
most of the opposition to affirmative action
because many people incorrectly perceive goals as
hiring quotas that privilege the hiring of less qual-
ified women and minorities over more qualified
white males. In actuality, affirmative action is not
a quota system; only in extremely egregious cir-
cumstances were hiring mandates imposed by the
courts (such as United States v. Paradise). Affirma-
tive action does not require employers to hire
unqualified persons. It has resulted in the increased
hiring and promotion of minorities and women,
but studies have not confirmed that less qualified
minorities and women were hired or promoted as
a result (Holzer and Neumark 1999). Affirmative
action does, however, work to inhibit hiring habits
reinforced by “old boy networks” that dispropor-
tionately favor white males (Buford 2002, 173). Even
after thirty years of affirmative action, studies show
that there still exists an often unconscious tendency
on the part of managers to hire individuals of a
similar race, gender, and socioeconomic back-
ground. This preference has a demonstrably nega-
tive effect upon women and minorities with cre-
dentials identical to those of white men (Holzer
and Neumark 1999, n3 535).

With the viability of federally mandated affir-
mative action in flux, proponents argue that correc-
tives are still necessary to keep ability-based
employment available to women and minorities.
Some scholars assert that access to employment and
advancement predicated on ability is so central to
the American concept of self-worth that work has
become a “proxy for citizenship” (Sturm and Guinier
2001, 31). As such, proponents contend that meas-
ures need to be in place to ensure that all Americans
can find the work necessary for their full participa-
tion in the civil processes of this nation. Others con-
tend that many white Americans regard their
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“whiteness as a property right”and feel besieged by
affirmative action that undermines their privilege
while ignoring the inherent racism of such concepts
(Bell 2001, 46). At the same time, these whiteness
privileges compel many white Americans to act
against their own self-interest by ignoring the fact
that white women are the primary beneficiaries of
affirmative action (Bell 2001, 46).

The polarizing debates about the efficacy of
affirmative action most commonly occur in the
realm of the media and the courts; business and the
public react negatively only with regard to per-
ceived hiring quotas. Even with the legal future of
affirmative action uncertain, the corporate com-
munity remains supportive of efforts to correct
underutilization based on race and gender, as well
as disability (Buford 2002, 176). Business may have
initially reacted to affirmative action with plans
designed to avoid litigation, but that quickly
changed as business saw affirmative action as an
effective way to foster creativity and productivity. A
diverse workforce is considered good for business,
so although affirmative action per se may be on the
decline, commitments to workforce diversity and
diversity management continue to be integral to
corporate America (Dobbin and Sutton 1998, 455).
At the same time, even as the American public
rejects hiring quotas, there continues to be over-
whelming support for nondiscrimination policies
and recruitment programs to ensure equitable job
opportunities for all Americans (Holzer and Neu-
mark 1999, 535), efforts that are the essence of affir-
mative action.

Sandra L. Dahlberg

See also African American Women and Work; African
Americans and Work; American Slavery; Americans
with Disabilities Act; Asian Americans and Work; Gays
at Work; Glass Ceiling; Immigrants and Work; Older
Workers; Veterans; Women and Work; Work and
Hispanic Americans
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African American Women and Work
A greater number of African American women work
than do white women. African American women
work more years in their lifetime than white women;
they earn less than white women, and their unem-
ployment rate is higher than that of white women.
As one African American woman observed, “There
are two kinds of females in this country—colored
women and white ladies. Colored women are maids,
cooks, taxi drivers, crossing guards, schoolteachers,
welfare recipients, bar maids and the only time they
become ladies is when they are cleaning ladies”
(Lerner 1973, 217). That has been the reality for
African American women.

From the time the first African women were
enslaved and brought to America, they have been



relegated to the lowest rungs of the economic lad-
der, to agricultural work and domestic service and
the unskilled service sector of the economy. Domes-
tic service work has employed the largest number of
black women. In the late nineteenth century, virtu-
ally every young black girl, except for those from
the most affluent families, knew she would be clean-
ing house for a white family (Hine, 153). Domestics
work longer hours for lower wages than any other
group of workers. Domestic service workers are also
more likely to experience sexual harassment.
Although attempts have been made to organize
domestic service workers, they have generally been
unsuccessful. Difficulties arise because of the indi-
vidual nature of the work, the intense competition
for jobs, and the historical indifference of many
labor unions toward unskilled black women work-
ers (Lerner 1973,231).

Beginning about 1910, African Americans left
the segregated South in large numbers, lured to the
North partly by promises of industrial work. How-
ever, these industrial jobs went primarily to black
men. The majority of African American women
remained in the domestic service sector. Although
domestic wages were higher in the North, a large
proportion of black domestic workers still endured
the unrelenting control, interference, and com-
plaints of the white woman for whom they worked
(Hine, 214).

Despite these adverse working conditions,
African American domestic workers were able to
change the nature of domestic work. First, when-
ever possible, they refused to live with their employ-
ers, instituting the widespread practice of “day
work.” Day work left married black women free to
return to their families in the evening but, more
importantly, reduced the number of hours a domes-
tic worker was on call to her employers. It also
allowed working mothers a more open work sched-
ule and gave African American women more flexi-
bility in choosing their jobs (Jones 1985,165). When
other job opportunities presented themselves,
African American women pursued them without
hesitation.

African American women preferred industrial
jobs to domestic service but were excluded from
the textile manufacturing mills of the South.
Instead, they were relegated to the least desirable
and lowest-paying factory work available: process-
ing raw tobacco for cigarettes, cigars, and chewing
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tobacco. By 1910, up to 8,482 black women worked
annually in the tobacco processing industry (Jones
1985, 137). Black women did the work that white
male supervisors considered too “dirty” for white
women. They sorted tobacco according to grading
systems, stripped the leaves of their center stems,
hung them to dry, and labeled and packed boxes.
The average black woman worked twelve-hour
days, five and one-half days each week, for less than
nine months each year. Weekly earnings averaged
between $6 and $10 for a sixty-hour workweek
(Lerner 1973, 257). Because of the seasonal nature
of the industry, most earned less than $200 each
year. Their wages remained the lowest in the indus-
try and their working conditions the poorest. A
Women’s Bureau study reported that “stemmers”
had to work standing up in hot, humid, poorly
lighted workrooms. Women breathed in tobacco
dust daily, resulting in debilitating respiratory dis-
ease (Janiewski 1986, 139, 150).

World War I opened the doors to better industrial
jobs to black women for the first time. A survey of
almost 12,000 black women workers conducted by
the U.S. Women’s Bureau of the U.S. Department of
Labor in 1922 found that most black women work-
ers were between sixteen and thirty years old and
that many of these women worked in war industry
plants assembling ammunitions or making gas
masks, airplane wings, nuts, bolts, rivets, screws,
rubber tires, tubes, and shoes (U.S. Department of
Labor/U.S.Women’s Bureau 1922). Others worked in
meatpacking plants, glass and garment factories, or
railroad yards. These jobs gave black women more
personal freedom than domestic service work and
paid significantly higher wages. However, these
gains were only modest. Relatively few black women
found work in manufacturing, and those who did
find such employment remained at the lowest rungs
of the industrial ladder in terms of wages and work-
ing conditions. African American women workers
faced hostility in the industrial sector, but they were
excluded from clerical and retail work within the
white community. Racial prejudice and discrimina-
tion dictated the hiring practices of white business
owners whose establishments sold retail consumer
goods and services to a white clientele. Even black
female high school graduates could not find
employment to match their educational qualifica-
tions. Most were relegated to a lifetime of menial
labor. At the end of World War I, 80 percent of black
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women workers were still employed as maids, cooks,
or washerwomen (Jones 1985, 166—167,178-179).

Because of the attitudes of white employers in
the late nineteenth century, talented and educated
African American women turned to entrepreneur-
ial activities within the black community. Many
built successful businesses while improving their
communities. In the twentieth century, other
African American women advanced in business in
the areas of beauty and fashion. Madame C.]J. Walker
built her beauty industry manufacturing “hair
goods and preparations.” As black women took
industrial jobs in the cities, demand grew for prod-
ucts that would help them “improve their appear-
ance” in the eyes of white employers, who held com-
mon prejudices about skin color and hair texture.
Walker’s best-selling products were face creams that
promised to lighten skin and tonics and pressing
oils to straighten hair. Walker began selling her
products door-to-door, but increasing demand led
her to open a training school to instruct other black
women in selling her products. Walker traveled the
country giving lectures to promote her business at
black religious, fraternal, and civic meetings, as well
as internationally in Jamaica, Cuba, Haiti, and Costa
Rica,and along the Panama Canal (Hine 1999,204).
Walker became a millionaire and an internationally
known black businesswoman, a symbol of black
economic independence who used her wealth and
prestige to advance black equality. When Walker
died, she gave thousands of dollars to black schools,
including Mary McLeod Bethune’s Daytona Normal
and Industrial School (now Bethune-Cookman Col-
lege) and Tuskegee Institute.

World War II opened new opportunities for
African American woman workers, as black women
entered the industrial workforce to replace the men
who went to war. Although hundreds of thousands
of African American women eventually gained jobs
in the aircraft industry, shipyards, electrical equip-
ment and machinery factories, ordnance manufac-
turing, and steel mills and foundries, as well as civil-
ian jobs in the service industries, canneries,
transportation, and auto industry, these positions
were hard-won because employers were reluctant
to hire black women. Despite the obstacles, World
War II was the first time black women had access to
high-paying industrial jobs. Through these posi-
tions, black women gained specialized skills and
status in the workforce. Between 1940 and 1944, the

percentage of black women in the industrial work-
force rose from between 6 and 8 percent to 18 per-
cent. In addition, for the first time, black women
had access to virtually all “white” occupations,
including clerical and nursing jobs.

As the United States went to war in 1941, orga-
nizations such as the National Council of Negro
Women (NCNW) concentrated on helping African
American women adjust to their new industrial
positions. One of the most active NCNW programs
during the war years was the “Hold Your Job” pro-
gram, which sponsored a series of wartime employ-
ment clinics. The clinics sought to promote black
women’s industrial employment through collective
planning, organization, and action while simulta-
neously trying to change employer’s attitudes about
black women workers. Clinics helped women adjust
to the industrial sector by emphasizing worker
health, attendance, personal appearance, attitude,
efficiency, behavior on the job, and union partici-
pation. Workers learned good work habits, such as
arriving at work on time; being “particular about
their dress, behavior and attitude on the job and in
public places”; consciously trying to improve their
job performance; and learning how to get along with
other people, even in an “unpleasant” situation
(Hanson 2003, 183).

The NCNW also recognized that to secure
wartime employment gains, black workers would
have to embrace unionism. To that end, the “Hold
Your Job” program endorsed union membership
and supported organized labor in free collective bar-
gaining. The NCNW also sought to strengthen
African American women’s position in national
defense industries by pushing employers to include
women in apprenticeship programs. Clinic organiz-
ers arranged meetings with employers to discuss
workers’ problems and resolve them by appealing to
the employer’s concern for profit. Organizers
stressed that an adjusted worker meant a smoothly
run shop, less absenteeism, a lower rate of turnover,
and increased production. Clinics for employers
tried to convince foremen and supervisors to accept
black women workers and facilitate their adjust-
ment to the job. The job campaign raised the con-
sciousness of women workers, although it ultimately
failed to secure their place in the industrial sector
in general (Hanson 2003, 267-269).

During the 1930s and 1940s, African American
women became strong union activists in the Con-



gress of Industrial Organizations (CIO). During
World War II, the number of black women in the
industrial labor force tripled, and black union mem-
bership rose from 200,000 to 1.25 million. Never-
theless, black women remained the “last hired, first
fired,” white women periodically staged “hate-
strikes” against black women workers, and segre-
gated unions endured. The passage of the Taft-Hart-
ley Act in 1947 limited union organizing, and in
1949-1950, the CIO acquiesced to anti-Communist
hysteria by expelling eleven “suspect” unions, all
strongly associated with interracial organizing.
House Un-American Activities Committee investi-
gations further eroded union power, and by 1948
most of the progress made by African American
women during the war had been reversed. By 1950,
41 percent of black women worked as domestics.
Since the 1960s, African American women have
unionized workers at southern textile mills and hos-
pitals. In the 1970s and 1980s, black women worked
through the Coalition of Black Trade Unionists to
address racism in the workplace and in unions, and
the Coalition of Labor Union Women fought sexism
in unions (Hine 1993, 685-688).

Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, which
outlawed discrimination in hiring based on race,
color, religion, sex, or national origin, helped black
women approach parity with white women in terms
of wages and access to clerical service positions.
Between 1960 and 1970, the percentage of black
women in clerical work more than tripled in the
South and doubled in the North. By 1980,34 percent
of all black women in the workforce were in the
areas of technical, sales, and administrative sup-
port, compared to 34 percent of all white women
(Jones 1985, 302).

Title VII and affirmative action also succeeded
in increasing the number of black workers holding
jobs in social services at the local, state, and federal
government levels. Certainly, black women have
benefited by these changes. Yet in 1988, when the
magazine Black Enterprise published its list of “25
Hottest Black Managers,” black women were con-
spicuously absent. In 1993, when the same maga-
zine published its list of “America’s Most Powerful
Black Executives,” four women made the list. In
1994, twelve black women sat on the boards of
directors of Fortune 500 companies. In 1997, Ann
M. Fudge was named president of Maxwell House
Coffee. By the 1990s, more than 400,000 black
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The vast majority of African American women workers have
made a transition from servitude to service industries such as
health care. (Dex Images/Corbis)

women owned their own businesses (Hine 1993,
305-308).

Although the gap in wages and occupations
between black and white women workers has nar-
rowed considerably, black women continue to rank
lowest in the occupational hierarchy. Today, the
number of poorly paid service sector positions held
by black women is still high. The vast majority of
African American women workers have transi-
tioned from servitude to service work in the health
care, fast food, and hotel industries. Rather than
poorly paid domestic workers, they now constitute
a large percentage of nurses’ aids, counter workers,
and chambermaids.

Joyce A. Hanson

See also African Americans and Work; American Slavery;
Home Economics/Domestic Science; Women and
Work; Work and Hispanic Americans
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African Americans and Work

Any discussion of African Americans and work in
America must begin with the unalterable fact of
slavery. Blacks were first brought to America in 1619.
Much like white indentured servants, who worked
a period of time for a sponsor, blacks were initially
treated as bound servants and were freed when their
terms expired. By the 1640s, however, they were
being imported and sold as servants for life. In the
1660s and 1670s, statutes in Virginia and Maryland
gave slavery its institutional form by mandating
servitude for life and a harsh system of discipline
called the “black codes.” Slavery spread through all
the southern colonies.

Slavery was an economic system that needed and
used the unpaid labor of blacks to produce agricul-
tural crops such as tobacco, indigo, and rice. The
plantation system that developed justified its exis-
tence based on racial difference. Blacks were
believed to be inferior and so were not accorded the
option of indentured servitude. Once established,
slavery became a self-perpetuating system that
melded economics and a system of human and
power relations. Southerners came to regard slavery
as essential to their culture, political influence, and
economic prosperity.

Although the colonial period saw the creation of
a brutal system of unpaid labor for African Ameri-
cans as a whole, there were pockets of compensated
activity. In some instances, southern slave owners
allowed skilled slaves to hire themselves out to other
plantations, and some owners allowed slaves to keep
all or part of the wages. Some slaves were able to save
enough from these wages to purchase freedom for
themselves and family members.

In the northern colonies, skilled blacks were able
to earn a living by plying their trade as artisans. But
even in the North, black artisans faced intense com-
petition and reprisal because of their color. In fact,
in all the colonies with significant numbers of free
black labor (or even slave labor hired out for wages),
conflict often occurred with white artisans assert-
ing a privileged position in the labor market.

In 1744, white shipbuilders in Charleston, South
Carolina, joined forces to complain that they were
reduced to poverty because of black competition.
Their protest, supported by white workers in other
trades, persuaded the Charleston authorities to
enact an ordinance forbidding slave owners to hire
out more than two slaves at a time. Such efforts by



white workers, although rare, happened throughout
the colonial period and set the stage for labor con-
flict based on race.

The American Revolution, although overtly ded-
icated to principles of equality and self-determina-
tion, did not extend to the institutions of slavery
and racial discrimination in the evolving labor mar-
ket. Slavery and the rights of African Americans
posed a dilemma for the framers of the Constitu-
tion. Five of the original colonies elected to become
free states, but the white laboring classes were less
than receptive to the prospect of competition from
skilled black workers. The postrevolutionary years
saw the beginning of the factory and factory work.
No longer could the U.S. economy thrive on small-
scale,home-based, artisan manufacturing. Custom
work gave way to wholesale order work, and labor-
ers were concentrated in certain expanding indus-
tries. In part, this rationalization of industry was
due to competition from Britain and the rest of the
world. The trend toward factory work also led to the
formation of a distinct laboring class. Prior to the
revolution, the mode of artisan custom production
produced open mobility patterns. Apprentices could
move up to take the place of master artisans at some
point or open their own shops. The emerging fac-
tory system closed this mobility path for the major-
ity of workers. They could not hope to acquire the
capital to open a factory shop.

African Americans, like many other workers,
started to concentrate in select industries. For exam-
ple, in the early nineteenth century, African Ameri-
cans played a dominant role in the caulking trade.
Caulking prevented leaking on ships, and so these
skills were in great demand.

The Civil War and Beyond

The Civil War brought the open wound of slavery to
the forefront. African Americans in the North played
a significant role, not only by fighting but by build-
ing fortifications and working in factories support-
ing the Union war effort. As the Civil War pro-
gressed, slaves increasingly fled plantations to assist
Union troops in many work-related efforts to fight
the Civil War. The Civil War in the North further
exposed the fissure of race in the workplace. North-
ern cities saw the occurrence of “draft riots” by
immigrants, mostly Irish, who did not want to fight
in a war to free those they saw as competition in the
labor force.
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At the end of the Civil War, former slaves had to
adjust to freedom and a new system of labor in the
South. Although slavery was abolished, the need to
heal the Union saw the plantocracy reestablished
under the system of sharecropping. Laws were
passed to restrict the mobility of newly freed slaves,
forcing them to accept this bad bargain. Essentially,
sharecropping created an illusion. The planters
rented out land to freed slaves (and later poor
whites); if they could not afford rent, the planter
took the rent from future earnings from the land.
In many cases, the planter became the company
store, selling everything from fertilizer to seeds.
The economics of sharecropping ensured that the
tenant would constantly fall behind. High interest
charges, emphasis on production of a single cash
crop, and slipshod accounting ran rife throughout
the system.

After the Civil War, African Americans continued
their efforts to break into the emerging industrial
occupations. Although they faced stiff resistance,
black workers did not suffer meekly. The record doc-
uments many attempts by African Americans to
organize themselves into what can only be termed
a union. For example, black dockworkers in Pen-
sacola, Florida, organized a Workingman’s Associa-
tion and successfully defended their jobs against
Canadian longshoreman brought in by dock owners.

The formation of unions increased during the
early Reconstruction period. Black and white work-
ers shared an interest in forming trade unions.
Blacks had to form separate union organizations
because white unions excluded them. Black unions
such as the Colored National Labor Union peti-
tioned the federal government several times (from
1869 on) to uphold basic worker rights and to
change the land tenure system in the South after
Reconstruction. These entreaties were ignored.

Working conditions did not improve for black
workers between the end of Reconstruction in 1877
and the turn of the century. In many industries,
white workers demanded and were granted lower
pay for black workers. Black and white workers were
driven further apart by a series of labor actions in
which blacks were used as strikebreakers in the rail-
road and meatpacking industries.

The twentieth century saw the first of successive
waves of black migrants looking for better lives in
the North. Many were pushed North both by harsh
lives in the South and the increasing mechaniza-
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tion of agriculture, which made their labor redun-
dant. From 1916 to 1930, more than 1 million
blacks moved from the South to the North. Histo-
rians estimate that 400,000 left the South during
the two-year period of 1916-1918 to take advan-
tage of a labor shortage created by World War L.
African Americans realized significant gains in
industrial employment, especially in the steel,
automobile, shipbuilding, and meatpacking indus-
tries. Between 1910 and 1920, the number of blacks
employed in industry nearly doubled, from
500,000 to 901,000.

The massive movement of people forced the fed-
eral government to hear the voice of the African
American worker that it had previously ignored. In
1918 a special office called the Office of Negro Eco-
nomics was instituted to help mobilize black labor
for the war. The unions also took notice of the
changing demographics and increased their
attempts to bridge the divide between black and
white workers.

The Great Migration presented an opportunity
for African Americans to build new institutions and
an expanded vision for life in the United States. The
1920s saw the rise of black nationalism in the
movement headed by Marcus Garvey, who encour-
aged self-reliance and an appreciation of the African
continent as the spiritual base and focus of blacks
in the United States. A. Phillip Randolph, the most
respected labor leader ever to emerge from the
African American community, also began his career
in the 1920s as an organizing force for black rail-
road workers and a promoter of racial justice. In
1925, Randolph began his twelve-year fight to gain
recognition for the Brotherhood of Sleeping Car
Porters by the Pullman Car Company; the American
Federation of Labor (AFL), which represented many
powerful unions of the era; and the U.S. govern-
ment. The brotherhood became the AFLs first black
affiliate. Other unions, many joining the Congress of
Industrial Organizations (CIO), created in 1938,
organized semiskilled and unskilled workers in
mass production industries with many black work-
ers, such as steel, auto, rubber, and meatpacking.

The Depression and World War 11

African American gains in the labor force received
a severe setback with the arrival of the Depression.
Black workers were the first to be let go and the last
to be hired. Desperate for work, many had to take

nonunion jobs, limiting the power of unions, while
employed blacks faced hostility from unemployed
white workers. Union organizing efforts continued
through the 1930s, gaining momentum in the lat-
ter part of the decade. Despite the attempts by
labor unions to incorporate African Americans,
they found themselves barred from most of the
skilled jobs, and many union affiliates remained
segregated.

In an effort to get the economy moving, President
Franklin D. Roosevelt created a number of federal
agencies many of which were designed to provide
temporary work to many Americans. The plight of
black labor, though, might not have progressed if
not for the coming of World War II. The advance of
African Americans in U.S. industry during World
War II was the result of the nation’s wartime emer-
gency need for workers and soldiers. In 1943 the
National War Labor Board issued an order abolish-
ing pay differentials based on race. The executive
order became the touchstone for black unions and
others arguing for and winning increased respect
for African American workers.

Postwar Challenges for Black Workers

The period after World War IT saw the best of times
for black workers and looming challenges. Another
wave of black workers had streamed into urban
areas in response to the war effort, and even after
the war, the numbers continued to flow into cities.
But apart from their value as workers, blacks as cit-
izens were confined to living in the worst neigh-
borhoods. Housing segregation led to the creation
of substandard ghettoes where there was differen-
tial access to health care, education, and other ser-
vices that create a strong community. By the1950s,
it was obvious that even the full power of the
post—World War IT economy could not solve the
problems brought by racial discrimination that had
accrued from the beginning of the republic. In addi-
tion, postwar changes to the nature of work, which
had been based on labor-intensive manufacturing,
displaced many black workers. Blacks came to
urban areas looking for a better life, only to have the
economy shift to knowledge-intensive work requir-
ing more skills.

African American Labor and
the Civil Rights Movement
The 1950s and 1960s saw an alliance between the



civil rights movement and the labor movement.
After condemnation of racist practices by African
American labor leaders, the newly formed AFL-CIO
agreed to support the struggle for civil rights.
African American union officials were among the
leaders during the Montgomery bus boycott and the
1963 march on Washington. African Americans con-
tinued to press their demands for equality within
the labor union movement. When redress was not
forthcoming, African American civil rights groups
sought justice by filing suit under Title VII of the
Civil Rights Act of 1964, which prohibits discrimi-
nation in employment because of race, color, reli-
gion, sex, or national origin.

Organized labor’s long refusal to fully incorpo-
rate African American workers into the main-
stream labor movement led many to feel that their
issues would always be ignored. The rise of the
black power movement in the late 1960s embold-
ened certain sectors of black labor to become more
strident in their demands. In northern automobile
plants, groups of workers formed the League of
Revolutionary Black Workers. Beginning with the
idea that the issue of black labor was linked to
African Americans’ broader struggle in a white
society committed to racial domination, this group
linked organized labor to socialism and black
power.

Mainstream organized labor responded to this
new militancy by opening leadership positions to
more moderate blacks and working with national
black organizations. Additionally, in the late 1960s,
national black organizations and labor unions
worked together to develop several federally funded
programs to bring blacks into apprenticeship pro-
grams, a key step toward more highly skilled and
better-paying jobs.

The gradual incorporation of blacks into high-
paying union jobs and the effect of affirmative
action in other industries helped to create a signif-
icant black middle class in the United States by the
end of the twentieth century. Poverty rates for the
African American community that hovered around
40 percent in 1965 had been reduced to around 21
percent by 2002 (U.S. Census Bureau 2002).
Although poverty is still unacceptably high among
African Americans, the United States has made
progress, enough so that the prospect of African
Americans running Fortune 500 companies is no
longer a dream.
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Contemporary Challenges

African American participation in the labor force in
the postwar period has been tied to the business
cycle. With notable exceptions, black unemployment
has hovered at twice the national average since the
1940s . Despite government attempts to provide
training and to encourage the integration of African
Americans into the workforce, a substantial seg-
ment of the black community from generation to
generation remains unemployed. African Americans
are, on average, two and a half times as likely as
whites to suffer from unemployment. This gap exists
at virtually every educational level.

Figure 1
Black Unemployment Rate 1972-2002
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Black unemployment reached a thirty-year low
of 7.6 percent in 2000. In contrast, the unemploy-
ment rate for white Americans was 3.5 percent. In
an earlier era, black disadvantage in the labor force
was purely a function of racial exclusion. Today,
many problems of unemployment have to do with
labor force preparation, contact with established for-
mal and informal recruitment (or the lack thereof),
and promotion mechanisms. High school dropout
rates among black youth and the failure of inner-city
schools to prepare graduates for the job market
hamper the process of labor force preparation and
lead to persistently high rates of unemployment.
But this challenge presents an opportunity.

Through the federal Department of Labor, the
U.S. government, working with the private sector,
has made some inroads into the problems of labor
force preparedness. Over the years, many workforce
development experiments have been tried with
varying levels of success relative to cost such as the
Comprehensive Employment and Training Act
(1973) and the Job Training Partnership Act (1982).
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However, it is clear that for minority workers and
youth to gain greater access to jobs and economic
opportunities the United States must continue to
improve and strengthen its workforce preparedness
system.

Roland Anglin

See also Affirmative Action; African American Women
and Work; American Slavery; Immigrants and Work;
Solidarity; Women and Work
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Agricultural Work

The noble yeoman behind his plow is one of the
dominant images in U.S. history, yet an examination
of agriculture in this country shows that this image
is often misleading. In fact, agricultural work and
those engaged in it have been diverse. Its history
dates back to at least 200 B.C.E. when Native Amer-
icans began to domesticate squash, sumpweed (an
early seed grass crop), sunflowers, and chenopod
(goosefoot). By 1000 C.E., beans, corn, and squash
(“the three sisters”) had come to dominant food
production in what would be the United States. For
the most part, agriculture was women’s work.
Women had the task of clearing and burning the
fields. Using wooden hoes and digging sticks, they
often planted the three sisters together in earthen
hills following a system that allowed the plants to
grow in complementary fashion to their full poten-
tial. The corn would act as a trellis for the beans and
both crops would provide shade for the squash.
While older children kept watch for birds, women
used stone, bone, or wooden hoes to frequently weed
these fields. When fields lost their productivity,
many tribes simply moved on and returned to their
fields at a later date. In the Great Plains, besides the
three sisters, wild plums, tobacco, the prairie turnip,
and sunflowers were dominant. In the dry South-
west, women also cultivated cotton in the flood-
plains. The Hohokam in Arizona built more than
150 miles of canals to irrigate their crops. The
Anasazi and Mogollon built walled terraces to con-
serve water. Because agriculture was seen as
women’s work, Native American ideals would clash
with the cultural biases of the U.S. government and
settlers. Native American males refused to partici-
pate in agricultural activities, seeing it as an affront
to their masculinity. Agents and missionaries per-
ceived this as simple laziness.

When the English first arrived in Virginia in
1607, they did not have much interest in farming.
They soon discovered that the real treasure they
were looking for came in the form of tobacco. By
1628, they were exporting 553,000 pounds of
tobacco to England. Just sixty years later, 18 million
pounds were being exported. Given how labor-
intensive tobacco raising was, indentured servants
were brought in to raise the crop. By 1750, more
than half of the immigrants to the American
colonies south of New England were indentured ser-
vants. Most were required to work four to seven



years before they could gain their freedom. Entitled
as servants to shelter, medical care, adequate food,
and clothing, once free, they were often entitled to
“freedom dues,” which meant a cash payment or a
grant of land at the end of their contract. Although
both men and women worked in the fields, women
emigrated mainly to serve as domestic servants and
household help on plantations and small farms.

As economic conditions improved and the birth
rate in England declined, thus making labor in the
colonies scarce, tobacco farmers began to turn to
another source of labor, African slaves. In August
1619, twenty slaves arrived in Virginia. Although
there were 28,000 slaves in the colony by 1700, the
African workforce explosion began in the latter half
of the eighteenth century. By 1770, approximately 22
percent of the population in the South was African.
Of the 459,000 slaves, two-thirds worked in the
tobacco fields of the Chesapeake Bay. Most of the
rest found themselves in either the rice or indigo
fields of South Carolina and Georgia. Because of
malaria and yellow fever, slaves almost exclusively
inhabited the rice fields. Rice plantations were large,
so it was not uncommon for an owner to have a
workforce of between 50 to 100 slaves. Other slaves,
largely unsupervised, cared for the large cattle herds
in the Carolinas.

These slaves generally worked in either the task
or the gang system. In the task system, slaves were
assigned a certain amount of work for the day, and
when they finished their assigned tasks, they could
engage in leisure activities or work for themselves.
Each slave was responsible for his or her individual
work. In the gang system, a group of slaves, super-
vised by an overseer, engaged in agricultural tasks
as a unit. A standard work gang could pick between
150 and 200 pounds of cotton in a day.

In time, the system of slavery hardened, and with
the cotton gin’s invention in 1793, it exploded across
the South. Just seventeen years later, 1 million slaves
were working in southern fields. Viewed as instru-
ments of profit, male slaves were bringing between
$600 and $700 at the New Orleans market. By 1860,
the value of a good field hand increased to $1,800.
A slave could produce 3,000 pounds of cotton in a
year while costing only about $50 to feed and clothe.
Thus, there were enormous profits in maintaining
slavery. On the eve of the Civil War, there were 4 mil-
lion slaves in the South. Most slaves in the upper
South worked on cotton and tobacco plantations.
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Those in the lower South often found themselves
working on rice and sugar plantations, where con-
ditions were harsh. A subtle threat used by owners
to intimidate slaves in the upper South was the pos-
sibility of being sold deeper into the South. Only 10
percent of slaves lived in cities. Fifty percent of slaves
were on large plantations of twenty or more bonds-
men, and 27 percent of slave owners owned 75 per-
cent of the slaves. Yet, one-quarter of southern fam-
ilies owned at least one slave. Farmers and planters
with excess slaves began to hire them out to other
families. An elaborate system soon developed
regarding these hiring contracts, which generally
ran for one year.

After the Civil War, the planters maintained con-
trol of the land and former slaves, and poor whites
often found themselves part of the sharecropping
system. This system enabled freed African Ameri-
cans to maintain tenancy on a piece of land and pay
the landlord a portion of the year’s crops. Although
rates varied from state to state, tenants often paid
the owner one-third to one-half of their crops. More
than 75 percent of all farmers in the South were
sharecroppers and tenants. Because of living
expenses and the low price of cotton, most share-
croppers fell into virtual peonage. Tenants often
found themselves owing the furnishing merchants
more than they made and had no control over their
own lives. Thus, poverty dominated the southern
landscape until the New Deal.

Although the average farmer in the South did
not own slaves and agricultural slavery never took
hold in the North, it would be fair to say that farm
labor in these situations was a family affair. Most
farmers relied on their children and wives to help
with fieldwork. Rural families often had a large
number of children out of economic necessity. Child
farm labor became so accepted in the United States
that most people saw it as healthy and natural. Even
in the twentieth century, it was not regulated under
the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938.

There was a division of labor on most farms,
with women taking care of the home and children,
but women often worked right alongside their hus-
bands during critical times in the crop cycle. They
also raised a vegetable garden, raised chickens, sold
eggs, made butter, sewed, spun cloth, collected
beeswax and feathers, canned fruits and vegetables,
and preserved pork—activities necessary to keep
the farm economically viable. During the nineteenth
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century, women often took seasonal jobs in can-
neries and factories to help make ends meet. They
were also the backbone of community and rural
social networks.

Northern agricultural work was more diverse
than that in the cash-crop South. Farmers grew
corn, wheat, barley, other grains, and grasses and
raised dairy cattle, beef cattle, swine, sheep, mules,
and horses. Tasks on the farm included taking care
of the crops and animals as well as providing for
most of the family’s needs. In the eighteenth century,
farms were more self-sufficient in nature than they
are today. Roughly 80 percent of the farm’s output
was geared to home consumption or local markets.
As time progressed and a national infrastructure
developed, farmers became more specialized.

Given the long hours of work and the variety of
tasks to be done, many farmers had hired help. It
has been estimated that up to 30 percent of the
rural labor force were hired hands. Although few
scholars have really examined the lives of these
men, they generally lived with the family or in a
building nearby and worked with the owner of the
farm. Their presence often allowed widows and
older farmers to continue their operations. Work-
ing as a hired hand enabled young men to save
enough money to buy their own farm or wait for
their parents to retire. In 1820, wage laborers could
earn $9 per month. Thirty years later, they were
earning $15 per month. By the late nineteenth cen-
tury, they became known in some circles as “dol-
lar-a-day men?”

At harvest time and other critical moments,
neighbors often got together to aid each other. Work-
ing together, they were often able to bring in the
harvest, which would have been nearly impossible
to do on their own. As farm sizes increased in the
nineteenth century, young men and nearby city
dwellers often hired themselves out for seasonal
work as pickers or in threshing crews. Around New
York City, vegetable farmers who needed workers
began to hire immigrant labor to keep wages low. By
the 1860s, grain farmers in the Midwest were hiring
itinerant crews with threshing machines to perform
the harvest. These large machines were not cost-
effective in any other use.

Yet it was in California that large-scale agricul-
ture really developed. By 1886, wheat farmers could
cut and thresh between 25 and 35 acres per day. As
wheat prices declined, these bonanza wheat farm-

ers began to turn to irrigated fruit and vegetable
production, which required a large seasonal labor
pool. Growers turned to the large Chinese popula-
tion in the state for help. By the twentieth century,
racism and xenophobia led them to turn to other
Asian groups, including the Japanese. By 1920, prej-
udice against Asian workers led growers to turn to
Mexicans and Mexican Americans as a labor
source. Ten years later, 80 percent of the fruits and
vegetables harvested in California were picked by
migrant labor.

By 1945, seventy-eight growers owned roughly 6
million acres of the state. They struggled to main-
tain control of their labor pool, sometimes through
violence. In 1942, under the guise of a wartime
emergency, they convinced the federal government
to create the bracero program (from the Spanish
word for “arm”) to bring Mexican workers into Cal-
ifornia as laborers if an adequate supply of stoop
labor (farm workers who handpick produce) could
not be found. Growers used this program to keep
wages low and replace workers who complained
about working conditions. In effect, braceros
became federally sanctioned strikebreakers. This
program would continue until the presidency of
Lyndon Johnson.

Because of the horrible conditions under which
they worked, agricultural workers often turned to
militant labor unions for assistance. In 1931, the
Communist-controlled United Cannery, Agricul-
tural, Packing, and Allied Workers of America fought
to improve wages. After World War II, the National
Farm and Labor Union (NFLU) joined the cause.
Both unions’ efforts generally ended in failure, as
growers blamed “outside agitators” and hired thugs
to break up strikes. The first successful union efforts
did not occur until the 1960s, when Cesar Chavez
formed the National Farm Workers Association
(FWA), which became the United Farm Workers of
America in 1967. Chavez’s efforts led to growers
negotiating concessions in 1970 and a number of
legislative concessions later in the decade. Other
farm workers’ unions, like the American Agricul-
ture Movement (AAM) also began to enjoy success.

The biggest transformation in agricultural labor
was the New Deal of the 1930s and 1940s. Roo-
sevelt administration policies and the later prom-
ise of wartime jobs led many rural inhabitants to
desert the countryside and search for jobs in the
city. Technology advances, such as the tractor, com-



bine, and cotton picker, lessened the need for a
large labor pool. The 8.5 million tenant farmers
and sharecroppers basically disappeared. During
these years, the rural South’s population declined
by 20 percent.

At the end of the twentieth century, less than 2
percent of the U.S. population was engaged in agri-
culture. Land-grant institutions (higher-education
institutions that taught agriculture and mechanical
arts and were established on land granted by the
government) and the Department of Agriculture
helped farmers to engage in more scientific agri-
cultural practices and increase the acreage farmed,
thus decreasing the need for unskilled labor. With
the aid of tractors, farmers were able to increase
corn and wheat production by more than 11 million
acres in total since World War II. In the South, black
farmers virtually vanished from the land. In 1987,
only 22,954 African American farmers remained in
the United States, of which only 14,954 were full
owners of their land. Those involved in agriculture
have grown older, especially after the 1980s farm
crisis, because the increasing costs of farming
inputs such as fertilizers, low crop prices, and heavy
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Many farmers find it difficult to make a living from the land and have increasingly looked outside agriculture for jobs. (Corel
Corporation)

indebtedness convinced young people in rural com-
munities to avoid farming as a career.

Farmers who find it difficult to make a living
from the land have increasingly looked outside agri-
culture for jobs. In 1990, 44 percent of farmers
received their principal income from nonfarm
sources. Farms have grown bigger and become more
corporate in structure. The myth of the noble yeo-
man has increasingly disappeared in the reality of
big business farming. Agricultural work has sub-
stantially changed since Indian women first domes-
ticated corn.

T Jason Soderstrum
See also American Slavery; Day Laborers; United Farm
Workers
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Amazon.com

Amazon.com may not have created the concept of
“e-tailing” or “e-commerce,” but since its inception
at the onset of the dot-com age, the Internet-based
company has championed the notion that virtually
anything can be sold online to the masses. The
group’s principal activity—and its strength—has
been built on selling books, music, DVDs, and
videos online for lower prices than consumers can
secure by walking into a store. Founded and still
managed by CEO Jeff Bezos, one of the highest-pro-
file CEOs of the new economy era, Amazon.com
went on to expand its initial product line by serving
as an e-commerce distribution channel for small
companies to offer consumer electronics, toys, cam-
eras, and most recently, software and computer and
video games, tools and hardware, lawn and patio
items, kitchen items, and wireless products.

The company’s growth, which includes substan-
tial international activities, has helped it create one
of the world’s most visited Websites. It has also
helped to transform the workplace by encouraging
companies of all stripes to create online presences
to sell and distribute products. The success of these
Websites has varied. Some, such as many attached
to publications and information outlets, have not
yielded expected results. Others, including those for
the likes of NutriSystems and Cisco, have registered
healthy returns. Regardless of their uneven per-
formance, virtually all companies have established
Websites, fostering the overall rush to online shop-

ping. That trend has undermined traditional retail
stores, lessening the demand for onsite salespeople
while increasing the need for workers with skills
related to e-tailing. The impact of Amazon.com’s
development has helped to undermine the tradi-
tional notion of retail employment. Physical contact
with the customer is no longer required because
high levels of service are now executed via voice and
e-mail.

The advent of online shopping, however, didn’t
protect Amazon.com from the ravages of the dot-
com bust that begin in 2000. The crisis saw Ama-
zon.com’s stock price fall by more than 80 percent,
which, when coupled with cash flow problems and
rising debt, led many observers to question whether
the world’s best-known e-tailer would survive the
crisis. “The division that sells books (along with
music and video) has been a fabulous growth story;”
Melanie Warner explained in Fortune (2001). Unfor-
tunately, sales in the group’s only profitable division
began to wane at a time when its moves into the
wider product range began to falter. In some cases,
the expected growth from the likes of hardware sales
didn’t pay off at all because it was based on part-
nerships with weak dot-coms that disappeared
entirely under the market’s downturn. The ongoing
tensions between Amazon.com’s management and
its workforce were emblematic of labor-manage-
ment relations during the height of the dot.com era,
although Amazon.com continues to be a growing
employer. The demands of carrying out Jeff Bezos’s
vision for a retail revolution often meant extensive
overtime for workers, changing performance goals,
and numerous deadlines, all while staff were
expected to contribute new ideas. In exchange, how-
ever, Amazon.com management believes it provides
workers with invaluable experience at the world’s
most visible e-tailer, as well as stock options and
other opportunities.

The e-tailer worked through the problems, but
not without rethinking much of its business plan.
The dot-com bust approach called for Amazon.com
to reconsider its partnership and product line with-
out questioning the basic worth of online retailing.
The company has struck deals with major brick-
and-mortar retailers, such as Target, Circuit City,
and Borders, to undertake all or part of their e-com-
merce operations. The shift aims to tie Amazon to
more reliable partners in an effort to drive revenues
while leveraging its investments in e-commerce



technology and in its underused distribution cen-
ters. As a dot-com survivor, Amazon.com positioned
itself to take advantage of the renewed interest in e-
tailing, championing that process with its accom-
panying impact on the workforce.

John Salak

See also The Dot-Com Revolution; E-commerce; New
Economy; Silicon Valley
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American Association of Retired Persons
(AARP)

The American Association of Retired Persons
(AARP) was founded in 1958 by Ethel Percy Andrus,
a retired California educator. This nonprofit organ-
ization with a $600 million budget provides infor-
mation and education, advocacy, opportunities for
service, and products to meet the needs and inter-
ests of some 35 million members aged fifty and over.
The National Retired Teachers Association (NRTA),
established in 1947 by Andrus, is a division of AARP
for retired educators and school personnel that
brings an additional 1.2 million members to the
organization.

AARP focuses its energies and resources in four
key areas: health and wellness, economic security
and work, long-term care and independent living,
and personal enrichment. With its large national
membership; staffed offices in all fifty states, the
District of Columbia, Puerto Rico, and the U.S. Vir-
gin Islands; and a large cadre of volunteer state and
chapter leaders and field directors, AARP wields
influence that extends deeply into U.S. politics, econ-
omy, and society. The association’s large budget and
growing constituency have enabled it to become a
commanding player in national policy debates on
issues ranging from ensuring the long-term sol-
vency of Social Security to advocating prescription-
drug coverage in Medicare and protecting patient
rights in managed care systems and long-term care.
AARP reaches out to families and individuals at the

American Association of Retired Persons 17

state and local levels by connecting them to infor-
mation and activities that directly affect their lives.
AARP helps shape the views of its members through
an extensive Website (http://www.aarp.org), three
publications (My Generation, Modern Maturity,
Segunda Juventud), a monthly Bulletin, and two
radio programs, Prime Time and Mature Focus.

With one-third of its membership under age
sixty and approximately 40 percent still in the work-
force, AARP places emphasis on issues, programs,
and benefits related to work and economic security.
Through a yearly process open to its members,
AARP develops The Policy Book: AARP Policies,
which is available on its Website. According to The
Policy Book: AARP Public Policies 2003, five princi-
ples guide policy development in this arena: (1) a
commitment “to expanding employment opportu-
nities, minimizing underemployment and promot-
ing job security for workers of all ages”; (2) freedom
from discrimination as “a fundamental right”; (3)
protection of workers “from discrimination in hir-
ing, wages, benefits and all other privileges and con-
ditions of employment”; (4) access for all workers
to employer and government benefit programs; and
(5) provision of special employment-related help
for vulnerable populations such as current and for-
mer welfare recipients and low-income individuals
fifty-five and older.

For thirty years, AARP has operated the Senior
Community Service Employment Program (SCSEP)
funded by the U.S. Department of Labor. This pro-
gram offers subsidized part-time employment and
job training for lower-income workers aged fifty-
five and older who are attempting to make a transi-
tion into paid employment. Workers in the program
are paid at least the minimum wage and are placed
in community nonprofit organizations for twenty
hours per week. In 2000, AARP sponsored 102 pro-
gram sites in thirty-three states and Puerto Rico
through SCSEP, providing over 8 million hours of
community service. Participants in the program had
a 51 percent job placement rate (AARP 2001a).

AARP offers advice and resources to help indi-
viduals make career decisions and transitions, run
their own businesses, and form work-related part-
nerships. It provides assistance for all kinds of work-
ing people, including retirees looking to begin new
careers or become consultants, individuals feeling
stuck in their jobs, those who are unemployed, and
those simply wishing to change jobs. A small busi-
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ness center with its own Web address (http://
www.aarpsmallbiz.com) offers tools and resources
to small business owners to help them with taxes,
technology, capital development, sales and market-
ing, and other needs. Special links are included to
assist women and Hispanics in their efforts to
become successful small business owners.

In conjunction with its support of the one-stop
career center concept outlined in the 1998 Work-
force Investment Act, AARP advocates at the federal
level for employment and training services and
funds for older people, displaced homemakers, and
other underserved groups. With the workforce
aging, AARP is advocating for federal and state job
training and employment programs to be more flex-
ible and provide necessary support services (for
example, transportation, dependent care) and to
encourage older individuals to enter nontraditional
jobs.In 1995, NRTA established the Pension Round
Table (PRT), which monitors trends in public
employee retirement and has developed informa-
tion on cost-of-living adjustments and on voluntary
and employer-sponsored retirement plans. In 2000,
AARP joined with other organizations to success-
fully support passage of legislation to repeal the
earnings limit applied to Social Security recipients
aged sixty-five through sixty-nine (AARP 2001a).
Before, the benefits of persons in this age group were
reduced when their salary or wages exceeded a cer-
tain level. Now, such individuals can receive full
Social Security benefits, regardless of how much
they earn in wages or salaries.

A key focus of AARP has been the apparent dilu-
tion by the courts of the effects of the Age Discrimi-
nation in Employment Act of 1967 (ADEA).AARP is
engaged in advocacy for congressional passage of leg-
islation to restore the full power of ADEA and support
state measures to prohibit age discrimination in
employment. According to the employment section of
The Policy Book: AARP Public Policies 2003, the
organization is targeting age discrimination in a vari-
ety of domains related to worker and retirement ben-
efits and health coverage. The “money and work” sec-
tion of the AARP Website offers resources to help
people recognize age discrimination, understand
their rights, file charges with the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission (EEOC), and find addi-
tional sources of guidance.

In 2001, AARP published Beyond Fifty: A Report
to the Nation on Economic Security, which contained

good news and bad news about the economic status
of older Americans. On the positive side, the infla-
tion-adjusted income of individuals fifty and over
was found to be 17 percent higher than in 1980, pen-
sion income and coverage were up, the poverty rate
for persons aged sixty-five and over had dropped to
9.7 percent from 14 percent in 1980, labor force par-
ticipation was up, and the majority of those over age
fifty were feeling confident that they would have
enough money to live comfortably in retirement. The
bad news included rapidly increasing numbers of
older adults without health insurance, the rising
costs of health care, a growing wealth gap between
high- and low-income Americans, and the extent to
which preretirees were found to be economically at
risk. The report noted the importance of Social Secu-
rity as a reliable source of later-life income for U.S.
workers while projecting that program solvency is
guaranteed for only another thirty-seven years.
Certainly, the stock market debacle and the
recession of 2001-2003 swelled the ranks of older
Americans facing economic challenges and reaf-
firmed AARP’s recognition that “As a society, there
is much still to be done to make the years after 50
more secure and rewarding” (AARP 2001).
Natalie Ammarell

See also Defined Benefit/Defined Contribution Plans;
Gold Watch; Pensions; Retirement
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American Federation of Labor and
Congress of Industrial Organizations
(AFL-CIO)

The American Federation of Labor and Congress of
Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO) is the national
umbrella organization representing the interests of
U.S.1ocal, state, and national union organizations in
legislative, political, and international arenas and
providing a unified voice for organized labor and
support for its members upon request. About 80
percent of union members in the United States are
affiliated with the AFL-CIO, which is governed by an
executive council of its president, executive vice
president, secretary-treasurer, and about fifty vice
presidents, most of them presidents of national
unions. The federation acts as a kind of holding
company for its affiliated members, which possess
a great deal of autonomy but generally share a polit-
ical and legislative agenda and broad concerns
about the importance of matters such as protecting
labor laws that ensure union rights. Although union
membership has declined dramatically since the
1980s to about 15 percent of the total U.S. work-
force, organized labor and its national federation
retain enormous legislative, political, and social
influence.

Since the Great Depression, the federation has
used its voice to advocate for federal laws and reg-
ulations that protect and enhance the ability of
unions to represent and organize members. It has
also struggled to resolve divisions and conflict
within its ranks over the federation’s priorities and
its handling of divisive issues such as employment
discrimination and the organizing of immigrant
workers. The AFL-CIO provides resources for tar-
geted labor actions or organizing campaigns, giving
smaller local and regional unions the resources to
confront deep-pocket corporations. The federation
has seen its clout and influence rise and ebb over a
number of historical cycles since the late nineteenth
century; it has not reversed its long decline in mem-
bership but nonetheless enjoys political and leg-
islative influence for its members that few organi-
zations can rival.

Formation

The Federation of Organized Trades and Labor
Unions in the United States and Canada was formed
by a group of organizations representing workers in
1881. This group reorganized as the American Fed-

eration of Labor at a Columbus, Ohio, conference in
1886. Opposed to the socialist and political ideals of
the Knights of Labor, the AFL established a decen-
tralized organization recognizing the autonomy of
each of its member national craft unions. Individ-
ual workers were not members of the AFL but only
of the affiliated local or national union. From its
inception, the AFL emphasized organization of
skilled workers into craft unions (composed of
those of single occupation, such as painters or elec-
tricians), as opposed to industrial unions (in which
all the workers in the automobile or steel industry
would belong to one union). Samuel Gompers
served as president of the new federation every year
but one until his death in 1924. Gompers devised the
federation structure, requiring that only one union
represent each trade and that within each union the
national organization should prevail over local chap-
ters. Opposed to the idea of a labor political party,
the AFL was a relatively conservative political force
within the labor movement of the late nineteenth
and early twentieth century. In 1900, the AFL-CIO
had about 1 million members.

Expansions during the
Great Depression and World War 11
When Gompers died in 1924, William Green, a for-
mer miners union official, became the new presi-
dent of the AFL. He would serve until 1952. The
stock market crash of 1929 and the advent of the
Great Depression would bring overwhelming hard-
ships for many workers, but the policies of President
Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) unleashed a period of
enormous growth in the labor movement. This
growth was forged and shaped by an institutional
struggle between the largely craft-based union AFL
under President Green and the industrial unionism
movement led by John L. Lewis under the umbrella
of the Committee for Industrial Organization.
John L. Lewis became president of the United
Mine Workers of America (UMWA) in 1924 and an
AFL vice president in 1930. As the Depression deep-
ened, Lewis became convinced that the survival of
organized labor hinged upon organizing the masses
of new and often downtrodden workers toiling in
the massive factories of the industrial United States.
In 1935, Lewis recruited industrial union leaders,
including Sidney Hillman of the Clothing Workers,
David Dubinsky of the Ladies Garment Workers,
Thomas Brown of the Mine and Mill Workers, and
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AFL-CIO vice president Linda Chavez-Thompson, the
highest-ranking woman in the labor movement, celebrates
election results with Richard L. Trumka (right) and AFL-CIO
president John Sweeney (left), 1995. (Associated Press)

others to form a Committee for Industrial Organi-
zation (CIO) within the AFL, enraging the federa-
tion’s leadership. Lewis and the CIO were deter-
mined to bring into unions vast industrial
workforces in steel, autos, rubber, farm equipment,
electrical products,and textiles. Backed by the 1935
National Labor Relations Act (Wagner Act), which
made collective bargaining a right under the law,
CIO organizers recruited millions of new workers
between 1935 and 1938. On November 14 of that
year, the CIO abandoned negotiations with the AFL,
converted itself into the Congress of Industrial Orga-
nizations, and conceded that it was a separate labor
federation.

The aggressive CIO organizing drives continued
through the end of the 1930s, and the competition
between the AFL and the CIO also prompted the
federation to increase its organizing efforts. The
divide between the two organizations was stark and
would overshadow the national labor movement for
years to come. As described by historian David
Kennedy,

Many of the complacent princelings of the AFL con-
templated Lewis’s plans for industrial unionism
with a distaste that bordered on horror. They recol-
lected the circumstances of the AFLs birth in the
turbulent 1880s, when Samuel Gompers had led a
handful of craft unionists out of the Knights of
Labor. Gompers’s express purpose was to protect
the economic interests of the “aristocrats” of Ameri-
can labor, like the skilled carpenters, machinists,

and steamfitters, by disassociating them from the
undifferentiated mass of workers that the Knights
had unsuccessfully tried to weld together. . . . The
masses of unskilled factory workers whom Lewis
now proposed to escort aboard labor’s ark conjured
visions of a return to the broadly inclusionary, ram-
shackle organization of the Knights, which most
AFL leaders regarded as hopelessly utopian and
utterly ineffectual as a guarantor of labor’s interests.
(Kennedy 1999)

At the center of these events stood the polarizing,
dominating, controversial, and influential figure of
John L. Lewis. Scornful of the conservative AFL lead-
ership, possessed of a thundering, charismatic ora-
torical style and an unwavering obsession with con-
verting unionism into a mass social and political
movement, Lewis became a figure of controversy
and fascination. David Kennedy described Lewis as
“dour-visaged, thickly eye-browed, richly maned,
his 230-pound bulk always impeccably tailored,
Lewis was a man of ursine appearance and volcanic
personality, a no-holds-barred advocate for labor
and a fearsome adversary” (Kennedy 1999). As the
storm clouds of the Depression darkened, Lewis
traveled across the nation, denouncing the AFL and
big business at open-air rallies of workers, while
CIO organizers and workers struck major industries
and won a dazzling series of victories. The CIO
workers became committed Democratic voters and
provided the heart of FDR’s electoral coalition for
the next eight years.

During these years, critics, politicians, conserva-
tives, and certain union leaders raised accusations
and questions about the role of Communists within
the CIO.Indeed, many CIO organizers were affiliated
with the Communist Party, but for the most part in
their work as organizers primarily served the inter-
ests of the CIO in recruiting workers into unions.
The Communist issue became more serious after
Pearl Harbor and U.S. entrance into World War II.
The war under FDR’s leadership provided an oppor-
tunity for union officials at the CIO and the AFL to
work closely with the administration in managing
the nation’s industrial buildup. AFL and CIO leaders
participated in FDR’s joint industry-labor coalition
that led to the establishment of the National War
Labor Board (NWLB) by executive order on Janu-
ary 12,1942. The board would issue rules on wage
and price stabilization, arbitrate major union-man-
agement disputes, and work to prevent labor unrest.
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The system worked well with the exception of a
series of mining strikes led by the UMWA and the
unpredictable John L. Lewis that many said ham-
pered the war effort. After a firestorm of negative
publicity and political pressure, the coal strikes were
resolved, but Lewis would never recover from the
battering to his public reputation and image. The
NWLB issued a hugely influential ruling in 1942
allowing for “maintenance of membership”in union
shops. This provision required that all new employ-
ees would automatically be enrolled in the work-
place union unless they explicitly requested other-
wise in their first fifteen days on the job and forced
employers to collect union dues and enforce the
rule. It guaranteed that millions of new workers
would swell union rolls during the war years. By
1944, there were 18,600,000 union workers in the
United States.

The CIO continued to grow through the war,
although its success was marred by internal dissen-
sion; the International Ladies Garment Workers
Union (ILGWU) withdrew in 1938, and the UMWA
in 1942. The CIO decided in 1948 to bar Commu-
nists from holding office in the organization, and in
1949-1950 it expelled eleven of its affiliated unions,
which were said to be Communist-dominated. The
leadership of both umbrella groups worked together
in the late 1940s to support the cause of free and
independent trade unions in war-shattered Europe
and around the world, including providing support
and guidance for a free trade union movement in
Germany. In 1946, the AFL refused to join the new
World Federation of Trade Unions because of Soviet
participation, and by 1949 both the CIO and the AFL
had helped forge and then joined the International
Confederation of Free Trade Unions (ICFTU). Labor
movements from nearly fifty countries attended the
founding congress of the ICFTU, which proclaimed
as its principles a ban on superpower politics in its
organization, protection for the rights of both large
and small union movements, and the extension of
the organization to all parts of the world.

Merger and the Expansion of the

Drive for Civil and Worker Rights

The cooperation of the two federations in the for-
mation of the ICFTU helped build momentum for
the idea of a merger of their leadership. The passage
of the Taft-Hartley Act in 1947 restricting union
activities and allowing states to pass “‘right-to-

work’ laws, despite the concerted opposition of
both federations, combined with labor’s concern
over the antiunion policies of President Dwight D.
Eisenhower’s administration, further spurred new
considerations for unity among both groups. The
death in 1952 of the presidents of both organiza-
tions and the appointment of George Meany, known
for his intelligence, determination, and integrity, to
head the AFL and the charismatic Walter P. Reuther
to run the CIO paved the way for a merger in 1955.

The merged organizations held their first con-
vention in 1955, electing Meany unanimously as
president, establishing an executive council of AFL
and CIO national union presidents, allowing an
Industrial Union Department within the federation,
and providing for the autonomy of member unions
and organizations. The new AFL-CIO embraced 135
national or international unions claiming a total of
some 14 million members (Robinson 1981, 183).In
the wake of the merger, Meany led an anticorruption
drive within the federation, expelling two affiliates,
including the Teamsters, for corruption and lobby-
ing Congress for tougher union anticorruption laws.
The Labor Management Reporting and Disclosure
Act (or Landrum-Griffin) that was passed in Con-
gress and signed by President Eisenhower in 1959
did include the anticorruption and financial disclo-
sure rules that the AFL-CIO supported. But conser-
vative legislators also tacked on a laundry list of
antiunion measures that infuriated union leaders.
Because the federation viewed the law’s “corrupt”
union reporting and monitoring requirements as
too broad, its anticorruption efforts declined sub-
stantially after this event. Although corruption was
not widespread, charges and convictions of orga-
nized crime participation, embezzlement, and other
activities in some unions would hurt the federa-
tion’s image for decades to come.

AFL-CIO President Meany and other top officials
enjoyed strong working relationships with President
Kennedy and Labor Secretary Arthur Goldberg.
During the 1960s, African American leaders urged
organized labor and member unions of the AFL-
CIO to provide more black workers with access to
full union membership and better-paying jobs.
Many union bodies were called to account for keep-
ing their ranks closed for years to minority workers.
AFL-CIO president Meany publicly stated his sup-
port for the need to address employment discrimi-
nation within union ranks and throughout the
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workforce. Meany and the federation worked closely
with the administration on early drafts of equal
employment opportunity legislation. It was not until
Kennedy’s death and the Johnson presidency that
these early efforts would culminate in the 1964 Civil
Rights Act,banning institutional forms of racial dis-
crimination, and other gains, such as expansions in
the value of the federal minimum wage, signed into
law in 1966. The AFL-CIO chartered the A. Philip
Randolph Institute in 1965 to promote civil rights
and full opportunity by educating union members,
the public, and government and elected officials
about antidiscrimination policies. During the late
1960s and 1970s, the union movement drew
national attention with the successful drives of the
United Farm Workers (UFW) to organize farm
laborers and improve their working conditions.
After a two-year strike, wine-grape growers in Cal-
ifornia reached a collective bargaining agreement
with the UFW in 1967.

Turmoil, Decline, and Readjustment

The AFL-CIO and organized labor were caught up in
the centripetal forces of the 1960s, as antiwar con-
flict, racial discrimination, newly liberated social
mores, and political assassination strained major
U.S. institutions. The federation’s leadership main-
tained its anti-Communist foreign policy, and
although he later expressed repeated regret over the
position, AFL-CIO President Meany vigorously sup-
ported the unpopular Vietnam War. Simmering ten-
sions between Walter Reuther and Meany over the
leadership’s approach to civil rights, Vietnam, and
other positions, as well as internal union politics,
eventually erupted in 1968. The United Auto Work-
ers (UAW) and its 1.3 million members withdrew
from the AFL-CIO, a difficult blow for the federation
to absorb. In 1970, hundreds of flag-waving New
York City construction workers, at the prompting of
Nixon administration labor officials, attacked a
crowd of antiwar demonstrators on Wall Street. The
violence received huge play in the national media,
stereotyping the hardhats as well as the protesters
and tarnishing the image of unions among middle-
class citizens for years to come (Early 2000).

After supporting the Democratic presidential
candidates since 1956, the AFL-CIO supported nei-
ther Nixon nor McGovern in 1972. The federation
struggled to work successfully with the Nixon
administration but opposed the Nixon wage and

price controls, and Meany publicly called for
Nixon’s resignation during the Watergate affair. The
federation could point to the passage of the Occu-
pational Safety and Health Act in 1970 and its cre-
ation of a new regulatory agency to protect work-
ers on the job as a positive milestone for which
organized labor could claim major credit. In the
early 1970s, the federation also created new orga-
nizations to diversify its membership and increase
its appeal to a broader spectrum of workers. The
Coalition of Black Trade Unionists was formed in
1972, the Labor Council for Latin American
Advancement in 1973, and the Coalition of Labor
Union Women in 1974.

Confined to a wheelchair with arthritis and other
health problems, Meany decided not to run for
reelection in 1979, and Lane Kirkland, who had
been secretary-treasurer for the AFL-CIO, was
elected president. Jimmy Carter was in the third year
of a difficult presidency that saw few major labor
initiatives take root. Union representation declined
as the manufacturing sector employment plum-
meted, although unions continued to make gains
representing government workers. Ronald Reagan
was elected at a time of high inflation and economic
fear. Reagan’s handling of a labor controversy and
strike involving federal air traffic controllers in the
Professional Air Traffic Controllers Organization
(PATCO) initiated a strong antiunion climate at the
federal level. Most air controllers in the United States
at that time were employed by the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA); for years, the controllers
fought to be heard by the FAA on the stress and dif-
ficulty of their working conditions and what they
believed would be improved policies. Their work
was absolutely essential to safe air travel and was
extremely stressful. With a new contract under dis-
cussion, PATCO bargained hard for these improve-
ments. When the parties reached an impasse and
the controllers walked out, the Reagan administra-
tion launched a crackdown. Controllers were fired
and their leaders harassed. The administration
attacked them in the media and the courts. Reagan
introduced further antilabor policies, including gov-
ernment-sponsored union busting and industry
deregulation, labeled organized labor as a special
interest,and blamed high inflation rates on workers’
“selfish” wage demands.

Reaganomics and other forces, including the rise
of offshore manufacturing facilities and the popu-
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larity of downsizing and workforce reduction as cost
reduction tools among corporate executives, all
combined to reduce organized labor’s reach into the
workplace. By the year 2000, only 13.5 percent of
the nation’s workforce belonged to unions, down
from more than 30 percent in the postwar period
(see Figure 2). Since detailed records began to be
kept in 1983, the share of unionized wage and salary
workers in private industry has declined to 9 percent
but has increased slightly in government, where 37
percent of workers are union members (CPS
data/BLS analysis 2000, Figure A).

Figure 2
Union Membership, 1930-1999
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For the next fifteen years, the AFL-CIO would
essentially be playing defense against these forces.
The federation sought to organize workers in low-
paying service industries and the public sector and
to heal its most serious internal wounds. The Team-
sters would rejoin the federation in 1998. The AFL-
CIO attempted to pass major labor law reforms to
remove long-resented obstructions to organizing
but fell short. Under Kirkland’s leadership, the fed-
eration also became deeply engaged in foreign pol-
icy, opposing communism and supporting the
emergence of new democracies. The federation’s
financial and operational support for the Polish
trade union Solidarity was instrumental in its tri-
umph over the Communist state. The federation
improved its standing with the public and bur-

nished its media reputation by prevailing in bitter,
difficult, labor actions against the Pittston Coal
Company and the Ravenswood Aluminum Corpo-
ration. The 1989-1991 Pittston strike and labor
action and the 1990-1992 Ravenswood action
shared common features. Both actions involved an
employer using nonunion replacement workers or
facilities to pressure unionized workplaces to accept
regressive, substandard working conditions such as
working on Sundays, reduced work and retirement
benefits at Pittson and excessive overtime and dan-
gerous working conditions in the Ravenswood
strike. Both employers made no secret of their deter-
mination to roll back union gains, reinforced by
what they viewed as antiunion public opinion. In
both cases, powerful industrial unions (the United
Mine Workers of America and United Steelworkers
of America) used integrated campaigns that went
far beyond withheld labor. The union campaigns
included aggressive public relations, corporate pres-
sure tactics aimed at unnerving the company’s
board and stakeholders outside the dispute, visible
coalitions of political support, and related media
efforts that dramatized to union members in the
U.S. and around the world that organized labor was
facing a life and death struggle in these confronta-
tions. But the federation was still losing strength in
the private sector.

The federation devoted growing resources to its
political activities, both at the national and state lev-
els. It was buoyed by its success in helping elect the
Clinton-Gore ticket in 1992 and Democratic majori-
ties in the U.S. House of Representatives and Senate.
Although the federation welcomed what it viewed as
long-overdue legislative victories, such as the pas-
sage of the Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993,
the Clinton administration was careful to keep its
distance from some of organized labor’s most visi-
ble and controversial priorities. Trends associated
with the new economy, such as labor mobility, the
concentration of manufacturing facilities in certain
regions of the country, the rise of Silicon Valley and
high-tech firms, and the recruitment of labor from
across the globe reduced union appeal. Pressure
mounted for the federation to revamp its image,
invest in its grassroots networks, and devote more
resources to organizing. Kirkland retired under
pressure in 1995, and Thomas R. Donahue, the AFL-
CIO’s secretary-treasurer, was named interim pres-
ident. John J. Sweeney challenged Donahue for the
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federation’s presidency and won the first contested
election for president in the AFL-CIO’s history.

Most observers agree that so far, the Sweeney era
has marked a genuine departure in policy for the
AFL-CIO. The federation devoted new money to
organizing and intensified its opposition to employ-
ers who harass union organizers or violate labor
laws in union or nonunion shops. Labor put together
strategies for addressing worker rights in the global
economy. The federation expressed its support for
providing amnesty for undocumented workers and
called for increased enforcement of basic labor laws
covering workplace safety, overtime, and other stan-
dards, since employers often violate those laws as a
way of exploiting illegal aliens. The federation
enthusiastically joined the antiglobalization move-
ment, calling attention to the “race to the bottom”
dynamic exhibited by large corporations seeking
ever-lower-paid and less-protected workforces in
nations around the globe.

The prominence and success of the federation’s
involvement in the Seattle World Trade Organization
protests spurred the commitment of the federation
to the whole range of global issues, not only trade’s
impact on manufacturing. The federation is paying
more attention to developing countries and increas-
ingly targeting global multinational corporations,
demanding that they honor previous commitments
to fair global practices and ICFTU codes of conduct.
The AFL-CIO now works in close partnership with
a range of student, environmental, and developing
world organizations.

As part of this new perspective, the federation
led the campaign in the U.S. Congress in 2000 and
2001 to deny “most-favored nation” status (that is,
anormal trading relationship) to China to provide
the United States with more leverage over China’s
human and worker rights performance and estab-
lish labor rights as a precedent for receiving trade
benefits from the United States. The federation
ultimately lost the legislative battle, but observers
generally agree the campaign succeeded in draw-
ing public attention to these issues, building con-
gressional support, and increasing pressure on U.S.
government officials to monitor Chinese behavior
closely. The federation is also focusing attention
on the implications of free trade agreements in the
Western Hemisphere. Long after confrontations
over organizing unskilled industrial workers dur-
ing the 1930s nearly destroyed the federation, the

AFL-CIO in the twenty-first century seeks to
organize new generations of workers within U.S.
borders and abroad.

Herbert A. Schaffner

See also Building Trades Unions; Communications
Workers of America; Knights of Labor; Meany, George;
Randolph, A. Philip; Reuther, Walter; Sweeney, John J.;
Teamsters; United Auto Workers; United Farm
Workers; United Mine Workers of America
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American Slavery

The first African slaves in British North America
landed in Jamestown, Virginia, in 1619. By the
1660s, the labor of African slaves had become a vital
element of the colonial economy. By the time the
U.S. Congress outlawed U.S. involvement in the
Atlantic slave trade in 1808, nearly 11 million



Africans had been forced to immigrate to the Amer-
icas and the Caribbean (Brinkley 1999, 81).
Although colonial America was to see the develop-
ment of a new and distinct African American cul-
ture, the labor and social characteristics of this cul-
ture varied from region to region. In the low-country
rice districts of Georgia and the Carolinas, most
slaves worked somewhat independently on large
plantations with only a few whites, whereas in the
tobacco colonies of Virginia and Maryland, slaves
worked in gangs and formed the majority of the
population.

Although some slaves became house servants,
artisans, or factory workers (city slaves), most
worked as field hands on the farms and plantations
of the antebellum South. They labored from sunrise
to sunset, planting or harvesting cotton or other
large cash crops such as tobacco and rice. Most
slaves survived on inadequate diets of pork and
corn, were poorly clothed in hand-me-downs, and
slept in drafty, dirty cabins. In the evenings and on
Sundays, the slaves would come to create a culture
(which included religion, music, and language) that
lessened the pain of slavery. Freedom and resistance
were major themes of this culture. This freedom,
however, would not come until the ratification of
the Thirteenth Amendment in 1865.

Almost from the beginning of European settle-
ment in America, there was a demand for black
servants to supplement the continually scarce
labor supply. The demand grew rapidly once
tobacco cultivation became a staple of the Chesa-
peake economy.

African Slave Trade

The movement of Africans across the Atlantic to the
Americas was the largest forced migration in world
history. Begun by the Portuguese in the fifteenth
century, the Atlantic slave trade did not end in the
United States until the nineteenth century. Of the
tens of thousands of Africans shipped from 1701 to
1808 (the peak period of colonial demand for labor),
the majority were delivered to Dutch, French, or
British sugar plantations on the Caribbean Islands;
one-third went to Portuguese Brazil. North America,
however, was always a much less important market
for African slaves than were other parts of the New
World; 10 percent of the slaves were sent to Spanish
America and less than 5 percent to the British North
American colonies (Brinkley 1999, 84-85). Around
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Slave plantation, 1834. Although some slaves became house
servants, artisans, or factory workers (city slaves), most worked
as field hands on the farms and plantations of the antebellum
South, laboring from sunrise to sunset. (Library of Congress)

600,000 men, women, and children, were trans-
ported to the British colonies of North America
(Faragher et al. 1999, 53).

Portuguese slavers shipped captive men and
women from the west coast of Africa to the new
European colonies in South America and the
Caribbean. Gradually, however, Dutch and French
navigators joined the slave trade. A substantial com-
merce in slaves developed within the Americas, par-
ticularly between the Caribbean Islands and the
southern colonies of British North America. Because
of the need for field workers, male slaves outnum-
bered female slaves two-to-one. The majority of cap-
tured Africans came from every ethnic group in
West Africa and were between the ages of fifteen
and thirty (Faragher et al. 1999, 53).

The cruel business of slave raiding was forced
on the Africans themselves. Ottabah Cugoan, who
was sold into slavery in the mid-eighteenth cen-
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tury, wrote, “I must own to the shame of my own
countrymen that I was first kidnapped and betrayed
by those of my own complexion” (Faragher et al.
1999, 54). African chieftains captured members of
enemy tribes in battle, tied them together in long
lines or “coffles,” and sold them in the thriving slave
marts on the African coast. The terrified victims
were then packed into the dark, filthy holds of ships
for the horrors of the “middle passage,” the journey
to America. For weeks and sometimes even months,
the prisoners remained chained in the bowels of the
slave ships. Those who died en route were thrown
overboard. Upon arrival in America, slaves were auc-
tioned off to white landowners and transported to
their new homes.

The Development of North American

Slave Societies

A shortage of laborers plagued English settlers in
the American colonies. To attract laborers, the
colonists found it necessary to pay wages that would
have been considered exorbitant in Europe. The pay-
ment of high wages proved inadequate, however, to
secure a sufficient number of workers, and in every
colony, highly paid free labor was supplemented by
forced labor. Like the Spanish to the south, the En-
glish forced Indians to work for them. American
Indian slavery was most prevalent in South Car-
olina, where in 1708 the governor estimated that
there were 1,400 Indians slaves in a population of
12,580. Indians also served as house servants and
occasional laborers in other colonies and were found
in New Jersey as late as the middle of the eighteenth
century.

American Indian slavery, however, never became
amajor institution in the English colonies. The close
proximity of the wilderness and of friendly tribes
made escape relatively easy for American Indian
slaves. The absence of a tradition of agricultural
work among East Coast American Indian males
(women performed the majority of the farming)
made them difficult to train as agricultural laborers.
Because they were of a “malicious, surly, and
revengeful spirit; rude and insolent in their behav-
ior, and very ungovernable,” the Massachusetts leg-
islature forbade the importation of Indian slaves in
1712 (Kolchin 1987, 11).

In New England, most of the American Indians
present when the Puritans arrived in 1630 died from
illness and war during the next half-century. To

eliminate the threat of Indian attacks, New England
settlers incorporated a policy of eliminating the
Indians themselves. Eventually, this policy of elim-
ination proved incompatible with the widespread
use of Indians as slaves and created a huge demand
for foreign labor.

The institution of black slavery was nearly two
centuries old before it became an important system
of labor in North America. There were slaves in each
of the British colonies during the seventeenth cen-
tury,but in 1700 they represented only 11 percent of
the colonial population. The turning point in the
history of the African population in North America
came in the mid-1690s when the British Royal
African Company’s monopoly finally ended. With
the trade now opened to English and colonial mer-
chants, prices fell, and the number of Africans arriv-
ing in North America rapidly increased. Between
1700 and 1760, the number of Africans in the
colonies increased to about 250,000. Although a rel-
atively small number of about 16,000 lived in New
England, with slightly more found in the middle
colonies, the vast majority lived in the South. By
then, the flow of free white labor to the region had
all but stopped, and Africans had become securely
established as the basis of the southern workforce
(Brinkley 1999, 84).

Initially, it was not entirely clear that the status of
black laborers in America would be fundamentally
different from that of white indentured servants.
Some blacks were treated much like white inden-
tured servants and were freed after a fixed term of
servitude. A few Africans themselves became
landowners, and some owned slaves of their own.

By the early eighteenth century, however, a rigid
distinction had become established between black
and white. Although masters were contractually
obliged to free white servants after a fixed term of
service, there was no such obligation to free black
workers. The assumption slowly spread that blacks
would remain in service permanently. Another
incentive for making the status of Africans fixed was
that the children of slaves would provide white
landowners with an ongoing labor force. At this
time, colonial assemblies began to pass “slave
codes;” limiting the rights of blacks and ensuring
almost absolute authority to white masters. One fac-
tor alone determined whether a person was subject
to the slave codes, and that one factor was color.
Unlike the colonial societies of Spanish America,



where people of mixed race had a different status
than pure Africans, English American law stated
that any African ancestry was enough to classify a
person as black.

Tobacco

In 1612, Jamestown planter John Rolfe began to
experiment in Virginia with a strain of tobacco that
local Indians had been growing for years. He even-
tually produced a high-quality tobacco and found
willing buyers in England. Tobacco would evolve to
become the single most important commodity pro-
duced in North America, accounting for more than
one-quarter of all colonial exports.

The expansion of tobacco production could not
have taken place without enormous growth in the
size of the slave labor force. Tobacco, unlike sugar,
did not require large plantations and could be pro-
duced successfully on small farms. It was, however,
a crop that demanded a great deal of hand labor
and close attention and from the beginning of
Chesapeake colonization, its cultivation had been
the responsibility of indentured servants and slaves.
During the seventeenth and into the eighteenth cen-
turies, however, master, servant, and slave worked
side by side, with the women and children often
joining them in the fields as well.

African workers at this time were presumed to be
slaves (they were purchased by slave traders), how-
ever, because there were no laws governing slave
labor, black hands on tobacco plantations labored
according to customary English practices drawn
from the Elizabethan Statute of Artificers. As the
Chesapeake settlement grew during the seventeenth
century, black servants instituted the customary
rights of English laborers, so that by midcentury,
they seldom worked more than five and a half days
aweek during the summer and even less in the win-
ter (Berlin 1998, 32). Furthermore, tobacco laborers
not only had Sundays off but also half of Saturday
and all holidays. English customs required masters
to provide their servants with sufficient clothing,
food, and shelter and limited the owner’s right to
discipline his or her workers. Therefore, well into
the middle years of the seventeenth century, black
slaves enjoyed the benefits given to white servants
in the mixed labor force.

Although some slave owners ignored the law to
increase productivity, others offered more generous
incentives to servants and slaves. Among the bene-
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fits was the opportunity to labor independently with
the understanding that servants and slaves would
feed and clothe themselves. Although laboring to
support themselves meant additional work, it pro-
vided slaves and servants a way to control a portion
of their lives, and in some cases, it offered an oppor-
tunity to buy their way out of bondage.

The Lower South

For years after the founding of the colony of South
Carolina in 1670, colonists raised cattle with the help
of West African slaves experienced in pastoral work.
By 1715, rice had become the most significant com-
modity produced in South Carolina, and like cattle
grazing depended on the knowledge of West
Africans. Rice cultivation was arduous work, per-
formed knee-deep in the mud of malarial swamps
under a fierce sun, surrounded by insects. It was a
task so difficult and unhealthy that white laborers
generally refused to perform it. Black slaves showed
from the beginning a greater resistance than whites
to malaria and other local diseases. As a result,
planters in South Carolina and Georgia were even
more dependent on African slaves. Whites found
them so valuable not only because Africans could be
made to perform these difficult tasks but also
because they were much better at the work than
whites. Africans proved more adept at rice cultivation
in part because some of them had come from the hot
and humid rice-producing regions of West Africa.
Some historians have even argued that Africans were
responsible for introducing rice cultivation to Amer-
ica in the early seventeenth century.

On the rice plantations of isolated coastal Geor-
gia, enslaved Africans suffered from overwork and
numerous physical ailments that resulted from poor
diet, inappropriate clothing, and inadequate hous-
ing. Mortality rates were exceptionally high, espe-
cially for infants. Colonial laws permitted masters to
discipline and punish slaves. They were whipped,
confined in irons, castrated, or sold away. Nonethe-
less, Africans struggled to make a home for them-
selves in this cruel world. Because many of the slaves
on the rice coast were familiar with rice cultivation,
they had enough bargaining power with their mas-
ters to win an acceptance of the work routines used
in West Africa. Many rice plantations, therefore,
operated according to the task system: once slaves
finished their specific jobs, they could use their
remaining time to hunt, fish, or tend to family gar-
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dens. Masters complained that “tasking” did not
produce the same level of profit as the gang labor
system of the sugar plantation (where slaves worked
from sunup to sundown), but African rice hands
refused to work any other way.

In the early 1740s, another important crop began
to contribute to the South Carolina economy: indigo.
Native to India, the indigo plant produced a deep
blue dye important in textile manufacturing. It was
discovered that indigo plants could grow on the high
ground of South Carolina, which was unsuitable for
rice planting, and that its harvest came while the rice
was still growing. By the 1770s, both crops were
among the most valuable commodities exported
from the mainland colonies of North America. Like
tobacco, the expansion of rice and indigo produc-
tion depended on the growth of African slavery. By
1770, there were nearly 90,000 African Americans in
the lower South, about 80 percent of the coastal pop-
ulation of South Carolina and Georgia. Before the
international slave trade to the United States ended
in 1808, at least 100,000 Africans had arrived at
Charleston.

Slavery in the Early Spanish Colonies

Slavery was basic to the Spanish colonial labor sys-
tem, and its character varied with local conditions.
One of the most benign forms operated in Florida.
In 1699, offering free land to any fugitives who
would help defend the colony, the Spanish declared
a refuge for escaped slaves from northern English
colonies. In New Mexico, the Spanish depended on
Indian slavery, and in the sixteenth century, the colo-
nial government sent Pueblo Indian slaves to the
mines in Mexico.

Slavery in the North
Slavery was much less important in the colonies
north of the Chesapeake and was primarily located
in port cities. By 1770, New York and New Jersey
were home to some 27,000 African Americans,
about 10 percent of the population. Some 3,000
slaves and 100 free blacks, about 17 percent of the
population, resided in New York City. The most
important center of slavery in the North was Rhode
Island. In 1760, in Newport, Rhode Island, African
Americans made up about 20 percent of the popu-
lation because of that city’s dominance of the mid-
century slave trade.

The vast majority of northern slaves, like north-

ern whites, lived and worked in the countryside. A
few were employed in rural industries—iron fur-
naces, copper and lead mines, salt works, or tan-
neries—where they worked alongside white inden-
tured servants and hired laborers. [ronmasters, the
largest employers of industrial slaves, were also the
region’s largest slaveholders. In 1727, Pennsylvania
iron manufacturers petitioned for a reduction in the
tariff on slaves so they could keep their furnaces
operating. Although forges and foundries in other
colonies similarly relied on slave labor, only a small
proportion of the northern slave population worked
in industrial labor. Northern society in the eigh-
teenth century, like southern society, was an over-
whelmingly agricultural society, and like most rural
whites, most rural blacks toiled as agricultural
workers. Rural slaves generally lived on farms, not
plantations, and frequently worked alongside their
owners when they sowed in the spring and reaped
in the fall. In slack times, slaves fertilized the land,
chopped wood, broke flax, pressed cider, repaired
farm buildings, cleared fields, and prepared new
land for cultivation. Moving from job to job as work
demands changed, slaves found themselves working
in the field one day and in the shop the next. Male
slaves made horseshoes, tanned leather, made
bricks, repaired furniture, and even served as boat-
men and wagon drivers. Black women worked as
dairy maids as well as domestic servants who
cooked, cleaned, and sewed.

Early Colonial Slave Life

It has been said that Africans built the South
because slaves made up the overwhelming majority
of the labor force that made the plantation colonies
successful. As an agricultural people, African men
and women were familiar with rural labor and, after
arriving in the colonies, became field hands. Even
domestic servants worked in the fields when neces-
sary. As plantations grew larger and more extensive
in the eighteenth century and crop production
expanded, labor became specialized. For example,
on large eighteenth-century Virginia plantations,
slaves worked as carpenters, coopers, sawyers, black-
smiths, tanners, curriers, shoemakers, spinners,
weavers, knitters, and even distillers.

The growing African population and the larger
plantations on which many lived and worked
together created the climate necessary for the devel-
opment of African American communities and



African American culture. On small farms, Africans
often worked side by side with their owners and,
depending on the master, might enjoy living condi-
tions similar to those of other family members. Plan-
tation life was preferred since it offered possibilities
for a more autonomous life. Nonetheless, because of
continual interaction, many blacks and white south-
erners came to share a common culture. White mas-
ters not only influenced the cultural development of
their slaves, but Englishmen and -women in the
South were also being Africanized.

Slaves worked in the kitchens of their masters
and introduced an African style of cooking into
colonial life that had already been influenced by
Indian crops. Fried chicken, black-eyed peas, col-
lard greens, and barbecue are just a few such south-
ern perennials introduced by African Americans.
African architectural designs featuring high, peaked
roofs, and broad, shady porches became part of a
distinctive southern style. The West African iron-
working tradition was evident throughout the
South, especially in the ornate homes of Charleston
and New Orleans.

Slavery’s Contribution to Economic Growth
Slavery contributed enormously to the economic
growth and development of Europe during the colo-
nial era. It was the most dynamic force in the Atlantic
economy during the eighteenth century and created
many of the conditions for industrialization. But
because slave colonists contributed the majority of
their resources to developing the plantation system,
they benefited little from industrialization.

The most significant economic development in
the mid-nineteenth-century South was the transfer
of economic power from the upper South (the south-
ern states along the Atlantic coast) to the lower South
(the cotton-growing regions of the Southwest). And
the primary reason for the shift was the growing
dominance of cotton in the southern economy. Much
of the upper South in the nineteenth century con-
tinued to rely, as it always had, on the cultivation of
tobacco. Tobacco not only rapidly exhausted the land
on which it grew, but by the 1820s, the market for that
crop was extremely unstable.

The southern regions of the coastal South—
Georgia, South Carolina, and parts of Florida—con-
tinued to rely on the cultivation of rice. Rice, how-
ever, required a nine-month growing season and
constant irrigation. Sugar growers along the Gulf
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Coast enjoyed a somewhat profitable market for their
crop, but sugar cultivation required intensive, gruel-
ing labor and a long growing season. Sugar cultiva-
tion, therefore, remained important primarily in
southern Louisiana and eastern Texas. Long-staple
cotton was another lucrative crop, but, like rice,
could only grow in limited areas around the coastal
regions of the Southeast. The decline of the tobacco
economy in the upper South and the limitations of
the sugar, rice, and long-staple cotton economies in
the lower South might have forced the South in the
nineteenth century to shift its focus toward other,
nonagricultural endeavors, had it not been for short-
staple cotton. Sea Island, or long-staple cotton, with
its long fibers and smooth black seed, was easy to
clean but grew only along the Atlantic coast and on
the offshore islands of Georgia and South Carolina.
The growth of the textile industry in England had
created an enormous demand for Southern cotton
and Southern planters were finding it impossible to
fill these needs with long-staple cotton. Short-staple
cotton could grow inland throughout the entire
South, but was difficult to process. It contained
sticky green seeds that were extremely difficult to
remove, and a skilled worker could clean no more
than a few pounds a day by hand.

In 1793, Eli Whitney, a tutor on a Georgia plan-
tation, invented a device known as the cotton gin
that removed short-staple seeds quickly and effi-
ciently. The cotton gin transformed the life of the
South. African American slavery, which was on the
decline, expanded and became firmly established
in the South. The South, which had grown only 4,000
bales of cotton in 1790, saw production increase to
500,000 bales in 1820. By the time the Civil War
broke out in 1861, it was producing over 5 million
bales a year.

Life under Slavery

Slaves as a group were much less healthy than south-
ern whites. After 1808, when the importation of
slaves became illegal, the proportion of blacks to
whites in the nation as a whole declined. In 1820,
there was one African American for every four
whites; in 1840, one for every five. Slave mothers
had large families, but the poverty in which all
African Americans lived ensured that few of their
children would survive to adulthood. Even those
who did survive typically died at a younger age than
the average white person. However, according to
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some historians, the actual material conditions of
slavery may have been better than those of many
northern factory workers and much better than
those of both immigrants and industrial workers in
nineteenth-century Europe. The conditions of slaves
in the United States were certainly better than those
of slaves in the Caribbean and South America, in
part because plantations in other parts of the Amer-
icas tended to grow crops that required more ardu-
ous labor. In the Caribbean, sugar production, in
particular, involved extraordinarily backbreaking
labor. Working and living conditions in these other
slave societies were arduous, and masters at times
literally worked their slaves to death. Although
growing cotton was difficult work, it was much less
debilitating than growing sugar. The United States
became the only country in which a slave population
actually increased through natural reproduction.

Because of the high cost of slaves, especially in
the 1850s, masters did make some effort to preserve
the health of their slaves. Slave children were often
protected from hard work until early adolescence.
Masters believed that doing so would make young
slaves more loyal and help them grow into healthier
adults. It was not unusual for masters to use hired
labor for the most unhealthy and dangerous work.
Irish immigrants were employed to clear malarial
swamps and to handle cotton bales at the bottom of
chutes. If an Irish worker died of disease or an acci-
dent, another could be hired for $1 a day. But if a
prime field hand died, a master could lose an invest-
ment of $1,000 or more. Field slaves, however, were
often left to the discipline of the overseers, who had
little economic stake in their welfare. Overseers were
paid in proportion to the amount of work they could
get out of the slaves they supervised.

Types of Slavery

The institution of slavery was established and reg-
ulated by law. The slave codes of the southern states
forbade slaves to hold property, to be out after dark,
or to strike a white person, even in self-defense. The
laws contained no provisions to legalize slave mar-
riages or divorces. The codes also contained
extremely rigid provisions for defining a person’s
race. Despite the strict provisions of these laws, there
was in reality considerable variety within the slave
system. Although some blacks lived in tightly con-
trolled conditions, others enjoyed some flexibility
and autonomy.

The relationship between masters and slaves
depended in part on the size of the plantation. Most
masters possessed few slaves, supervised their
workers directly,and often worked closely alongside
them. On such farms, blacks and whites developed
a form of intimacy unknown on larger plantations.
The paternal relationship between master and slave
could be warm and friendly or harsh and cruel. In
either case, it was a relationship based on the nearly
absolute authority of the master and the powerless-
ness of the slave. African Americans themselves pre-
ferred to live on larger plantations, where they had
more privacy and the opportunity to develop their
own social world and culture.

Although the majority of slave owners were small
yeoman farmers, the majority of slaves lived on
medium-size or large plantations that had large
slave workforces. There the relationship between
master and slave was much less intimate. Wealthier
planters, too busy to supervise their workforce, hired
“overseers” to represent them. Trusted and respon-
sible slaves known as “head drivers;” assisted by sev-
eral “subdrivers,” acted as foremen under the super-
vision of the overseer. Importantly, although
plantation production was officially entrusted to
overseers and drivers, its pace was effectively in con-
trol of the field hands themselves. Although they
were denied political and legal rights and the dig-
nity of recognized marriage and family ties, this
enslaved labor force exerted subtle control over the
power of the masters.

Field Work

About three-quarters of all slaves were field work-
ers. Field hands, both men and women, worked from
“can see to can’t see” (sunup to sundown) summer
and winter and longer at harvest. On most planta-
tions, a bell sounded an hour before sunup, and
most slaves were on their way to the field as soon as
it was light. The usual pattern of working in groups
of twenty to twenty-five originated in African com-
munal systems of agricultural work. Large planta-
tions generally used one of two methods of assign-
ing slave labor. The task system assigned a particular
task in the morning. Upon completion of the job,
whether clearing an acre of swamp or hoeing an
acre of land, the slave was free for the rest of the day.
The far more common method was the gang system.
Found primarily on cotton, sugar, and tobacco plan-
tations, the gang system divided slaves into groups,



and under the direction of a slave driver, they
worked for as many hours as the overseer thought
reasonable. Cotton growing was hard work: plowing
and planting, chopping weeds with a heavy hoe,and
picking the ripe cotton from the stiff bolls at the
rate of 150 pounds a day. In the rice fields, slaves
worked knee-deep in water. On sugar plantations,
harvesting the cane and getting it ready for boiling
was exceptionally heavy work.

Regardless of the labor method, slaves worked
hard. They began performing light tasks as children,
and their workdays were always longest and most
brutal at harvest time. Slave women worked the
hardest. They not only labored all day with the men
in the fields but also cooked, cleaned, and took care
of the children after returning home at night.
Because slave families were often divided, black
women found themselves acting as single parents.
Therefore, within the slave family, women had spe-
cial burdens but also special authority.

House Servants
Household servants had a somewhat easier life than
field hands. On a small plantation, the slave might
do both field work and housework, but on a larger
estate, there would generally be a separate domes-
tic staff. Cooks, butlers, housemaids, nursemaids,
and coachmen lived close to the master and his fam-
ily, often eating the leftovers from the family table
and in some cases even sleeping in the “big house”
Although close ties might develop between blacks
and whites living in the same household, more often
house servants resented the isolation from their fel-
low slaves and the lack of privacy that came with liv-
ing in such close proximity to the master and his
family. Minor household accidents and transgres-
sions were more apparent than those made by field
hands, and so they were punished more often.
Female house servants were especially vulnera-
ble to sexual abuse by their masters and white over-
seers. In addition to unwanted sexual attention from
white men, female slaves often received vindictive
treatment from white women. Punishing their hus-
bands was seldom possible, so white mistresses often
inflicted beatings, increased workloads, and used
various other forms of torment on female slaves.

Skilled Workers
A small number of slaves were carpenters, weavers,
seamstresses, blacksmiths, and mechanics. Solomon
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Northup, kidnapped into slavery in Washington,
D.C.,in 1841, spent twelve years of his life as a slave
on a Louisiana cotton plantation. During enslave-
ment, Northup had been hired out repeatedly as a
carpenter and as a driver of slaves in his owner’s
sugar mill. Because cooking and domestic work were
not considered skilled work, slave men achieved
skilled status more often than women. Of the 16,000
lumber workers in the United States, almost all were
slaves. Black people also worked as miners; as dock-
hands and stokers on Mississippi riverboats; and as
stevedores loading cotton on the docks of Savannabh,
New Orleans, and Charleston. The wages of the
slaves, because they were their masters’ property,
belonged to the owner, not to the slave.

Slavery in the City

The extent to which slaves made up the laboring
class was most obvious in cities. Because the South
failed to attract as much European immigrant labor
as the North, southern cities offered both enslaved
and free black people opportunities in skilled occu-
pations, such as blacksmithing and carpentering,
that free African Americans in the North were
denied. Slaves on contract worked in mining and
lumbering, and others worked on the docks or on
construction sites, drove wagons, and performed
other unskilled jobs in cities and towns. Slave
women and children worked in textile mills.

The conditions of slavery in the cities differed
significantly from those in the countryside. Slaves on
isolated plantations had little contact with free
blacks and lower-class whites. For the most part,
masters maintained direct and effective control. In
the city, however, masters often could not supervise
their slaves closely and at the same time use them
profitably. After regular working hours, many slaves
fended for themselves and had opportunities to
mingle with free blacks and with whites. After work-
ing hours, the line between slavery and freedom
became increasingly indistinct.

Rising Tensions

White southerners often referred to slavery as the
“peculiar institution,” peculiar in the sense that it
was distinctive and unique. More than any other
single factor, slavery isolated the South from the
rest of American society, and as the South became
more isolated, so did southerners’ commitment to
hold on to their peculiar institution.
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By the 1850s, assumptions in the North about
the proper structure of society centered on the belief
in “free soil” and “free labor” An increasing number
of northerners came to believe that the existence of
slavery was dangerous not because of what it did to
blacks but because of what it threatened to do to
whites who wanted to control their own labor and
to have opportunities to advance. The ideal society
was one of small-scale capitalism in which everyone
could advance and work as they chose. Northern
“free laborites” believed the South was in a conspir-
acy to extend slavery throughout the growing
nation—primarily the growing American West.
This “slave power conspiracy, according to many
northerners, threatened the future of every white
laborer and property owner in the North.

In the South, a very different ideology was
emerging—an ideology completely incompatible
with the free labor ideology in the North. It emerged
out of the hardening of ideas among southerners on
the issue and defense of the slave system. And in
defending slavery, the South would grow increas-
ingly different from the dynamic, capitalist, free
labor system that was gaining strength in the North.

For all its expansion, the South in the nineteenth
century experienced much less transformation than
the industrial North. The South had begun the cen-
tury with few important cities and little industry
and remained the same sixty years later. In 1800, a
plantation system dependent on slave labor had
dominated the southern economy, and by 1860, that
system, still dominated by great plantations and
wealthy landowning planters, had only tightened its
grip on the region. As one historian noted, “The
South grew, but it did not develop” (Brinkley 1999,
371). The fragile and splintered nature of this slave
labor society would soon become apparent when it
was subjected to the pressures of civil war.

Karen Utz

See also African American Women and Work; African
Americans and Work
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American Telephone and Telegraph
(AT&T)

Once a stalwart of economic might and brand
power, American Telephone and Telegraph (AT&T)
is a shadow of its former self thanks to twenty years
of constant evolution brought about by regulatory
changes, increased competition, and advances in
communications technology. “Ma Bell,” as it was
known, once held the title of the world’s largest com-
pany. Its century of strength was built on its monop-
oly position as the carrier of U.S.local and long dis-
tance telephone service, as well as its production of
telecommunications equipment.

AT&T’s strength and position transcended the
communications industry. It was once one of a few
corporations that set the tone for employers and
employees in the United States and the developed
world. By the early 1980s, in fact, AT&T employed
1.1 million people and had firmly established itself
as a classic “cradle to grave” employer. Joining AT&T
was akin to accepting a lifetime position in which
skilled and unskilled workers enjoyed job security
and, if applicable, career development.

The ground began to change in the early 1980s
when mandated divestiture forced AT&T to shed its
local telephone operations, creating the seven inde-
pendent regional Baby Bells. Beyond breaking
AT&T’s service monopoly, the court-ordered change
was designed to open the floodgates to competition
in all telecommunications services, including the
emerging corporate and data markets. Competition
did flood in, at least in the long-distance market.
Soon after the breakup, AT&T began to see sub-
stantial and growing competition in the long-dis-
tance sector from MCI and Sprint and eventually
from providers such as WorldCom.

Although it remains the largest provider of long-



distance service in the United States,
with approximately 60 million cus-
tomers, the rush of competitors has
undercut both AT&T’s customer base
and, more importantly, its margins.
AT&T’s long-distance services remain
profitable, but the pressure on cus-
tomers and margins have forced the
communications giant to remold itself
several times since the 1990s. The first
push came with a move into new ser-
vices, such as wireless (cell phones),
data (information transmission via
financial service networks and the
Internet), and cable television. Eventu-
ally, AT&T also sought to remake itself
through a corporate reorganization.

The importance of the decline and
remolding of the telecommunications
giant goes beyond AT&T itself and even
the communications industry as a
whole. The transformation of this
American industrial stalwart during
the 1990s and early 2000s contributed
to the growing awareness that no company or indus-
try was immune to change. In line with this realiza-
tion came the sometimes painful understanding that
both white- and blue-collar workers—even at seem-
ingly rock steady companies—could lose their jobs
or have their roles changed to address new market
demands. AT&T’s unraveling also underscored the
precarious nature of all investments. Its share price
declined by more than 70 percent in the early 2000s.
“This was a stock that every American of voting age
thought was safe enough for widows and orphans.
That trait had been deregulated away years ago,”
Geoffrey Colvin wrote in Fortune (2002). Perhaps of
even more concern was that the major restructuring
broke the company into separate or autonomous
units without a core simply called AT&T. This change
threatened to dilute one of the company’s major
assets, its enormously valuable brand image.

The cumulative impact of AT&T’s troubles and
reorganization ultimately cost the company its place
among the world’s top ten brands as measured by
Business Week. The decline came despite hundreds
of millions of dollars spent on aggressive, youth-
oriented ads and new cutting-edge products. The
effort failed when it was unable to sell customers on
the image of the new AT&T.
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Advertising used for American Telephone and Telegraph from 1940 to 1949.
(Library of Congress)

The restructuring announced in 2000 split
AT&T’s wireless, broadband, business, and con-
sumer units into four separate groups. This effort
was soon adjusted again when the wireless division
was spun off entirely into a separate company with
its own stock. The carrier’s profitable long-distance
service was also spun off into a separate tracking
stock. AT&T further altered its portfolio of services
when it bought Comcast, the country’s third-largest
cable television provider, for $72 billion. The cable
television services were rolled into AT&T Broad-
band, with the idea that AT&T might be able to use
Comcast’s cable connections as a means of provid-
ing lucrative local telephone service and high-speed
Internet connections to the cable company’s sub-
scribers.

AT&T realized few immediate gains from its
efforts because none of its newer services—cable,
data, business, or local phone service—yielded the
kinds of results the company had hoped. The dismal
returns, in part, can be attributed to the weak com-
munications market of the early 2000s. Yet for all its
operational and branding problems, AT&T actually
gained some advantage from the turmoil that
enveloped the communications industry, beginning
in the late 1990s. The well-publicized problems of
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competitors such as WorldCom and Qwest helped
remind the market that for all its faults, AT&T is
still the world’s most stable carrier. AT&T leveraged
these concerns to draw in and cement interest from
major business clients that were unwilling to rely on
unstable carriers for their communications needs.

John Salak

See also Communications Workers of America; The Dot-
com Revolution; New Economy
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Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA)
(1990)
In 1990, the U.S. Congress passed and President
George H. W. Bush signed the Americans with Dis-
abilities Act (ADA), widely recognized as a land-
mark civil rights law that has become a major bat-
tleground for legal challenges over the rights of
people with disabilities to have equal access to facil-
ities, services, technology, public institutions, and
employment opportunities. The ADA gives civil
rights protections to individuals with disabilities
similar to those provided to individuals on the basis
of race, color, sex, national origin, age, and religion.
It guarantees equal opportunity for individuals with
disabilities in public accommodations, employ-
ment, transportation, state and local government
services, and telecommunications. The ADA enjoys
broad support from the public and is viewed gen-
erally as a modest success by advocates for people
with disabilities, although many believe the law
could be strengthened further. Although it is not
without controversy, the ADA has prompted the
redesign of thousands of public and private facili-
ties so they are accessible to the disabled and is
widely credited with helping improve access to ser-
vices and employment opportunities for people with
disabilities. The law is enforced by the U.S. Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC) and
the U.S. Department of Justice.

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, there are

approximately 50 million Americans—or 20 per-
cent of the total population—with a disability (U.S.
Bureau of the Census 1997, 1). Nearly 25 million
people in the United States have a severe disability,
and almost 30 million Americans with disabilities
are between the ages of fifteen and sixty-four. The
average monthly earnings of nondisabled workers
between the ages of thirty-five and fifty-four are
$2,617, compared to $2,258 for workers with a mild
disability and $1,574 for workers with a severe dis-
ability (McNeil 2000). Although the ADA and other
legislation have spurred enormous progress in pro-
viding equal opportunity for people with disabili-
ties, the United States must overcome a long history
of discrimination against this community.

For generations, people with disabilities were rou-
tinely excluded from the workplace and other areas
of public life. Discrimination and discomfort on the
part of employers regarding hiring people who were
disabled and lack of physical access to the workplace
kept many otherwise qualified workers from engag-
ing in meaningful work. In addition, federal laws
regarding Social Security income and Medicare pre-
vented many people with disabilities from entering
the workplace for fear of losing their health benefits.
Today, despite an increased awareness among
employers and laws to encourage access, people with
disabilities still experience higher levels of unem-
ployment than people without disabilities.

Beginning in the 1960s, the federal government
recognized the need for laws to address discrimi-
nation against people with disabilities and access to
the workplace and other public facilities. One of the
first laws passed was the Rehabilitation Act of 1973,
which mandated equal treatment of people with dis-
abilities in the federal workplace. The Rehabilita-
tion Act has several key components that require all
federal agencies to ensure nondiscrimination and
affirmative action in federal employment (Section
501); accessibility in federal buildings (Section 502);
affirmative action in employment by federal con-
tractors (Section 503); and affirmative action of
recipients of federal funds, including state agencies,
housing authorities, educational institutions, pri-
vate entities, and charitable organizations (Section
504). The Rehabilitation Act made a significant con-
tribution toward making the public sector more
accessible to people with disabilities.

Other federal laws affecting people with disabil-
ities include the Individuals with Disabilities Edu-
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President George H. W. Bush signs into law the Americans with Disabilities Act on the south lawn of the White House, July 26, 1990.
(U.S. National Archives)

cation Act of 1975. This law requires school systems
to ensure that disabled students have educational
opportunities on a par with those provided to
nondisabled students. The Fair Housing Act of 1968
prohibits public and private housing agencies from
discriminating on the basis of race, color, religion,
sex, disability, familial status, and national origin.
To combat the discrimination that people with
disabilities continued to face after these laws were
enacted, Congress passed the Americans with Dis-
abilities Act. Unlike some of the previous laws tar-
geting disability issues, ADA applies to private
employers of fifteen people or more, as well as federal,
state, and local governments, employment agencies,
and labor unions. The goal of the law is to increase
access to all facets of society, including the workplace,
transportation, telecommunications, and the public
arena for people with disabilities. In addition, it man-
dates that workers with disabilities have the same job
and career opportunities as workers without disabil-
ities. To ensure equal access, the ADA prohibits dis-
crimination against individuals with physical and
mental disabilities in employment, housing, educa-

tion, and access to public services. Under ADA,
employers are not allowed to discriminate against
qualified workers or job seekers with disabilities in
hiring or firing, to inquire about a disability, to limit
advancement opportunities or job classifications, to
use tests that tend to screen out people with disabil-
ities, or to deny opportunities to anyone in a rela-
tionship with a person with disabilities.

Enforcing the ADA

The EEOC reports that since the law took effect, it has
collected more than $300 million on behalf of 20,000
people through lawsuits, settlements, mediation, and
other enforcement actions. In addition, the agency
has helped more than 10,000 individuals settle dis-
putes over training, education, job referrals, union
membership, and other issues. A national mediation
program begun in 1997 and expanded in 1999 has
resolved more than 60 percent of 2,000 ADA charges
brought before the commission in about half the
time needed for administrative review. The com-
mission has successfully resolved about 90 percent
of ADA suits filed in district court either by settle-
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ment or favorable court or jury decision (U.S. Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission 2000). In the
appellate courts, the EEOC has filed nearly 100 ami-
cus curiae (friend of the court) briefs in cases con-
fronting fundamental issues on how the ADA should
be applied. Significant cases argued and won by the
EEOC include the following:

* In the first lawsuit filed by EEOC under the
ADA on June 7, 1993, EEOC & Charles Wessel
v. AIC SecurityInvestigations, Ltd., et al., EEOC
won a jury verdict finding the defendant had
unlawfully fired its executive director due to
the assumption that he could no longer per-
form his job because he had been diagnosed
with terminal brain cancer. The former direc-
tor was awarded $222,000.

+ Inasuitagainst Chuck E. Cheese on Novem-
ber 4, 1999, EEOC claimed that a district
manager fired a custodian with a develop-
mental disability because the company did
not employ “those type of people” (EEOC v.
CEC Entertainment, Inc. a/b/a Chuck E.
Cheese’s 1999, 6). A jury awarded the custo-
dian back pay, $70,000 in compensatory dam-
ages for emotional distress,and $13 million in
punitive damages (the punitive damages
award was reduced on March 14, 2000, to
$230,000 because of the statutory cap on
damages). The judge also ordered the com-
pany to give the custodian his job back.

* In EEOC v. Chomerics, Inc., et al., (August 25,
1998) the commission claimed that a chemi-
cal worker’s coworkers and supervisor
harassed and mocked him because of his dis-
ability (cerebral palsy). The company agreed
to provide the worker with $98,000 in back
pay and compensatory damages.

+ Inthe EEOC’s case involving Wal-Mart Stores,
ajury found the store’s hiring official had ille-
gally asked a job applicant about his disabil-
ity (amputated arm) in a job interview and
then refused to hire him. On October 10, 1997,
the applicant was awarded $7,500 in com-
pensatory damages and $150,000 in punitive
damages.

The Justice Department cites a decade of numer-
ous accomplishments in enforcing ADA that include
victories for people seeking access to services, facil-

ities, jobs, and economic opportunity. Towns in
North Dakota, Wisconsin, Montana, Ohio, and other
locations agreed to improve and expand access to
public buildings and services for people with dis-
abilities. Courts in Utah and Washington, D.C., were
ordered to improve access for the deaf and blind.
The Houston, Texas, and Oakland, California, police
departments agreed to take the necessary steps to
ensure that people who are deaf or hard of hearing
can communicate effectively with police officers.
Through cases involving an injured Denver police
officer, a dyslexic New York plumber, and disabled
police and fire officers in Illinois, the Department of
Justice enforced the employment provisions of ADA.
The department worked with professional licensing
and college testing services to ensure that they pro-
vided the necessary materials and devices so that
deaf students and other students with disabilities
could be prepared for and take the major profes-
sional and precollege exams.

Misgivings and Controversy

Despite these measures of progress, the ADA has
not been without controversy, beginning with how
the act defines disability, a definition that is open to
a certain degree of interpretation. The ADA defines
a disability as having a “physical or mental impair-
ment that substantially limits one or more of the
major life activities of the individual, having a
record of such impairment (cancer, for instance), or
being regarded as having such an impairment” (for
instance, a disfigurement that does not actual limit
major life activities but may be viewed by others as
doing so). In addition, the ADA requires that “rea-
sonable accommodation”be made in the workplace
for qualified individuals with disabilities. Reason-
able accommodation is considered any modifica-
tion or adjustment to a job or the work environ-
ment that will enable a qualified applicant or
employee with a disability to participate in the
application process or to perform essential job func-
tions. It can include providing special equipment or
making a workplace more accessible. It can also
mean allowing an employee to work at home or on
anontraditional schedule. Under the act, employers
are not required to provide accommodations that
impose an “undue hardship” (“action requiring sig-
nificant difficulty or expense”) on their business
operations, nor are they required to hire people who
are not qualified candidates simply because they



have a disability. However, this provision has not
been enough to allay the fears of many employers.

With the passage of the ADA, many employers
feared that they would be forced to make costly
accommodations for people with disabilities, hire
people with disabilities who were not qualified for
the job, or be sued by disgruntled workers claim-
ing discrimination under the ADA. Many employ-
ers have overcome their fear of hiring people with
disabilities, have made reasonable accommoda-
tions, and have not found the requirements of ADA
to be unduly burdensome. Others have resisted
making the accommodations and changes neces-
sary for an accessible workplace. In 1995, the
National Council on Disability, in its report “The
Americans with Disabilities Act: Ensuring Equal
Access to the American Dream,’ celebrated the suc-
cess of ADA but cautioned that “what is needed to
improve upon the implementation of the Ameri-
cans with Disabilities Act is greater public aware-
ness, further education and clarification regarding
the provisions of the law, and the appropriate
resources to both encourage voluntary compliance
and to ensure effective enforcement” (National
Council on Disability 2001, 24).

Despite the claims of the EEOC and Department
of Justice, a report in the May—June 2000 issue of the
American Bar Association’s Mental and Physical Dis-
ability Law Reporter is less encouraging for advo-
cates for the disabled. The article concluded that
employers prevail more than 95 percent of the time
in ADA suits and in 85 percent of the administrative
complaints handled by the EEOC. In addition, a
1999 Supreme Court decision narrowed the defini-
tion of disability to exclude certain people from pro-
tection under ADA. In considering the cases Sutton
v. United Airlines, Inc., Murphy v. United Parcel Ser-
vice, and Albertsons, Inc. v. Kirkingburg, the Supreme
Court held that a person is not “disabled,” and there-
fore not protected from discrimination under the
Americans with Disabilities Act, if medication or
other corrective devices diminish his or her impair-
ment (taking medication for depression, for
instance, or wearing corrective lenses).

In February 2001, the Court dealt what could be
another blow to ADA protections when it ruled in
favor of states’ rights by deciding in the Garrett v.
Alabama case that state employees cannot sue for
money damages under ADA when they are dis-
criminated against on the basis of disability. The
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decision narrows the law as written by Congress by
excluding state governments as parties that can be
sued for financial damages under ADA. However,
state employees can still sue state governments for
“Injunctive relief” that requires states to take actions
such as building wheelchair ramps or reinstating
fired employees. In the wake of these rulings by the
U.S. Supreme Court, California passed a law that
restores the scope and purview of ADA within its
borders, and other states may follow.

It is likely that ADA will be litigated further in the
courts, as advocates for the disabled, state govern-
ments, courts, and employers continue to struggle to
define the reach, scope, and regulatory requirements
of the act. It is clear that the Americans with Dis-
abilities Act was a critical step in the fight to provide
unfettered access to the workplace for people with
disabilities, but barriers to participation remain.

Herbert A. Schaffner and K. A. Dixon

See also Disability and Work
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Apprenticeship

An apprenticeship is an opportunity to learn a trade
while being employed in it for an agreed-upon
period of time, often at lower wages than average for
the trade. Apprenticeship was the primary way to
learn a trade in colonial America, but today formal
schooling is required. A rough estimate of the cur-
rent number of registered apprentices in the U.S. is
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400,000. The dramatic fall in the number of appren-
ticeships since 1700 stems from automation and
mass production brought on by the Industrial Rev-
olution, as well as the rise of public schooling avail-
able for adolescents. Although the number of tradi-
tional apprenticeships that combine classroom
training with on-the-job training is relatively small
today, there is an increasing trend in secondary edu-
cation to promote academic achievement by using
work-based learning experiences.

Apprenticeships date as far back as ancient
Egypt. Apprenticeships in the United States date
back to the country’s colonial period. Apprentices
would enter a trade, such as metalworking, carpen-
try, shoemaking, printing, or tailoring, around the
beginning of adolescence. Masters agreed to train
apprentices; in return, apprentices sacrificed part of
their wages and worked for room and board over a
period of five to seven years. Eventually, after ful-
filling their agreements, apprentices became jour-
neymen, or qualified tradesmen, and began to save
enough capital to set up a shop of their own and
thus become masters of their trade. One of the best-
known apprentices from colonial America was Ben-
jamin Franklin. He established a network of print-
ers, journeymen, and apprentices from New
England to Antigua and arranged for them to serve
as local postmasters. Historians conjecture that
Franklin made many of his printers local postmas-
ters to facilitate the dissemination of newspapers
and political ideas. He would provide them with the
capital to set up shops and received one-third of
their profits for the length of their contract.

There were disadvantages to being an apprentice
in colonial times. They included poor working con-
ditions, such as long hours, abusive masters, and
lengthy contracts, sometimes seven years long,
which caused some apprentices to continue work-
ing for their masters long after they had mastered
the trade. These hardships, combined with the avail-
ability of land on the western frontier during the
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, produced a sig-
nificant number of runaway apprentices.

By the late nineteenth century, the number of
apprenticeships in the United States had dramati-
cally declined. As industrialization took hold in the
late 1880s, the nature of work changed in ways that
strained traditional apprenticeship arrangements.
Mechanization and automation resulted in job tasks
that were more specific, minimizing the need to

master a trade. The large-scale commercialization of
commodities eliminated the need for custom work
by skilled artisans. The steam printing press dis-
placed journeymen and apprentices trained to oper-
ate the handpress. In the plumbing trade, mass pro-
duction of pipe fixtures and couplings reduced the
need for traditional skills to craft pipes. In essence,
small-scale craftwork was replaced by mass pro-
duction and the assembly line.

Some historians also attribute the decline in
apprenticeship to the absence of a guild system.
Without such a system, it was difficult to blacklist
apprentices who had run away to other regions of
the country. The guild system is strong in Europe,
which may in part explain the higher incidence of
apprentices in modern-day Germany and England.

The decline in apprenticeship coincided with a
rise in manual training and vocational schooling. In
1876, the Philadelphia Centennial Exposition fea-
tured an exhibit of manual training exercises cou-
pled with classroom training from a Russian tech-
nical school. The exhibit showcased a series of
graded exercises in a workshoplike environment
and was soon imported by some postsecondary
education institutions as a school-based alternative
to apprenticeship-style learning. Manual education
was not without controversy, however. Critics of
manual education, such as W. E. B. Du Bois, saw
manual education as a way of limiting the options
available to African Americans.

Although manual education carried with it a
connotation of moral reform, vocational education
was associated more with skills for the workplace
and their economic benefit. The rise in vocational
schooling in the United States coincided with the
passage of the first federal vocational act, the
Smith-Hughes Act (1917). It provided federal fund-
ing to assist states in creating vocational educa-
tion schools. The demand for public vocational
education came from both citizens and businesses.
Citizens wanted a form of “social education” that
served both to mainstream the urban masses and
to teach immigrant children English. Social
reformers concerned with alleviating pauperism
and juvenile crime looked to the school as a means
of providing education for youth who otherwise
would wander the streets. Parents wanted to ease
access to education to increase economic oppor-
tunities for their children. Business owners wanted
greater numbers of Americans to receive general



training before they became workers and hoped to
minimize union control of the supply of labor via
apprenticeships. Consequently, the unions resisted
the movement away from apprenticeships toward
public schools. Eventually, the American Federa-
tion of Labor agreed that vocational education was
acceptable under certain conditions: that labor had
a voice in shaping how vocational education sys-
tems were built, that government should keep the
system public instead of private, and that the sys-
tem avoided specialization of work roles in the
wider economy. Some early schools in Philadelphia
and New York did involve direct employer involve-
ment, but eventually local schools were operated by
local governments, and the number of apprentice-
ships faded. Apprenticeships did persist in the con-
struction trades, where work was seasonal and
firms remained relatively small.

Though nationally apprenticeship was on the
decline in the early 1900s, Wisconsin passed legis-
lation in 1911 to register its apprenticeships. The
federal Fitzgerald Act (the National Apprenticeship
Act) of 1937 was based on the Wisconsin law. The
Fitzgerald Act authorized the U.S. Department of
Labor to establish standards that protect the welfare
of apprentices and to bring together employers and
unions to form apprenticeship programs.

Since the Fitzgerald Act, apprenticeships have
been concentrated in the construction industry. As
of August 2001, the occupation with the most
apprenticeships is electrician, followed by carpenter
and pipe fitter. In 2000, there were estimated to be
440,000 registered apprentices in the United States.
Registered apprenticeships are negotiated in union
collective-bargaining agreements around the coun-
try. Apprenticeships range from one to six years and
typically involve 2,000 hours of supervised on-the-
job training and a minimum of 144 hours per year
of related instruction. The instruction may be in the
form of classroom training, correspondence
courses, or a self-study course approved by the
sponsor/employer.

Apprenticeships are more common in Europe
than they are in the United States. The apprentice-
ship tradition is particularly strong in Germany,
where in the 1990s approximately 60 percent of
adults had participated in an apprenticeship pro-
gram during their youth. Upon completing second-
ary school, most German students enter an appren-
ticeship program, which lasts about three years. A
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Most apprenticeships in the United States take place in the
construction industry, with electrician the most frequent
occupation, followed by carpentry. (Corel Corporation)

weekly program typically involves two days of class-
room training at a state school and three days of
training at a private firm. The apprenticeship pro-
grams are offered in areas ranging from banking to
crafts and are designed and administered by firms,
unions, and the state. The content of apprenticeship
programs, the structure of the classroom curricu-
lum, and the nature of the certification exams all
require consensus among trade unions, employer
associations, and the Federal Institute for Vocational
Training. The apprenticeship system in Germany is
supported by historical traditions, the involvement
of firms through national and state employer asso-
ciations, the presence of union input, and the gov-
ernment through its support of vocational schools
and laws. Apprenticeship systems also exist in Swe-
den and Britain.

In the United States, education has historically
been viewed as the great equalizer, and thus there is
resistance to the idea of overtly tracking adolescents
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into a trade. In addition, the traditional form of mod-
ern apprenticeships (on-the-job training coupled
with classroom learning) has been less common than
in Europe for many years. Consequently, youth job
training is not a systemic part of the nation’s schools
but rather is handled by periodic federal legislation
that provides funding for youth training programs
and vocational education. School and government
organizations offer numerous youth programs aimed
at the school-to-work transition that model them-
selves after traditional apprenticeships by training
youth for the workforce. During the 1960s, the federal
Economic Opportunities Act (1964) created employ-
ment and training programs for hard-to-employ
youth (Jobs Corps),and the Manpower Development
and Training Act (1962) provided funding for union
apprenticeships. The Job Training Partnership Act
(1982) included funds earmarked for training out-of-
school youth in basic education, occupational train-
ing, and on-the-job training.

To cope with the high dropout rate in urban areas
in the 1960s, high schools that integrated academic
and vocational curricula were established. A 2000
report by the U.S. Department of Education esti-
mates that there are 1,500 “career academies” across
the nation, typically established by local school dis-
tricts, focusing on a range of careers from business,
health, and finance to communication and video
technology. Work-based learning opportunities are
not offered consistently across schools, though some
academies have a well-defined workplace learning
component.

The School to Work Opportunities Act (1994)
provided money for local school districts to better
connect schools and work by emphasizing both aca-
demic achievement and work-based learning. Rec-
ognizing the concerns over programs that promote
tracking, the language of the act emphasized the
intent to serve all students. Across the nation, funds
from the act created opportunities for students to be
exposed to an array of career options through field
trips to workplaces and job-shadowing opportuni-
ties. In some localities, funds were also used to sup-
port youth apprenticeships.

The most recent effort to wed classroom training
and on-the-job training for youth was the Carl
Perkins Vocational and Technical Education Act
(1998), up for re-authorization in 2003, which pro-
vides federal funding for secondary and postsec-
ondary vocational education programs. Title IT of

the act provides money specifically for Tech Prep, a
program that prepares high school students for
careers in a practical art or trade. Students spend
their last two years of high school and two years at
a community college involved in a curriculum that
leads to a certificate in a career field. The legislation
specifically stipulates that two years of community
college can be replaced by an apprenticeship. This
option is not used widely, though some localities
have a well-defined apprenticeship option.

It is likely that the number of youth training pro-
grams that offer apprenticeship-style training oppor-
tunities will continue to vary across localities, with
some areas having many youth training programs
and others having far fewer. The variation stems from
the tradition of locally controlled schools in the
United States. Those localities with well-defined voca-
tional education systems will likely have more sys-
temic on-the-job training opportunities for youth.

Leela Hebbar

See also Building Trades Unions; Education Reform and
the Workforce; Job Corps; Job Skills; Lifelong
Learning; On-the-Job Training
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Arbitration

Arbitration is a voluntary process for resolving dis-
putes between employers and employees and their
unions by an independent third party. There are
three kinds of arbitration: (1) rights or grievance
arbitration, in which the parties have a labor agree-
ment and the arbitrator is asked to resolve a dispute
that arises under that agreement; (2) interest arbi-
tration, in which parties cannot agree on the terms
of alabor agreement and ask the arbitrator, in effect,
to establish the terms of the agreement; (3)
employment arbitration, in which an employer
either has a unilateral policy providing for arbitra-
tion of disputes with individual employees or a con-
tract with individual employees providing for arbi-
tration of disputes. There is no union involvement
in employment arbitration.

Arbitration as it is practiced today is often said
to have begun following a strike in the anthracite
coalfields in 1902. President Theodore Roosevelt
appointed a commission to investigate the cause of
the strike. The commission produced a detailed
study and established an Anthracite Board of Con-
ciliation. This board was empowered to interpret
the commissioner’s award. If the board could not
resolve a dispute submitted to it, then the dispute
was submitted to arbitration. During World War I,
the federal government created the National War
Labor Board, composed of members of manage-
ment, labor, and the public. It had only limited suc-
cess in resolving labor disputes. Before 1935, arbi-
tration was not widely used as a means of resolving
labor disputes in the United States.

After the enactment of the National Labor Rela-
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tions Act in 1935, unions began organizing many of
the basic industries, such as auto manufacturing,
steel, mining, and the electrical industries. Multistep
grievance procedures in which arbitration was the
final step became the norm in these industries. In
1942 President Franklin D. Roosevelt created the War
Labor Board, whose purpose was to resolve labor
disputes in any industry that might affect the war
effort. The board required companies and unions to
establish grievance procedures, including arbitra-
tion. Following World War I, the use of arbitration
became commonplace in the basic industries.

Section 301 of the Taft-Hartley Act of 1947
authorized federal courts to enforce collective bar-
gaining agreements. In Textile Workers Union v. Lin-
coln Mills (1957), the U.S. Supreme Court held that
an agreement to arbitrate labor disputes was enforce-
able. Any remaining judicial hostility toward the
arbitration of labor disputes was removed with the
Steelworkers Trilogy, three cases in 1960 in which
the U.S. Supreme Court laid down rules that had the
effect of making arbitration a fully recognized and
preferred method for resolving labor disputes.

Following World War II, most of the companies
in the basic industries had contracts with unions
representing the employees. These contracts gen-
erally contained provisions for a grievance proce-
dure, with arbitration as the final step for resolving
disputes arising in the workplace. The typical con-
tract between a company and a union provides that
all disputes arising under the contract will be sub-
mitted to arbitration. A partial list of disputes that
have been submitted to grievance arbitration
includes discharge and discipline, work assign-
ments, work rules, overtime work, job classifica-
tions and rates of pay, job evaluation, hours of work,
holiday pay, vacation and leave issues, fringe bene-
fits,and management rights. For example, nearly all
labor contracts contain a provision stating that the
employer may discharge an employee only for just
or proper cause. If a company discharges an
employee and the union believes the discharge is
improper, it can file a grievance. Practically speak-
ing, the grievance and arbitration process generally
includes any dispute arising in the workplace,
except those specifically excluded.

Arbitration offers several advantages to employ-
ers, unions, and employees over other forms of dis-
pute resolution. It is less expensive than litigation,
and the parties can resolve disputes much more
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quickly in arbitration than in litigation. Arbitra-
tion’s economic benefit to the employer is that it
provides a mechanism for resolving disputes that
might otherwise lead to strikes, slowdowns, or
widespread morale problems in the workforce. For
example, suppose a company and a union had a
contract with a seniority clause that stipulated that
in the event of a layoff, the employees would be laid
off in reverse order of seniority (the newest employ-
ees would be laid off first). Suppose further that the
company needed to lay off ten employees out of a
workforce of 500.If a dispute arose as to which ten
employees should be laid off, it could result in a
strike or picketing if there was not an acceptable
and expeditious way of resolving it. Arbitration’s
economic benefit to the union and the employees is,
again, its lesser expense. For example, if an
employer discharges an employee, a dispute over
the propriety of the discharge can be determined in
arbitration at far less cost than in a court of law. Few
employees who are discharged for infractions such
as absenteeism, insubordination, falsification of
production records, and a host of other offenses for
which employees are routinely discharged can
afford to litigate the merits of their discharge in a
court of law.

The typical labor contract for a union employee
contains a two- or three-step grievance procedure.
The first step generally directs the immediate fore-
man and the shop steward to seek a resolution of the
dispute. The second step is often a meeting between
the company’s personnel manager and a business
agent for the union. If the parties are unable to
resolve the dispute at this level, it is submitted to an
arbitrator for a final and binding decision. The arbi-
trator may be named in the parties’ labor contract
or may be selected from a list of arbitrators fur-
nished by an appointing agency, such as the Amer-
ican Arbitration Association or the Federal Media-
tion and Conciliation Service.

Hearings before arbitrators are similar to state
and federal administrative hearings. They are infor-
mal. The hearing generally opens with an attempt to
agree on the question to be decided by the arbitra-
tor. If the parties cannot agree on the precise word-
ing of the question to be decided (that is, “Was the
employee discharged for just cause, and if not, what
is the appropriate remedy?”), the arbitrator will
frame the issue. This process is followed by the
opening statements of the representatives of the

parties. Then the parties provide their proof, which
usually consists of the introduction of relevant doc-
uments and oral testimony. Finally, closing state-
ments are made, and posthearing briefs are sub-
mitted. After the case is closed, the arbitrator writes
a decision and transmits it to the parties.

The fundamental responsibility of an arbitrator
in a dispute that involves only the interpretation and
application of a labor contract is to apply the terms
of the contract to the facts presented by the parties.
Although it is said that an arbitrator is not supposed
to dispense his or her personal brand of industrial
justice, there are many widely accepted doctrines
that apply to the arbitrator’s decision-making
process. Where the contract is clear and unambigu-
ous, the arbitrator must apply the words as written
to the facts. If a contract is ambiguous, an arbitra-
tor can apply the past practice of the parties or
resort to their negotiating history as an aid in resolv-
ing the dispute. Prior grievance settlements in anal-
ogous situations may furnish guidance to an arbi-
trator. Arbitrators also rely on the decisions of other
arbitrators, even though these decisions do not cre-
ate binding precedent. The Bureau of National
Affairs (BNA) and Commerce Clearing House
(CCH) publish arbitration awards.

Many public employers at the federal, state, and
local levels also have contracts with unions repre-
senting their employees. At the federal level, many
workers in the Postal Service and the Department of
the Treasury are represented by unions. At the state
and local levels, a wide variety of employees are rep-
resented by unions, including police officers, fire
fighters, sanitation workers, and schoolteachers.
Most contracts between public employees and
unions contain a provision for the arbitration of
employee grievances. The procedures for resolving
grievances in public sector labor contracts are sim-
ilar to the procedures used in the private sector.
Depending on the employer, there may be restric-
tions on the arbitrator’s authority. For example, an
arbitrator hearing a dispute under a public sector
labor agreement cannot generally require a public
employer to expend unappropriated funds to com-
ply with a decision.

Interest arbitration is used more frequently in
the public sector than in the private sector, and is
often seen as an alternative to a strike. The federal
government and many states have statutes pro-
hibiting public employees from striking, and sev-



eral federal and state statutes that provide for inter-
est arbitration. When the public employer and the
union representing a group of employees are unable
to agree on the terms of a labor contract, the public
employee collective bargaining statute may provide
for an arbitrator or panel of arbitrators to establish
those terms. Such disputes frequently cover the
entire range of subjects usually contained in labor
agreements, such as wages, holidays, vacation, sick
leave, or health insurance. When the parties reach an
impasse on such issues, they select an arbitrator or
a panel,and a hearing is held. For example, if wages
were in dispute, the government entity can present
its evidence to the arbitrator as to the rate of pay it
thinks is appropriate. The union presents its evi-
dence to the arbitrator as to what it believes should
be the proper rate of pay. The arbitrator or panel
then determines the rate of pay for the upcoming
labor contract. The arbitrator’s decision thus
becomes the labor agreement.

Edwin R. Render

See also Collective Bargaining; Workers’ Compensation
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Asian Americans and Work
The United States has long prided itself on being, to
use John E Kennedy’s words, “a nation of immi-
grants” And yet the history of Asian Americans and
work in the United States is one of struggle. As a
broad and varied group, Asian Americans have had
a long history of persevering and overcoming work
discrimination, anti-Asian legislation, anti-immi-
grant policy, exploitation, and abuse. Although many
Asian Americans have been successful in their strug-
gles, many others continue to suffer because of
racism and discrimination in the United States today.
Like all categories of race, that of “Asian Ameri-
cans” is artificial and misleading, in that the term
encompasses a range of different nationalities,
races, and thus experiences. In general, however, as
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the United States was settled and developed, Asian
immigrants came from impoverished regions of the
world as low-wage workers. Their labor was crucial
to the establishment and development of the nation,
but most often they were denied fair treatment and
the full right of citizenship accorded to many other
laboring immigrant groups.

Chinese American Workers

In the 1830s Chinese sailors and peddlers worked in
New York, on sugar plantations in Hawaii, and in
mining and forestry industries in the Pacific North-
west. It was not until the mid-1800s that the Chinese
came to the United States in large numbers to per-
form menial, although dangerous and difficult work.
The first large-scale wave of immigrant Chinese
came to California with the hopes of cashing in on
the gold rush of 1848 and to escape the economic
hardships they were experiencing in China. Others
went to work on the Hawaiian sugar cane planta-
tions. In 1865, about 9,000 to 12,000 were hired as
laborers on the transcontinental railroad (Asian-
Nation 2002). Although Chinese men were recruited
to build U.S. infrastructure and agriculture, they
were often prohibited from bringing women mem-
bers of their family with them to the United States.
When they did immigrate, women supported men
in their work but were most often not paid them-
selves and not counted as workers.

Despite the significant contributions early Chi-
nese male and female workers made to the U.S.
economy, they were discriminated against in many
ways. In California they were subjected to a foreign
miner tax, and during the building of the transcon-
tinental railroad, they were only paid 60 percent of
what other immigrant workers were earning
(Asian-Nation 2002). Once the gold rush began to
fade and railroad construction started winding
down, the Chinese were targeted as a threat to the
U.S. economy, and a widespread anti-Chinese
movement began, accompanied by riots, lynching,
and murders. Anti-Asian immigrant sentiments
culminated in the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882,
which barred Chinese immigration and prevented
both immigrant and U.S.-born Chinese from
becoming U.S. citizens.

The next significant exclusionary legislation was
the Act to Prohibit the Coming of Chinese Persons
into the United States of May 1892. Referred to as the
Geary Act, this legislation required Chinese to reg-
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Asian Americans have had a long history of persevering and
overcoming work discrimination, anti-Asian legislation,
anti-immigrant policies, exploitation, and abuse. Although
many Asian Americans have been successful in their struggles,
many others continue to suffer because of racism and
discrimination in the United States today. (Jon Feingersh/Corbis)

ister and secure a certificate as proof of their right
to be in the United States. Imprisonment or depor-
tation were the penalties for those who failed to have
the required papers or witnesses. These acts were
not repealed until 1943, when Franklin D. Roosevelt
signed the Act to Repeal the Chinese Exclusion Acts,
to Establish Quotas, and for Other Purposes and,
crucially, when President Kennedy signed the Immi-
gration Act of October 1965.

The Chinese reacted to discrimination by form-
ing their own businesses and working in jobs that
were not perceived as threats to white workers. Most
Chinese on the East Cost worked in the service sec-
tor; on the West Coast, they were employed in mills,
agriculture, and the fishing and forestry industries.
Because few Chinese women were allowed into the

United States in the early years, Chinese men also
turned to what would be considered women’s work
and took jobs as domestics, in laundries, and in the
food industries.

During the 1930s and 1940s, the Chinese again
were recruited to work in large numbers, this time
in the war industries. The need for workers in man-
ufacturing, coupled with more permissive immi-
gration laws, broke barriers for employment oppor-
tunities for Chinese men and women. Those who
immigrated to the United States following World
War IT under the McCarran-Walter Act of 1952 were
often well-educated, English-speaking professionals
who had held jobs as government officials, scien-
tists, and engineers. In 1949, 5,000 highly educated
Chinese were granted refugee status in the United
States after China established a Communist gov-
ernment (Asian-Nation 2001). These immigrants,
unlike those of a century earlier, made lateral moves
in employment upon their arrival into the United
States, and a few took positions far below their abil-
ity. Also, following two Immigration Acts (1956 and
1965), the first establishing immigration quotas
based on nationality and the second rescinding
those strict quotas, the majority of Chinese immi-
grants who came to the United States were relatives
of Chinese American citizens. These new immi-
grants “revitalized Chinatown” by taking jobs as tai-
lors, salespeople, restaurant servers, and clerical
workers.

Although Chinese Americans did not take part in
officially recognized unions until the mid-1930s,
they did organize themselves into family associa-
tions to protect themselves from discrimination in
the workplace and community. The earliest organ-
ized labor group of Chinese workers formed during
the mid-1800s, when they organized a strike against
the Union Pacific Railroad, although the work stop-
page only brought more problems for the laborers,
who soon went back to work. More organized and
successful labor movements came about during the
mid-1900s and were spearheaded by Chinese
women, whose labor guilds within the garment
industry doubled their wages and offered job pro-
tection. During the Depression, Chinese women
organized their own chapter of National Dollar
Stores and successfully negotiated for better wages
and working conditions. This group later became
affiliated with the International Ladies Garment
Workers Union. Chinese workers also organized the



Mutual Aid Association in the canneries of Alaska
in the 1930s, and in 1995 within the Union of Nee-
dle Trades, Industrial, and Textile Employees
(UNITE!), an amalgam of the Amalgamated Cloth-
ing and Textile Workers Union (ACTWU) and the
International Ladies Garment Workers Union
(ILGWU). More recently, Asian Americans have
organized themselves into professional groups such
as the National Association of Asian American Pro-
fessionals and the Asian Pacific American Women
Leadership Institute.

Japanese American Workers

Japanese immigrants began coming to the United
States in large numbers after Chinese immigration
ended in 1882. Most came as a result of the indus-
trialization taking place in Japan, which caused
many agricultural workers to lose their land. The
majority of those immigrants went to Hawaii to
work on the plantations; others immigrated to Cal-
ifornia as railroad workers and miners. Like the
Chinese before them, many Japanese turned to agri-
culture, the fishing canneries, and domestic work,
although a large number of women came to the
United States as “picture brides.” In 1907, the “Gen-
tlemen’s Agreement” between the United States and
Japan barred unskilled Japanese men from entry,
although it did allow for the entry of wives of Japa-
nese men already working in the United States.

In 1893, Japanese workers formed their first
trade union: the Japanese Shoemakers League.
Japanese immigration to Hawaii ended under the
Irwin Convention, and contracted labor practices
ceased with passage of the Organic Act. As a result,
many Japanese plantation workers relocated to the
mainland. In 1915, the Japanese formed the Central
Japanese Association of Southern California and the
first Japanese chamber of commerce. Four years
later, Japanese workers created the Federation of
Japanese Labor in Hawaii and successfully went on
strike. In 1922, a court found in Takao Ozawa v.
United States that Japanese workers were not eligi-
ble for naturalized citizenship and, further, that any
female citizen who married an “alien” would lose
her own right to citizenship.

By the 1930s and 1940s, Japanese immigrants
had begun to purchase large tracts of land for farm-
ing and to establish small businesses that they lost
at the beginning of World War II, when Japanese
and Japanese Americans were herded into deten-
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tion centers because they were seen as a threat to
U.S. security. Although legal measures were taken
after the war to reclaim their losses, less than 10
percent was actually ever recovered (Amott and
Matthaei 1996, 230). In 1952, the McCarran-Walter
Act lifted a ban on Japanese immigration but
restricted immigration to 100 individuals per coun-
try per year; as a result, relatively few Japanese came
to the United States. Those who did immigrate dis-
persed both geographically and professionally.
Although the Japanese continued to face discrimi-
nation, they moved quickly into the U.S. middle
class.

Filipino American Workers

As early as the 1600s, Filipinos reached North Amer-
ica on Manila galleons, and in 1750 a group of Fil-
ipino sailors settled and began working in
Louisiana. At the beginning of the twentieth century,
most Filipinos were recruited to work on Hawaiian
sugar and pineapple plantations, in Alaskan fish-
eries, and in the forest industry in the Northwest.
After World War II, many of those immigrants
moved throughout the mainland and began work-
ing in the same low-paying jobs in which other
Asians were employed—as domestics, in agricul-
ture, and as small business owners.

Filipinos have also remained committed to union
ideals and organization. In 1911, Pablo Manlapit
formed the Filipino Higher Wages Association in
Hawaii; four years later, it went on strike for eight
months. In 1934, the Tydings-McDuffie Act spelled
out procedures for eventual Philippine indepen-
dence and reduced Filipino immigration to the
United States to fifty persons a year. Shortly after-
ward, Filipino workers created their own Filipino
Labor Union in California, and after World War II,
the American Federation of Labor and Congress of
Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO) created the Fil-
ipino Agricultural Worker’s Organizing committee,
which later merged with the Chicano Farm Workers
Association to form the United Farm Workers Orga-
nizing Committee. Filipino men have been particu-
larly visible within this union, taking on not just
labor problems but social issues as well by estab-
lishing their own legal department, day care center,
and medical clinics.

After the 1965 Immigration Act eliminated racial
quotas, Filipinos became the second-largest Asian
American population, and the number of profes-
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sional Filipino workers living and working in the
United States increased. Although about three-fifths
of Filipino immigrants came to work in clerical,
manufacturing, and service industries, the other
two-fifths (40 percent) came to the United States as
trained scientists, engineers, and medical profes-
sionals (Amott and Matthaei 1996, 244). Since the
late 1960s, Filipinos have enjoyed relatively high
earnings and employment rates.

Indian American and

Korean American Workers

Large populations of workers from India, Southeast
Asia, and Korea immigrated to the United States in
the early 1900s. The first group of Korean workers
arrived in Hawaii in 1903 to work in the sugar fields,
but just a few years later their immigration was
legally restricted. Those Koreans already in the
United States formed the Mutual Assistance Society
in 1905,and in 1909 they created the Korean Nation-
alist Association. New Korean immigrants didn’t
come to the United States en masse again until after
immigration legislation in 1965; at that time they
immigrated as professionals, service industry work-
ers, and small business owners.

Indians from Southeast Asia settled primarily on
the West Coast at the turn of the century. In the early
1900s, Asian Indians were denied entry into Canada
under the pretext that they hadn’t come “by contin-
uous journey” from India (there were no direct ship-
ping routes between Indian and Canadian ports). In
1917 the United States followed suit in defining a
“banned zone,” primarily India, from which no
immigrants could hail. In the 1923 United States v.
Bhagat Singh an appeals court determined that
Asian Indians were not eligible for U.S. naturaliza-
tion. Like Koreans, large numbers of Indians were
not able to move to the United States until the pas-
sage of the 1965 Immigration Act. This legislation
allowed Indians to immigrate, mainly to the East
Coast. Today the largest concentration of Indians
can be found in New York City, with 53 percent of the
population living in Queens, New York (Khandelwal
2001,3).

Many Indian immigrants have high educational
and income levels, with a significant number com-
ing from professional fields, particularly medicine
and engineering. However, from the late 1970s
onward, a significant part of the population worked
in the service industry, running and often owning

small businesses such as newsstands, retail shops,
restaurants, and gas stations.

Since the latter part of the twentieth century,
most Asian immigrants and Asian Americans have
been called the “model minority” because of their
perceived economic success and upward mobility.
Today, Asian Americans have a high level of educa-
tional attainment and high median earnings, but
that is not true of all Asian American workers. Many
new immigrants from Cambodia, Laos, and Viet-
nam work at the very low end of the labor market.
In 1975, more than 130,000 refugees entered the
United States from these countries (Amott and
Matthaei 1996, 248). In 1978 a new mass exodus of
Vietnamese “boat people”arrived, and after the Viet-
nam War ended, thousands of Hmong immigrated
to the United States. In 1990 the overall poverty rate
for Asian Americans was 14 percent, but 42 percent
of Cambodians and 62 percent of the Hmong peo-
ple from Cambodia lived below the poverty line
(Amott and Matthaei 1996, 250). Additionally, over-
representation of Asian Americans in self-employ-
ment suggests that they still face discrimination and
that racism prevents them from entering into and
achieving success in certain careers and professions.

Vivyan C. Adair and Sharon Gormley

See also Affirmative Action; Green Cards; Immigrants
and Work; United Farm Workers; Wage Gap; Women
and Work; Working Class
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Automotive Industry

The most dynamic sector of the U.S. economy in
the twentieth century, the automotive industry
barely existed in 1900, when only 8,000 motor vehi-
cles were registered in the United States. With more
efficient production techniques, innovative market-
ing measures, and the introduction of auto sales on



credit, however, the industry expanded in almost
continuous fashion. Indeed, by the late 1990s, the
automotive industry added $100 billion in gross
domestic product to the U.S. economy. The auto-
motive industry also fostered a rising standard of
living for its workers by paying wages that ranked
at the top of the industrial sector, beginning with
Henry Ford’s announcement of a Five Dollar Day in
1914. The industry’s almost complete unionization
by 1941, however, was even more crucial in estab-
lishing the auto worker’s reputation as the elite of
industrial workers. In addition to its economic and
technological accomplishments, the industry trans-
formed U.S.social and cultural life. With almost 208
million motor vehicles registered in the United
States in 1997, the country ranked as one of the
most automobile-dependent nations on earth, with
almost 458 cars per 1,000 persons (U.S. Census
Bureau 2000).

Among the numerous inventors who pioneered
the use of the gasoline internal combustion engine
to power a motor vehicle, Germans Gottleib Daim-
ler and Carl Benz conducted successful trial runs in
1885 and 1886; by 1891, Benz offered the first auto-
mobiles for sale in Europe. Two years later, the
Duryea brothers, Charles and Frank, made the first
automobile run in the United States in Springfield,
Massachusetts. In 1895 the first automobile race
took place on U.S. soil, the first of many such events
that generated huge public interest in the new
“horseless carriage” Building on this interest as well
as their reputation as automotive pioneers, the
Duryeas offered the first car for sale to the Ameri-
can public in February 1897. They were joined by
over thirty manufacturers selling over 2,500 cars
just two years later.

As in Europe, the first models offered for sale to
the American public were luxury automobiles, but
as early as 1901, Ransom E. Olds offered the first car
aimed at the lower-priced market. The car, which
sold for $650, became immortalized in the popular
song “In My Merry Oldsmobile” and proved that the
market for automobiles extended far beyond the
wealthier classes. In 1903 Henry Ford established
the Ford Motor Company after two previous fail-
ures in the business; this time, Ford focused on the
lower-priced market with the 1907 Model N. The
following year, his company introduced the Model
T, a car that revolutionized the automotive industry.
Not only did Ford refine the efficiency of the assem-
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bly line process used in making automobiles, but
also he used the cost savings to cut the price of the
Model T in succeeding years. As he expanded the
market for his product by reducing its price, Ford
also used his productivity gains to increase his
workers’ wages. With the Five Dollar Day, announced
in January 1914, Ford helped to create a mass con-
sumer base among a broad segment of working-
class Americans. By the 1920s, about 47 percent of
Ford workers owned their own cars, a figure that
dwarfed the figures for industrial workers else-
where; in Chicago, a mere 3 percent of unskilled
workers were auto owners, and in San Francisco,
just above one-quarter of all workers owned their
own cars (Cohen 1990).

Although motor vehicle registrations jumped
from 8,000 in 1900 to 469,000 in 1910, the early
years of the industry were filled with business fail-
ures. Unlike the success stories of Olds and Ford,
over 300 of the more than 500 automobile manu-
facturers established between 1900 and 1908 went
out of business. Although demand for the new prod-
uct far exceeded the supply of automobiles, fledgling
manufacturers often suffered from undercapitaliza-
tion and unreasonable demands by their investors,
many of whom viewed the industry as a speculative
venture. Although Olds increased his production
from 425 vehicles in 1901 to 4,000 in 1903—and
Ford jumped from 658 cars in 1903-1904 to 8,243
in 1907-1908—most other manufacturers were
either unable or unwilling to abandon the crafts-
manship of traditional carriage making in favor of
more efficient assembly line production (Lacey
1986). With the immediate success of Ford’s Model
T in 1908 and the beginning of production at his
Highland Park plant the following year, it was clear
that the automotive industry’s trends toward mass
production and mass consumption were in place. It
was equally obvious, as the massive operation at
Highland Park symbolized, that the automotive
industry was no longer open to a few inventors-
turned-prospective manufacturers.

In addition to the massive capitalization require-
ments, the tendency toward oligopoly in the auto
industry was fostered by the thirty-two-member
cartel formed to enforce the Selden patent in the
early 1900s. Although the patent covering a general
outline of a gas-powered vehicle was essentially
unenforceable—as a court finally ruled in 1911—
several automakers had banded together as the
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A factory worker assembles Taurus and Sable cars at the Ford assembly plant in Illinois. (Sandy Felsenthal/Corbis)

Association of Licensed Automobile Manufacturers
in fear of being put out of business by its holder,
George Selden. Although William C. Durant of Gen-
eral Motors (GM) was an avid supporter of the
Selden cartel, Henry Ford was not. Despite the
threats to his business, Ford fought the patent in
court and eventually won, but not before many other
smaller auto companies were closed, merged, or
bought out.

Although Ford and his Model T quickly became
household words around the world, it was another
company, GM, that took the lead in mass marketing
its product. Organized in 1908 by Durant as a hold-
ing company for several independent auto brands,
GM attempted to offer a comprehensive lineup of
cars across market segments, from the low-priced
Chevrolet to the luxury Cadillac. With the creation
of the General Motors Acceptance Corporation in
1919, GM also pioneered the offer of installment
buying to auto buyers, a program that helped the
company surpass Ford, who refused to sell on credit,
after 1930; indeed, by 1921 about half of all cars
sold in the United States were on the installment
plan, giving Ford a serious handicap in the market-
place (Flink 1975).

Together with the Chrysler Corporation, Ford
and GM eventually comprised the Big Three
automakers. Although other, smaller makers con-
tinued to operate until the 1970s, the Big Three
dominated the industry from the 1930s onward. In
1936 GM held 43 percent of the domestic market;
Chrysler had a 25 percent share; and Ford held on
to 22 percent of the market. The independent
automakers—under brand names such as Hudson,
Packard, Studebaker, and Willys—sold about one-
tenth of all cars purchased that year (Lacey 1986).

The decade of the Great Depression was a tumul-
tuous one for the auto industry; in addition to
weathering the economic downturn—GM’s stock,
for example, plunged from $91 a share in 1929 to
$13 per share in 1933—it also faced tremendous
internal pressures from its workforce. In the wake of
New Deal measures such as the National Recovery
Act of June 1933 and the National Labor Relations
Act (Wagner Act) of 1935, many workers were con-
vinced that forming their own unions to engage in
collective bargaining with the automakers was the
best strategy for gaining job security, higher wages,
and improved working conditions. The response
from the Big Three was discouraging; although they



felt compelled to recognize workers” unions by the
federal government, their initial strategy was to
form employee relations programs (ERPs) for their
workers. Essentially run as company unions, the
ERPs failed to stem the demands for independent
labor unions in the auto industry. After a series of
dramatic strikes that witnessed workers sitting
down in GM plants across the Midwest in the win-
ter of 1936-1937, the nation’s largest automaker
became the first to recognize the United Auto Work-
ers (UAW) union as the collective bargaining agent
of its workforce. Among the Big Three, the Ford
Motor Company was the last holdout. With lucrative
government contracts in the offing in the days
before U.S. entry into World War I, Ford finally rec-
ognized the UAW in June 1941.

In exchange for a no-strike pledge during the war,
the UAW substantially completed the unionization of
the auto industry by the end of World War II. The
postwar era in the auto industry focused, then, not
on the issue of collective bargaining but rather on
just how far the process would go. Although the UAW
attempted to introduce managerial decisions into
collective bargaining throughout the 1940s, the 1950
agreement with General Motors, publicized as the
Treaty of Detroit, essentially drew the lines of col-
lective bargaining for the next generation. In
exchange for improved wages and benefits—includ-
ing cost-of-living adjustments, pensions, and health
care provisions—automakers retained all manage-
rial prerogatives, including production and invest-
ment decisions. The arrangement allowed automak-
ers to enjoy a measure of stability in their workforce,
while autoworkers expanded their wage and benefits
packages in succeeding years. Supplemental unem-
ployment benefits were added to collective bargain-
ing agreements in 1955, and early retirement provi-
sions came into effect in 1964.

The U.S. automotive industry shared in the
almost uninterrupted economic growth of the post-
war era through the energy price hikes of 1973 and
1974.Indeed, the 1950s and 1960s are often invoked
as the industry’s “golden age”” Faced with little for-
eign competition, a ready consumer market, and a
stable labor force, automakers concentrated more
on annual style updates on larger, more profitable
models instead of technological innovation or the
introduction of smaller, more efficient cars.
Although some consumers turned away from the
Big Three’s products—which pundits likened to
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“the dinosaur in the driveway”—foreign automak-
ers held just 5 percent of the U.S. market in 1963. By
1971, however, their share had increased to 16 per-
cent, an ominous trend once gasoline prices sky-
rocketed after the Organization of Petroleum
Exporting Countries (OPEC) imposed oil embar-
goes in the mid-1970s. Although many of the
imported autos were luxury cars such as the Mer-
cedes-Benz, increasingly they comprised fuel-effi-
cient Japanese models from Honda and Toyota.

Scrambling to recapture their market share
throughout the 1970s, U.S. automakers also
responded with a series of cost-cutting measures
that undermined their relationship with their work-
force. In addition to speeding up production lines in
older factories, automakers attempted to replace
workers with robotic machines in their newer plants.
The Big Three also relocated many of their parts and
assembly plants in nonunionized, lower-wage loca-
tions outside the United States. Although GM had
operated factories outside the United States since the
1920s to serve various domestic markets, it now
made autos for the U.S. market in its international
plants. By 1980, GM operated twenty-three plants
outside the United States, a trend followed by the
other members of the Big Three. Although some con-
sumers responded with a“Buy American” campaign
in the 1980s, the trend toward foreign assembly and
components production continued unabated.

In contrast, foreign automakers such as Honda,
Mercedes-Benz, Subaru-Isuzu, and Toyota invested
billions of dollars to build assembly plants in the
United States in the 1980s and 1990s, beginning
with Honda’s operation of a plant in Marysville,
Ohio, in November 1982. Rejecting attempts by the
UAW to unionize their workforces, the so-called
transplant producers instead focused on quality cir-
cles and other employee involvement programs to
boost production and morale in their plants. As of
1998, more than 990,000 full-time workers were
employed in the automobile manufacturing sector;
those in the Big Three largely remained unionized,
whereas only those in joint-manufacturing opera-
tions among the transplant companies were union-
ized (U.S. Census 1999).

The 1990s were generally favorable to the auto
industry, which remained a major contributor to the
U.S. economy, with over $105 billion added to the
gross domestic product in 1998 alone. Ford and
Chrysler seemed to adapt to the demands of lean
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manufacturing to remain competitive and offered
numerous successful smaller models, but GM was
often criticized for organizational disarray and lack-
luster product development. In 1991 and 1992, the
company was reckoned to have lost $15 billion in
North America alone. Even its attempts to diversify
its core businesses by purchasing Hughes Aircraft
and Electronic Data Systems kicked off a storm of
controversy and criticism. Like their transplant
counterparts, however, U.S. automakers (still known
as the Big Three, even after Chrysler’s purchase by
DaimlerBenz in 1997) have continued to emphasize
the principles of total quality management to
achieve impressive results since the 1980s.
Timothy G. Borden
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Baldrige Awards

Baldrige Awards give national recognition to pre-
mier U.S. organizations exemplifying sustained per-
formance excellence and quality. Established in 1987
under Public Law 100-107 and more formally called
the Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award, this
prestigious prize is presented by the president of
the United States through the program adminis-
tered by the National Institute of Standards and
Technology (NIST) of the Department of Com-
merce. The awards are named in honor of Malcolm
Baldrige, who served as secretary of commerce from
1981 to 1987 and was committed to quality man-
agement as a means of ensuring long-term national
prosperity, especially in more competitive and
demanding world markets.

The categories for the awards originally focused
on the manufacturing, service, and small business
sectors. In 1998, educational and health care organ-
izations became eligible for the annual awards as
well. Up to three awards can be made in each cate-
gory annually, but not all categories are necessarily
used each year. The seven performance criteria
upon which the awards are based include leader-
ship, strategic planning, customer and market focus,
information and analysis, human resources, process
management, and organizational results.

Organizations that apply for the Baldrige Awards
undergo a rigorous review, beginning with an ini-
tial eligibility certification. Applicants then submit
a written organizational overview and self-study
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that take into account the specified award criteria
for performance excellence. To avoid conflicts of
interest in the assignment of reviewers to applica-
tions, candidates for the award must provide the
names of their key competitors, customers or users,
and suppliers. Applications for the Baldrige Awards
are rated on a point value system, and a team of
some six specialists gives extensive feedback, citing
organizational strengths and recommending
opportunities for improvement. Trained experts,
who volunteer to provide feedback, conduct site
visits, and even follow-up interviews for finalists,
devote some 300 to 1,000 or more hours to appli-
cation reviews. Award recipients are required to
share nonproprietary information about their suc-
cessful practices at the annual Quest for Excellence
Conference and at regional conferences. This shar-
ing encourages communication and facilitates the
forging of partnerships within the business, edu-
cation, and health sectors.

The Baldrige Awards program involves the com-
bined efforts of the public and private sectors. The
government commits some $5 million annually to
operation of the program, but private entities,
organizations, and industry have borne most of the
start-up costs. The independent Foundation for the
Malcolm Baldrige National Quality Award raises
funds and manages an endowment for the program.
Award applicants pay all required fees associated
with review of their applications. More than 300
experts from all sectors volunteer annually to give
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presentations on the Baldrige Award, share their
expertise, and critique applications.

The NIST and the media have touted the highly
favorable return on investment of award-winning
companies comprising the fictitious “Baldrige
Index” stock fund. This was compared to a similar
investment made in the Standard and Poor 500
Index, showing a return on investment at a ratio of
5-to-1. A recent longitudinal economic study by
Zbigniew Przasnyski and Lawrence Tai (2002) tem-
pers these impressive claims, however, by factoring
in market and industrial considerations.

A sampling of the organizations that have
received the Baldrige Awards since 1988 include
Westinghouse Electric-Nuclear Fuel Division,
Xerox-Business Products and Systems, Cadillac
Motor Car Division, American Telephone and Tele-
graph (AT&T), Armstrong World Industries Build-
ing Products Operation, 3M Dental Products Divi-
sion, Boeing Airlift and Tanker Programs, Merrill
Lynch Credit Corporation, IBM-Rochester, and
Ritz-Carlton Hotels. The 2002 winners of the
Baldrige Awards were Motorola-Commercial, Gov-
ernment, and Industrial Solutions; Branch-Smith
Printing Division; and SSM Health Care.

Less than 5 percent of all organizations applying
for Baldrige Awards, since its inception in 1987, have
successfully achieved this recognition. A number of
organizations have even applied several times before
winning. The real value of the Baldrige Award lies
less in the recognition and esteem that it confers
than in the applicant’s active participation in the
required self-evaluation and assessment process.
Additionally, the constructive feedback given by
experienced evaluators has a transforming effect on
organizations that focus on improving their per-
formance management and internal review systems.
The success of the awards program has inspired the
creation of numerous state and local quality award
programs based on modified Baldrige criteria. Some
sixty separate quality awards have also been estab-
lished internationally. Japan’s Deming Prize is a close
equivalent to the Baldrige Award.

Janet Butler Munch
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Black Lung Disease

Black lung disease, or pneumoconiosis, is caused by
continued exposure to large amounts of coal dust.
The dust causes the lungs to harden, thus impairing
breathing. Despite technological advancements
designed to decrease the amount of dust produced
by mining activities, black lung continues to affect
coal miners, both active and retired. Early stages of
the disease often cause no discernable symptoms.
However, later stages of the disease can cause short-
ness of breath, coughing, pain during breathing, per-
manent disability, and death.

The first diagnosed case of black lung occurred
in Scotland in 1831. By the 1880s, many miners
knew that long exposure to coal dust could produce
respiratory problems and eventually disable miners.
By the first decade of the twentieth century, however,
medical science could not adequately define the dis-
ease, let alone address solutions to the problem. The
medical profession initially refused to accept the
existence of an occupational lung disease among
coal miners. According to accepted medical beliefs
of the time, the only medical hazard facing miners
was silica dust. Some doctors even argued that coal
dust protected miners from tuberculosis.

Coal companies also downplayed black lung dis-
ease during the early 1900s. Company doctors began
calling the disorder “miners’ asthma,” a condition
that came to be expected from coal mining. Because
it was undesirable for the company to grant medical
attention to occupational dangers, companies
ignored black lung and refused to allow miners to
seek medical care for the disease. Coal companies
largely refused to take measures to prevent black
lung disease. Companies saw decreasing the amount
of coal dust as an extra expenditure and did not



invest either time or money into the effort to reduce
dust levels in the mines.

After the increase in mine mechanization during
the 1930s, coal dust grew to levels never seen before.
As a result, black lung disease increased among
miners. The United Mine Workers of America
(UMWA) increased its memberships during the
1930s, but the union initially did not aid the miners
in their fight for greater safety regulations, includ-
ing decreasing dust levels in the mines. Then in
1950, the UMWA formed the Welfare and Retire-
ment Fund, which strove to provide medical care
and pensions for miners and their families, as well
as to study occupational diseases. The fund worked
to gain acceptance for the existence of black lung
among the medical profession. However, UMWA
president John L. Lewis did not regard the problem
of black lung disease as a high priority, which hin-
dered the efforts of the fund in promoting the recog-
nition and prevention of the disease.

During the 1960s, the political landscape
changed as collective protest against hardship
became the norm. The new political reality greatly
aided the black lung movement, as the political cli-
mate in the coalfields changed from resignation to
one of discontent. As miners who had supported the
union during the massive strikes during and after
World War II came to retirement age, they realized
that the UMWA leadership had not adequately rep-
resented the rank and file of the union.

The event that sparked the black lung movement
more than any other factor was the 1968 explosion
at Consolidation Coal Company’s No. 9 mine in
Farmington, West Virginia, in which seventy-eight
miners died. During the UMWA convention of 1968,
miners placed numerous resolutions dealing with
black lung before the convention, none of which
resulted in union support for dust suppression in the
workplace. As a result of this lack of action by the
UMWA, a group of miners in Raleigh County, West
Virginia, formed the Black Lung Association (BLA).
The BLA worked to bring national attention to the
occupational hazards of coal mining. Although the
effort faced tremendous opposition from the
UMWA, the industry, and the medical profession,
the BLA succeeded in getting the Coal Mine Health
and Safety Act of 1969 passed, which brought
national attention to the health problems of miners.

The act, however, was ineffective because it called
for the diagnosis of the disease by physicians, who
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required scientific proof, and for workplace changes
by operators to suppress coal dust, who opposed
doing so for economic reasons. Although the new
laws allowed benefits for miners suffering from
black lung, miners had to struggle to receive any
benefits. The primary tool for diagnosing black lung
is the chest X-ray, and because not all miners
showed significant levels of coal dust in their lungs,
the government denied them compensation. Many
miners felt that the Social Security Administration
discriminated against them because the govern-
ment did not give miners a fair chance to file for
claims. These problems led to a new grassroots cam-
paign to make the system fairer.

The 1972 amendments changed the 1969 law to
prohibit the use of X-rays as the sole basis for deny-
ing a claim, among other additions. Congress passed
a law that allowed for retroactive payments for
claims filed before 1973, and for claims after 1973,
the Department of Labor would administer them
under more stringent regulations. The result was
that the Department of Labor also denied benefits
to miners at a very high rate (Smith 1987,182-183).
Miners tried again to mobilize for better benefits
for black lung sufferers. They fought for automatic
entitlement, in which miners with a certain amount
of experience would get compensation. The Senate
failed to act, and the black lung movement came to
an end in the coalfields by 1977. Today, the debate
surrounding black lung continues, but reform con-
tinues to be defeated. It is very difficult to get com-
pensation for black lung; more than 90 percent of
the claims are denied (Smith 1987, 218).

Mark Myers

See also Federal Mine Safety and Health Act; United Mine
Workers of America
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Blue Collar

The term blue collar denotes both a statistical or
demographic category and a cultural experience. In
the first sense, blue collar refers to a type of work or
occupation. In the second sense, blue collar refers to
a way of life comprising values, styles, rituals, and
symbols. The two senses are, of course, related. The
distinction is important, however, because it alerts
us to the ways in which the meanings of work and
class are never static but are instead shaped and
reshaped over time.

In the early 1900s, professional and clerical
workers wore white, detachable collars. The white
collar thus signaled indoor, “brain” work that was
clean; the spotless white collar boasted of a worker’s
difference from those who performed “dirty” out-
door or manual work. Collar color thus also implied
certain status and power relations. As the U.S. nov-
elist Upton Sinclair sardonically noted in his 1919
novel, Brass Check: “It is a fact with which every
union workingman is familiar, that his most bitter
despisers are the petty underlings of the business
world, the poor office-clerks. who because they are
allowed to wear a white collar . . . regard themselves
as members of the capitalist class” (p. 114). At the
time, most blue-collar men and women didn’t wear
collars of any color and were more often described
as working-class or even proletarian. American
Speech, a magazine devoted to tracking changes in
American English, records the first popular use of
blue collar in 1950, but blue collar in the demo-
graphic sense actually began to emerge in academic
sociology a bit earlier, sometime around the mid-
1940s. This usage achieved widespread, official
authority over the next couple of decades. Today, for
instance, the U.S. Department of Labor’s Bureau of
Labor Statistics divides occupations into three cat-
egories: white-collar, blue-collar, and service. Blue-
collar occupations include auto mechanics, lock-
smiths, lathe operators, bakers, truck drivers, and
garbage collectors. Blue-collar work is not defined by
income; as the Bureau of Labor Statistics notes,
some highly skilled blue-collar workers—Ilike ele-

vator repairers and master plumbers—can make
more money than many professional workers (U.S.
Department of Labor 2001).

As opposed to white-collar work, which generally
requires educational credentials and involves the
mental manipulation of symbols, words, and ideas,
blue-collar work is usually defined by two major cri-
teria: the work is largely manual, involving or super-
vising physical labor; and occupational skills are
acquired on the job, through formal and informal
apprenticeships or through vocational training. As
the distinction between education and training
implies, the main opposition that divides white-col-
lar from blue-collar work centers on the opposition
between mind and body or eye and hand. This point
is important to note because, as we shall see later,
many of the cultural values attributed to the term
blue collar build on this fundamental distinction.

Not even statistical or demographic categories,
like those used by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, are
free from ambiguity, however. The basis for distin-
guishing between blue-collar and service occupa-
tions is, for instance, somewhat blurred. Many ser-
vice occupations like firefighter, janitor, and waitress
involve manual labor. Likewise, secretaries and
clerks, usually included in the professional sector,
rarely need higher educational credentials to per-
form their work. These ambiguities can be
explained in several ways. Unlike pipefitters or
machine operators, service workers don’t produce
things. And unlike carpenters and roofers, lower-
level professional workers work inside and use a dif-
ferent, less bulky set of muscles.

Currently, blue-collar work is undergoing two
major shifts. First, the core blue-collar occupations
are shrinking. As the pace of technological change
quickens and as companies shift their production
overseas, manufacturing jobs are disappearing. Over
the thirty years between 1950 and 1980, for
instance, manufacturing’s share of employment
decreased by 11 percent and is expected to continue
to decline into the near future (Kutscher 1993). Sec-
ond, blue-collar workers are more likely over the
next decade to be nonwhite. Because of demo-
graphic trends, minority groups will increase their
workforce participation at rates faster than white
Americans. By 2010, for instance, while the number
of non-Hispanic white workers will decline by 4 per-
cent, the number of Hispanic workers will increase
by 3 percent (Fullerton and Toossi 2001).



A broader view of the demographics of blue-
collar work would probably employ a more salient
set of criteria. As opposed to salaried work, blue-
collar work is paid by the hour. Even in unionized
workplaces, blue-collar work is more unstable than
white-collar work; in a downturn, factory workers
get pink slips before managers and executives. And,
finally and most importantly, blue-collar workers,
whether they build skyscrapers or enter data, exer-
cise less control over their conditions of work and
enjoy less autonomy. In other words, blue-collar
work is fundamentally defined by a deficit of power.
One’s progress up the social and occupational lad-
der can be measured by how much power and con-
trol one exercises over one’s work and over those
further down the ladder. This approach to the demo-
graphics of blue-collar work would lead to a more
political definition of occupation and work, one that
moves closer to an older distinction between social
classes. Indeed, it is important to consider the ways
in which the use of blue collar is a more or less
implicit way to avoid using the broader, more his-
torically and politically loaded term working class.

The cultural meanings of blue collar are inter-
twined with its demographic definitions. Take, for
instance, one of the most popular blue-collar work-
ers in recent popular culture: Archie Bunker, the star
of the 1970s hit sitcom All in the Family. Although
we never see Archie at work, we know he’s a blue-
collar worker through a complex set of cultural cues.
Archie is a burly, abrasive man who tends to dress
in drab, nondescript clothes. Lacking education,
Archie views the world through prejudice, stereo-
type, and simplified beliefs. He is racist and sexist.
He is vociferous in his opinions, especially when
they involve his authority at home or in the neigh-
borhood. His loud voice flavored with an urban
accent, Archie verbally bullies others less with elo-
quence than with taunts and gestures. Archie’s home
is blandly furnished, almost defiantly old-fashioned.
His wife, Edith, is equally dowdy, and marriage for
Archie and Edith is less about emotional fulfillment
than about a battle of wills.

Archie Bunker is a caricature, but like most pop-
ular caricatures Archie’s outrageous character only
exaggerates prevalent cultural myths and stereo-
types. His genealogy would include a whole line of
popular culture “blue-collar workers,” from Jackie
Gleason in The Honeymooners through All in the
Family and other popular 1970s sitcoms like Sanford
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Blue-collar work is usually defined by two major criteria: the
work is largely manual, involving or supervising physical
labor; and occupational skills are acquired on the job, through
formal and informal apprenticeships or through vocational
training. (Chris Jones/Corbis)

and Son, Good Times, and Chico and the Man, up to
more contemporary television shows like Roseane,
The King of Queens, and Grounded for Life. Blue-col-
lar characters in these and other shows are comic fig-
ures because they dwell within the life of the body.
Physically, these characters are depicted in terms of
excess; they tend to be big, overweight, or otherwise
marked as physically overpowering. They are driven
by instinct, not reason. Their desires are immediate
and overwhelming rather than deferred and man-
ageable. They think in literal, borrowed terms, rather
than exercising critical judgment. Like their ideas,
their sense of the way the world should work is essen-
tially conservative, looking backward to tradition and
defending the way things are against change.
Ironically, however, the very childlike traits of the
comic blue-collar worker can become the basis for
more laudatory images of the blue-collar worker as
a noble savage, guided by simple and honest beliefs
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and holding close to important values. This more
noble version of the blue-collar worker can be found
throughout the culture: in popular music, fiction, tel-
evision, and in movies like The Deer Hunter (1978),
Wall Street (1987), and the more recent Good Will
Hunting (1997). Here, the physical labor that defines
blue-collar work becomes a touchstone for other val-
ues like authenticity, sincerity, moral strength, com-
munity, and qualities defined in opposition to an
elitist, status-driven, and uncaring social world.
Reversing the “Archie Bunker” figure, this strain of
blue-collar images presents, for example, the defense
of tradition and old-fashioned ways as a battle
against disruptive, corrosive change. Education,
social mobility, and affluence threaten the more hon-
est values to be found in tightly knit working-class
communities, extended family, neighborhood, and
gritty but somehow more real blue-collar experience.
In this sense, blue collar tends to get detached from
specific class meanings and instead becomes a brand
of populism, expressing the virtues of the little guy,
the forgotten person, and the salt of the earth.
These competing cultural images of the blue-col-
lar worker are more often than not generated by mid-
dle-class writers, intellectuals, filmmakers, artists,
and politicians. Within American popular culture, it
is thus very difficult—with a few exceptions (like
Paul Schrader’s 1978 movie Blue Collar or the 1999
film Bringing out the Dead)—to avoid stereotypical
images of blue-collar workers and work. As Barbara
Ehrenreich argues in her book, Fear of Falling (1989),
most images of blue-collar workers tell us more
about the fears and desires of the middle class than
about the realities of blue-collar life. Blue-collar
stereotypes typically help to obscure real changes
affecting working-class people; these same stereo-
types also typically operate as whetstones to sharpen
other symbolic identities, especially those related to
nation, class, and gender.
Larry Hanley
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Class
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Bonuses

Bonuses are awards granted to employees above and
beyond their normal pay. The use of a bonus is one
instance of the general category of pay for per-
formance compensation systems. Other examples
of pay for performance include profit sharing, gain
sharing, and employee stock ownership plans. The
logic of all of these pay for performance systems is
the same. If employees are specifically rewarded for
performing activities beneficial to the company, they
will perform more of those activities.

The value of bonuses varies widely from a few
dollars up to many thousands and even hundreds of
thousands of dollars in some industries, such as
investment banking. Bonuses come in various forms
and can be categorized according to the type of
award granted, the criteria for granting the award,
and the award calculation method.

Cash is the most frequently used form of bonus,
but many firms also provide noncash rewards to
their employees. These noncash rewards are some-
times similar to cash, such as company stock or gift
certificates, but some firms reward employees with
travel or high-end merchandise. Another common
form of bonus payment is in the form of company
stock or stock options. Stock options have tradi-
tionally been reserved for more senior employees in
a firm, yet recently, many firms are extending stock
options to lower levels of the firm.

The criteria for granting the award differs
between firms but often within firms as well, across
functional groups (sales, manufacturing), or across



geographically disperse groups (domestic versus
international). This intrafirm variance often exists
so that different groups within a firm can tailor the
incentive plan to the tasks and culture of the group.

Some firms or work groups award bonuses for
merit, such as for meeting a sales quota or produc-
tion target. Others will provide service-based
bonuses, such as a Christmas bonus that is given to
all employees, or bonuses based on tenure with the
firm. For merit-based bonuses, an additional dis-
tinction is the performance criteria on which the
bonus is awarded. Bonuses are awarded either
because of relative performance (for example, the
top 10 percent of performers in a given job get
rewarded) or because of absolute performance (for
example, all employees in a given job reach a pre-
determined level of performance).

The method used to calculate the value of the
bonus also varies. In many cases, there is a fixed
bonus given for the achievement of the relevant goal.
Awards can also be based on some percentage of
the actual performance. For example, a salesperson
might receive tiered bonuses based on the amount
by which he or she exceeds a quota.

Bonuses are used across a wide variety of posi-
tions in a firm. Though most people think of a
bonus as associated with the sales function or sen-
ior executives, firms use bonuses in many other
functions and across many levels of the organiza-
tion. Variable pay (bonuses, etc.) made up 10 percent
of salaried exempt employees” pay in 1999; for
hourly workers; that figure was 5 percent (Sunder-
land 1999).

The use of pay for performance systems is also on
the rise. In a 2002 survey by Hewitt and Associates,
spending on pay for performance as a percentage of
payroll has risen from 4 percent in 1991 to over 10
percent in 2002. In addition, the percentage of firms
using variable pay for performance has risen from
less than 60 percent to more than 80 percent in the
same time period (Hewitt and Associates 2002)

Scott A. Jeffrey
See also Compensation; Employee Stock Ownership;
Profit Sharing; Stock Options
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Building Trades Unions

Since the nineteenth century, workers in the build-
ing trades—employment in jobs required for the
construction of residential, corporate, and public
buildings and infrastructure—have occupied a cru-
cial niche in the U.S. economy. Building trades
unions stabilized the building industry and pro-
vided training, a flexible labor pool, and uniform
wage, benefit, and jobsite standards. They also
wielded substantial lobbying and economic power
in state and federal governments. The insular cul-
ture of the construction business and the clout of
the unions and industry in various circles fostered
insider practices that resisted social change and in
some cases led to corruption and discrimination.

Economists, policymakers, financial analysts,
corporate leaders, and many Americans closely
watch the construction industry and the work it
generates in the building trades. Among the reasons
are the connection of the industry to the business
cycle, its ability to create well-paying jobs and
careers, its potential to provide training and skills to
relatively uneducated and unprepared workers, and
the visibility of construction projects in U.S. society.

Construction accounts for about 10 percent of
business establishments in the United States and just
under 5 percent of nonfarm U.S. employment; labor
economists project that the industry will create over
825,000 new jobs by the year 2010 (U.S. Bureau of
Labor Statistics 2002). In 2002, 6.3 million people
worked in the U.S. construction industry (U.S.
Bureau of Labor Statistics 2002), about 60 percent of
whom were tradesmen and tradeswomen.

The building industry is exceptionally sensitive
to the business cycle, expanding quickly as business
growth requires new construction and modification
and stopping in its tracks when business inventories
stop moving. In a world of high-speed networks,
cubicles, and multinational bureaucracies, the
organization, distribution, and control of work in
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Construction accounts for about 10 percent of business establishments in the United States and just under 5 percent of nonfarm U.S.
employment. (Tom Wagner/Corbis SABA)

the building industry still follows a crafts model. In
crafts production, workers have much greater con-
trol of the production process and the autonomy to
resist the leverage and wishes of their employers. As
Herbert Appelbaum noted, “The most striking thing
about a sizeable building under construction is the
myriad specialty trades working with hand tools to
execute specialty hand-tool procedures based on
the individual worker’s knowledge and experience”
(Appelbaum 1999). The main trades or crafts in the
building industry include electricians, carpenters,
operating engineers, plumbers and pipefitters,
roofers, ironworkers, sheet metal workers, painters
and paperhangers, concrete workers, and teamsters
(drivers). Laborers are less skilled but essential to
site construction. Pay is commensurate with skill
and, to some extent, risk. Although many of these
crafts have become more specialized in an economy
that demands rapid turnaround, they comprise a
fundamentally different work organization than
manufacturing or services.

Each craft union has substantial control over
who is hired for particular jobs and negotiates the
rules by which work in that craft is performed.

Observers identify unique attributes of the culture
of building trades work that include relative auton-
omy and self-reliance on the work site, high pay and
benefits, the importance of apprenticeship, blurred
lines between supervising and supervised workers,
interdependence and mutual respect among groups
of variously skilled workers, insular vernacular and
social codes, and a high level of job satisfaction.

The History and Dominance of the Unions

The construction industry, with its boom-and-bust
cycles of business activity, is well-suited to organi-
zation by unions, which regulate labor supply and
provide a negotiating partner for construction con-
tractors. This interdependence tends to lead to long-
term relationships among contractors, builders,and
local union officials, who create informal structures
and agreements for staffing projects.

As noted by Marc Silver in Under Construction
(1986), the union is the principal agency for estab-
lishing wage and working conditions standards in
its geographic and occupational jurisdictions. It also
aids workers in handling conflicts with employers
relating to the conditions and guidelines of the trade



agreement covering particular job situations.Finally,
the union serves as the hiring and placement agency
for its members. Skilled trades workers typically
have more clout in the hiring hall and on the job site,
and therefore so do their union representatives.
Since the late nineteenth century, union leaders
formed citywide building trades councils whose sig-
nal purpose was to advocate for unionized labor and
work sites.

The International Building Trades Department of
the American Federation of Labor and Congress of
Industrial Organizations (AFL-CIO) sets broad poli-
cies in legislative and regulatory matters and pro-
vides services and guidance to local and regional
unions across the country. Until the two labor organ-
izations merged in 1955, most construction unions
were affliated with AFL. The national office develops
alliances and relationships with various national
and local unions and their leaders, and as with any
organization, these internal political tensions and
realities bear upon policy, financial, and personnel
decisions.

Workers in the building and manual trades can
point to one of the nation’s longest traditions of
union representation. Councils and leagues repre-
senting workers in major crafts were in existence
shortly after the Civil War and were among the most
influential unions in the founding of the American
Federation of Labor (AFL) in 1886 and in pushing
for the closed shop site, where only union workers
may be hired. The unions formed their first national
body, the National Building Trades Council,in 1897,
seeking new unity and a national front against more
aggressive employer efforts to stop the closed-shop
movement. Interunion disagreements over jurisdic-
tion (how unions would divide up the recruitment
of new members with various skill and work areas)
frayed the council, and by 1907 the council proposed
to other unions that a new Department of Building
Trades be formed that would allow local building
trades unions to charter their own state bodies.

Unions of craft workers developed in part out of
a sense that skilled, independent, and small-shop
workers needed to protect their viability during the
rise of an urbanized, industrial economy in the
mid- to late nineteenth century. Many unions
sought wholesale reforms in American life to ensure
that workers’ status would be protected during a
time of unprecedented economic upheaval and even
attempted to form a national labor political party.
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Eventually, some joined the Knights of Labor, a
reform-minded national union that aimed to use
its political power to elect supportive legislators.
Unlike in Europe, however, unionism in the
United States turned away from a national political
role in which unions would become the bedrock of
a reform party, at least until John Lewis formed the
Congress of Industrial Organizations (CIO) in the
1930s. The building trades unions would become
identified with the AFLs more conservative
approach that would focus for the next fifty years
almost exclusively on bread-and-butter economic
issues such as wages, benefits, and favorable stand-
ing in the courts, leaving aside broad social reform
issues. The AFL leadership wanted a good life for its
workers, as well as respectability and legitimacy
among policy- and lawmakers in Congress, the
White House, and the courts. That legitimacy was
enhanced during World War I, when union leaders
worked closely with the federal government to meet
industrial targets and avoid labor and jurisdictional
disputes through a War Conference Board, headed
by future Supreme Court justice Felix Frankfurter.
As the United States entered a period of postwar
growth fueled by highly speculative financial mar-
kets and a new wave of wealth, antiunion laws
passed Congress and state legislative bodies. The
construction industry declined during the late
1920s, and investors poured funds into an over-
speculated stock market that crashed in 1929. Com-
bined with already high unemployment, a disas-
trous tariff war, severe drought, and other concerns,
the stock market crash triggered the Great Depres-
sion and extremely high unemployment for build-
ing trades and other workers across the country.
The enactment of the Davis-Bacon Act in 1931
guaranteed that the prevailing local wage was paid
on all federally supported construction projects. The
act was a major victory for the AFLs Building Trades
Department and unions, would substantially
increase the earnings of union trades workers for
decades to follow, and help stabilize the industry.
Franklin D. Roosevelt’s (FDR’s) “New Deal” pro-
grams created jobs and established an activist fed-
eral model for responding to unemployment in a
declining economy. In 1935, Congress passed and
FDR signed the National Labor Relations Act (Wag-
ner Act), which made collective bargaining a right
under the law.
Joseph McInerney served as president of the AFL
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Building Trades Department from 1937 until his
death in 1939 and was succeeded by John Coyne,
who implemented a successful system for resolving
jurisdictional battles and led the department during
World War II. The building trades joined with all of
organized labor in agreeing to no-strike pledges
during the war. In addition, craft labor unions
signed wage stabilization and adjustment agree-
ments that called for wage rates to remain frozen in
place for one-year increments, subject to annual
renewal, and President Coyne served on the U.S. War
Adjustment Board.

In an antiunion backlash after the war (as busi-
ness interests lobbied to reshape U.S. policy in the
postwar domestic policy vacuum), the U.S. Congress
overrode President Harry Truman’s signature to
pass into law the Taft-Hartley Act in 1947, which
restricted union activities, allowed states to pass
“right-to-work” laws, and spelled out “unfair labor
practices” that were prohibited by the law. Despite
this antilabor mood, the baby boom and yearning
for a “return to normalcy” spurred a tremendous
postwar construction boom. In 1962 alone, Con-
gress passed and President John F Kennedy signed
a series of far-reaching public laws, including the
Public Works Acceleration Program, the Rivers and
Harbors Projects Program, a housing program for
the elderly, and the Federal Highway Act.

The building trades were instrumental in the
passage of the Occupational Safety and Health Act
during the 1970s, which produced substantial
decreases in work-related injuries and deaths on
union construction sites. Unions also founded the
National Coordinating Committee on Multi-
employer Plans to represent the interests of workers,
employers, and beneficiaries in the difficult and
byzantine challenges of managing multiemployer
pension and benefit plans. From the 1970s until the
present day, the national building trades unions suc-
cessfully defended the Davis-Bacon Act and other
legal protections against aggressive lobbying efforts
to weaken wage and working standards. Robert
Georgine succeeded Frank Bonadio as president of
the International Building Trades Department in
1974 and has served through the present.

The economic downturn in the mid-1970s hit
construction particularly hard and brought double-
digit unemployment throughout the trades. These
conditions began a cycle of union concessions on
wages and work rules. High unemployment, com-

bined with aggressive antiunion campaigns and the
rise of double-breasted firms owning union and
nonunion operations, allowed nonunion operators
to gain a substantial advantage for years.

Postwar Controversy, Criticism, and Struggle
Through the late 1960s, work in the construction
trades became enshrined as a path to middle-class
stability. At the same time, however, Americans were
experiencing the leading edges of two sweeping
social and political upheavals—the civil rights
movement and the Vietnam War. For the building
trades labor unions, the changes unleashed by these
events would trigger decades of pressure, criticism,
failure, anger, and reform within their leadership
and rank and file.

These events would force the construction indus-
try and its leading unions to face a history of prac-
tices that excluded minorities and women from
trades and allowed and encouraged corruption in a
variety of union locals and councils, most observers
agree. At the same time, contractors and large cor-
porations would drive to break the union trades’
hold over the recruitment, training, placement, and,
to a large extent, supervision of organized labor.

In pulling apart the threads of reputation and
reality that comprise the racially exclusive employ-
ment practices within the building trades unions
and the construction industry as a whole, one needs
to understand the unique nature of the construction
industry, as well as immigration patterns and cul-
tural and ethnic beliefs and practices. The “fairness”
of the labor market—the supply and demand of
workers in the open economy—to workers of dif-
ferent races and backgrounds was greatly affected
by the cycles of immigration that flooded the United
States during the nineteenth and early twentieth
centuries.

Early immigrants from the British isles and
Germany filled many of the craft and artisan jobs in
the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, and
as these organizations formalized into unions, these
workers and their descendants acted to protect what
they had, restricting new entrants and passing skills
and opportunities down through generations.

As industrialism took hold before the Civil War,
U.S. employers began recruiting immigrant workers
to expand their pool of low-cost labor, and orga-
nized labor began to actively oppose what it saw as
unrestricted immigration providing contract labor



for industrialists. But as new workers from Ireland,
Italy, Eastern Europe, and Greece found footholds in
particular industries, such as textiles, they began
forming their own unions to establish their rights
and protect their own jobs and work standards. The
AFL and building trades resisted open immigration
and continued to lobby Congress for checks on
immigration.

For these immigrant groups and communities,
securing jobs and positions of power in organized
labor was integral to the advancement and assimi-
lation of their own community. If incoming immi-
grants posed a threat, so too did freed slaves and
members of other minority groups. The ethnic
immigration from Europe pushed the sons of the
skilled black workers who had built many of the
nation’s cities and buildings into a lower tier of
poorly paid, poorly skilled labor. Many unions cre-
ated “auxiliary” or affiliate locals for lower-ranked
black workers.

By the early 1920s, Congress passed new laws
capping European immigration and completely bar-
ring Asian immigration. With immigration drasti-
cally reduced, U.S. workers of various ethnic groups
consolidated their holds on certain industries and
unions and continued to discriminate against Jews,
blacks, and other people of color. Among building
trades unions, many families passed down connec-
tions, training, and access to jobs, and their families
and communities formed strong social ties to the
industry. These strong social ties and networks
became guarantors of opportunity for some—the
exclusive nature of craft union employment became
an “understood” right for white Irish, Italian, and
other workers—but would serve as barriers to
minorities and women as those Americans sought
broader opportunity.

These developments harshly limited economic
opportunities for blacks and minorities. The figures
are stunning: in 1870,31.7 percent of all black males
in Cleveland had been employed in the skilled trades.
By 1910, this figure had dropped to 11 percent (Kus-
mer 1976, 20, 74). Until the 1960s, building trades’
unions in New York were virtually impenetrable to
blacks. Each carpenters’ union had its quota of two
blacks who were allowed to do finish work. Plumbers
Local 2 had three black members who were rarely
allowed to work with other journeymen. Sheet Metal
Local 28 had no black workers, ever.

The Civil Rights Act of 1964 brought a new level
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of legal, social, and media scrutiny to the employ-
ment policies and hiring, apprenticeship, and
recruiting practices of organized labor. A series of
legislative changes, federal orders, and judicial con-
sent decrees sought to break down union resistance
to hiring minority workers. The unions fiercely
resisted change. They responded to lawsuits with
proposals for union-controlled hometown plans
based on new outreach activities, hiring goals for
minorities, and hiring hall reforms. The Philadel-
phia Plan of 1969, the Chicago Plan of 1970, and the
New York Plan of 1970 all fell substantially short of
their hiring and apprenticeship goals and were re-
sisted and circumvented in countless ways by union
leaders.

The exclusive nature of construction employ-
ment came under intense scrutiny during the last
three decades of the twentieth century, but the vast
majority of construction unions remain dominated
by whites, and black and minority workers remain
concentrated in unskilled laborers’jobs,among car-
penters, and in the trowel trades. The history of
affirmative action policies in construction bears
witness to the unions’ ability to control those poli-
cies to serve their own ends (Appelbaum 1999;
Waldinger 1996).

As construction workers and their union leaders
confronted these many social changes, by the late
1980s and through the 1990s, lawmakers, public
interest groups, prosecutors, and union reformists
also focused attention on union corruption in the
building trades. It had been investigated during
cycles of public attention throughout the twentieth
century, and there had even been crackdowns by
organized labor itself, such as its removal of the
International Brotherhood of Teamsters from the
AFL-CIO in 1958.

By the 1980s, the topic was again the subject of
wide concern. A series of federal and state investi-
gations conducted by the Federal Bureau of Inves-
tigation (FBI), the New York Organized Crime Strike
Force, and other investigative bodies found the exis-
tence of widespread illegal activity, particularly in
the New York City construction industry and
unions. A 1988 report by the strike force described
thirty-one separate court cases initiated since 1980
that involved criminal charges and convictions in
the New York metropolitan area. It was not until the
1990s that national union leaders and allied reform-
ers working with federal officials and judges deci-
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sively cleaned up many of the worst unions and
engineered the appointment of new, reform-minded
union officers.

Casey Ichniowski and Anne Preston published a
fascinating 1989 analysis in Cornell University’s
Industrial and Labor Relations Review that
described the key economic and structural factors
that facilitate corruption among industry groups,
employers, and unions, including barriers to the for-
mation of efficient markets and efficient firms. Pro-
duction requires the coordination of numerous
independently operating factors resistant to execu-
tive oversight, and the industry requires expensive,
highly specialized equipment and tools that tend to
limit competition (compare the competition in soft-
ware development, for example, in which many
experts can share the same resources for relatively
low costs, with that in the manufacturing of earth-
moving machines, cranes, and trucks). The indus-
try’s cyclical nature and hiring patterns tended to
disadvantage larger firms, which cannot use their
size and deep pockets to field a large and efficient
labor force, since different crafts are needed for only
one phase of a project. In addition, specific minor
barriers, such as acquiring permits, can block the
progress of an entire project.

The combination of these many factors created
opportunities for individuals and groups that create
(legal or illegal) monopolies, which are able to con-
trol and rationalize many inefficiencies. Organized
crime exploited its ability to control needed labor
resources at all phases of construction. Corruption
can take the form of bribes, property destruction, or
illegal bidding and purchasing procedures.

However, it also became apparent that the preser-
vation of the power and perquisites of union office
by individual leaders who were vulnerable to cor-
ruption charges also played a very significant role.
Despite analyses by many observers that cleaning up
the construction industry and unions in New York
and elsewhere would be extremely difficult, by the
mid- to late 1990s, the most notorious unions were
undergoing reform and change, and many of the
long-standing complaints about union corruption
had been addressed. Turning over union steward-
ship to younger, proven leaders, working with vari-
ous federal and judicial overseers on a joint agenda
for reform, organizing new members, and focusing
on cost-effective management led to genuine change
that met strict monitoring standards.

One powerful example is the cleanup of the
World Trade Center disaster site, where terrorists
destroyed the skyscrapers on September 11, 2001.
Unions and contractors worked together in an his-
toric demonstration of dedication and efficiency to
complete the cleanup and recovery under budget
and ahead of schedule. As noted in a New York Times
article by Steven Greenhouse and Charlie LeDuft:

Now, a little more than four months into the job,
those heading the cleanup and those removing the
rubble at ground zero are trumpeting nothing short
of a construction miracle, and with it, no small vic-
tory over cynicism about what labor can get done in
New York. The cleanup, it turns out, will take no
more than nine months and cost no more than $750
million.

Even though it is the largest, most emotional
excavation job in American history—the crews
continue to sift each bucket of debris for human
remains—everybody involved, including city offi-
cials, construction executives, union leaders and
workers, say they are amazed at how smoothly and
efficiently the job has gone.

“You mention the words ‘organized labor; and
they’re always followed by the words ‘organized
crime,” said Bob Gray of the International Union of
Operating Engineers, who is in charge of all the
cranes, backhoes and grapplers at the site. “This has
been a good moment for us. We've shown the world
what we can do”

Herbert A. Schaffner

See also American Federation of Labor and Congress of
Industrial Organizations; Collective Bargaining;
Davis-Bacon Act; Ironworkers; Teamsters; Workday
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Bureau of Labor Statistics

The Bureau of Labor Statistics is the main agency of
the U.S. government for the collection, analysis, and
dissemination of statistical data about labor eco-
nomics. It was established in 1884 by the U.S. Con-
gress and merged in 1913 with the newly created
Department of Labor, which is today its parent
organization. From its inception, the bureau col-
lected information about the earnings and working
conditions of Americans; it even mediated indus-
trial strikes and handled workers’ compensation in
its earliest years.

During World War I, a cost-of-living measure
was needed to adjust wages in shipyards. That led
to the bureaw’s creation of the Consumer Price
Index (CPI), a benchmark indicator monitoring
monthly changes in prices paid by urban con-
sumers for a representative basket of goods and
services, including taxes and imports. This index is
used in the adjustment of wages, Social Security
and pension payments, and federal expenditures
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and grants to states and local areas. So important
is the CPI that a change of as little as 1 percent
would have the effect of triggering billions of dol-
lars in federal payments.

Other key bureau indicators include: the Pro-
ducer Price Index (PPI), formerly the Wholesale
Price Index, which measures the average price
changes paid by businesses for domestic goods and
services; the Employment Cost Index (ECI), an indi-
cator of total compensation costs, including non-
wage or fringe benefit costs; and the Import Price
Index (MPI) and Export Price Index (XPI), which
track changes in the price of nonmilitary goods and
services that are traded between the United States
and the world. In addition, the bureau monitors the
civilian labor force. Through a monthly survey of
60,000 households, the bureau tracks those sixteen
years of age and older who are unemployed and
actively seeking employment. These data form the
basis for generating the unemployment rate, an
important tool in assessing the health of the econ-
omy. Data from the bureau’s basic indicators are
incorporated in the Handbook of Labor Statistics.
Another popular and widely used bureau source is
the Occupational Outlook Handbook, which provides
information on career and working conditions in a
range of fields. Among the surveys conducted by the
bureau are the Consumer Expenditure Survey, the
National Compensation Survey, and the newer Job
Openings and Labor Turnover Survey. Statistical
sources include Labor Force Statistics; Current
Employment Statistics; Safety and Health Statistics;
and Foreign Labor Statistics.

The bureau has a worldwide reputation for reli-
ability and statistical accuracy because of the
scrupulous attention it pays to data-gathering meth-
ods. It demonstrates a bedrock commitment to the
confidentiality of its respondents and the reporting
of findings in aggregate. The purposes of bureau
studies are clearly delineated so that users can
understand the scope, strengths, and limitations of
statistical reports and analyses. Standing research
advisory councils for business and labor regularly
give input on bureau studies, especially in relation
to the needs of its members. They also facilitate the
voluntary reporting of data from firms and indi-
viduals. The bureau’s regional information offices
encourage interaction with geographic locales for
specialized studies and data input and provide
training and technical assistance as needed. An
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increasing number of states and municipalities
today have agreements to share their data with the
bureau; and numerous federal departments and
agencies cooperate as well. International partici-
pants also cooperate with the bureau’s data collec-
tion efforts and rely on its expertise.

The Bureau of Labor Statistics uses the latest tech-
nology and has made its most requested publication
series and detailed statistical studies, especially on
employment, productivity, price indexes, and com-
pensation, easily available through its Website
(www.bls.gov). Users can read, download, and refor-
mat timely bureau reports into customized tables for
use. The U.S. Congress and numerous federal, state,
and municipal government departments and agen-
cies rely on the bureau’s studies as a basis for eco-
nomic decisions; and the average American directly
feels the effects of these decisions in the adjusted
value of the purchasing dollar, changes in the cost of
living, and statuary actions affecting benefits.

Janet Butler Munch

See also Secretary of Labor, U.S.
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Business Roundtable
The Business Roundtable, an association of chief
executive officers of leading corporations, is com-
mitted to promoting public policies consistent with
corporate interests, including maintaining vigorous
economic growth with low inflation, easing trade
barriers, encouraging technological development,
and, most controversially, limiting the power of
trade unions.

The roundtable was the outgrowth of employers’
concerns in the construction trades in the late 1960s

about high wages, labor scarcity, the threat of infla-
tion, and the idustry’s decreased competitiveness in
the world marketplace. Employers placed most of
the blame on the growing power of the construction
trades unions. In 1972 three public policy—focused
organizations, the March Group, the Labor Law
Study Committee, and most important, the Con-
struction Users Anti-Inflation Roundtable, merged
to form the Business Roundtable. Roger Blough,
chief executive of U.S. Steel, was the driving force
behind the merger.

From its inception, the association worked
closely with the Nixon administration, which shared
many of its concerns about the growing demands of
organized labor and the impact of high wages on
mounting inflation. The roundtable’s relationship
with the Nixon administration proved particularly
helpful in dissuading the government from launch-
ing an antitrust investigation into the roundtable’s
activities, a very real early fear of many members.

Among the issues on the roundtable’s agenda in
the 1970s was the repeal of the Davis-Bacon Act (the
1931 legislation mandating that workers on public
projects be paid at prevailing rates) and reform of
the 1935 National Labor Relations Act (Wagner Act)
to strengthen antistrike provisions. The roundtable
also aided members in devising legal contrivances
to allow for “double breasting,” a formerly illegal
arrangement in which a firm establishes a parallel
nonunion operation to avoid paying workers union
wages and benefits.

The roundtable also sponsored an aggressive
public relations initiative to spread its message. In
1974, it purchased space in Reader’s Digest for a
monthly article (jointly written by the magazine’s
staff), taking up such issues as labor “terrorism”and
impediments to greater productivity. Through its
publicity campaign, the association managed quite
successfully to link the growing threat of inflation to
the supposedly unreasonable wage demands of
unions, thus helping to turn the tide of public opin-
ion against labor. The early activities of the round-
table are widely credited with contributing to the
growing weakness of construction trades unions
and organized labor in general during the 1970s
and 1980s. Since its heyday in the 1960s, union den-
sity in the construction trades, for instance, has
fallen off by 50 percent.

Business Roundtable activities are coordinated
largely by the association’s chairperson, in conjunc-



tion with a planning committee. A policy commit-
tee, including all roundtable chief executive officers
(CEOs), also contributes. Policy research is largely
performed through task forces, which take up a wide
variety of industry concerns. In the early 2000s, the
pressing issue of health insurance, in particular the
demands of escalating costs, has occupied the asso-
ciation. Members meet every year in Washington,
D.C., for the roundtable’s annual conference. Mem-
bership dues based on company sales and stock val-
ues support the roundtable, which as the new mil-
lennium began represented corporations with a
combined workforce of 12 million and $3.5 trillion
in revenues.

Edmund Wehrle

See also Building Trades Unions; Davis-Bacon Act; Strikes

References and further reading

Business Roundtable. 1974. Coming to Grips with Some
Major Problems in the Construction Industry: A
Business Roundtable Report. New York: Business
Roundtable.

Linder, Mark. 1999. Wars of Attrition: Vietnam, the
Business Roundtable, and the Decline of Construction
Unions. Towa City: Fanpihua Press.

Business Schools

The first college institution to offer preparation for
business was the University of London in 1827,
much to the objections of Oxford and Cambridge
Universities. According to the upper and middle
classes of England at the time, instruction in busi-
ness should be provided to the lower-class workers
only. The classical curriculum should not have been
tampered with or watered down with such crass,
pedestrian pursuits.

In the United States, however, William Penn and
Benjamin Franklin, among others, enthusiastically
supported the inclusion of “useful” subjects in the
college curriculum. Although the academic and util-
itarian philosophies conflicted on the western side
of the Atlantic too, the schism was not as great. The
first business “college” (a misnomer, because it did
not offer a truly college-level education) in the
United States was founded by James Gordon Ben-
nett in1824. Bennett’s school did not succeed for
long, however. It took Franklin, working at the same
time, to establish one with any longevity.

It was not the university, however, that first
accepted the concept of education for business. The
first real growth was that of private business school
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chains, notably the fifty established by H. B. and J.
C.Bryant and H. D. Stratton in 1853. But it was not
until 1881, with the establishment of the Wharton
School, that education for business was finally rec-
ognized as being somewhat legitimate at the under-
graduate level.

The advent of the typewriter, the adding
machine, the dictation machine, and the precursor
to the computer, all in the late nineteenth century,
fostered a different strain of business education—
in the high school. To prepare a citizenry to use these
new tools, typing and an introduction to business
became common fare in the schools during the first
half of the twentieth century. From World War I to
World War II, the business education curriculum
thrived in high schools.

It was not until the 1950s that schools of business
established a broad foundation at the college and
university levels. A clear impetus was the returning
GI, who comprised a totally new college-going pop-
ulation. With a need to prepare for entry into their
first civilian careers and a desire to make up for
“lost” time, returning soldiers’ demands on the cur-
riculum to provide a pragmatic, business-oriented
education were great. These fundamental changes in
the curriculum have remained in place until the
present.

A vast majority of two- and four-year colleges in
the United States currently offer a curriculum in
business (unless they are specialized institutions),
fueled by the sustained demand to prepare for direct
entry into the workplace. As noted below, more and
more students are electing a business major each
year at the undergraduate or graduate level. In fact,
at the graduate level, only education degrees are
more numerous than master of business adminis-
tration (M.B.A.) degrees.

Since 1950, more than 1 million persons have
earned the M.B.A. designation from more than 750
graduate schools.In 1970,21,000 M.B.A. degrees were
granted; by 2000, that number had increased to over
100,000 per year. About 225,000 students are cur-
rently enrolled in M.B.A. programs around the coun-
try. Two-thirds are men; one-third are women. Two-
thirds are pursuing their degrees on a part-time basis
(Miller 2001, lv). Overall, 19 percent of all those
employed in business/management have a bachelor’s
degree or above in business (http://www.census.gov).

The origin of the M.B.A. is unique. Still pulled by
the weight of the liberal arts curriculum, few (at
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least at the elite undergraduate schools) wanted to
replace the liberal arts B.A. with an undergraduate
degree in business. The solution was proposed by
William Jewett Tucker at Dartmouth University : the
three-two program. After completing three years of
study in a liberal arts discipline, the student entered
a two-year business program. Upon completion of
the full five years, the candidate would be awarded
both a bachelor’s and a master’s degree. With a gift
from Edward Tuck (a benefactor of what would
become the Amos Tuck School at Dartmouth) in
1900, the program awarded the master of commer-
cial science (M.C.S.) degree to eight students in
1902. This full-time, two-year graduate degree
served as the model for all master’s programs in
business well into the 1970s. Indeed, it is still the
model at first-tier institutions.

However, many institutions seized on the
demand for graduate-level instruction by offering
students the option of studying part-time or on an
accelerated basis. To increase the attractiveness of
their programs to potential students, some institu-
tions adopted a shortened degree of slightly more
than thirty semester hours rather than the standard
sixty-semester-hour format. In addition, “executive”
M.B.A. programs proliferated. Designed to meet the
demands of the upper-level executive who could not
enroll full-time, concentrated weekend sessions and
intensive two-week summer terms became the ped-
agogical models on which delivery of instruction in
nontraditional timeframes was based.

The years since the 1970s have witnessed two
other trends worthy of note. Although degrees are
still offered in subjects such as accounting, market-
ing, and finance, there have been new offerings in
entrepreneurship, global business, and e-commerce.
At the same time, there has been more direct involve-
ment of corporations on campus. Many have estab-
lished endowed chairs, supported named depart-
ments and research centers,and served as employers
of newly minted M.B.A.s. In an exhaustive listing of
M.B.A. specializations, BusinessWeek has identified
six major areas: accounting, advertising, economics,
finance, marketing, and statistics. Further combina-
tions yield a total of sixty-six specializations. From
that initial cohort of eight degrees in 1902, the
growth in number of business degrees awarded each
successive year and the development of new curric-
ular offerings to meet the demands of U.S. employ-
ers seem likely to continue without abating.

Salaries for newly minted M.B.A.s can vary
widely. According to a recent survey conducted by
Business Week, the salaries for graduates from the
top thirty institutions range from a mean $71,873
for graduates of Notre Dame to $95,012 for Har-
vard University graduates. Of course, these start-
ing salaries decrease substantially for the major-
ity of alumni of “third-tier” universities, where the
range is typically from the high $30,000 to the
mid-$40,000. In addition, there are clear regional
differences nationally, with alumni of the more
well-established institutions in the Northeast
commanding higher starting salaries than those
from newer, less established institutions elsewhere
in the country.

The Popularity of Business Schools
The explosive gains in enrollment in business
schools during the 1980s and 1990s were fueled by
a national psyche that embraced a new materialism
and an economy that offered new business fron-
tiers and new opportunities for the creation of
wealth. Those forces remained powerful until the
collapse of the dot-com bubble and the revelation
of major ethical and legal issues in the conduct of
business among some of the largest U.S. corpora-
tions. There have been signs of a growing rejection
of careers in business among new college graduates
and displaced dot-commers. Many are choosing
teaching or other service professions as career
options. It is too early, however, to say whether this
disillusionment with the business environment will
be sustained.

Ron Schenk
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BusinessWeek

BusinessWeek is arguably the most powerful busi-
ness magazine in the world, with a weekly global
readership, as distinguished from circulation, esti-
mated to be more than 5 million people. Its strength
is underscored by its ability to consistently place
itself among the world’s top ten revenue-grossing
magazines.

The flagship publication of McGraw-Hill, Busi-
nessWeek has benefited from the growing impor-
tance and popularity of business journalism that
began in the mid-1990s. Issues such as finance,
stock performance, the role of technology, global-
ization, the rise of the Internet, and most recently,
the conduct of corporate officers have all become
mainstream news during this time. This interest
has helped BusinessWeek secure wider readership
and influence.

BusinessWeek fostered its new prominence by
playing to its traditional strengths and placing new
emphasis on emerging coverage areas, such as tech-
nology, the Internet, and e-commerce. In the late
1990s, BusinessWeek also began focusing more
clearly on workforce issues, in both its print and
online versions to leverage the increased interest in
these topics. Much of this coverage appears under its
“Careers” section, which deals with employment
trends, salary issues, work life stories, and career
strategies. The magazine has tapped into this cov-
erage from two different directions. It has positioned
itself to provide career information to individuals
(usually white-collar workers) looking to enhance
their own employment situations. Business Week has
also intensified its coverage of management issues
relating to the workforce, including stories touching
on increasing productivity, retaining employees, and
aligning corporate cultures to business objectives.

The magazine’s growth in the 1990s and early
2000s allowed it to invest in solidifying its position
by creating a substantial editorial team that includes
200 journalists working in 11 U.S. news bureaus and
12 international offices. Its strength and reach has
made it a must-read for most, if not all, executives.
“Even when I don’t read the magazine, or I don’t
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have time to get through the issue, I look at the table
of contents,” Nokia chief executive officer and chair-
man Jorma Ollilia once explained in AdAge. “You're
putting the week behind and the week ahead in con-
text for me—and telling me what I should know”
(Kaplan 2000).

BusinessWeek has used its increased prominence
to expand its brand image and revenue streams
through the creation of several related products:
BusinessWeek online; a syndicated personal finan-
cial program, BusinessWeek TV; and BusinessWeek
Events, which sponsors a series of issue-oriented
global forums for senior executives.

Although prominent, the magazine has substan-
tial competition from both Forbes and Fortune. Yet
its position as a weekly magazine, in contrast to the
biweekly publishing schedule of its competitors,
gives BusinessWeek a unique advantage. Its fre-
quency allows it to concentrate more effectively on
reporting and analyzing the impact of breaking
news on business and the economy.

For all its gains, BusinessWeek, along with its
competitors, suffered when the economy began to
deteriorate in the early 2000s. Although the pub-
lishing industry as a whole witnessed unprece-
dented layoffs and closures, magazines such as
BusinessWeek that relied on business and technol-
ogy advertising were particularly hard-hit, forcing
many of them to retrench, cutting back or holding
off on expansion plans and overall coverage. Cov-
erage of workforce and career issues, however,
expanded, reflecting the downturn’s impact on the
labor market.

John Salak
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Capitalism

Capitalism is a term used to describe economies in
which capital and all other factors of production are
privately held and disposed of as their owners wish.
The ideal capitalist society rewards risk taking by
allowing owners to accumulate more capital. The
production of goods thereby leveraged creates
wealth for society at large. Government places as
few limits on the market as possible, and inefficient
uses of capital are killed off through competition.
Bonds between individuals are of the contractual
type, rather than that of master and servant, as in
feudal societies. In reality, there is no society any-
where that can be described as pure capitalist per
laissez-faire (French for “leave alone to do”) ideol-
ogy, which argues for little government intervention
in the economy beyond enforcing contracts. Every
government places some restrictions on the move-
ment of capital. All modern economies employ a
mix of capitalist and socialist ideas. In recent years,
the United States, like much of the world, has
become more capitalist.

The underlying basis for capitalism is that mar-
kets will allocate resources in the most efficient
manner possible if they are left alone to do so, bid-
ding up the price of products in demand and fund-
ing their producers’ search for labor and raw mate-
rials. As such, its proponents believe that capitalism
as such is the “natural” state of economic affairs. It
can therefore be difficult to attribute its creation to
any individual or group. However, it can be said that
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the first documentation of capitalism as a concept,
as well as the mo