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Wheat would laber-
meanagement
cooperation look like
in a world-class
region?

3
&

o |

o

nitreduction: The Past as Prelogue

e
m
@

What should labor-management relations look like for Northeast Ohio
to compete as a world-class region in the global economy of the 21st caniury?
What iessons can we learn from the past?

Chio is & microcosm of American labor history. Modern craft unionism
took root in the 1880s in Ohio’s cities after the demise of the Knights of Labaor,
Many of its crait locals had a penchant for socialist politics: it was not chance
that Socialist presidential candidate Eugene Debs went to prison for sedition
during World War | for a speech he made in Canton, Ohio. After the war, Chio,
with its heavy industrial base, was one of the scenes of the massive effort 1o
organize steelworkers within the craft union system in 1919, an effort that
failed. Inthe early 1930s, the unskilled immigrant workers in the metal trades
in Cleveland flocked to the Industrial Workers of the World in the first push to
organize the unskilled. Ohio workers died in pitched battles between strikers
and company guards in the early years of the Depression. The sit-down strike,
which moved workers off the picket line into the shelter of the plant, was
pioneered in Akron in 1934 by rubber workers. The Congress of Indusirial
Organizations’ (CIO) first great success in organizing unskilled workers came
with the victorious conclusion to the Goodyear strike in 1936. Even after the
National Labor Relations Act was the law of the land, Ohio workers faced
machine guns during the Little Steel Strike of 1938,

In labor relations, as in so much else, World War Il forged us into one
nation. Unionization became commonplace throughout defense industries in
Chio, and labor-management coopera‘i:ion commitiees were part of the war
effort. By the end of World War Hi, Ohio was part of the industrial union
heartland of the United States. The Iarge plants of heavy industry -- steel, auto,
rubber, machine tools, electrical equipment, aircraft engines -- were union
bastions. The traditional craft irades were also well organized. The unions’
great postwar political mobilization came at the ballot box in 1958, when a “right
to work” initiative on the ballot went down {o flaming defeat. The next year the
Steelworkers Union went out on strike for 116 days.

From World War i through the 1970s, the industrial unions in Ohio
systematically pushed up wages and benefits for the unskilied and semi-skilled
in mass production. While these jobs frequently remained hard, monotonous,
and dangerous, working class wage and benefit standards in these
cligopolistic industries increasingly approximated those of the middle class.
Union workers bought cars, moved to the suburbs where they bought homes
with FHA and Veterans Administration mortgages, added a second car for the
wife, and could afford to send their kids to college. They were living the
American dream.

in fact, life was so good that they even wildcatted for self-respect and
humane working conditions in 1972 at the brand-new, state-of-the-art
Lordstown GM assembly plant. Public employees became restive in the 1970s
too. Despite the lack of a public sector collective bargaining law, public school
teachers went on strike and were put in jail for doing so. Chio’s public sector
collective bargaining situation was regularized with the Public Employee
Collective Bargaining Law of 1983.

The end of the 1970s saw economic globalization hit Ohio. First came
the steel shutdowns that devastated Youngstown between 1977 and 1981.
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Then, in the 1980s, industrial jobs in auto, machine tools, and electrical
equipment hemorrhaged as high interest rates led to an overvalued dollar, a
flood of cheap imports, and a growing merchandise trade deficit. Hard times
had come to the indusirial heartland.

The contraction of employment in mass production and heavy industry
hit Ohio hard. Median hourly wages fell from 10 percent above the national
norm in 1879 to the nationa! average in 1989 (Cassell and Hanauer 1999,
Table 2.1). While Chio’s unionization rate fell over the years to 20.3 percent in
19971, it remained 50 percent sbove the national average of 14.1 percent in
1997.

The wage premium remains in Ohio’s unionized sector in almost every
category: male union workers earn 18 percent more wages than non-union
members; women union members earn 29 percent more than their non-union
counterparts; white union members average 25 percent higher saleries than
white non-union workers; black union members get 35 percent more than black
non-union; and in every educational category except those with college
degrees, union members earn 25 percent to 40 percent more than their non-
union counterparts. Among those with college degrees, there is approximate
wage equivalence, regardiess of collective bargaining status (Cassell and
Hanauer 1989, Tables 2.6-2.8).

While Ohio’s labor history includes its share of bitterly adversarial labor
relations, it also includes in the 1880s and 1990s what is the largesi-scale state
effort to encourage labor-management cooperation since World War 1l -- the
Ohio Labor-Management Cooperation Program.

This monograph seeks to answer a simple guestion: What would labor-
management cooperation look like in a world-class region?

As we search for the answer to that question, we will start with the
literature -- the subject of the next section. We will then compare this theory
with practice using case studies of General Motors' Lordstown complex —-
where things have changed a lot since 1972 -- and Stein, inc., a contractor to
the steel industry. We will then examine what has characterized labor-
management relations in Northeast Ohio historically and how the State of Ohio
has sought to affect this in the last two decades through the Ohio Labor-
Management Cooperation Program (OLMCP). Finally, we will envision a
cooperative future.
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