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THE DEMISE OF INDUSTRIAL PATERNALISM:
THE CASE OF SOUTHERN TEXTILES, 1880-1840

This thesis 1is an historical social analysis of the
Southern textile industry of 1880 to 1940, the industry
which brought about the industrialization of the South.
The initial c¢lass relationship institutionalized between
the emerging industrial elite and the proleteriat was the
socio-economic system of industrial paternalism, which
disappeared from the Southern Piedmont 1in the 40s when
mills began to sell villages. This thesis attempts to
explain the demise of industrial paternalism in the case of
the Southern textiles.

Conventional treatments of paternalism regard its
disappearance as either a product of the inevitable
progression toward pluralistic industrislism or as a
result of one or more historical factors. In this thesis,
paternalism’s demise is viewed as a result of a social
process--the working out of the ever-dynamic "relations of
power"” between textile owners and workers.

Four class-analysis theories are used to highlight
different social and economic features of the historical
case. Specifically, I research the relative impact of the
alternative labor market, the consolidation movement,
scientific management, social legislation, and worker
organization. My results indicate that the introduction of
scientific management negated the substance of paternalis-

tic relations, but the form of paternalism, namely the mill



village, continued to function as an effective means of
union prevention. Not until the New Deal did mill village
paternalism really become untenable, when the state
intervened to set a textile minimum wage and maximum hours
and to protect wunion organization. It 1is shown thst,
contrary to popular opinion, worker organization and the
textile union had a significant impact upon the destiny of
paternalism, both sustaining its 1life as a means of labor
control, and propelling the developments that rendered it
ultimately ineffective. The findings corroborate Karl
Polanyi’s contention that inclusion of the non-economic is

vital.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

What we choose to do and what we have
to do are shaped by the historically
given possibilities among which we find

ourselves....Within that framework we
re-make or un-make the institutions
that surround us. This shaping of

action by structure and transform-
ing of structure by acticn both occur
as processes in time. It is by seizing
on that idea that history and sociology
merge and that sociology becomes
capsable of answering our urgent
gquestions about why the world is the
way 1t is.

Philip Abrams, Historical Sociologv (1982),
p. 3

Statement of the Problem

Following the Civil War, the South began the industri-
alization process by setting up cotton mills in the midst
of cotton fields. 1In effect the textile industry® brought
about the industrialization of the South (Vance 1835, p.

289). The process took on the fervor of &8 crusade as

iIn this study, “"cotton textile industry” shall be
defined as the Census of Manufacturers describes it: “"The
cotton-goods industry embraces mills engaged primarily in
any of the processes preparatory to spinning, in spinning
cotton vyarn, or in weaving cotton or cotton-mixed piece
goods” (Census of Manufacturers 1928, V. II, p. 247).
Excluded in this definition are cotton knitted goods and
cotton small wares, in addition to woolen and synthetic
fiber operations (Oates 1870, Appendix IV).



"cotton mill fever" swept through the Southern Piedmont?2
during the Cotton Mill Campaign (1880-1886). (See figure
1.) As mills were being constructed, the textile entrepre-
neurs built mill villages to house the workers, providing
schools and churches, company stores, and sometimes welfare
programs. These mill villages commonly accompanied the
proliferation of cotton mills across +the South, and
continued to exist until the 1840s when the trend began
among manufacturers to sell mill-owned houses to the
workers. The pervasiveness of this mill-village phenomenon
is indicated by the fact that, at the turn of the century,
92% of the Southern textile workforce resided in these
company-owned villages (Hall, Korstad, Murphy, Jones, and
Daly 1887, p. 114). Within the confines of these cotton
mills and mill villages, a proletarianization process took
place--the process through which the poor white farmers of
the Southern hill-country became the factory hands of early
Southern industrialization.

The first class relationship institutionalized between
the emerging industrial elite and the proletariat was the

socio-economic system of industrial paternalism. Its

2The Southern Piedmont was a homogeneous region called
the "hillcountry" located between the Appalachian Mountains

and the coastal plains, including portions of North
Carolina, South Caroclina, Georgia, and Alabama. Blick-
silver (1858) writes: “In 1880 the four leading states

operated 119 of the 1684 mills in the South and 422,000 of
the 561,000 spindles....(By 1910) they operated B37 of the
South’'s 731 establishments and ran more than 10,000,000 of
the region’'s 11,200,000 spindles” (p. 18).
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Figure 1. Cotton manufactures--number of establishments by state and in

Piedmont region, 1914.

Source. Reprinted from Census of Manufactures, 18914, II,

p. 22. 0Outline of Piedmont Region added.



appearance in the Southern mills was consistent with the
classical uses of paternalism in the early cotton mills of
England and New England®, where paternalism was chosen as a
"kinder and gentler” labor control system, with elements
that both enticed rural recruits to unattractive factory
work and elicited commitment to the employer (Abercrombie
and Hill 1976, p. 417). In the South, industrial paternal-
ism served to stabilize +the new 1labor force while mill
owners extracted a high rate of surplus value from the
workers through 1long hours and cheap wages--significantly
longer and cheaper than Northern textile workers. (See
table 1 for a comparison of skilled workers’ wages.)
Southern 1industrial paternalism endured from the
beginnings of the regional industry in 1880 until the
1840s, when sweeping changes in the regional industry
signalled the end of an era: the emerging trend of selling
entire mill villages coincident with the introduetion of
"modern management,” intensification of work pace, and the
contracting of labor on an individual (rather than family)
basis. Although the ideological language of paternalism is
still spoken in the weave rooms and personnel offices of
contemporary Southern mills (Zingraff and Shulman 18886},

the economic features of industrial paternalism disap-

3New England's textile paternalism, which included
corporation boardinghouses, came to an end prior to the
Civil War, with a brief reemergence during the corporate
welfare movement of 1810 (Hareven 1878, pp. 14, 21).



TABLE 1
AVERAGE EARNINGS PER WEEK OF SKILLED EMPLOYEES

IN COTTON TEXTILES, 1880

__Region = Mem = Women = Children
New England States $7.82 $£5.74 $3.17
Southern States $5.48 $3.71 $1.87



peared from the Southern Piedmont in the 1late 30s and
40s, bringing to a close the first stage of proletari-
anization in Southern textiles. The cause of the disap-
pearance of psaternalism in the Southern cotton mills is the
subject of this investigation. What forces brought about
the demise of industrial paternalism? Why was it forsaken
as the institutional relationship between the workers and
capitalists? This thesis will derive a political economy
explanation which best explains the demise of paternalism
as a labor system in this particular historical case.

A secondary purpose is to show that political economy
explanations which suggest that labor systems fall because
of 8 generalized playing out of "class confliect” or the
"logic of capitalism” offer no better explanation than the
evolutionist modernization theory. Social change cannot be
analyzed by means of "a series of structural snapshots”
(Anderson 1872, p. 328); the full picture can only be
understood by studying the dialectic of action and struec-

ture across time.

Signifi f the Stud

Conventional treatments of paternalism fall into two
categories. The first, predominant in industrial sociolo-
gy, 1is the evolutionary model of Kerr, Dunlop, Harbison and
Myers (1960). This modernization paradigm attempts to

explain the demise of paternalism as an inevitable progres-



sion toward pluralistic industrialism and an adaptation to
technological advancement. Within this mindset, paternal-
ism is a serviceable structure in the early stages of
industriaslization that socializes a raw proletariat and
legitimates industrialization, but paternalism falls away
when industrialization matures as naturally as molted snake
skin. When you consider the fact that examples of pater-
nalistic capitalism can still be found in highly industri-
alized countries, the inevitability of paternalism’'s demise
must be questioned.4

A more pertinent criticism of Kerr et al.’ s evolution-
ary analysis for this study is thst of Philip Abrams (1882)
who finds that the modernization model has a tendency to
“sbsorb rather than explain history” (Abrams 1982, p.
142). To Abrams, history is the "interaction of structure
and action”, and discerning and explaining social process
involves “"teasing out historical processess”™ to see how
structure conditions action, and how s&action effects
structure (Abrams 1982, pp. 6-7). This 1is substantively

different from assuming that “industrialization advances"

4Japan’s welfare corporatism is, of course, the
foremost example; however, hybrid types of paternalism
still exist throughtout Asia (Pye 1885), the Middle East
(Harbison and Myers 18958, p. 57), Africa (Poole 1988, p.
54), and within exceptional firms in Italy, France, England
and the United States (Harbison and Myers, p. 5B). See
Dore (1873) for a challende to the convergence thesis of
Kerr et al. (1960) that suggests all industrislizing
societies will wultimately end with the same structure of
industrial relations, since all follow a common pattern of
change driven by productive technology.



because of a list of sundry pressures upon management to
move toward a “"constitutional” approach (Kerr et al. 1860,
p. 152-3).

A second prominent category of explanation is the
factor-analysis approach. In Southern historical accounts
of the period, one can find an entire menu of historical
causes for the demise of textile paternalism, almost
all emphasizing (with credibility) one of the several
factors which contributed to paternalism’'s final decade.5
What becomes lost in such a factor analysis is the substan-
tive dynamic which Abrams reminds us formed the basis of
Marx’'s analysis of capitalist development:

Marx’s law of motion dealt with the working out

of distinct and historically specified relsations

of power (italics added), not with the logic of a

model abstracted from all structural milieux”

(Abrams 1982, p. 141>.

In this thesis, the demise of Southern industrial
paternalism is viewed as Abrams suggests~-as a working out
of the ever-dynamic "relations of power”. The process of

proletarianization in Southern textiles was fundamentally a

power struggle between a newly formed class of manufactur-

5Many historians of the period focused on the develop-
ment of the industry in the South: Holland Thompson (18086),
Broadus Mitchell (1821), Paul Blanshard (1827), Lois
MacDonald (1828), Marjorie Potwin (1827), Harriet Herring
(1929, 1949), Jennings Rhyne (1930), George Mitchell
(1931), Tom Tippet (1831), Ben Lemert (1933), Herbert Lahne
(1844), Liston Pope (1842), and Jack Blicksilver (1858).
C. Vann Woodward (1851), Rupert T. Vance (1932), and Wilbur
J. Cash (1941) dealt extensively with textiles within
their general accounts of Southern history.



ers and &a newly formed class of industrial recruits.
That it is not generally recognized as such is due to a
popular conception of the early Southern textile worker as
docile and satisfied, or dissatisfied but powerless.®

This image exists despite periods in the history of
Southern textiles of spontanecus strikes against the
harshest management tacties (including government troops,
killings, blacklistings, and evictions) and a nationsal
strike in 1933-34 which involved 400,000 workers.? It
would appear that the image of the docile/powerless textile
worker is derived primarily from the low level of unioniza-
tion that was finally achieved by the workers  militant
actions, and from the relative peace that characterized
the post-World War II era. This confusing portrayal of
both acquiescence and rebellion begs for a case study on
the Southern textile industry which highlights the shifts

in power and looks again at the workers” ™ role in effecting

EScholars have remarked (both in the past and present)
that the well-publicized exploitation of the Southern
textile worker did not translate into militant industrial
action because of the effect of paternalism. Either the
workers were so0 tightly controlled by this benevolent but
ruthless domination that they had no 1independent social
space in which to organize rebellion (Boyte 1872, Mitchell
1821, McLaurin 1878, MacDonald 1828), or the members
of the new ‘'"cracker proletariat” were so destitute as
tenant farmers that the mill bosses were viewed as true
friends (Herring 18289; Woodward 1951; Potwin 1827).

7Kerr and Siegel (1854), in their study of propensity
to strike in particular industries, found that textile
workers overall were "medium high" in their strike propen-
sity (p. 211).



change. Neither the modernization theory nor a factor
analysis would bring enlightenment to those actions.

Secondly, the problem 1is important because of the
legacy of paternalism in the South. As Polanyi (1944) has
suggested, the institutional forms that arise when labor
is commodified are of dramatic interest because they
persist into the future. The mill village is one such
institution and, according to Harriet Herring (1949),
as peculiarly characteristic of the South as "slavery and
cotton, sharecropping and low incomes, race problenms
and demagogic democracy” (p. 5). The peculiar form
of Southern industrial paternalism embodied in the mill
village 1is germaine to understanding the industrial
relations of the South today.

Examining the demise of this institution allows us to
see how choices were made by our grandparents’ generation
which jointly dismantled the old order and completed the
proletarianization process. The actions of textile workers
and manufacturers were shaped by the social structures of
their day, but their actions also remade those structures.
When we fit the pieces together, we will better understand
the class relations of the South, adding to the growing
work which is vyielding a far richer and more accurate

picture of the South’'s first working class.®

8Until the 1980°s, the economic history of the
postbellum South was largely ignored by contemporary
scholars. In recent years, however, labor and social

10



CHAPTER 2
METHCDOLOGY OF STUDY

Methodology of OStudy

This thesis 1is an historical social analysis of the
Southern textile industry of 1880 to 1840, addressing the
problem of the departure of Southern paternalist capitalism
within the industry. The method of study uses four class-
analysis theories which highlight different social and
economic features of this particular case. Explanatory
parts extracted from the theories will be applied to the
historical data. I do not intend (nor believe it possible)
for my study to validate one theory and invalidate all
others. Instead, these theories will be used as tools to
"dig" into history in order to better understand the
process of institutional change 1in labor management which
took place and finally +to build a theory that "fits" the
case of Southern textiles.

This is one of the methodologies of historical social
analysis examined by Theda Skocpol in her book, Vision and
Method in Historical Sociology (1884). 1In this approach,

historians have begun investigating Southern industriali-
zation, focusing both on the relationship of planters and
former slaves (Genovese, Wiener, Woodman, Wright), and the
lives of the early textile workers (Hall, Newman, Carlson,
Hodges, McHugh, Leiter).

11



the goal is not to find the one correct preconceived
general model. Instesad,
Alternative theories are used and combined to
derive the most fruitful way to address the
historical probliem ....01ld theories may be
entirely set aside and a new explanation tenta-
tively generated from the historical materials.
The investigstor’'s commitment 1is not to any
existing theory or theories, but to the discovery
of concrete causal configurations adequate to

account for important historical patterns.
(Skoepol 1984, p. 375)

The Southern cotton textile industry of this period
was located primarily within four states: North Carolina,
South Carolina, Georgia, and Alabama.® The mills tended to
coalesce in the area called the Piedmont. The Piedmont has
been defined in a previous study (Oates 1828) +to include
207 counties (or combinations of counties).

In this study, the Piedmont shall be defined as all
counties within the four states showing over 10% wage
earners employed in cotton goods manufacture in 1830. The
criterion of ten percent was chosen in order to include
those counties which most 1likely contained 8 cotton mill
village, and to preclude those counties which probably did

not . The vyear of 1930 was selected because it is the

BBlicksilver (1858) writes: "In 1880 the four
leading states operated 119 of the 184 mills in the South
and 422,000 of the 561,000 spindles....(By 1810) they
operated 837 of the South’'s 731 establishments and ran more
than 10,000,000 of the region’'s 11,200,000 spindles” (p. 186).

12



beginning of the decade in which the first mill village
sales occurred. This s&area is comprised of 15 counties in
South Carolina, 19 in North Carolina, 18 in Georgia, and B
in Alabama, totaling 56 counties of the Piedmont. (See

figure 2.)

Uni F Analvsi

The major unit of analysis will be the state. The
county unit is prohibited in most cases because (1) county
census data on textile mill employment is not provided
prior to the 1930 census, and (2) many counties changed
boundaries over the study period. Where relevant data is

available at the county level, it will be utilized.

13
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CHAPTER 3

THE HISTORICAL CASE OF
SOUTHERN TEXTILE PATERNALISHM

Refipnition of Paternalism
Paternalist organization is not universally the same.
As Elizabeth Fox-Genovese (1883) has written:
Paternalism does not exist indiscriminately
across time and place. Specific paternalisms
represent specific social and cultural bridges
across the gap of wultimately irreconcilable
interests. (p. 130)
The specific "Southern mill village paternalism™ had
certain identifiable features: local capitalists, "raw”
rural recruits, family labor, a labor contract for wages
and housing (or payment-in-kind), a lenient labor process,
and an ideology of cooperative enterprise alongside strict
community controls.
In historical accounts, it is typically the ideologi-
cal aspect of paternalism that is emphasized, most likely

because early industrialists articulated and advertised

the ideology to the utmost.19 1In this study, however, the

18L,ocal newspapers were replete with praises for
efforts of mill owners to educate their workers in the
"ideals of 1life"” and the "responsibilities of citizenship”
(Carlton 1982, pp. 82-93; Pope 1942, pp. 85-8B86). The
mills® public relastions effort was aimed at ameliorating
the concern of the townspeople over the "social consequen-
ces of manufacturing.” Their audiences were assured that
paternalism combined with the operatives’ Anglo-Sax-
on virtue would spare them the "turmoil and class enmities
of northern and British ecities"” (Carlton 1982, pp. 82-84.)

15



ideological content will be considered as derivative of the
economic relstionship of paternalism. In contrast to the
popular usage, paternalism will be viewed as essentially a
socio-economic organization of production forces--specifi-
cally, a profitable way of organizing 1labor for the
Southern textile mills. This 1is in agreement with the
definition developed by Abercrombie and Hill (1878):

...Paternalism is primarily an economic institu-

tion concerned with the manner of organizing a

productive unit and regulating relationships

between subordinates and the owners of the means

of production or their agents. (p. 413)

Within this relationship, according to Abercrombie and
Hill, workers are consigned to a dependent status which
allows the owners to demand complete obedience and loyalty,
while the pay-off is & shared identification and promised
protection.

The tangible expression of the paternalistic relation-
ship 1in Southern textiles was the mill village which
surrounded the factory. This mill wvillage environment was
designed "to dissolve the reality of exploitation within
the solvent of personal, ostensibly equal relations between
people at opposite ends of the economic scale” (Ward 1987,
p. 332). The village was much more than a symbol of social

relations, for it was the basis of a labor relations

system.

The Soutl Mill Vill

186



When the agricultural depression hit following the
Civil War, many farming families were so debt-ridden as to
be destitute, and the cotton mill boosters were gquick to
portray the emerging mills as & way to save the "poor
white.”11 The poverty of the white laborers was a by-pro-
duct of the slavery system. Unable to compete as farmers
or skilled lsbor with slave 1labor, the Southern yeoman
farmer had been pushed downward to subsistence farming on
abandoned tobacco or cotton lands, or to the poorest land
of the foothills or mountains. These farmers were forced
into the crop-lien system called sharecropping, which
produced little or no income during the growing season,
and consequently resulted in enslavement through debt to
the 1local merchants. A mill owner, quoted in Mitchell
(1821), provided a picture of the first laborers and the
ideology which "Jjustified” the process of industrializa-
tion:

It is only necessary to build a manufacturing

village of shanties in a hesalthy location in any

part of the State, to have crowds of these poor

people around you, seeking employment at half

the compensation given to operatives at the

North. It is 1indeed pitiful to be brought in

contact with such ignorance and degradation;

but, on the other hand, it is pleasant to
witness the change, which soon takes place in

1iThe Southern "poor white" was slready a lower social
class, but as a possessor of "the purest Anglo-Saxon blood
in America," this was a class that the Southern citizenry
wanted to see rehabilitated. "The South wanted manufactur-
ing--cotton manufacturing--for +the profits and for the
social betterment that work and wages would give underem-
ploved and under-privileged people” (Herring 1949, p. 5).

17



the condition of those who obtain employment.

The emaciated, pale-faced c¢children soon assume

the appearance of robust health. (p. 170)
The factory recruits, near starvation, came to the new
cotton mills by foot or wagon, literally bearing all their
possessions (Van Osdell 1966, p. 48), and symbolically
transporting the South from an agrarian society to an
industrial one.

Scuthern manufacturers had no choice but to construct
mill wvillages alongside mills, since labor was to be
imported from the rural areas and no other agency had
capital with which to finance the construction (Berglund,
Starnes, and DeVyver 1830, p. 117). The first houses were
little more than shacks, made of unceiled 1logs with no
water or electricty (Mclaurin 18971, p. 34; Woodward 1851,
p. 223). Though housing improved to three or four-roonm
frame houses, &as late &as 1929 a survey of 332 North
Carolina mills revealed that one half were still without
indoor toilets and 40% without water (Herring 1829, p.
31). Workers were usuvally charged 25 - 75 cents per room,
with electricity and water free (Berglund et al. 1930, p.
117)--a much better deal than normal renters were able to
secure.

By the same token, owners were better able to build
houses than to supply cash for wages, so payment-in-kind
benefited the owners for whom capital was in short supply.

A second benefit for the owner was the use of the "sunk

18



cost” of constructing the houses as a justification for
paying Southern workers less than Northern workers, year
after yesar.

If housing was a necessary business expense, it was
also exploited for its value in supplying, stabilizing,
reproducing, and controlling 1labor. From the beginning
Southern manufacturers targeted the cheaper labor of women
and children and issued housing based on a family-wage.
Mill owners preferred 1large families in mill wvillage
houses, often institutionsalizing this preference &8s a
requirement of one-worker-per-room, and work contracts
requiring all children over +the age of twelve to work in
the mill (Carlton, 1982, p. 93). To a large extent,
housing determined the destiny of the children and repro-
duced a socialized labor force for the mill.

Southern manufacturers from the beginning targeted the
cheaper labor of children. In 1900, approximately 8% of
the Massachusetts textile labor force was under 16, but in
Georgia it was 25%; in North Carolina 24%; in South
Carolina, 27% (Oates, 1875, p. 11). Workers  productivity
and earning power in Southern mills peaked at age 35-40
vears, when they were moved to lower-paying jobs or fired,
thus forced to depend upon children to keep up the family
wage (Rhyne, 1930, p. 18). Though the employment of

children dropped considerably in the early decades of the

19



20th century, women maintained a consistent proportion of
the workforce. (See figures 3 and 4.)

Besides the house and the supplementary water, coal,
outhouses, and electricity, the most common "philanthrophy”
was the contribution to a church or school. While support
for education seemed to be targeted for public consumption,
support for mill churches was more paternalistic 1in
orientation. Most of +the labor force were avid churech
goers, primarily fundamentalist Protestants (Rhyne 1830, p.
167; Van Osdell 1868, p. 48). Since morality, honesty,
sobriety were part of the _ideal workman encouraged by
owners, religious life was encouraged (Carlton 1882, p.
83).

The other inevitsble product of housing ownership, was
its absorption into the labor relations system. Eviction
of the family from company housing was regarded by observ-
ers and organizers as ‘“management’'s most efficient weapon
against unions" (McLaurin 1871, p. 38). A millowner,
asked why he did not sell his houses to the workers,
answered simply: "Because we could not control them"

(Tannenbaum 1824, pp. 47-48).

L . £ p 13
Payment-in-kind as a supplement to low cash wages (in
the form of subsidized housing, garden plots, wood or

electricity, water, and credit at the company store) was a
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Figure 3. Percent of cotton textile wage

earners 10-15 years of age by state,
1890-1940.

Source. Data from Census of Population, 1880, 1800,
1910, 1820, 1930, 1840.
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earners female by state, 1890-1940.

Source. Data from Census of Population, 1880, 1800,
1810, 1820, 1830, 1940.
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standard practice 1in the Southern textile industry and a
basic feature of Southern paternalism. The demise of
Southern textile paternalism is symbolized by the erosion
and eventual disappearance of payment-in-kind, notably
subsidized housing. Specifically, the end to payment-in-
kind will be measured by the sale of mill village housing
to employees.

In 1935, Burlington Mills sold two villages that had
been purchased in a takeover (one in North Carolina and
one in Virginia), and cotton textile mills followed suit
with ‘"startling acceleration” (Textile World, September
1838, p. B4). (See figure 5.) The industry magazine
reported on the sales with great celebration, advising
companies of pitfalls and options. The list of reasons
given for the sales included the financial burden, social
criticism, high building costs, rising standard of living
among workers, Ffederal regulations, taxes, the need to
resign from the real estate business and get down to
manufacturing, and the "rightful sense of responsibility”
to the workers. According to Harriet Herring, the village
had become "economically untenable, socially and psycholo-
gically indefensible, and at times a downright tactical
liability” (Textile World, May 1840, p. 78).

The change was truly the culmination of events over
the past decade, but the about-face had been dramatic. At

this time, two-thirds of mill employees still resided in
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mill houses (Lahne 1944, p. 38). When sales continued
after World War II, the mill village--"one of +the great
socializing forces of the South"--was rendered practically
obsolete (Textile World, September 1838, p. B63).

The disappearance of this feature signaled a change
in labor relations as textile labor was thereafter contrac-
ted on an individual basis for wages alone, rather than on
g family basis for payment-in-kind. Supporting the
assumption that ownership of villages was the foundation of
paternalism are the words of the editor of Textile World,
the predominant industry magazine in 1838:

Selling mill wvillages to the employees means

industrial relations on a higher plane;...it

l hedd ] " ] last ‘ :
paternalism which was once & necessity, but now
an outmoded pattern of Southern mill 1life. (p.
865, italics added)

In sum, Southern industrial paternalism grew logical-
ly from the necessity of constructing the mill village, and
consequently, the fate of Southern paternalism was linked
to the fate of the mill village. What made the village a
central feature of Southern paternalism was the socisal
organization which grew from its construction. To return
to Abercrombie and Hill’'s definition, paternalism is an
economic institution with social goals: it is a means of
organizing the productive wunit in order to regulate the

relationship between owner snd workers.
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CHAPTER 4

REVIEW OF RELEVANT LITERATURE

Re] Sociological TI .

In the current sociological literature there are four
outstanding scholars who have studied American and English
industrial transformation, specifically focusing on the
changes in the institutional relationship between workers
and capitalists: G. M. Norris, Richard Edwards, Howard
Newby, and EKarl Polanyi. Rather than assuming that
"modernization” is a vague, abstract force, these theorists
link institutional change to specific dynamics of capital-
ist growth, such as expansion of markets, increasing firm
concentration and centralization, rationalization of the
labor process, and societal interference with the commodi-
fication of 1labor. With varying degrees of specificity,
all four theorists recognize that the inegality of the
labor-capitalist contract is an inherent contradiction in
capitalist organization of production, and hence a force
behind structural change in production relations. Where
they differ is in the location of factors that destabilize
labor-capitalist relations and result in the search for a

different control system.
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I. G. M. HNorris

The first theory to be examined is that of G. M.
Norris, a British sociologist who employs what I will call
a "development” model in his study of paternalism, for he
looks at factors external to the 1immediate sphere of
production as the source of the destabilization of pater-
nalism. He isolates certain structural conditions neces-
sary for the maintenance of industrial paternalism, and
suggests that paternalism depends upon a parcchial local-
ism, i.e., "relatively isoclated local labour markets which
are dominated by single companies” (Norris, 1878, p. 489),
in which alternative ideologies and alternative employ-
ment in the labor market do not exist.

The existence of alternatives, namely ‘“democratic
capitalism,"” erodes paternalism. Norris presents two basic
reasons for this erosion. First, paternalism is not only
deference of the workforce to tradition, but to an individ-
ual power-holder whose legitimacy <c¢laim 1is based on
tradition. Therefore, the elite must have no equals or
competitors if this claim 1s to succeed. This is in
contrast to democratic capitalism, in which legitimacy is
granted on a rational-legal basis and is role-specific
rather than person-specific, and "which (denies) the
relevance of local ties by emphasizing universalistic

criteria of resource allocation and the determination of
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priorities by a central government body"” (Norris 1878, p.
473).

Secondly, the arrival of alternstive jobs in the labor
market erode the central structural features of paternal-
ism/deference: the extreme dependence of the laborers on
local employment and the isolation of subordinates from
interaction with class equals. Norris states, "So 1long sas
workers are trapped in the local economy they have little
option but to accept the ideoclogies, situational defini-
tions and rules of the game imposed by local employers
whatever these are” (Norris 1878, p. 475). These two
factors help explain why, according to Norris, "paternsalism
will only be found as a locally based form" (Norris 1978,

p. 473).

IT. Richard Edwards

The next theorist, Richard Edwards, agrees with Norris
that the paternalistic relationship is upset by capitalist
expansion, but sees the debilitating force as coming from
internal dynamics of growth within the firm, not from
external challenges. Edwards, an American structural
Marxist, surveys the changes 1in managerisl systems 1n the
U.5. factory system in his book, Contested Terrain: The
Iransformation of the American Workplace (1979). Based

upon his historical analysis, he develops a typology of

sequential control systems which he c¢laims can be found

28



throughout American economic development: entrepreneurial
control, hierarchical control, and finally bureaucratic or
technical control.

Typically, he argues, the initial set-up of an
American firm was entrepreneurial, 1i.e., the "capitalist’s
own workshop.” In this system, control was maintained
through the personal ties between the boss and workers. As
a firm grew, organizational distsasncing occurred and the
personal control system weakened. The next control systen,
which he ¢alls the hierarchical system, appeared as a
pyramidal abridgement of entrepreneurial control, with the
foreman becoming something of a "subentrepreneur” trying
to recreate the original control system within his own
empire, while he himself is subject to the owner.

The hierarchical system, Edwards argues, was soon
cutmoded when the movement toward monopoly capitalism in
the early 18005 brought a metamorphosis in firm structure.
The drive for capitalist accumulation brought pressures for
expansion and centralization within the firm. Not only did
the factory grow in size, but competition fueled a vertical
integration, whereby firms began to expand to include all
the processes of production from supply to finishing and
retailing. The emerging multiplant enterprise was linked
by an administrative apparatus--rather than geography--and
reqguired long-range and complex planning. Under corporate

ownership, the entrepreneurisl owner was replaced by
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the financisal investor. The centralization of production
produced a larger and more distant workforce, as well as =
more militant workforce reacting foremost to the increasing
power of the foreman. This produced a crisis of control
within the factory.

To deal with this control problem, American management
developed a new control system which replaced the negative

sanctions of the foremen with positive incentives embedded

in the structure of the firm. Following a period of
experimentation (which involved welfare capitalism,
scientific management, and company unionism) managements

tended to follow one of two forms of structural control:
technical or bureaucratic. In the technical control
system, machinery exerts control over workers by directing
the labor process and setting the pace for the entire plant
(Edwards 1878, p. 112-3). However, for industries unable
to apply such high technology, the trend was toward
the employ of a bureaucratic control system, which sub-
merged the contrcl mechanism into the social structure of
the plant, making use of company rules and promotion
policies to reward workers who "bought into" the system.
For this study, I am interested in what Edwards
suggests motivates the change from one control system to
another. 1In simple terms, he is saying that firms outgrow
the o0ld control systems as they follow the dictates of

capitalist accumulation. Growth produces a fragility in
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the control system and sllows the inherent contradiction
between labor and capitalist to erupt into workplace
conflict. Management then seeks a more effective system of
control. In this case study, I assume Edwards to be
suggesting that the weakening of the control system in the
early Southern textile industry (entrepreneurial control)
was caused by the growth dynamics of monopoly capitalism:
increased concentration (firm size), capitalization, and
centralization (vertical integration of production facili-
ties).

As I apply Edwards®™ model to the demise of Southern
industrial paternalism, I detect a similarity with Norris.
As with Norris, Edwards sees 1labor relations changing
through a gradual process of erosion, due to developmental
factors. Norris differs from Edwards in that he addresses
external factors, namely the loss of localism within the

community, while Edwards focuses on internal conflict.

ITI. Howard Newby

The third theorist, Howard Newby, is a British
sociologist who has done extensive research on agrarian
paternalism. He defines paternalism as "a method by which
class relationships become defined and (which) grows out of
the necessity to stabilise and hence morally Justify a
fundamentally inegalitarian system....It thus tends to dis-

guise, however imperfectly, fundamental conflicts of
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interest and to mediate, however unjustly, between one
class and another” (Newby 1877, p. 70).

To Newby, the major threat to paternalism lies in its
own inherent <contradiction. On the one hand it cultivates
"identification” of the subordinate class with the employer
class--they are to feel as “partners" in a cooperative
enterprise. On the other hand, a "differentiation” must be
recognized by the two classes for the authority-deference
relationship to operate. Both are key elements 1in pater-
nalism’'s effectiveness as a 1labor system. Newby (1877)
contends that the “continuation of paternalism implies
continued success 1n managing the contradictions inherent
in it" (p. 71).

The destructive power of the control contradiction,
which Newby calls the "deferential dialectic,” is illustra-
ted in studies of English paternalism in which the ration-
alizing tendencies of capitalism demand that "workers be
treated as impersonal commodities subject to the vagaries
of the labour market,"” contradicting the "obligations of
paternalism”™ that the subordinate class be protected and
cared for. Examples of these "rationalizing tendencies”
are large-scale layoffs, automation, and intensification of
workpace. In essence, Newby argues, "economic conditions
may demand the denial of paternalism,” and +the ability
of mill owners to manage the contradiction inherent in

paternalism depends on "how much room to manoeuvre the
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employer has within the realm of capitalist competition”
(Newby 1977, p. 71).

When such circumstances prevail, the employer must
either "resort to power more often” or "adopt a new style
of authority,” in either case betraying the paternalistic
posture (Newby, 1877, p. 71). What Newby highlights is
that workplace conflict--either s&active (as in strikes,
walkouts, wunion organization) or ©passive (turnover, low

productivity, absenteeism)--will result from the rupture of

the exchange relationship of paternalism. In Newby’'s
model, workers are not oppressed, silent, or disinterested
under paternalistic control. Rather they have made a
calculated exchange: deference for protection. When

paternalism’s exchange is violated, labor conflict of some
form ensues, and either the exchange must be restored with
integrity, or a new control system is mandated.

In sum, Newby’'s basic assertion is that paternalism is
destroyed because capitalists are forced by the logic of
capitalism to act 1like capitalists, and they therefore
violate their own contract of paternalism which includes a
caretaker role toward the workers. Rather than emphasiz-
ing a gradual process of change like Edwards and Norris, he
focuses upon an action which precipitates a violent rupture
of the fragile and fundamentally unequal boss-worker

relationship.
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IV. Karl Polanyi

Finally, in & macro-social analysis of industrializa-
tion, Karl Polanyi (1944) offers an "intervention” model to
my study of paternalism’s demise. Although Polanyi never
addressed paternalism per se, in The Great Transformation
(1944) he analyzes the transformation of non-market society
to market society by focusing on the development of
institutional forms surrounding the organization of
production. To Polanyi the institutionsal relationship
between labor and management is not autonomous, but is
subject to pressures from the larger social realm that
form in reaction to the labor commodification process. He
asserts that traditional Marxists err when they depict the
emergence of societal institutions as being dictated by the
needs of capitalist expansion alone. Instead, he suggests
that economic and social needs are often in conflict, and
this conflict is basic to understanding the nature of the
institutional forms that arise.

To Polanyi, “the commodification of labor represents
such a fundamental threat to the fabric of human society,
it set 1in motion an irresistable counter-pressure for the
protection of society” (Block and Somers 1984, p. 57). In
his study of English industrialization, this protective
counterforce was represented by the trade union movement
and the BState, whose actions directly interfered with the

development of the free labor market. In English industri-
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alization, social legislation and trade union organization
effectively diminished the market regulation of wages by
(1) limiting the flexibility of wages (unions and legisla-
tion set minimums), and (2) consequently suppressing the
mobility of labor (by regulating and standardizing wages
and working conditions within the industry).

The role of the State is dual and sometimes contradic-
tory: it furthers market society and never negates it, but
at the same time it "saves" society from being destroyed by
the full commodification of labor. The pressure for social
reform to deal with problems created by the commodification
of labor affects legislation from the State which limits
the freedom of the market. To assume that the capitalist
economy develops unabated by social forces is what Polanyi
calls the "economistic fallacy” of orthodox Marxists. He
states: "The human economy then is embedded in institu-
tions, economic and non-economic. The inclusion of the
non-economic is vital” (Block and Somers 1884, p. 63).

Polanyi’s thesis 1is apropos to my study of the
Southern textile industry since it was this particular
industry that initiated the transformation of an agrarian
Southern society into an industrial one, that is, a market
society. As Southern labor became commodified there arose
counterforces from a critical reform movement and from the

Northern-based textile union. The role of these counter-
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forces in the demise of paternalism has not been examined
but is of obvious interest.

Polanyi’s theory 1is particularly interesting with
regard to the study of Southern textiles in that it
challenges a popular notion which is epitomized by labor
historian Stanley Aronowitz (1973). Aronowitz claims that
the rise of textile wunionism in Southern textiles was due
to the breakup of the "old industrial organization system,”
or paternalism. Polanyi’'s analysis suggests the opposite:
perhaps paternalism was broken up because of the repeated
attempts by workers to unionize the Southern mills,

successful or not.

Summary of Theories

If we review all four theoretical approaches, we find
that they all focus on the dynamics of emergent capitalist
labor relations. However, distinet and interesting
differences are set forth. Norris suggests the development
of an alternative labor market destroyed the localism
necessary for paternalist capitalism. Edwards posits that
a weakening of a simple control system (in this case,
paternalism) results from the growth dynamics of monopili-
zation: 1increasing firm size, capitalization, and central-
ization. Newby emphasizes a rupture in the "deferential
dialectic”, that is, the informal bargain (deference for

protection), which underlies paternalism’s employee/-
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employer relationship. Lastly, Polanyi declares that the
capitalists’ drive for accumulation does not sufficiently
explain industrial transformation and he <calls attention
to counterforces within the social realm, such as the
State and unions, which have a direct and major impact on

the shaping of institutions.

Appli . P Tl . he C Stud

Each of the four theories offer plausible and relevant
explanations for the disappearance of Southern textile
paternalism and its replacement by & modern management
system, and from each can be posed a theoretical position
more specific in its explanation of dynamics and agency
than the claim that paternalism declines primarily as a

consequence of modernization.

1. Norris: Alterpative jobs with alternative ideolo-
nalism.

Norris asserts that paternslism depends upon parochi-
alism, and the entrance of alternative jobs and alternative
ideologies into the locality of paternalistic labor
relations renders it ineffective as a control system. To
test this assertion, we must examine the alternative labor
market for the study area from 1880 to 1940 to determine if

democratic capitalism made a dramatic sppesarance through
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alternative jobs just prior to paternalism’'s disappearance

in the Southern textile industry.

2. Edwards: The consolidation movement (increasing
rational svstem of control.

Edwards argues that a crisis of control resulted from
the consolidation movement of the early 1800s producing a
management agenda of rastional planning and structural
control. (Southern textile paternalism, as a control
system, included elements of Edwards’' entrepreneurial
and hierarchical ideal types.) To test this assertion, an
examination must be made of the relationship between
growing firm size, capitalization, centralization and the
demise of paternalistic control within the textile indus-

try.

temi f 13
Newby insists that the search for the source of

paternalism’s decline should begin with a study of the
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worker-owner relationship. Did the textile mill owners
break the unwritten contract of paternalism (the exchange
of deference for protection) which can be substantially
linked to parternalism’'s demise? In this case study, the
event which exactly fits Newby's description is the
introduction of scientific management into textiles around
1829. The Southern brand of rationslization (which was
hardly "textbook” scientific management) was widely
called "the stretchout,” for its most remarkable feature
was the sudden increase of workload. Along with intensifi-
cation of workpace, there was &a decomposing of Jjobs by
skill level--a major blow to the autonomy and power of the
individual worker. The year 1928 was peppered with
walkouts, with and without union backing. To apply Newby's
theory to this event, I must determine if a fundamental
break from the paternalism of the past occurred following

the stretchout strikes of 1829.

4. Polanyi: The federal State and local states

5. Polanyi: The threat of unionization (felt in
] ] . iz ; . ! | Y f ’
Soutl £i] F . { mill
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unrest.

Polanyi maintains that the State and unions acted as
counterforces to the growth of the capitalist market
economy. One hypothesis can be generated from his ideas is
that paternalism did not decline until the New Deal, when
the State intervened as regulator of wages and hours and
conditions of employment of women and children. This
imposition, which imposed a national standard (age limits,
minimum wage, and maximum hours), took away the "Sou-
thern advantage” of long hours, cheap wages, and child
labor, theoretically destroying the material base of
paternalism. A second hypothetical consideration 1is that
unionization (or the threat of unionization) might have
impelled management to ‘"“clean up its own house” before
outside forces became a permanent fixture of labor-manage-

ment relations.

These five theoretical positions will not be consid-
ered competing explanations, exclusive of one another. The
problem is not to discover which one factor or variable
operated to bring about the demise of Southern industrial
paternalism, but to discover which factors were primary and
how the various factors interacted or, in Abrams’ words,

how action affected structure and how structure conditioned
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action. What were the relative roles of the State, union
agitation, the Jjob market, intrafirm competition, and
labor process changes? What explanation can be derived
which best explains the structural change in Southern labor

relations during early industrialization?
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CHAPTER §

ALTERNATIVE JOBS AND SOUTHERN PATERNALISH

Norris asserts that paternalism depends upon parochi-
alism, and the entrance of alternative jobs and alternative
ideologies into the locality of paternalistic labor
relations renders it ineffective as & control system. To
test this assertion, I will examine the alternative labor
markét for the study area from 1880 to 1840 to determine if
democratic capitalism made a dramatic appearance through
alternative jobs Jjust prior to paternalism’s disappearance
in the Southern textile industry.

Strictly speaking, Norris  thesis would only relate
to the presence of manufacturing Jjobs that brought an
ideological challenge to textile paternalism. However,
this chapter will deal with the alternative market in a
broader sense, by including the agricultural job market and
investigating how the growing ownership of automobiles

influenced the labor market of the Piedmont.

ALt . Tol . ; : L oul 15
Certainly the 1ideology embedded in Southern agricul-

ture, dominated by sharecropping and tenant farming
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(see table 2) and shaped by the long-standing traditions
of the plantation economy, offered no threat to paternalist
ideology .12 The tenant’'s right to remain on the land, what
to grow, how to grow it, and what tools to use were deter-
mined by the landowner to whom he made payment in cash or
crop. The dependency of this relstionship (only one step
removed from the plantation system) made it a poorer, if
elder, cousin of textile industrial paternalism. In terms
of Norris® thesis, then, the labor relations within the
agricultural sector did not threaten +the ideology of
paternalism. Nonetheless, the farm was the primary
alternative means-of-living to the cotton mill, the
prolific source for raw recruits for all industry, and an
important influence on industrial wage rates.

The dominance of agriculture was largely responsible
for the poverty of the South, which was considered a
national problem. The break-up of the cotton plantation
system resulted in fragmented landholdings, sabundant
unskilled labor, and poor soil. In turn, Southern agricul-
ture concentrated on cotton and tobacco farming, both

labor-intensive and needing a cheap, abundant 1labor force.

12Plantations re-emerged after the Civil War as
capitalistic agriculture of three types: (1) centralized
production with mostly black sharecroppers, (2) "tenant
planteations” (whose tenants were white in the hill coun-
try), and (3) small landowners (mostly white) who had to
operate on the lien system (Woodman in Glymph, p. 114).
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TABLE 2
PERCENTAGE OF FARMS OPERATED BY TENANTS, 1920-1840

U.s. 38.1 38.6 42 .4 42.1 38.7
Alabama 57.9 B8C.7 64.7 64.5 58.5
Georgia 66.86 63.8 68.2 65.8 60.1
South Carolina 64.5 65.1 62.2 56.1 42.5
North Carolina 43.5 45.2 48.2 47.2 44 .4



Southern agriculture did not keep pace with other regions,
and consequently undergirded the slow-growth of the
region.13

“The farm" was often cited as the primary alternative
for Southern textile workers during times of unemployment,
but no job in the agricultural sector offered much in terms
of income or housing (Vance 1836, p. 1; Pope 1842, pp.
58-59). In 1929, the net income of the average Southern
farmer was $880 compared to an annual average wage of $884
for industrial workers. Additionally, rental payments
reduced the tenants and croppers’ income one-fourth to
one-half (Hood 1936, p. 5). A farm wage laboreri4 (usually
casual, seasonal labor) received 1less than one third the
wage of a worker in cotton broad woven goods, even when
provided with room and board. (See table 3.)

The lure of better pay made it difficult for landlords
to hold tenants when factory jobs were available and they
actively discouraged their working on non-farm jobs. This

off-farm employment steadily increassed throughout the study

13Income in Southern agriculture did not improve until
after World War II when tractors displaced mules, price
supports improved conditions, and farmers began more
scientific farming.

14Farm operators of the Southeast cotton counties used
family labor and employed very few regular, wage laborers.
Nonetheless, Here estimated that in 1920 the total number
of farm laborers amounted to more than half of the number
of male workers of all sges in manufscturing (in 1819), but
only 45% of this number were white (Here 1830, p. 14).
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TABLE 3

COMPARISON OF YEARLY INCOME FOR
SOUTHERN FARM WAGE EARNERS AND COTTON
MANUFACTURING WAGE EARNERS, 1838

Farm Wage Earner’'s
Average Pavk

Without With

_Board @ _Boaxd
South Atlantic $297.72 $199.20
East South Centrsal 275.54 182.48

Cotton Broad

Woven Goods

Average Pav
North Carolina $723.73
South Carolina 683.37
Georgia 681.21
Alabams 630.13

¥Computed by averaging pay for four months of year:
and multiplying by twelve.

Jan., Apr., July, October,

q . Statistical Al f the United S 1940

and Census of Manufactures, 1940.
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vears, and the steady stream of movement from farm to
factory created a chronic 1labor surplus which played a
significant role in industrial conflict. Still, as late as
1820 there were three Southerners engaged 1in farming for
every one in manufacturing and mechanical jobs (Here 1830,
p. 23). (See table 4.)

In sum, agricultural jobs did not offer much wage or
ideological challenge to textile paternalism. Its signifi-
cance to the Piedmont labor market lies in its role as a
rich source of reserve labor. As late as 1940, it was
still largely untapped; Tangl® found 27 percent of the
rural-farm population were employed outside of agriculture
in the developed counties and 168 percent in the underde-
veloped counties (Tang 1858, pp. 147, 160). This pool of
poor farm labor was to be the foundation for industrial

growth in the South.

Roads and Motor Vehicles
Around 1820 the emergence of auto ownership modified

the labor market of the Piedmont in several ways. Obvious-

15Tang selected 21 contiguous counties in the Georgia-
South Carolina Piedmont as a case study area 1in his
investigation of the impact of economic development on
agriculture. The Piedmont area, defined more broadly in
this and other studies, 1is sufficiently homogeneous to
justify using Tang's data as exemplary (Oates 1975, p.
123. Since his study distinguished counties by degree of
industrial development, his analysis is particularly useful
investigating Norris’  thesis.
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TABLE 4
PERCENTAGE OF LABOR FORCE IN AGRICULTURE AND

MANUFACTURING BY STATE, 1880-18950

Alabama

Agriculture 83.4 71.2 54.8 37.1 24.0
Manufacturing 4.5 8.8 16.86 168.1 19.9
Georgia

Agriculture 78.3 B4.5 53.3 31.9 20.4
Manufacturing 8.3 10.7 16.1 17.5 20.8
North Carclina

Agriculture 78.9 88.9 52.3 31.6 23.7
Manufacturing 7.1 13.5 23.6 25.8 25.5
south Carolina

Agriculture 81.3 73.4 62.1 37.6 25.8
Manufacturing 18.2 18.6 24 .1 21.8 25.3

Source. Data from Regions. Resources. and Economic Growth
by Harvey S. Perloff, Edgar S. Dunn, Jr., Eric E. Lampard,

Richard F. Muth, Appendix A, 1960.



ly, ownership of an automobile broadened the wage-earner’s
job market, and at the same time increased the labor
pool from which industry could draw. Only a small portion
of farms had autos or motor trucks by 1920, but this number
was spiraling upward in every state. (8ee figures 6 and
7.

Additionally, the prevalence of automobiles meant that
workers did not need to move to mill villages. As early as
1820, we find references to textile workers coming from
farms within commuting distance (Herring 1840, p. 114).
However, we do not find any evidence that cotton textile
owners considered withdrawing from the real estate business
at this time. On the contrary, mills had undertaken a
flurry of wvillage renovations during World War I in an
effort to attract and hold the better workers. Signifi~
cantly, the commuting worker usually 1lived in poorer
housing than the mill wvillage resident and paid higher
rent.

As the Southern business community began an energetic
movement to attract industry, good roads became a top
priority and increases in Southern road construction
outpaced the rest of the country (Tindall 1887, pp. 219-

2255, Naturally, those counties which were “"developed”
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Figure 6. Per capita motor vehicle registration
by state, 1915-1945.

Source. Data from Statistical Abstract of the United
States, 1844, 1945,
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with industries were the counties with the best roads.1®
In 1927, North Carolina, which led the South in industrial-
ization, had twice as much hard-surfaced mileage as Georgia
and South Carolina, and 50% more than Alabama. This is
pertinent to our discussion of alternative Jjob markets and
paternalism, for North Carolina was the first and most
active state involved in mill village sales (65% of sales
prior to 1948, compared to 18% in South Carolin, 14% in
Georgia, and 2% in Alabama )(Herring 1848, p. 13).

The prevalence of automobiles increased the ability of
the cotton mill worker to search for alternative employ-
ment. Nomadism became a way of 1life for one-third of the
workforce (Rhyne 1930, p. 106). According to a government
study in 1826, turnover in Southern mills reached 188.5%
compared to 84.8%Z in Northern mills (MacDonald 1828, p.
105). In fact, it became a way of retsliating against bad
management!? and served to create uniformity of pay rates

among the mills (Gilman 1858, p. 153).

18Tang noted that by 1840 the Piedmont counties which
were "'developed” had more farms on all-weather roads (29
percent) than the underdeveloped counties (8.5 percent)
(Tang, p. 100).

17Whaley Mills in South Carolina gained a reputation
for bad management practices (causing a strike which led
tec a lockout) and could not acgquire a workforce though
wages were 25% above the regional average. The firm
eventually went bankrupt (Carlton 1882, p. 143).

52



The increase in mobility came at an inopportune time
for mill managers. A recovery 1in cotton prices had
created a shortage of 1labor Jjust when demands of WWI
guaranteed high profits. During the shortage, which
spanned two decades until 1920, union organizing drives
pushed wages to 898% of the national average (Gilman 1856,
pp. 177, 188).

In their attempts to stabilize the workforce, textile
mills renovated housing and landscaped lawns in the
villages, and even added a few twists of welfare capitalism
which was becoming popular in other industries. Villages
acquired professional welfare workers, adult education
classes in homemaking, and community “uplift" programs
(Herring 1829, Chapter 6), but it was the opinion of the
welfare workers, teachers, and mill superintendents
that workers did not respond to the programs with gratitude
"because they argue that all the money being spent on them
is due them anyway as wages” (Rhyne 1930, p. 34). The
newer programs subsided when it became clear that turnover
in mills with welfare programs was equal to those without
(Van Osdell 1968, p. 58; Rhyne 1830, p. 35).

The alternative Jjob market that created the most
problems for Southern mill managers appears to have been
other cotton mills. Rather than challenging the ideology

of paternalism, as Norris ™ theory suggests, the mills began
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to compete for labor by increasing their paternalistic

benefits, hoping to stabilize a nomadic workforce.

A ] . Tol in N Facturi

From 1800-1940 other industries were attracted to the
Piedmont. Still, cotton goods dominated tallies for
manufacturing in =all four states until after World War II.
(See table 5 and figure 8.) For a wage-earner living in
the rural Piedmont counties, the alternative market
consisted of lumber and timber products, furniture,
apparel, hosiery, rayon woven goods, fertilizer,
and cigarette manufacturing. Using 1840 census data, the
following section profiles each of these industries.18

The second most important industry in all four states
was Jlumber and timber products. This industry was wide-
spread throughout the Southeast, but was declining in
importance along with the timber reserves. Lumber camps
were usually in remote asreas (requiring company housing of
a low quality), and the workforce was slmost entirely male.
Life for the workers was "at best a rude sort of existence”
(Tindall 1867, p. 329) with long hours and low pay. Since
transporation costs were high, sawmills and processing

plants located near the raw materials. Pay in this

i8Wage figures in the following discussion are taken
from Harriet Herring’'s Southern Industry and Regional
Development, 1841.

o4



TABLE 5

MANUFACTURING LABOR EMPLOYED IN TEXTILES, 1919, 1938

1919 19339
North Carolina 547% 677%
South Carolina 66% 76%
Georgia 40% 52%
Alabama 22% 35%

1900-1940 by Mary J. Oates, 1975, New York: Arno Press,

The New York Times Company, p. 13.
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industry was low--$532 compared to $729 for cotton woven
goods, $610 for cotton vyarn and thread, and $759 for all
industry. The turpentine and rosin industry, which was
significant 1in Georgia, employed largely African-American
men snd paid the lowest wage per wage earner of any
industry in the U.S. ($232) (Herring 1841, p. 14)

The related furniture industryv became important during
the Depression of the 20s when the cheaper quality lines of
furniture-making, requiring 1little skill, moved from the
Midwest to the South to take advantage of the cheap labor.
High Point, N.C., called the "Grand Rapids of the South”,
became a center for furniture manufacturing. The labor
force was seasonal, semi-skilled, and chiefly male (Lemert
1933, pp. 41-2), with wages equal to the regional average
($758) (Herring 1941, p. 22; Hood 1838, p. 17). These
furniture plants often employed the husbands of women who
worked 1in cotton mills (Lemert 1833, p. 41). Company
housing was rare in the furniture industry of North
Carolina.

North Carolina, the most industrialized of the four
states, benefited from cigarette mapufacture, which paid an
average wage of $925, a good deal higher than the industry
average for the Southeast ($758). The cigarette industry,

which was largely mechanized and based on mass production,
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was highly concentrated in a few 1industrial cities, the
major center being Winston-Salem in the Piedmont.

Several other alternative industries were related to
Cotton Manufactures: Apparel (primarily EKnitted Underwear)
which paid $847, Hosjiery (which was included in Textiles)
paying $714, and Ravon Woven Goods at $794. The apparel
and hosiery industries moved South from the industrial
areas of the North seeking the low-wage labor of Southern
women, and were scattered throughout the non-industrisal
counties of the Piedmont. The highly-skilled, fashion-
sensitive parts of the industry stayed in New England.

Fertilizer production, an old Southern industry, was
natural to the area since the South was the greatest user
of commercial fertilizer. Within the chemical industry,
this unit paid next to the lowest wage, averaging $538.
The labor force of this highly seasonal industry was
unskilled and Black.

Alabama was unique in that it possessed a large
high-waged industry--primary metal mapnufacturing. The
wages were higher than the regional average, but were far
below that in the whole industry. Within the Iron and
Steel Products Group, the two industries which were most
prevalent in the South were Foundry Products (average wage
$964) and the Cast Iron Pipe industry (which was the

lowest-paying in the iron and steel group, averaging $3818).
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This industry was located in the Birmingham district, which
bordered the Piedmont area. Despite the presence of this
industry, Alabama trailed the other states in rate of
industrislization and had a 1lower proportion of wage

earners in textiles than the other three states.

The above review of industrial alternatives in the
Piedmont reveals a striking prevalence of low-waged,
unskilled, low-profit, and widely scattered industries, not
unlike cotton manufacturing. Notably missing from the
Piedmont are capital-intensive, high-wage industries
{(with the exception of Birmingham’'s steel mills and the
cigarette industry of North Carolina). Clarence Here, in
his 1830 study of Southern income, noted that higher-wage
Southern jobs predominated in industries which required
skilled workers and which generally accommodated union-con-
trolled hiring. In contrast, the industries found 1in the
Piedmont South were those with a relatively small number of
skilled jobs and easy entry, and consequently a low wage
(Here 1830, pp. 32-35). In fact, these industries had
located in the Piedmont South for the same reason as cotton
textiles and had been encouraged to do so.

Early on, Southern developers had promoted the
South’s low-wage, tractable, "farm-acclimated” 1labor force

and had established & reputation prior to World War II ss s
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region that would fight wunions and regulations with every
available weaspon. It was touted as "the greatest, best and
cheapest labor market in the U.S5."--as one steel executive
said in 1926 (Tindsall, 19867, p. 318). The effect of such
regional propaganda was to attract the peripheral indus-
tries that were labor-intensive, low-wage, and small-profit
(Herring, 1941, Chap. 1; McDonald and Clelland, 1984, p.
503). Low wages (averaging 60-704 of the rest of the
country) became the “foundation for industrial growth”

(Tindall 1887, p. 318).

Alterpative Jobs and Mill Village Sales

At this point, we can form generalizations about the
kinds of job markets existing in the Piedmont, and can make
some assumptions about their impact on industrial psaternal-
ism. But to concretely test the Norris thesis, we must
look at county-level data to see 1f there is a correlation
between industrial development and early mill village
sales.

For this purpose, the 56 counties in this study
were divided into two groups: Group 1 consists of the
counties containing mills that led in mill village sales
prior to World War II, and Group 2 consists of the remain-

ing counties. In order to measure the degree of industri-
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alization, the amount of Value Added by Manufacturel® per
capita was calculated for each county. A t-test was used
to compare these indicators for the two groups to see if
the early sales of mill villages was related to degree of
industrialization, and it was found to be insignificant.=z20

Two other indicators (only indirectly related to the Norris

thesis) were tested: Average Wage Per Wage Earner and
Percent Urban. Both were found to be insignificant as
well.21
Conclusion

The agricultursal sector of fered no 1ideclogical

challenge to textile paternalism--but concurred with the
Southern textile industry’'s pre-capitalist labor market.
Neither did this sector offer a standard of living which
could compete with mill village life. At most, 1t provided
a safety net for displaced workers (though one wonders how

"safe" it was). The competing employers in the Piedmont--

18"Value Added by Manufacture” is calculated by
subtracting the cost of production (raw materials, fuel,
power, supplies, etc.) from Value of Product. Labor costs,
taxes, and profits must come from Value Added.

20The t-value was 1.68754 with 45 degrees of freedom
and a significance of 0.1008.

21Average Wage vielded a t-value of 1.1782 with 45.0
degrees of freedom and a significance of 0.2445. Percent
Urban yielded a t-value of -0.3883, with 50 degrees of
freedom and a significance of 0.8814.
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furniture, hosiery, cigarette, rayon, lumber--were, for the
most part, industries similar to cotton textiles. However,
only hcsiery had a weak tradition of providing housing.=22
Did these alternative industries challenge textile
companies” ability to attract labor and (more to the point
of Norris® theory) challenge industrial paternalism by
their offer of more autonomy, status, and, in some cases,
more skill and higher pay? The reality was thaf the
cotton mill worker was envied, despite inferior status, due
to the company’'s provision of a relatively modern, attrac-
tive house in a well-maintained neighborhood. 1In the rural
areas and the towns, housing was “appalling."” According
to W. J. Cash (1941), "By 1930, in sum, a large part of
Southern labor...was living under slum or semi-slum
conditions, which were considerably worse than those that,
by and large, prevailed in the cotton mill wvillages” (p.
279). By contrast many improvements had been made in
textile mill villages in keeping with the corporate welfare
movement which was in vogue across the nation, in the hope
of reducing labor turnover. By being a beneficiary of such
welfare, the low-waged cotton mill worker resembled the

high-waged steelworker in Birmingham who 1lived 1in the

22A mid-1820"s study of 322 mills in North Carolinsa
revealed that hosiery mills housed less than a fourth of
their employees, while cotton mills housed an average of 70
percent of their workers (Herring 1949, pp. 12-13).
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modern industrial community created by Tennessee Coal and
Iron Company (owned by U.S. ©Steel). The "freedom of
independent living does not appear to have overriden the
perquisites of mill village life, for there was reportedly
always a waiting list for mill housing (Tang 1858, p. 44).

In conclusion, the presence of alternative jobs--agri-
cultural or industrial--did not act as a challenge to the
ideology of industrial paternalism as Norris’® theory
suggests. Had the alternative market in the Piedmont
contained capital-intensive, high-waged industries, there
presumably would have been a fading of paternalism’s
attraction. Actually, the Piedmont atracted similsar
industries to textiles. The threat with which textile
managers had to contend was not a challenge to paternalism,
but retention of a stable workforce that was easily lured
to other cotton mills by promises of better treatment or
more generous benefits. This threat was made more imminent
by the introduction of the automobile as & factor.

The growing possession of automobiles and trucks by
farm residents and the coincidental building of roads
changed the boundaries and consequently the character of
the Piedmont 1labor market, but the response to this
phenomenon was to invest in industrial paternalism. The
increased mobility of the workforce carried both a benefit

and threat to cotton mill owners. The obvious benefit was

83



the fact that from the 1830s onward, it was no longer
necessary to provide housing to attract a labor force. The
dark side of this opportunity was that the mill village was
no longer isolated; workers now had access to a wider
market and if they didn’'t like the way they were treated,
they could move--and move they did. With the acquisition
of the s&automobile, the Southern 1laborer moved a step
toward becoming "wage labor"--free to sell his/her labor to
the highest bidder. The mill village and and the household
unit of labor were impediments to that freedom, and that is
just what the owners wanted. In the midst of alternative
jobs, industrial paternalism continued to serve the
Southern textile employer by attracting, stabilizing, and
controlling the workforce in a competitive labor market,
and served the employee by providing scarce housing at a

level unavailable otherwise.
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CHAPTER 6

CONSOLIDATION IN THE SOUTHERN TEXTILE INDUSTRY
AND ITS EFFECT UPON PATERNALISHM

Richards Edwards’ view of +the transformation of
American industry in its early years provides a valuable
framework for the study of paternalism with its focus on
evolving systems of control, that is, the means through
which the social relations of production within & firm are
regulated. According to Edwards, control systems changed
from simple control (entrepreneurial management based on
personal ties between boss and workers), to hierarchical
control (in which foremen act as sub-entrepreneurs), to
either technical control (labor process and pace directed
by machinery) or bureaucratic control (rule of law and
progressive rewards). The pressure for capitalist accumu-

lation prompted firms to increase scale of production in

order to concentrate economic resources. According to
Edwards, this early expansion produced over-production,
increased competition, and resultant declining prices.

These conditions created a drive for mergers and the
Consolidation Movement of the 1920°'s, creating conditions
requiring new control systems.

When Edwards’ development theory is applied to
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Southern textiles, we immediately get a misfit. Textiles
did not follow the development track of most industries.
By his own definition, Edwards places textiles within
the ranks of +the "technical control” system: "As the
earliest large-scale capitalist enterprises, the textile
mills developed the production basis for technical control.
In these mills workers found themselves yoked to machinery
that determined their work psace....They accepted the work
or left” (Edwards, p. 113).

The advanced technology in textile manufacturing did
not in itself bring about Edwards® technical control
system. Textile manufacturing remained labor-intensive
despite this technology due to the numerous stages of
processing which required a high degree of handling
(Blicksilver 18598, p. 104). Southern mansgers were
unable to control their workers with machinery alone. The
reality in Southern textiles was that management was forced
to accomodate workers’  passive resistance to being "vyoked
to the machine." The inefficiency of the Southern system
was well known and 1is an unconventional but significant
expression of the worker-owner power relationship.
Southern textiles”  early control system, namely paternal-
ism, is a perfect match with the Edwards ™ "simple control”

construct, regardless of the technical control potential.
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This did not change wuntil the labor process changed, the
subject of the next chapter.

Yet, my purpose 1is not to test or alter Edwards’
theory, but to pull out the parts that help analyze the
historical process 1in Southern textiles’™ changing labor
system. I will therefore focus on firm expansion in the
form of (1) increase in scale of production or (2) vertical
and horizontal integration. In essence I ask: Is there a
correlation between corporate growth and the mill village

sales?

The growth rate of Southern textiles during the early
vears (1880-1900) was truly phenomenal, and this growth
continued into the new century as mills began to integrate.
A major migration from New England to the South began to
take place, especially sround 1819. Spindlage in the South
was increased both by new plants and mergers. A total
of 221 new mills were built in 1821; 480 in 1922; and 469
for nine months of 1823 (Tindall 1887, p. 75). The total
number of mills peaked in 1822.

During this period of expansion, there was also a
movement toward greater capacity per mill, particularly

during the First World War (19814-1818). Figure 8 compares
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the trend toward larger factories in the four states, using
the measure of number of spindles per cotton goods esta-
blishment, the most reliable indicator of average plant
size (Oates, 1875, p. 62).

We can draw several conclusions from a comparison of
the states in the graph. First of all, North Carolina led
all states in absoclute number of spindles and number of
mills, followed closely by the less populous state of South
Carolinsa. In terms of average number of spindles per
establishment, a rough measure of typical size of plant,
North Carolina (18,138 spindles per mill) is clearly the
state with the smallest mills in 1837, the vyear mill
village sales began, followed by Georgia (25,260), Alabama
(25,013), and South Carolina (24,791), though South
Carolina consistently showed 1larger spindlage per plant
than any of the states up until 1929.

In the early stages of Southern mill building,
increased firm size was promoted as the means to increased
efficiency. The spread in Southern mill size was great,
ranging from countryside mills of 5,000 spindles to plants
in Georgia and Alabama of 100,000 or more; however, large
mills were exceptional in the South in contrast to the
North. While the average Southern mill in the mid-1820°s

was 28,000, New England’'s average mill was 80,000 (Blick-
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silver 1859, p. 52). In South Carolina, where cotton
manufacturing arose sooner (due to capital-rich Charles-
ton), mills tended to be fewer, larger, and more integrated
than in North Carolinsa. Engineers there advised that a
16,000-spindle mill could produce a 17% profit, and
a 26,000-spindle mill could produce a 25% profit (Mitchell
1821, p. 268). However, after a few attempts, mill owners
reversed their opinion and began warning of dangers in
integrating geographicaly-scattered plants. The consensus
was that there existed "no special economies from increased
size" after 50,000 to 60,000 spindles. An  owner of a
failed large-scale enterprise observed thsat the unit-cost
savings connected to size were lost 1in the “diminution of
the personal equation”, that is, diminished relations with
employees and lax supervision (B. Mitchell 1821, p. 288).
The decentralized, semi-autonomous, smaller North Carolina
mill became the model, and the general wisdom held that a
mill of 20,000-30,000 spindles could be run as efficiently
as one of 100,000 (Oates 1875, p. B3).

The danger of losing this personal relationship was
borne out by the tendency for larger mills to organize
unions (Rhyne 1830, p. 58). ©Since labor costs constituted
two-thirds to three-fourths of the value added by manufac-

turing, any threat of unionization was tsken very serious-
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ly. Managers were aware that the personal relationship
with the workers was a major deterrent to 1labor unrest.
For that reason large mills turned to welfare programs as a
substitute for +the owner’'s daily walks through the mill.
Mill welfare was most popular during World War I when money
spent on improvements avoided the excess-profits tax, and
declined after +the war (Rhyne 1830, p. 28). 1In general,
welfare was not effective 1in either stabilizing the
workforce (there was as much turnover in mills with welfare
as those without) or in preventing later labor unrest (Van
Osdell 1966, pp. 57-58).

The mills not only increased 1in spindlage, but
also in employment, especially during World War I when
Southern mills introduced a second shift which became a
standard feature. Table 6 1illustrates the increased
capacity of the firms in terms of average number of
employees per firm.

If large-scale mills were the Southern exception, were
they the leaders in disposing of mill villages? On the
basis of our review of state averages in table 8, we can
conclude that they were not, for North Carolina was the
state clearly most prominent in early mill village sales,
and North Carolina was the state with the smallest plants.

But within the states, could the larger mills have sold
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332 282 451 408
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482

Source., Census of Manufactures.
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TABLE 7

MILLS WITH EARLY VILLAGE SALES ARRAYED BY SIZE, 1835

Grep, Size

IV (1400 or more employees;
100,000 or more spindles)

IIT {1000-1399 employees;
70,000-100,000 spindles)

It (400-993 employees;
30,000-70,000 spindles)

I (0-399 employvees:
0-30,000 spindles)

Number
of
_Mills

3

the Mill Village, by Harriet Herring,

1949.
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villages while the smaller ones did not?

While data are not available for all 36 of the mills=22
that so0ld villages before World War IT, information
regarding size of workforce or spindlage was reported for
23 mills of this group in Davison’s Textile Blue Book for
1935.23 When these 23 mills are arrayed by categories of
size (in divisions suitable for the national industry), we
find that the firms involved 1in early mill sales were
predominantly of small or medium size. (S5See table 7.)

Examining the raw data for the array above gives
further credence to our conclusion that size was not a
deciding factor; two thirds of the +total number of early
sellers (for which we have information) employed 800
workers or less, and one half employed 400 workers or less.
Given that the mills were almost uniformly running a
second shift at this time, it would seem clear that scale
of production 1is not a factor which explains the early

mill village sales.

22A combination of mills under one owner 1is counted &s
one mill when employment was reported as a conglomerate

figure in Davison’'s Textile Blue Book.

23When spindlage was reported without employment, as in
six cases, spindlage was translated by ratio into an
employment figure on the basis of the average number of
spindles per wage earner for that year (72:1).

74



Horizontal I ti

A second factor of corporate growth in Twentieth
Century America was horizontal integration. The Depression
of the mid-80s spurred the merger movement of the early

1800s in which smaller inefficient plants were closed and

survivors merged into large, efficient, dominating firms.
However, competition in textiles did not produce monopoli-
zation, as was generally true for American manufacturing.
The Southern textile industry actually expanded, bringing
in hundreds of small, low-cost firms.

In 1800, the three or four leading companies repre-
sented only a small percent of capitalization within the
industry (Galambos 1886, p. 98). By 1935, the picture
only slightly changed; table 8 shows the competitive nature
of the industry at the time Jjust prior to village sales.
This lack of concentration is a reflection of the labor-in-
tensive nature of the industry.

First of all, the capital investment per wagde earner
was lower in cotton textiles than most other industries
(e.g., chemicals, food, rubber, printing, paper, metals,
stone, lumber). This fact, coupled with the competitive
ability of small-scale coperations, made it easy for new

producers to enter the fray (Backman and Gainsbrugh 1848,
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TABLE 8

CONCENTRATION OF CONTROL IN COTTON TEXTILES, 1835

Four Largest Eight Largest
_ Producers = __Producers

Persons Employed 9.2 14.5
Wages and Sslaries g9.5 14.86
Value of Product 8.0 14.2
Value Added by Manufacture 8.4 13.9

Source

Economics of the Cotton Textile Industry, by

Jules Backman and M. R. Gainsbrugh, 1948, p. 18.
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p 20). Secondly, producers were not locked into a special-
ty 1line of production. The looms found in a standard
cotton mill were easily adjusted to weave a variety of
product lines, depending upon which yielded the highest
profit. Only a few products required special equipment
(e.g., terry towels and wide-bed sheeting). When a
horizontal merger took place, the hundreds of small
independent mills guickly shifted to take advantage of the
profitable market created by the merger and overproduction
resumed (Blicksilver 1959, pp. 104-5). Horizontal integra-
tion simply didn’'t carry the same benefits in cotton
textiles as it did in capital-intensive industries. As for

vertical integration, it toco lacked an incentive.

y ical Int .

Mills typically begsn with the process of spinning
cotton fiber 1into vyarn. There was very little backward
integration into agriculture. Usually the next stage, in

which vyarn was woven into "gray goods" or a finished
product, was integrated with spinning because of the
requirements of the mechanical loom for yarn of consistent
gquality. Only 15% of yarn was sold as '"sales vyarn” to
other manufacturers in 1839 (Backman and Gainsbrugh 1948,

p. 13). Following the weaving process, the large majority
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of mills sold their "gray goods" either to industrial users
or to separate finishing plants, where +the c¢loth was
bleached, dyed, printed, and finished. Integration of this
process with spinning and weaving was not very common. One
explanation for this is that a finishing plant needed to be
attached to a plant of at least 700 employees in order to
be economical (Oates 1875, p. 58). Vertical integration
increased after 1930, but overall there was very little
movement in the direction of vertical integration from
1800-1940 (Oates 1875, p. 46). In 1838, about 75% of
the bleaching, 80% of the dyeing, and 80% of the piece
dyeing were being done by independent finishing plants,

most in the North (Blicksilver 1958, p. 132).

Absentee-Ownership

One historian remarked that the net effect of the
expansion of Southern textiles in the early 20s was
Northern domination of Southern mills. Absentee owners
were indeed assailed by writers and resented by workers.
W. J. Cash (1941) is often quoted for his ascerbic descrip-
tion of the “Yankee baron" who sent “Northern slave
masters” to run mills on "strictly business-is-business
lines,"” disregarding the "highly personalized humanity of

the o0ld paternalistic pattern” (p. 281). What is more

78



likely is that changes were general to all textile manage-
ments; the "unusual relations between employer and employed
heretofore existing” were passing away, as the employer
became more business-like and the operative more class-con-
scious (Thompson 1806, p. 276). Tindall (1967) shows that
the proportion of mills dominated by Northern-based firms
amounted to only 15% of all spindles and 12-13% of Southern
looms (p. 76). Absentee-owned or home-owned, the dynamics

of the mill were changing.

Conclusion

The control system of industrial paternalism 1in
Southern textiles--a blend of Edwards®™ ideal types of
simple control and hierarchical control--relied heavily
upon the personal ties between the worker and the entrepre-
neur. When this personal relationship was threatened by
increasing size of the workforce, there 1is evidence that
problems of control resulted. However, the economy of
scale was smaller 1in textiles than in capital-intensive
industries, and the average wage-earners per establishment
remained in the medium (300-500) range until 1840. More
significantly, the plants that participated 1in early
village sales were not predominantly the larger ones.

As for vertical and horizontal integration, neither
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movement found fertile ground in textiles. Unlike capital-

intensive 1industries, the small-scale producer could be
competitive; hence, the consclidation movement was not
pronounced in textiles until &after World War II. I can

only conclude that neither scale of production nor integra-

tion playved a major role in the demise of psaternalism.
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CHAPTER 7

SCIENTIFIC MANAGEMENT AND
THE PATERNALISTIC BARGAIN

Howard Newby’'s (1977) theory of the demise of pater-

nalism is in its briefest form that "economic conditions

may demand the denial of paternalism”™ (p. 71). He gives
examples of rationalizing tendencies of <capitalism that
require workers to be treated as impersonal commodities,
thus violating the paternalistic bargain, that is, the
exchange of deference for protection. When the paternalis-
tic commitment of protecting the workers is so violated,
management must either resort to violence more often or
find a new form of authority. In Southern textiles, the
introduction of scientific management was Jjust such an
economic development, for its most remarkable features were
an intensification of workpace and deskilling of jobs. Did
this change in labor process require a change of labor
systems--a new form of authority? In order to answer this
guestion, I examine how the change in 1labor process
affected the workers and if the management system changed

following its introduction.

E £ Sci ific M
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The 1820s saw an intense struggle over wages. The
wage issue was no small matter to owners, for wages
represented the most significant cost item next to raw
materials. If the South intended to displace New England,
it was essential that the region maintain a wage differen-
tial over the Northern manufacturer. At the turn of the
century, the South had several advantages over New England,
including newer and more productive machinery (Oates 1975,
p. B6); but, undoubtedly the most significant advantage,
recognized by all economic historians of the industry, was
“labor that works long hours for low wages” (Vance 1935,
p. 286).24 This fact placed wages and labor control at the
center of the regional fight.

Following the artificial prosperity of World War I
textiles headed into a depression due to oversupply and low
prices (Gilman 1856, p. 177). The industry attempted wage
cuts which provoked spontaneous widespread strikes involv-
ing 9,000 workers (Lahne 1844, p. 208). Southern mills
averaged a 40% cut 1in nominal wages, while New England
averaged 22% (Marshall 18867, p. 83), leaving the Southern

wage at 68% of New England’'s, at the same time that the

24For North Carolina the average textile worker’'s
income in 1819 was $730 while the Socuthern agricultural
worker earned $545 s vyear. This can be compared to the
minimum American standard of 1living in Charlotte, North
Carolina for 1920, which was $1438 per year.

82



Southern wage was based on a 55-hour week and the Northern
wage on a 48-hour week. The wage cuts created widespread
labor wunrest and workers flocked to the union banner
(Marshall 1987, p. 83). In 1919 the United Textile
Workers of America, AFL (UTWA) organized 687 new locals in
an eight-month period, bringing the total membership to
40,000 in North Carolina and 5,000 in South Carolina
(McKelvey 1852, p. 110).

A recent economic analysis by Gavin Wright (1981)
reveals that the worker resistance did indeed protect the
real wage of textile workers--the nominal wage fell, but
not so much as prices (p. B28). The startling result was
that real wage levels in Southern textiles were actually
80-70% higher in the 1920s than they had been before World
War I (p. 623). This fact seems to have been overlocoked by
contemporary writers and by the workers themselves, whose
concentration on the nominal wage cuts spurred interest in
unionization. However, the "downward inflexibility of the
money wage"' during a deflationary period was, in Wright’'s

judgment, the major factor 1leading to an industry depres-

sion.

In 1925, the South had displaced HNew England as the
center of the industry, beginning the exodus of Northern
manufacturers to the South. In fact, while New England
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mills were 1liquidating and 1losing textile Jjobs as a
result of the depression in textiles, many Southern mills
were actually making large profits, using the accumulated
capital to install newer machinery and expand (Marshall
1867, p. 103; Mitechell 1931, p. BB). Surprisingly, employ-
ment in Southern textiles rose (Blicksilver 1859, p. 83).
Though Southern textiles were relatively profitable,25 it
is significant that the profit margin compared to manufac-
turing nationally was still narrow (less than 3% compared
to 7% for industry in general for 1923-1929) (Blicksilver

1859, p. 3).

Scientific M c T 1

The New England manufacturers who were able to survive
turned in desperation to scientific management as a means
to cut labor costs and thereby reduce the Southern wage
advantage. Gilman summarized the predicament of the

manufacturer: *Since World War I supply exceeded demand;

25The South had been dominant since 1900 in coarse
cloth production, but New England was clearly dominant in
finer, higher-valued goods. Thus the South led in category
of value of product, but not in the value-added category.
By the mid-1920s the South passed New England in this
category as well, and in 1831 had twice New England’'s
value-added to cotton goods by manufacturing (Blicksilver
1858, p. 93). The Southern share of cotton textile
employment rose from 46% to 68% during the period 1923-
1933.
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and efficiency of operation, including efficient labor, has
become the first requisite for staying in business"” (Gilman
1856, p. 94).

The mainstay of the efficiency experiments being tried
in the late 20s in the textile industry was the multipie
loom system, defined by a student of the labor extensions
of that decade as “"the process of increasing the number of
looms per operator, known as the stretchout...aimed to
reduce labor costs either by decreasing the size of the
workforce, or increasing the output of each worker, or
often both" (Nadworny 1955, pp. 136-7). News of labor
extensions via the mulitple loom system spread 1like
wildfire through the manufacturing journals. Corporations
claimed savings of up to a million dollars by labor
extensions {(Dunn and Hardy 1831, p. 121). Even the textile
union, in an effort to protect its New England base, began
to boast of its willingness to cooperate with management
efforts to increasse production (Nyman 1934; Slichter 1841,
Chap. 18). As & result of New England’'s “"early bird" entry
into labor extension, the region did win back "a thin
margin of profit"” (Mitchell 1931, p. B68).

In fact, many varieties of labor extensions existed--
some heralded by Taylorites and others short-circuited

versions aimed toward quick pay-off. Henry Kendall,
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a Northern-based textile manufacturer and president of The
Taylor Society, outlined his mill’s successful and sppar-
ently model adoption of scientific management in an address
before The Society in 1827. The significant result of the
expensive reorganization was that weavers who formerly
operated 24 looms now operated 100 looms. The key factor
in successfully increasing the efficiency of the weavers,
said Kendall, was the reduction of loom stops from 1.5 an
hour to .125 per hour. This involved four elements: (L)
standardizing varn gquality; (2) improving machinery,
maintenance on machinery, and environmental conditions in
the plant; (3) separating the unskilled functions of the
weaver from the skilled; and (4) discovering the "one best
way” for weaving and spinning (Kendall 1930, pp. 8-13).
Additionally, Kendall reminded that the prevention of
strikes--considered the primary risk to labor-saving
schemes--was a "daily process” which involved improvements
in wmill villages and wages. While similar lengths were
sometimes taken in the South, more commonly mill owners
Jumped into labor extensions without regard to Kendall's
Taylorite model--without wage increases, consultations with
the workers, or technical improvements in mill conditions.
Smith and Nyman (1839) reported one instance when a mill,

on the basis of hearsay, increased a weaver’ s loom assign-
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ment from 38 to 72 looms with the simple change of intro-
ducing battery hands (unskilled workers whose Jjob was
to keep the battery of looms filled with vyarn); the result

was a strike (p. 8).

Effect Upon the Worker

The introduction of scientific management changed the
terms of the competition between the North and South.
Prior to the introduction of scientific management, labor
costs were determined by wages and hours of labor, and in
both areas the militant workers of the North had made gains
that handicapped their region’'s ability to be competitive.
With +the concentration on efficiency there was a new
understanding that waste represented a cost. Economists
advised that "hidden waste” lay in inadequate workloads and
inferior management methods (Eilbirt 1858, pp. 347-8).

While there was much waste and a lax work pace in both
Nerthern and Southern mills through World War I, the
Southern worker was allowed more indulgences and a lighter
workload for a longer time. Hall (1888, p. 258) recounts
interviews in which Southern workers described long breaks,
time to sit down and rest and visit neighbors in the mills,

"just as long as you kept your work up,” as well as time to
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go outside to eat watermelons or play guitars during
machine delays. One historian captured the flavor of the
Southern worker’'s resistance to industrial discipline:

Absenteeism was so common that many mills had to

keep on many more workers than they had places

for, to look after the tasks of those who

wouldn’'t bother to show up....The appearance of a

cilrcus or a traveling evangelist, even the

opening of the hunting and fishing season, might

mean an undeclared holiday on which wise managers

would not even open the mills, since they know

most of the work force would not respond to the

mill whistle (Van Osdell 18966, p. 52-3).

This lack of work discipline 1led ©Southern managers to
create the ’"spare-hand” system to insure smooth production
(Gilman 1856, p. 214>. With the introduction of the
stretchout in the Northern mills, Southern workers found
that the days of leniency and flexibility on the job were
over.

As the labor process changed, so did the foreman's
role. Previously, supervisors were responsible for getting
out the production--they were ‘“"drivers.” Under the
old-style management system, the workers could and often
did appeal a foreman's actions to the president of the
company who acted as a8 buffer (Gilman 1958, p. 143-5).
With the stretchout, there was an “almost unconscious
withdrawing” of top management from their former personnel
function. This created a vacuum for handling grievances as

foremen were put in charge of instituting the method
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changes, workload increases, and tightened quality (Gilman
1986, p. 201). Since foremen were also responsible for
hiring and firing, they Dbecame "the charging officer, the
prosecuting attorney, the judge, the Jjury, and Court of
Appeals” (Lahne 1944, p. 117). The rules of the game
seemed to change overnight.

Critics of the Southern textile industry had already
lamented the new breed of industrialist, described as "not
aristocratic, but bourgeois,” “class-conscious and money-
wise," and having '"no emotional attitude toward workers"”
(Mitchell 1921, p. 173). In fact, the economic context had
changed a great deal from the early days when inexperienced

men could make money 1in cotton manufacturing by using

"social position and good intent.” The depression had
forced a concentration on marketing, finsasncing, and
technological innovation. In the words of Broadus Mitch-
ell:

There has been a gradual evolution from the first
projectors, who were really transplanted slave-
holders, through a somewhat later group composed
of business and professional men, to the newer
tvype of managers... who relish technical informa-
tion and know they had better manage a few plants
well than many poorly (Mitchell 1821, p. 273).

Even the practice of recruiting supervisors from the
rank-and-file was Jettisoned as college-trsined men were

hired to bring about production and quality changes

89



management desired (Hall et al. 1887, p. 270).

Overall, the effect of +the efficiency movement was a
weakening of the worker's position and a strengthening of
management 's (Nadworny 1855, p. 82). Deskilling reduced
the workers’  marketability, decreased their autonomy on the
job, and intensified their labor by removing variety and
increasing their machine assignment (Smith and Nyman 1938,
pp. 18-22). The 1abor extension 1led to demotions or
layoffs for displaced workers, and women’s entry into
previocusly male-dominated Jjobs (Smith and Nyman 1839, pp.
15-21). In a few mills wages increased, 1if only by a
relatively small proportion, but in most cases workers were
stretched to the limit for the same or less pay (Dunn and
Hardy 1831, p. 130). The personal relationship with top
management was worth nothing, for the worker found the

"open door"” was closed.

Worker Response

The only avenue for redress of worker complaints was
job sction. In 1929, "a powder train of strikes (which)
flashed through the astonished South" involving 17,000
Southern textile workers (Mitchell 1830, p. 150). The
union often became involved "after the fact” and, when

called in before strike action was taken, was unable to
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stop strikes even though little chance of success existed.
According to Gilman, interviews with workers revealed that
the primary causes of the strikes were the stretchout and
"poor supervision” (Gilman 1856, p. 182). Generally, it
can be said that "practically every strike in the South in
this period (1828-30) whether organized or unorganized
demanded an end to the stretchout” (Blicksilver 1958, p.
124).

Within a matter of weeks in 1928, four major strikes
broke out in four widely scattered areas of the South:
Elizabethton, Tennessee; Marion and Gastonia, North
Carolina; and the Piedmont of South Carolina. 1In South
Carolina short non-union strikes “"asgainst the stopwatch”
shot through numerous milltowns (Gilman 1856, p. 103). The
major strikes of Elizabethton, Marion, and Gastonia were
long and bloody, and "in every case the armed force of the
militia aided by injunctions, evictions (from company
houses), mob murders, and kidnappings, was able to crush
the sparks of rebellion” (McKelvey 1852, p. 100; also Van
Osdell 1966, Chap. 4,5; Lahne 1844, Chap. 8). HNonetheless,
during the period 1824-28, when union rolls were falling
nationwide, they were gaining in the textile South. A
textile union organizer observed that the stretchout had

done more to promote the labor movement in the South than
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twenty yvears of organizing efforts (McKelvey 1952, p. 100).

Effects on the Factory Svstem

The common reaction to the strikewave, both nationally
and locally, was one of sympathy for the exploited Southern
textile worker. Broadus Mitchell reported that a "yelp of
protest” was heard from 1liberals and Northern workers as
Southern millowners for the first time were exposed to
national standards (Mitchell 18930, p. 155).

Some manufacturers, such as Cone, blamed the labor
trouble on “outsiders” (Cone 1830, p. 40) and some blamed
efficiency engineers who were "plain damn fools" (Gilman
1856, p. 181). Taylorites regarded the unsuccessful
stretchouts as "ill-considered” (Person 1830, p. xi}.
In general, Southern manufacturers admitted making mistakes
in the way changes were introduced, but defended increased
workloads as essential to their economic survival (Blick-
silver 1959, p. 124).

Managements did not retreat from their basic goal of
increased efficiency through control over workpace prompted
by time and motion studies; they did, however, develop =
labor relations approach to the recorganization. Attempts
were msde in future labor extensions to explain the

necessity of production changes beforehand, to increase



wages with increased productivity, and to move more slowly
(Blicksilver 1859, p. 197). Labor relations changes becanme
most obvious in mills where the strikes had occurred, with
reforms 1including supervisor training, promotion from
within the workforce, screening of job applicants, and open
door policies (Gilman 1856, pp. 247-8).

Gilman’'s observation of management’s movement toward
the labor relations approach is congruent with the findings
of Smith and Dunlap (1839), who conducted extensive
factory investigations into scientific management in the
textile industry. He studied eighteen textile mills that
had instituted labor extensions in the 1820s and concluded
that they could be divided into two groups--successful and
unsuccessful (success being defined as avoidance of
strikes). According to Smith and HNyman’'s study, the
successful mills had consciously minimized all unfavorable
consequences for labor--displacement, wage loss, and over-
strain. To accomplish this 1t had taken the successful
mills an average of three times as long to institute labor
savings as the unsuccessful mills (p. 58). After subdivid-
ing labor, standards were set and maintained for machine
speed, loom stoppage, yarn quality, and mechanical operat-
ing efficiency. This required refined measurements, using

time and motion analysis and accurate control records.
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Smith and Nyman (1838) also noted that the unsuccess-
ful mills had provided the form of personnel management
without the substance. Welfare programs had not allayed
the unrest; what was needed, said Smith, was not gratitude,
but confidence 1in management’'s fairness (p. 1386). To
instill this confidence, someone in management must pay
attention to the subtle factors on the shop floor which
erupt into labor unrest. Since supervisors were not
trained to recognize such problems, Smith advised develop-
ment of an executive in charge of personnel problems.

In the 1long run, the introduction of efficiency
measures not only changed the labor process, but alsoc made
new demands upon management; as Smith concluded, "Each
increase in work assignment increases the degree of
refinement of managerial control necessary to maintain it”
(p. 80). For example, under the multiple loom system now
in operation, the ultimate responsibility for maintaining
the bobbin and the loom was no longer the weaver s--but

management’'s (p. 103).

Effect £ Lal g . P 13
Did the management system in Southern textiles change
after the stretchout strikes? One measure that could

indicate a change toward "“deliberate managing"” would be the
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ratio of =salaried employees to wage employees within the
industry. The rise of this ratio in the U.S. has been
commonly regarded as a trend toward bureaucratic or
“constitutional” management. Figure 10 shows that there
was indeed a sharp rise in the salaried ranks in 1838, some
ten years after the first attempts at work reorganization.
This rise corresponds with the beginnings of mill village
sales, and is indicative of a movement toward bureaucratic
management.

However, this bureaucratization did not necessarily
mean a strong movement toward a new labor relations system,
namely personnel management. In a survey of textile plants
nine vears after the stretchout strikes, Baldeston (1838)
found that personnel departments had been established in
only 23.5% of the plants. Of the plants surveyed, only
8.8% had training for foremen, 8.4% had rule bosks, and
47 .5% kept employment records (Balderston 1838, p. 52). It
may be surmised from the size of the latter figure that the
primary function of the existing personnel departments was
the hiring and firing of workers, thus relieving foremen of
a duty that had sparked labor unrest.

The increase 1in salaried personnel, then, must be
related to the new role for hanagers in coordinating the

work process, a result of the fragmentation and deskilling
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of jobs. There was no retreat from the labor relations
system of paternalism--at least, not within the subseguent
decade; and there was certainly no retreat from the
stretchout, which was producing impressive gsins 1in
manufacturing output and productivity (Blicksilver 1859,
p. 1286). For the time being, Southern textiles were

content to try to put new wine in old wineskins.

Conclusion
Newby’'s theory of a rupture in the psaternalistic
bargain has such relevance to the introduction of scienti-

fic management, that it is bewildering to find that

a more modern labor relations system was not sought. Newby
theorized that once the bargain of "deference in exchange
for protection” was broken, management would either

have to use force to control the workforce or find a new
control system.

It is plausible that the mill village was so effec-
tive as a “"gloved fist” of control, that management felt
no desire to give it |up. It is also reasonable that
Southern managers found it too risky to consider withdraw-
ing further from paternalism, given the critical problems
of labor turnover and alarming labor resistance to losing

the paternalistic relationship within the factory walls.
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Nonetheless, as the changes became entrenched, there was a
decisive move away from welfare programs toward bureaucra-
tic management--albeit with a paternalistic accent (Blick-
silver, 1858, p. 126; Gilman 19586, p. 233).

In sum, Newby's theory helps to identify the moment
of departure from the content of paternalism; for the
"strong arm of Taylorism” and the "harmonious identity of
interests” of paternalism could not coexist peacefully.
However, the form and the content of paternalism had
different lives, and the form of paternalism continued to

serve its purpose: control.
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CHAPTER 8

STATE INTERVENTION AND INDUSTRIAL PATERNALISH

According to Polanyi “"the destiny of the worker
becomes the general destiny of the entire society.” There
is an impulse, therefore, from the social realm that comes
into conflict with the economic dictates of market society,
protecting society from a totally free market economy.
Applying Polanyi to the transformation of the agrarian
South into an industrial society, we can distinquish two
such agents of the social realm that restricted the
commodification of 1labor, namely, trade unions and the
State. Both worker organization and social legislation
interfered with the establishment of a totally free labor
market by reducing the flexibility of wsges and payment-in-
kind. These two social forces created a dynamic process
of change within the institutions arising during this
transformation, shaping the contours of the New South. In
this chapter we will focus on the intervention of the State
(federal and state) and its effect on Southern textile
paternalism; the following chapter will address the
effect of worker organization.

There were two primary interventions by the State

during the study period, c¢hild labor 1legislation and the
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National Industrial Recovery Act (NIRA) of the Roosevelt
Administration. The question being researched 1in this
chapter is: Did State interventionist actions lead to the
sale of mill wvillages, the 1last vestige of industrial

paternalism?

child Lal . he T le Mill

In the wearly days of cotton manufacturing in this
country, the family wage system prevailed. In 1907-1809, =a
study of New England mill family wages showed that the
average husband contributed only 547% of the total family
income, the wife contributed 7%, and the children, 29%
(Herring 1949, p. 104). While there was no such study
done in the Southern mills, we can assume similar evidence
could be found of the existence of a family wage system.
The statistics bear out the generalization by Lahne that
wherever mill owners had a choice, they preferred women and
children to men because they were more tractable, reliable,
cheaper, faster, neater, and 1less likely to strike (Lahne
1844, p. 103). The economic value of child labor was
poignantly illustrated in mill recruitment flyers that
publicized the requirement that all children over twelve
had to work in the mills, and each room of a mill house

must supply one worker (Carlton 1882, p. 93).
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The New England mills were confronted early by the
social reformers and unions who objected to child labor,
and this effect can be seen in the state comparisons of
table 8. There was alsoc disparity in enforcement, for the
law could be circumvented so long as enforcement machinery
was weak. In 1808 over one-third of the New England cotton
mills investigated for violation of child labor laws were
found to be in violation; in the South, three-quarters of
the mills were in violation. Loopholes were so large and
funding so paltry that it is a wonder any Southern viola-
tors were ever caught. The resulting penalty was simply
that the child was removed and placed in school (Herring
1843, pp. 110-114).

However, a federal law was passed in 1816 that forbade
the shipment in interstate commerce of goods made in plants
employing children wunder 14 vears of age, or employing
children 14-16 years of age more than eight hours daily,
more than 6 days a week, or at night. The result was s
dramatic change in child-labor practices by Southern
states (see figure 3). Between 1910 and 1820, the percent-
age of the workforce 10 to 15 vyears of age in North
Carolina dropped from 22.8% to 7.1%; in Alsbama from 21.2%
to 3.3%; Georgia, 20.3% to 4.8%; South Carolina, 17.1% to
B8.6%.
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TABLE 8
LEGAL AGE REQUIRED FOR EMPLOYMENT, 1800, 1810, 1948

State 1900 1910 1948
Massachusetts 14 14 16
Connecticut 14 14 18
Maine 12 14 15
Rhode Island 12 14 16
New Hampshire 10 12 14
Alabama none 12 14
Georgia none 12 14
South Carolina none 12 18
North Carolina none 13 16

couthern Institution, by Harriet Herring, 1948, pp.
108-9.



In 1922, the federal child 1labor law was declared
invalid, and the Southern states began to drift to previous
standards (Herring 1948, p. 114}, but there was a recogni-
tion that the "handwriting was on the wall” (Flamming
1892, p. 170). By 1920 mill housing supplied only .5
workers per room (Herring 1848, pp. 20-21). By 1833, when
the NIRA Cotton Code federal Ilegislation was passed
prohibiting the hiring of anyone under 186 yvears of age, the
Southern cotton manufacturers voiced no objections; the
surrender of the fight is a matter of record. 3till, the
figures may belie the reality. Even by the end of the 30s,
there was a consensus that enforcement of child-labor
restrictions left "much to be desired” in the South (Lahne
1844, p. 114), and a writer as late as 1933 summarily
stated that in the area of administration of labor laws,
that 1s, "“the law in =action”, the South "fails most
completely” (Pipkin 1835, p. 871). Child-labor restric-
tions were revalidated by the passage of the Fair Labor
Standards Act in 1938. By 1940 mill housing that in the
past had supplied by contract one worker per room now
supplied .3 worker per room (Herring 1949, pp. 20-21). The
abolition of child labor beginning in 19186 greatly reduced

the cost effectiveness of mill village housing.
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The New Deal and Textiles

Franklin Delanoc Roosevelt took office in 1833 promis-
ing to lead the nation out of the Great Depression with a
New Deal. The most important bill of the New Deal was the
National Industrial Recovery Act (NIRA), which set up the
National Recovery Administration (NRA) in 1833. Its
promise of restoring prosperity depended upon industry
“codes’”, which set rules for fair competition, including
maximum hours of work and minimum wages for employvees. If
an industry (working with 1labor and government) could not
agree upon a code, the NRA would impose one. In exchange
for waiving the anti-trust laws and allowing industry to
thus organize, the NIRA gave workers "the right to organize
and bargain collectively through representatives of their
own choosing” and to be "free from the interference,
coercion, or restraint of employers” (Textile World, July
1933, p. 48).

The cotton textile industry was given the task of
drafting the first code. The industry as a whole (suffer-
ing through the depression) welcomed the idea of regula-
tion. Much effort had been made by the Cotton Textile
Institute (an industry association) to deal with hours and
over-production through voluntary restrictions, but without

much success.
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The NIRA was invalidated in Hay, 1935, but had a
profound effect on the 1industry during its two-year
existence. It instituted five regulations with the purpose

of regulating over production in textiles.

1. Minimum Wage

The NIRA established a weekly minimum of $12 in the
South and $13 in the North. The wage differential was a
hotly contested issue before the Board. Southern manufac-
turers testified at great length to the effect that low
rent and free services were a "wage equivalent"” justifying
a $2.16 weekly wage differential, but the board allowed

only $1.00.

2. Maximum Hours

The Code set the maximum workweek at 40 hours for
employees, and restricting running of machinery to two
shifts of 40 hours each. This represented the first real
shortening of hours. New England had earlier been pushed
into hour limits by the union, but the South had never been
effectively limited even though there had been state laws
which restricted women’s work to B0 hours a week (compared
to 48-35 hours weekly in New England) (Lahne 1944, p.

138-1425.
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3. Child Labor

The Code prohibited the hiring of anyone under 16
vears of age. The industry as a whole raised no objections
to the inclusion of this clause, since child labor was st

this point insignificant (Textile World, July 1833, p. 50).

4. Union Organization

The Code stated that "emplovees shall have the right
to organize and bargain collectively through representa-
tives of their choosing."” The insurance of employee rights
to union organization and collective bargaining was a
"plum” for labor and a bitter pill for Southern manufactu-

rers.

5. HMill Villages

A condition added by President Roosevelt instructed
the Code Authority to set up a committee to "take up the
question of employee purchase of homes in mill villages and
to submit by January 1, 1934, =a plan for employee home--
ownership” (Textile World, July 1833, pp. 48-48). The New
England 1industry encouraged such a move, decrying the
paternalistic practice of supplementing wages with payment-

in-kind. The Southern representative responded that the
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Southern mill villages were not anachronistic and would
disappear at the "dawn of the millenium” (Textile World,
July 1933, p. 52). Though the mill village was surrounded
by controversy, drawing attention and criticism from
social reformers, the manufacturers stood united in their

opinion that there was no practical way "to do away with
the southern mill villages” (Textile World, October 1933,
p. B6).

Effects of Regulation

The Code had an immediate effect wupon the industry.
Second shifts were needed because of the 40-hour limit on
hours. Union drives increased with good results (UTW rolls
went from 40,000 in September 1933 to 270,000 in August
1834). The Code Authority (the CTI) was besieged with
worker complaints regarding code chiseling, speed-ups,
dismissals of slow hands, firings, blacklisting, and
evictions. Complaints were dismissed as minor or without
foundation. Reported stretchouts were simply misunder-
standings of new procedures. When the grievance procedure
of the Code Authority failed to work, workers began to
strike. Relations between workers and managements deteri-
orated as the new stage of regulated competition brought

pressure for higher productivity (Hodges 189886, p. 73).
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In June 1834 the Textile Board decreased hours by 25%,
but wages were held at the same hourly rate. In September,
1934, the UTW called for a general strike throughout
the industry, which resulted in the "largest walkout of
industrial workers until that time" and involved over
400,000 textile workers (Aronowitz 1873, p. 182). The
national strike was well-organized and well-supported,
though unsuccessful. Workers held out 1in both the North
and South for 22-days. Employvers used state and local
police, guardsmen, and armed vigilantes. Organizers and
strikers were Dbeaten and arrested, martial law was called,
and riots erupted. In all, twenty-two strikers were killed
(Lahne 1844, pp. 225-6). The union was clearly defeated in
its attempts to change the NRA policy or 1in establishing
collective bargaining, but the strike alerted management to
the seething cauldron of worker unrest.

The NRA was invalidated by the Supreme Court in May of
1835, but hours and child labor never returned to the
previous level,. Federal 1legislation was passed which
reinstituted the provisions of the Code. The Wagner Act of
1835 reaffirmed the right to organize and collectively
bargain. The Fair Labor Standards Act of 1838 again brought
the hours of cotton mill workers wunder the control of the

national government. It set weekly maximum hours at 44 the
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first year, 42 the second year, and 40 the third year,
and thereafter overtime rates at time-and-a-half. It
decreased regional differentials, provided periodic
increases to minimum wagdes, and included rules about
deductions from wages for '“goods and services” and re-
stricted rental charges (Herring 1948, p. 19). After
1939, wages for cotton textiles rose uniformly with the
same pattern as the federal minimum wage (Backman and
Gainsbrugh 1946, p. 87). The regulation of wages and
reduction of hours stimulated manufacturers to search for
ways to 1increase productivity through work reorganization
and modernization. This search spawned a movement into
vertical integration which accelerated after 18937 (Blick-

silver 1958, pp. 134, 122).

Conclusion

The New Deal introduced a new role for the State as
regulator, obstructing free market forces by setting hours
of work, overtime pay requirements, and minimum wage
figures. The Cotton Code hearings had forced Southern
managements to defend their lower wage scale, bringing
discussion of the wage differential out in the open. The
only legitimate Jjustification for the wage disparity was

the cost of supplying mill wvillage housing. The $1.00
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weekly wage differential that was granted Southern mills
was much less than the actual costs incurred in operating
mill housing. The purpose of the wage regulations was to
stabilize the industry by eliminating the competitive
advantage of the South. Consequently, the Southern mill
owners found themselves in a dilemma: either they contin-
ued subsidizing housing at a loss (without the ability to
compensate by paying low wages), or they raised housing
rents to a realistic level. The mills were apprehensive
about the latter move for fear that higher rents would
drive away their best workers (who had become accustomed to
paternalism’'s perks). These reforms along with multi-shift
operations reduced the percentage of workers in company
houses. Houses which no 1longer supplied a family of
laborers soon Dbecame financial burdens. As a means of
stabilizing, supplying, and controlling 1labor, housing had
become a very expensive proposition.

Mill villages became a major focus in the Cotton Code
Hearings not because of poor housing or "feudalistic”
trappings, but because they were effective anti-union
devices. In the North, protectionist legislation and
unionization had created limitations on employers’” ability
to equally compete with Southern manufacturers. The New

Deal intended +to create a "level playing field” for both
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branches of the industry; and, in order to accomplish this
goal, it was necessary to remove the barriers to unioniza-
tion erected by Southern manufacturers. The mill village
was such a barrier, and for that reason President Roosevelt
addressed the disposing of villages in his addenda to the
Cotton Code. The hidden agenda of the Cotton Code Hearings
was not lost on Southern manufacturers, who quickly cried
"foul."

The State’s actions had, as Polanyi theorized,
diminished the market regulation of wages by (1) limiting

the flexibility of wages through legislation that set

minimums and encouraged unions, and (2) suppressing the
mobility of labor by standardizing wages within the
industry. The pressure for reform had come from the
economic and the non-economic spheres. 1In the economic

sphere, the competing capitalists resented the limitations
of their social and labor restrictions and lobbied for
government intervention. In the non-economic sphere,
reformers and unions pushed for alleviation of the social
conditions created by the commodification of 1labor.

In the final analysis, the debilitating blow to
paternalism came from state actions, which made the
operation of mill wvillages more expensive than it was

worth. As the explanation for the demise of psternalism
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becomes clearer, a second question emerges which must be
answered: why did paternalism persist as long as it did?
What could explain the reluctance on the part of management
to withdraw from the mill village system of paternalistic
labor control, given that the textile factory system had
already moved beyond paternalism? Why even bother to
defend the institution in the Code hearings?

The answer 1lies in the effectiveness of the mill
village in fighting wunionization. But most historians
portray the textile union as ineffective and weak 1in the
South, which would seem to contradict this explanation for
the persistence of paternalism. The next chapter will

examine this contradiction.
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CHAPTER 9

WORKER ORGANIZATION AND
INDUSTRIAL PATERNALISM

Two counterforces which act to protect society from
the devastating impact of “the market”, saccording to
Polanyi, are the State and the trade union movement. 1In
this chapter I will focus on the role of the textile
unions and worker organization (whether union-related or
not) in the course of labor relations in Southern textiles.
Woven throughout the previous chapters have been references
to confliect in the never-static, co-dependent relation-
ship of the Southern textile owner and the textile worker.
That this conflictual dynamic affected the development and
destiny of the institutions surrounding Southern industri-
alization, particularly the mill village, is generally
assumed. The interest here is in taking the long view of
the role of worker organization in order to assess its

impact upon paternalism.

Lal Relat; in Soutl 7 1

Figures 11 and 12 graphically portray two indicstors
of workers’ efforts to protect and assert themselves in

the market economy: union membership and strike rate
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(number of strikes per textile worker). While the graphs
are based on statisties for the national industry (and not
the Southern branch alone), the portrayals do not misrepre-
sent Southern developments.

Figure 11 shows that textile union membership followed
the same pattern of growth as the U.S. 1labor movement.
However, the percentage of textile workers in the union was
never strong, not even in the North. This was due in part
to the complexity of organizing a multifaceted Northern
industry with a8 heterogenecus workforce. An additional
detriment was the reluctance of the UTW leadership,
traditionally skilled workers, to share power with the
industrial segment of the union, composed of the ethnic,
unskilled workers of the North and the Southern workers.
This c¢craft domination damaged the union’'s ability to be
effective beyond its base in a few New England textile
towns .28

Putting aside any shortcomings of the union leader-
ship, the Southern textile industry demonstrated a remarka-
ble invineibility to wunion organization. The highly

competitive nature of the industry served to make its

28The CIO formed the Textile Workers Organizing
Committee (TWOC) in 1837, and after two vears of impressive
victories in Southern mills, the TWOC became the Textile
Workers Union of America (TWUA).

114



gT1

7,600

&,0001 /%0 = Ail Unioas
......... Textile linion

/68

8,000

4 000-

3,000¢

(thousands)

A po0t

L000%

0 v e e e ey

~ QN > W
S 3 3 3§ 8 8 S ¥ £ FRNRYRRE R
g 2 2 2 XV I T VW T [T Q2 QX2 220

Figure 11. Membership in U.S. unions for civilian workforce and
textile workforce, 1900-1934,

Source. Data from Historical Statistics of the United
Stat Colonial Tj 1970

, U.S. Bureau of the Census,
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office, 1973,




911

— Livilan labor foree
——— Taxtile lobor Force

+/61 v

42 A

NO DATA

l/—-—

¥ \J 4 v v A\ -v ® \d Y L2 \d Y v v \d v T v v
~ « ™ > L ey
Figure 12, Strike rate for U.S. civilian workforce and textile

workforce, 1919-1975.

Source. Department of Labor, ,
Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Office; U.S. Bureau

of the Census, Historical Statistics of +the United States.,

Colonial Times to 1970, Washington, D.C.: Government
Printing Office, 1973.



defense against the union a matter of survival. Ironical-
ly, the need to cooperate in fighting the union drew both
small and large producers into a solid anti-union alliance.
The weapons of the blacklist, the lockout, and eviction
were very effective, given the industry’s dominance of the
labor market and the rather constant surplus pool of
laborers. After an in-depth study of unionization efforts
in Southern textiles, Melton Mclaurin (1971) came to this
conclusion: |

Organized 1labor did not fail +to develop in

Southern textile mills because the operatives

were satisfied, or uneducated, or subservient to

mill management. Organized labor failed because

mansgement took the offensive against it and

destroyed it. (p. 211)

Figure 12 1lends support to McLaurin’'s interpretation
that textile workers were not satisfied. Despite the
demoralizing odds facing the Southern workers, historical
accounts reveal a tenscious resurfacing of wunion activity
and periodie bursts of strike activity. The following
section reviews the conflict motif in Southern textiles
prior to WWII, paying particular attention to expressions
of labor wunrest in the forms of work stoppage, union

organization, and labor turnover, and management’'s re-

sponse, which alternates between repression and concession.
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High Points of Labor Unrest

1880-1918.

During the early mill-building period, labor recruit-
ment from the farms was constant and the labor supply
abundant. Nevertheless, six percent of the workforce in
the South was organized into 50 locals of the NUTW in the
1890s, but membership faded in 1900 as a result of major
strike losses in North Carolina, Virginis, and Georgisa
(Hodges 1986, p. 35).

During the prosperous years of WWI (1814-18), labor
unrest was expressed in extremely high turnover, which
proved advantageous to textile workers. In an attempt to
stablize the workforce during a 1lsbor shortage, owners
renovated mill villages, introduced welfare programs, and
granted wage increases which brought the average Southern
wage near the national norm. During this period 30,000
Southern workers were recruited into the UTW.

1919-1922.

When the end of WWI brought a return of a labor
surplus, the industry attempted to rollback wages to their
prewar level. This was met with a wave of strikes across
the South involving 9,000 workers. As a result there was a
40 percent reduction in the nominal wage in the South

(compared to a 22 percent cut in the North). However, real
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Southern wages remained stable (Wright 1881, p. 626-7).

The need to protect wages was an 1impetus to union
organization, and textile union membership reached 30,000
in North Carolina, and 5,000 in South Carolina and Tennes-
see (Mitchell 1930, p. 181). Employers responded with
extensive use of the blacklist and yellow-dog contract, but
local wunion sactions were endorsed by almost half of
the workforce and a growing number of representatives from
the elergy, universities, and press (Lahne 1844, p. 261).
By 1920, UTW membership was at 104,800 (McKelvey 1852, p.
368), and the next year 9,000 North Carolina textile workers
were involved in strikes (Marshall 1867, p. 83). Once
again, the momentum of the union was broken by the workings
of the labor market. A boll weevil infestation filled the
ranks of the “"industrial reserve army"” with despersate
farmers, and union activity ceased. In 1921, the AFL
withdrew its financial backing of the Southern drive and
locsl unions disappeared (Hodges 1886, p. 35).

1923-1933.

Textiles entered a severe depression in 1823; and,
amidst liquidations and layoffs, union membership "dropped
by the thousands"” in the South (Mitchell 1831, p. 52). In
1828 the industry instituted the stretchout (described in

Chapter 7), and workers across the South responded with
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scattered non-union walkouts and four major strikes in
scattered towns. Southern mills were "a powder keg" and
union interest was rekindled, with membership reaching
40,000. The U.S. Bureau of Labor in 1828 reported 18 UTW
locals in North Carolina, 11 in South Carolina, 7 in
Georgia, 7 in Tennessee, and 4 in Alabama (Lemert 1833, p.
61).27

1933-40.

The New Deal instituted the Cotton Code which set =
minimum wage, maximum hours, and protected union organiza-
tion. The impact was immediate; South Carolina mills
became 75% organized, and UTW membership rose to 270,000 in
1934. However, workers’” enthusiasm for the New Deal was
short-lived; the Code Authority’'s failure to respond to
complaints plus their enactment of & shorter work week
(with no increase in pay) led the TWUA to call for a
national strike.

The General Textile Strike of 1834 involved 200,000
Southern textile workers (Aronowitz 1973, p. 192). State
governments joined forces with mill owners and the South
became a virtual battleground. Martial law was declared in

South Carolina and Georgia, and the National Guard occupied

27In contrast, the report enumerated S1 locals in
Massachusetts, 24 in Connecticut, 36 in Rhode Island, and
38 in Pennsylvania.
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twenty-four towns in North Carolina (Boyte 1872, p. 35).
The strike, in which twenty-two strikers were killed, was
a dismal failure. Union membership dropped from 270,000 in
August 1834 to 60,500 by 1937 (Boyte 1872, p. 38).

The New Deal’'s wage and hour limits became permanent
legislation, and governmental protection of union organiz-
ing produced positive results for the textile union.
Despite a labor surplus and the bitterness 1left by the
national strike, TWUA contracts represented 131,000 textile
workers in 1843 (Lahne 1944, p. 8). Thereafter, textile

wages became tied to the government-regulated minimum wage.

EEf f Worl 0 i zati u Pat 1i

From the beginning of the industry, when the workers
came to the mill wvillages with 1little but their labor
power, to the General Textile Strike and its aftermath,
Southern textile workers demonstrated a strong propensity
to strike--with or without trade union assistance and with
or without federal government approval--and even against
the federal government. The goals of their labor actions
varied but encompassed wages, workload, workpace, shopflocor
supervision, and respect. At times workers struck to
protect benefits of paternalism, and at times to protect

improvements gained through their power in & seller’ s labor
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market. The Southern textile workers’” reputation for
docility was not congruent with textile history prior to
WWII.

A further revision of popular history is required in
the review that Southern workers’ strikes were typically
unsuccessful. In retrospect, there was &8 great deal of
accommodation by Southern management to the workers’
potential for disruption of production: renovated villages
that were the envy of other industrial workers, a cumula-
tive rise in real wages, and maintenance of personnel
practices that provided for grievance-airing and respect
for the folkways (Blauner 1964, p. 10). In addition,
Southern managements made reluctant but substantive
concessions to the concerns of social crities: abolition
of child 1labor, 1limitation of women’'s night work, and a
shortening of the workweek.

Where Southern industry leaders drew the 1line was
acceptance of the union. Herein 1lies the only plausible
explanation of why the mill village survived as 1long as it
did--despite the existence of alternative housing, the
ineffectiveness of mill village controls in preventing
strikes or turnover, and the 1inability of managers to
charge sufficient rent. With the entrance of the State

in the New Deal and the subsequent institutionalization of
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federal 1labor 1legislstion, Southern msnagements turned

their attention to finding legal means of corralling labor.

Conclusion

This chapter focuses on the development of worker
activism and its effect upon paternalism. While worker
organization never succeeded in gaining a toe-hold for the
union, the pattern of explosive protest followed by
management reconciliation did succeed in producing gsains
for the textile workforce. Labor conflict occurred
predictably whenever wages or benefits were threatened.
This consistent disruption had the effect of inhibiting the
flexibility of wages and pushing the Scuthern industry into
scientific management. Had management been able to force
real wages downward, a more efficient lasbor process would
not have been so critical. Additionally, these protests
brought the spotlight of national attention to the Southern
mill village, unwittingly allying the "cracker proletariat"”
with liberal intellectuals and reformers, who consequently
placed abolition of the Southern mill wvillage on their
agenda.

While it 1is clear that worker organization played =
significant role in the movement toward the demise of

paternalistic labor relastions on the shop-floor, this
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same activism (which posed the threat of unionization)
ironically sustained the 1life of +the mill village--the
"shell"” of paternalism. Resisting any encroachment of the
union was deemed a necessity of survival by the Southern
textile industry, and housing ownership had been acknow-
ledged by union organizers as far back as the Knights
of Labor as the most effective weapon against Southern
unions (McLaurin 1971, p. 38). No other weapon had been
so powerful as the ability to evict workers from mill
villages. What better way to "weed out” troublemakers than
to have "eyes" in the workers® community as well as the
factory, and not only be sble to fire and blacklist, but to
evict someone for "talking union"? Not until the arena for
fighting unionization shifted from the community to the
courts (with the National Labor Relations Act of 1935)
would Southern managements sell mill housing to the
employees.

Though the textile workforce was only four percent
organized in 1934, the threat of unionization, posed by a
consistently defiant workforce and an aggressive union,
wielded tremendous power. This threat shaped the labor
relations systems and wage and benefit packages of Southern

textiles in the study period, as it continues to do in the
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present day.2B The textile unions, workers, reformers, and
the state impinged upon the textile industry’s ability to
set wages and hours, thus subverting the economic base
of paternalism. As Polsnyi advised, the inclusion of the

non-economic is wvital.

28The major textile companies meet together each year
to decide wupon the wage increase (the "pattern”) that will
be granted sacross the South. This increase is given to
union and non-union plants, with a possible extra "perk”
awarded to non-union plants. The aim of management
strategy is to prevent the union’s boast of substan-
tive wage gains achieved by unionization. The irony is
that the threat of unionization causes the companies to
treat their employees as if they indeed had a union, for
the purpose of avoiding an issue which the union might
exploit. The significance of the +textile union’s 1role in
industrial labor relations in the South is underestimated
by most observers--with the obvious exception of Southern
textile management.
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CHAPTER 10
CONCLUSION

At the outset I stated that the basic goal of this
study was to delineate the forces which brought about the
demise of industrial paternalism in the Southern cotton
mills. The method of study was to use each of the four
theories to view the process of institutional change, then
build a theory that fits the case of Southern textile
paternalism. In this Ffinal chapter, I will summarize my
findings regarding each +theory and present a concluding
explanation.

First of all, paternalism did not collapse because of
the arrival of other industries as Norris® theory suggests.
The Piedmont job market was dominated by agriculture and
low-profit, labor-intensive industries whose wage and
benefit packages were notably similar to textiles except
that textiles offered certain perks--most importantly,
housing--which came to be viewed by its workers as earned
benefits. Therefore, the alternative Jjob market offered
no challenge to textile companies’ ability to attract
labor. Thus paternalism was not perceived by its benefi-

ciaries as anachronistic; rather, it was viewed as func-
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tional and desirable.

Moreover, the mill village served a function for the
owners in stabilizing a workforce prone to expressing
discontent by moving from mill to mill, a trend exacerbated
by the increase 1in auto ownership and new roads. The
provision of good housing served as a deterrent to mobil-
ity; therefore, mills continued to invest in and defend
mill villages, even when workers could be obtained without
such provisions after WWI.

Edwards’ theory, too, falls short. Despite the fact
that growth in firm size presented some control problems
for Southern paternalism, the growth was slight relative to
other industries. The labor-intensive nature of textiles
inhibited the profit outcomes of consclidations, so
the industry remained relatively non-integrated and medium
in plant size until after WWII. Additionally, plants that
participated in early mill village sales were not predomi-
nantly the larger ones. For these reasons, Edwards’ theory
is not helpful in explaining the demise of Southern textile
paternalism.

The remaining theories, that of Newby and Polanyi,
are more instructive when applied to this case study.
Newby’'s thesis (that economic pressures force "capitalists

to &act 1like capitalists" and to betray paternalism’s
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protective stance) accurately describes the eventful
introduction of the stretchout. This development was s
“watershed” event for Southern textiles. The changes in
the labor process radically transformed shopfloor relations
between workers and bosses, constituting a substantive
departure from paternalistic relations. However, the form
of paternalism (namely, the mill village) remained intact,
despite the change in content. Newby's theory explains
the first stage in the demise of paternalism, but leaves
unanswered why the mill wvillage persisted beyond the
transformation of relations of production.

The occurrence that did create an immediate, observa-
ble, and final retreat from paternalism (mill village
sales) was the intervention of the State during the
New Deal. This corroborates Polanyi’s thesis that inter-
ventions from the social realm produce modifications in
labor-capital relations, and it was the Roosevelt Adminis-
tration’‘s regulation of wages and hours and protection of
unionization that pulled the lynchpin on paternalism. A
decade earlier, housing had ceased to supply child labor
because of reformer protests and legislative restrictions.
In an effort to pacify its critics and retain good workers,
owners had raised standards of mill housing significantly,

to the point that mill housing had become guite desirable.
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With the enactment of the Cotton Codes, the Federal
Government prohibited the use of chesp wages and long hours
to recoup the <cost incurred in supplying housing by
placing a one dollar limit on the wage differential between
the North and the South: a bull’s eye attack on the
practice of payment-in-kind. The sole remaining function
of the mill village--that of union prevention--was not left
untouched; Roosevelt inserted a clause into the Code which
gave federal protection to the right +to organize, the
embryo of the National Labor Relations Act.

The question that surfaces is: What prompted the
state intervention? Obviously, the New Deal Administration

t

did not act simply as an "agent of the capitalists,” for it
was called upon to address the demands of competitive
regions, as well as passionate and powerful social reform-
ers, an unemployed citizenry, and a politically active
labor movement. Consequently, the New Deal articulated
goals that were often contradictory. Its actions, though
castigated by practically all parties, aimed to stabilize
prices "for the good of all" by standardizing costs of
production.

One means of accomplishing this goal was the creation

of a "level playing field"” for New England manufascturers,

whose wage flexibility was sharply curtailed by orgsasnized

128



labor and social legislation. The Code did this in two
ways: (1) reducing the regional wage differential by law,
and (2) strengthening the hand of organized labor in the

1

South--a kind of 1ifting of the "arms embargo,” to use
current parlance. The mill wvillage, used by Southern
manufacturers as a8 Jjustification for low wages and as a
bastion against effective union organization, was a logical
target. The sales of mill villages began within two years
after the Cotton Code was enacted.

State intervention through the actions of the New Desl
answers the central question of this thesis: What were the
forces that brought about the demise of Southern industrisal
paternalism? But State action is a part of a larger whole,
the end of a longer drama. It was the contest for power,
the ever-dynamic relationship between workers and managers,
that propelled the process forward to its conclusion. This
leads to an assessment of the final theoretical hypothe-
sis regarding worker organization.

When analyzing the role of worker organization in the
story of Southern paternalism, a series of actions and
consequences becomes sapparent. Without dispute, the
Southern advantage lay in low wages and long hours (as
the Northern disadvantage lay 1in the upward pressure on

wages exerted by unions and social legislation). But
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Southern workers were far from docile; their tendency to
move when dissatisfied extracted wage hikes and benefits
from employers in times of labor shortage, and their
protests in reaction to wage cuts were predictable and
disruptive. This wielding of power on the part of a
largely unorganized workforce contributed to the conditions
which led to an unprecedented depression in 1823. When
labor costs became too inflexible, the industry as a whole
was compelled to introduce scientific management--a
substantive departure from paternalism. The labor explo-
sion surrounding the stretchout and the chronic overproduc-
tion in the industry precipitated federal intervention,
which resulted in regulations that undercut the economic
bases of industrial paternalism.

The proposition that can be deduced from this cause-
and-effect outline is that worker organization (strikes,
turnover, wunionization efforts) diminished the profita-
bility of Southern textiles, goading management to seek
more efficient operations, which displaced the paternalis-
tic relations of production. Federal intervention,
responding to competitive chaos in the industry, introduced
measures aimed at standardizing wages, hours, and prices,
destroying the economic base of paternalism. I am left

with the ironic conclusion that worker protests both

131



sustained paternalism (as an effective bastion against
unions) and sealed its fate by propelling the industry to
seek a8 reduction in labor costs through reorganization of
the labor process rather than through wage cuts.

Finally, what is the wvalue of this study? What has
been learned about the choices made by a previous genera-
tion of workers and manufacturers who played such signifi-
cant roles in the industriaslization of the South?

A study which looks only at structures would find, as
most have, a series of factors which acted together to
erode the base of paternalism in Southern textiles. This
listing of factors is not invalidated by this study, but
it yields a sociologically inadeguate answer. Such a
structural analysis does not answer the question that
arises throughout the investigation: Why did Southern
textile paternalism last so 1long, when modernization was
an earlier option with demonstrated effectiveness in other
industries? This question can only be answered by looking
beneath the surface of structural change to the dynamie
power struggle between workers and managers which was
taking place daily in the cotton mills. This struggle
represented the contradiction between market forces and
social forces.

Paternalism was bolstered again and again because it
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worked in the way it was intended--it was effective in
attracting, socializing, and controlling labor. From the
standpoint of the wage earner, the perks of pasternalism
were highly valued: above-average housing at low prices, a
lax workstyle, accommodation to family, an open door to top
management, and &a community of friends and relatives with
provisions for schools, churches, and recreation. The
hours were long and the wages were low, but wage increases
did come and strikes were fairly successful in protecting
cutbacks. Housing was improving and community resources
were opening up to the mill workers.

This study shows that the Southern textile workers did
indeed influence their collective destiny. Far from
docile, though not easily typecast as militant, these
workers wrangled important concessions from the textile
owners. The union, too, must be given a place on center
stage, for its part in the drama was far more significant
than its number of spoken lines. Had the wunion relin-
quished its role and failed to dash across the stage on
occasions, the labor relations that exist in present-
day Southern textiles would be vastly different. A
complex, long-standing, and unique relationship between

Southern textile manufacturers, workers, and the union can
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find its roots in the story of the demise of Southern

industrial paternalism.
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