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COLLECTIVE
BARGAINING,
INDIVIDUAL
VOICE,
and
Inadequate
Law
by Theodore J. St. Antoine
Inaugural Lecture
James E. & Sarah A . Degan Professorship of Law
The University of Michigan Law School

N

othing in my profess ional career has quite so
touched my wife and me as the bestowal of the
Degan Professorship . There have been other preferments , but they came with certain dubious strings
attached . The chair was a pure , unalloyed delight. We
are deeply grateful to Dean Sandalow and the Regents
for the selection and to the Degans and their legal
counsel for the other necessary arrangements.
With a slight twinge of guilt, I should like to dedicate these remarks to the memory of James E. And
Sarah A. Degan . I say with a twinge of guilt, because I
suspect that an energetic, successful businessman like
Mr. Degan might not have approved of everything I
shall have to offer this afternoon about an employer's
duty to bargain. At the same time I find some comfort
in the knowledge that Mrs. Degan, who actually
decided on the gift, was a widely read and broadly
cultivated woman . Surely she , at least, must have
realized that when you provide a platform for an
academic, especially one who no longer has to meet a
payroll, there' s just no telling what the fellow is going
to say.
Collective bargaining lies at the heart of the union management relationship . It is the end and purpose of
the whole effort to protect employees against reprisals
when they form an organization to represent them
in dealing with their employer. It is grounded in the
belief that industrial strife will be checked and the
workers' lot bettered, if they are given an effective
voice in determining the conditions of their employment . My thesis is that federal law, even while placing
the force of government behind collective bargaining,
has so artificially confined its scope that the process
has been seriously impeded in achieving its full
potential.
One of the most disarmingly simple provisions of
the National Labor Relations Act is section 8(a) (5),
which makes it an unfair labor practice for an
employer "to refuse to bargain collectively" with a
union representing its employees . Yet the NLRA's two
leading proponents diverged sharply over the meaning
of this duty to bargain. Senator Wagner, the Act's
sponsor, thought it would obliga te an employer to
"negotiate in good faith " and "make every reasonable
effort to reach an agreement ." Senator Walsh , the
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chairman of the Senate Labor Committee, felt instead
that the parties would merely be required to get
together, to meet and confer. "The bill," said he, "does
not go beyond the office door." These contrasting
positions presaged a long and continuing debate.
Eventually, Senator Wagner's concept of a duty to
bargain in good faith prevailed. Even so, as late as
1961 a distinguished Labor Study Group branded the
bargaining requirement "unrealistic," adding that "the
provisions designed to bring 'good faith' have become
a tactical weapon used in many situations as a means
of harassment."
Over the years, however, there has been increasing
evidence that the statute has had a positive practical
effect, including voluntary compliance by management. Thus, one survey revealed that successful
bargaining relationships were eventually established in
75 percent of the cases sampled that went through to
a final Board order, and in 90 percent of the cases that
were voluntarily adjusted after the issuance of a complaint. However hard it may be to identify "good
faith" and to classify legally such particular tactics as
"take-it-or-leave-it" bargaining, it would seem almost
perverse at this late date to deny that overall the statutory duty to negotiate has had a salutary impact.
Nonetheless, important problems remain. Today I
wish to focus on one of the most crucial-the subject
matter about which the NLRA mandates bargaining.
The prounion Congress that passed the Wagner Act
in 1935 and imposed the duty to bargain did not see
fit to define the term. This lack was remedied, in a
manner of speaking, by the promanagement Congress
that enacted the Taft-Hartley amendments in 1947. A
code of union unfair labor practices was adopted, and
unions, like employers, were made subject to a duty to
bargain. A new section, 8(d), was added to the NLRA
declaring that to "bargain collectively" meant the
"mutual obligation" of employer and union to confer
"in good faith" with respect to "wages, hours, and
other terms and conditions of employment."
Section 8(d) also took pains to state that no party
would be under a compulsion to "agree to a proposal"
or make any concessions. If the House of Representatives had had its way, the statute would have been
much more specific, even definitive, in enumerating

the subjects of bargaining. In so doing the Act would
have made clear, as the House Labor Committee put
it, that a union had "no right to bargain with the
employer about ... how he shall manage his business .... "
The more general language that was finally adopted
was seen as confirmation of the course the Labor
Board had been following; that is, that the Board itself
was to tell employer and unions what were the "mandatory" subjects of bargaining, those about which
either party could be required to negotiate at the
behest of the other. Moreover, if something was a
mandatory topic, a party could require an agreement
on it as the price of any contract. Stated differently,
negotiations could be carried to the point of impasse
or stalemate on such an issue. Matters outside this
charmed circle of mandatory subjects were merely
"permissive." The parties could negotiate concerning
such topics if both sides were willing, but neither
party could insist on bargaining over them if the other
party objected. They could not be the basis for an
impasse or deadlock in negotiations.
The Supreme Court was eventually called upon to
appraise this scheme in the Borg-Warner case. The facts
were curiously atypical. To oversimplify, an employer
demanded that its collective bargaining agreement
contain a clause requiring a secret ballot vote of the
employees before the union could go on strike. A
majority of the Supreme Court held first that the "ballot" clause related to a matter of purely internal union
concern and was thus not a mandatory subject of bargaining. Then, in a step not logically necessitated by
section 8(d) and highly dubious as a matter of healthy
industrial relations, the Court agreed with the NLRB
that the employer's insistence on a "permissive" clause
as a condition of agreement amounted in effect to an
unlawful refusal to bargain on mandatory subjects.
At least two other approaches might have made
more sense. I am told the lead attorney for the company in Borg-Warner seriously considered arguing for
the most straight-forward solution, which would have
been to obliterate the whole mandatory-permissive
distinction. Whatever either party wanted to put on
the table would have triggered the duty of good faith
negotiating. The other party, it should be emphasized,
would never be obligated to agree, only to bargain.
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Why, after all, should a federal agency, rather than the
parties themselves, determine whether a particular
item is so important that it is worth a strike or lockout? The subject matter of collective bargaining ought
to be flexible, not frozen into rigid molds by governmental fiat. The Board's authority to distinguish
between mandatory and permissive subjects also
encourages hypocrisy in negotiations. If a party deeply
desires a concession on a nonmandatory subject that
may not legally be carried to impasse, Jt will be
tempted to hang the bargaining up on a false issue
that happens to enjoy official approbation as a mandatory topic. Candor would have been enhanced by a
different rule, and unresolved disputes would have
been recognized for what they ordinarily become anyway, matters to be decided by economic muscle.

rr1he subject matter of collective
.l bargaining ought to be flexiblef
not frozen into rigid molds by
governmental fiat.

was the position adopted by Justice Harlan, who was
joined by three other justices. He would have retained
the mandatory-permissive distinction but with a difference. Either party would still be required to bargain
to impasse about mandatory subjects and not about
permissive subjects. That is the existing law. At the
same time, however, either party under the Harlan
formulation could persist in pursuing any lawful
demand, regardless of how the Board might categorize
it, and refuse to contract unless there was agreement
on that item. In short, Justice Harlan read section 8{d)
of the Labor Act to mean what it says, and only that.
A party is obligated to bargain about wages, hours,
and working conditions, he said. An insistence on
bargaining about more is not, contrary to the majority
opinion in the case, the equivalent of a refusal to bargain about a mandatory subject. A union, for example,
could dismiss out of hand an employer's demand for
a secret-ballot strike vote procedure, but the employer
would not commit an unfair labor practice if it
remained adamant.
Either of these two strategies would probably have
comported better with the realities of collective bargaining than the law as now propounded. If it is too
late in the day to press for fundamental revisions, at
least a recognition of past missteps may help guide our
future course aright.

Making all topics subject to the duty (and the right)
of good faith bargaining, as the company lawyer proposed, would of course have won the case for the
employer in Borg-Warner; but it is readily understandable why the client there shrank from such strong
medicine. Ordinarily it would be the union, not the
employer, that would profit the most from an
expanded range of negotiations. It would enable the
union to demand bargaining over those most sensitive
of issues, basic business decisions now classified as
managerial prerogatives.
The response of the sophisticated management attorney in Borg-Warner was that being required to bargain
about a business decision to the point of impasse is
not the worst thing that can happen to an employer.
Much worse is to be told, after the fact, that a business
decision unilaterally implemented without prior negotiation with the union involved a mandatory subject of
bargaining; that the unilateral change thus constituted
an unfair labor practice, and that it must now be
undone at some substantial expense to the company.
Such indeed was the ill fortune of many employers
during the 1960s, when the NLRB significantly
enlarged the scope of required bargaining. The safer
course might well have been to end the confusion and
uncertainty by treating all lawful subjects as mandatory; but that was the road not taken.
A second, more modest approach would also have
allowed the employer in Borg-Warner to prevail. That

It is now well established that mandatory subjects of
bargaining include compensation in almost every conceivable form, all the way from straight hourly wages
through the most complex pension plan, not to mention the traditional Christmas turkey. "Hours" cover
not only the total number in a day or a week but also
the times of particular shifts, the scheduling of overtime, and the like. Working "conditions" plainly
encompass such physical aspects of the job as heat and
cold, dirt and noise, lighting, safety hazards, and other
assorted stresses and strains. The most controversial
issue which has emerged over the last two decades has
been the extent to which employers must negotiate
about managerial decisions that result in a shrinkage
of employee job opportunities. Under the Borg-Warner
rubric, the crucial question is whether a subject is
classified as a condition of employment or as a management right.
For a long time the NLRB held that in the absence of
antiunion animus, employers did not have to bargain
over decisions to subcontract, relocate operations, or
introduce technological improvements. They merely
had to negotiate about the effects of such decisions on
the employees displaced. Lay-off schedules, severance
pay, and transfer rights were thus bargainable, but the
basic decision to discontinue or change an operation
was not.
Under the so-called Kennedy-Johnson Board, however, a whole range of managerial decisions were
reclassified as mandatory subjects of bargaining. These
included decisions to terminate a department and subcontract its work, to consolidate operations through
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automation, and to close one plant of a multiplant
enterprise. The key seems to have been whether the
employer's action would result in a "significant
impairment of job tenure, employment security, or
reasonably anticipated work opportunities for those in
the bargaining unit."
In Fibreboard Paper Products Corp. v. NLRB, the
Supreme Court gave limited approval to this shift of
direction, offering some criteria by which decisions
that would not become mandatory subjects of bargaining could be identified. It sustained a bargaining order
when a manufacturer wished to subcontract its maintenance work within a plant. The Court emphasized
that this did not alter the company's "basic operation"
or require any "capital investment." There was simply
a replacement of one group of employees with another
group to do the same work in the same place under
the same general supervision. Bargaining would not
"significantly abridge" the employer's "freedom to
manage the business." One court of appeals elaborated
on this rationale and held there was no duty to bargain about a "change in the capital structure." Other
courts of appeals, in cases of partial shutdowns and
relocations, attempted to balance such factors as the
severity of any adverse impact on unit jobs, the extent
and urgency of the employer's economic need, and
the likelihood that bargaining would be productive.
Such rulings have the attraction of maximizing fairness
in individual situations but often lead to uncertainty
and unpredictability.
In 1981 the Supreme Court revisited the problem,
with puzzling results. In First National Maintenance
Corp. v. NLRB it held that a maintenance firm did not
have to bargain when it decided to terminate an
unprofitable contract to provide janitorial services to a
nursing home. The Court first stated broadly that an
employer has no duty to bargain about a decision "to
shut down part of its business purely for economic
reasons." It then pointed out that in this particular
case the operation was not being moved elsewhere and
the laid-off employees were not going to be replaced,
that the employer's dispute with the nursing home
concerned the size of a management fee over which
the union had no control, and that the union had just
recently been certified and as a consequence there was
no disruption of an ongoing relationship. Thus the
court left unanswered many questions regarding the
more typical instance of a partial closing or the
removal of a plant to a new location.
Before I set forth my own views on reconciling man agement's interest in running its own business as it
sees fit and the workers' claim to a voice in shaping
their industrial lives, one further important technical
distinction must be understood. The question of
whether a particular item is a mandatory subject of
bargaining may arise in two quite different contexts.
First, the union may be seeking a certain provision,
either as part of a whole new labor contract that is
open for negotiation or as an addition to an existing
agreement in mid-term. Second, an employer may

wish to make a unilateral change in its operations,
either in the absence of or in the face of a current collective agreement, without first having to bargain with
the union about the matter. In all these circumstances
the Supreme Court has apparently assumed, with little
or no analysis, that the scope or ambit of mandatory
subjects is the same. That is to say, if the item in
question is one about which the union could demand
bargaining, then generically it is the sort of matter that
an employer may not unilaterally change at any time
without prior notice to the union and good faith efforts
to negotiate an agreement concerning it. Thus, in
determining the range of mandatory subjects of bargaining, we are not merely deciding what the parties

he mere existence of a grievance
T and
arbitration system helps to
eradicate such former abuses as
favoritism, arbitrary or ill-infarmed
decision making, and outright
discrimination in the workplace.

are obligated to deal with at the time a contract is initially negotiated. To a significant degree we are also
deciding what limits shall be imposed on the
employer's freedom and business flexibility during the
two or three years of the contract's life. Let us now
tum to the principles and practicalities that should be
considered in making that determination.
Imposing a duty to bargain about managerial decisions like subcontracting, or "outsourcing" to use the
current jargon, plant removals, and technological innovation, would obviously delay transactions, reduce
business adaptability, and perhaps interfere with the
confidentiality of negotiations with third parties. In
some instances bargaining would be doomed in
advance as a futile exercise. Nonetheless, the closer we
move toward recognizing that employees may have
something akin to a property interest in their jobs, the
more apparent it may become that not even the
employer's legitimate regard for profit making or the
public's justified concern for a productive economy
should totally override the workers' claim to a voice in
the decisions of ongoing enterprises that will vitally
affect their future employment opportunities. A moral
value is arguably at stake in determining whether
employees may be treated as pawns in management
decisions.
On a crasser tactical level, a leading management
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attorney of my acquaintance once said that for years he
has "Fibreboarded" the unions he deals with, long
before the Supreme Court's decision on in-plant subcontracting, simply as a matter of sound personnel
relations. From the workers' perspective, the opportunity to bargain before a decision is made is crucial.
Unions will lose considerable leverage in bargaining
even about the effects of a business change if the
employer can present them with a fait accompli in the
change itself. Oftentimes negotiations may benefit
both parties by producing a less drastic solution than a
shutdown or a relocation. At the very least, bargaining
may serve a therapeutic purpose. As the Supreme
Court put it in Fibreboard, in words that might sound
platitudinous but for the grim historical reality behind
them, the Labor Act "was framed with an awareness

ay-off schedules, severance pay,
and transfer rights were thus
bargainable, but the basic decision to
discontinue or change an operation
was not.

that refusals to confer and negotiate had been one of
the most prolific causes of industrial strife."
Organized labor and collective bargaining have
never enjoyed full acceptance in this country. Unions
are feared by many employers and distrusted by much
of the public. Their support today even among workers is lower than at any time during the past half
century. For several years they have lost over fifty percent of all the representation elections conducted by
the NLRB, and their membership has sunk to less than
one-fifth of the total labor force, not even half the proportionate strength of unions in most of Western
Europe.
There is keen irony here. Ours is the most conservative, least ideological of all labor movements,
traditionally committed to the capitalistic system and
to the principle that management should have the primary responsibility for managing. Yet employers will
pay millions to experts in "union avoidance" in order
to maintain their nonunion status. This is not the place
to probe all the reasons for this resistance. In part it is
attributable to the highly decentralized character of
American industrial relations, which means that typically an employer must confront a union on a oneto-one basis and not have the protective shield of an
association negotiating on behalf of all or substantially
all the firms in a particular industry, as is true in West54

em Europe. In part the resistance to union
organization here may result, among both employers
and workers, from ingrained American attitudes of
rugged individualism and the ideal of the classless
society.
In any event, what seems plain is that aversion to
unionism can hardly be supported by a dispassionate
analysis of the actual impact of collective bargaining in
this country. Indeed, for many years labor economists
wrangled over whether any significant economic effect
could be demonstrated. Now I detect an emerging
consensus. This was reflected in a volume produced
last year by the Industrial Relations Research Association assessing U.S. industrial relations over the last
three decades, during which collective bargaining
could be said to have come of age.
To no one's surprise, unionism was not found to
have brought about any substantial redistribution of
the wealth as between labor and capital. It has
achieved a wage rate that is roughly 10-20 percent
higher for union workers. That differential is largely
offset, however, by increased efficiency and higher
productivity in unionized firms. Unions have not been
an initiating cause of inflation in the post-World War II
period, although they may have hampered efforts to
combat it. Lastly, to mention a point I must concede is
at least superficially damaging to my thesis today,
union workers generally find less satisfaction in their
jobs than similar nonunion workers. On the other
hand, union members are more likely to say they
would never consider changing jobs. Perhaps the solution to this paradox, as suggested by Richard
Freeman and James Medoff, is that "the collective
voice of unionism provides workers with a channel for
expressing their preferences to management and that
this increases their willingness to complain about
undesirable conditions."
For many observers of the labor scene, the major
achievement of collective bargaining has not been economic at all. It was the creation of the grievance and
arbitration system, a formalized procedure whereby
labor and management may resolve disputes arising
during the term of a collective agreement, either by
voluntary settlements between the parties themselves
or by reference to an impartial outsider, without resort
to economic force or court litigation. The mere existence of a grievance and arbitration system helps to
eradicate such former abuses as favoritism, arbitrary or
ill-informed decision making, and outright discrimination in the workplace.
My conclusion from all this is that collective bargaining has promoted both industrial peace and increased
worker participation in the governance of the shop,
while simultaneously stimulating higher productivity
and causing only modest dislocations in the economy
generally. At the same time I believe the true potential
of collective bargaining has not been tapped. Because
law serves such an important legitimating function
in our society, collective bargaining may have been
seriously undermined when the courts began cutting

back the scope of mandatory bargaining to exclude
managerial decisions even though they might have a
substantial effect on employees' job security.
Peter Pestillo, Ford's able, dynamic vice-president
for labor relations, has mused: "U.S. labor relations are
too little people-driven and too much law-driven."
That may be regrettable but it seems the reality. Ironically, the legal duty to bargain is now more hindrance
than help to a well-entrenched union. Without it, the
union could demand bargaining on anything it
wished; with it, bargaining is by leave of the employer
on everything outside the prescribed list of "wages,
hours, and other terms and conditions of
employment." Far better, it seems to me, would be an
open-ended mandate that lets the parties themselves
decide what are their vital interests. The only exclusions I would readily admit are matters going to the
very existence or identity of the negotiating parties,
such as the membership of a corporation's board of
directors, and perhaps the integrity of their internal
structure and procedure. Those limitations would preserve the holding in Borg-Warner, which adopted the
mandatory-permissive dichotomy in the first place.
My argument for a more sweeping and wide-open
duty tq bargain is grounded in two considerations,
one a matter of economics and industrial relations policy, and the other a matter of social policy, if not of
ethics. I shall deal with them in tum.
·
During the late sixties American management
became alarmed by signs of growing alienation, even
militancy, on the part of workers. Although this unrest
was much exaggerated, it fueled an effort by many
companies to enhance the Quality of Work Life (QWL)
by increasing employee participation in job-centered
decision making. The interest in such programs was
intensified during the seventies by glowing accounts
of the capacity of Japanese industry to improve both
the quantity and quality of production through fostering an almost filial relationship between employee and
employer. Altogether, it is estimated that one-third of
the companies in the Fortune 500 have established
programs in participative management. In certain
countries, such as Sweden and West Germany, worker
participation is guaranteed by statute. More and more
studies attest that it is simply smart business to heed
the voice of the individual employee and to give him
or her a stake in the successful operation of the enterprise. Like the student using the library designed by
the great architect, the worker on the production line
will spot flaws that have escaped the eye of the keenest industrial engineer.
Participative management, or QWL programs, have
undoubtedly been used by some companies to counter
the appeal of labor unions. Nevertheless, several major
international unions have become involved in such
projects. As of 1980, General Motors and the United
Auto Workers had programs under way in 50 separate
plants. Some locations registered remarkable gains in
employee morale and performance. In addition, the

new contract signed recently by Ford and the UAW
provides for "Mutual Growth Forums," at both
national and local levels, consisting of joint unionmanagement committees for the "advance discussion
of certain business developments of material interest
and significance to the union, the employees, and the
company."
The anomaly is that many of these developments,
evidently so beneficial to management, might well be
classified as "permissive" subjects of bargaining by the
NLRB or the courts. A union could not bring them to
the bargaining table without the acquiescence of the
employer. Of course, as long as the parties are cooperative, that is a moot point. The law, however, should
be structured to deal with the case where it is necessary, not where it is superfluous. Even on so-called

more studies attest that
M itoreis and
simply smart business to
heed the voice of the individual
employee and to give him or her a
stake in the successful operation of
the enterprise.

managerial decisions, like revising the layout of a trim
department in an auto assembly plant, the workers'
input has often proved valuable. The law ought not
insulate an employer from bargaining merely because
management may reject that lesson.
One worrisome objection to my prescription, that it
may unduly restrict a company's autonomy after a
contract has been agreed upon, should be considered.
If an item is a mandatory subject of bargaining, the
employer is not only obligated to negotiate when a
contract is executed, it may also be precluded from
instituting a unilateral change during the life of the
agreement. Once an employer has fulfilled its duty to
bargain and has signed a contract, arguably it should
be entitled to treat all contract terms as settled. Unless
restricted by some particular provision, a company
should be entirely free under this view to act unilaterally without further bargaining.
Two answers can be given to this objection. First, an
employer can preserve its autonomy by securing a
suitably broad "management rights" clause as part of
the initial settlement. Second, even if the employer
must bargain, there is no obligation to agree. After a
good faith effort has been put forth, and the negotiations carried to impasse, the employer may proceed to
55

make the change. The period of bargaining may be
short if the circumstances warrant. The union and the
employees would have had their say, and the law
requires no more.
Twenty years ago a classic study on industrial relations concluded: "An important result of the American
system of collective bargaining is the sense of participation that it imparts to workers." More recently, a
group of younger scholars, describing themselves as
"critical labor law theorists," have expressed the view
that "collective bargaining law articulates an ideology
that aims to legitimate and justify unnecessary and
destructive hierarchy and domination in the workplace." Some perspective on these polar positions can
be gleaned from surveys indicating that the workers
themselves would rather deal with safety and health
than with the design of their job. Yet perhaps the most
richly textured sense of how workers feel about their
jobs comes from hearing them speak for themselves.
Listen to an auto worker as transcribed by Studs Terkel: 'What it drains out of a human being, the car
ain't worth it. But I think of a certain area of proudness. You see them on that highway, you [think we]
don't look and see what model it is or whose car it is?
I put my labor in it."
For me, in the end, it comes down to the social values, to the human values. It is good to know that
giving the individual a voice in the shaping and operation of his job may be sound industrial relations, may
enhance efficiency and productivity. I think there is
considerably more to it than that. My emphasis on
noneconomic factors is neither novel nor quixotic. A
generation ago a hard-headed labor expert, Neil
Chamberlain, declared that "the workers' struggle for
increasing participation in business decisions ... is
highly charged with an ethical content. ... [L]egal and
economic arguments, technological and political considerations must give way before widely held moral
convictions."
I am little troubled that some workers, in answering
the pollsters' canned questions, assigned a "low priority" to involvement in decisions about job content or
that their initial reaction was that a car "ain't worth"
the pain. Allowed to elaborate, they still find a "certain
area of proudness"; they have put their "labor in it."
Really, they have no choice. It is primarily work that
defines a man or woman. No amount of leisure time
before the television set or on a Florida beach can
compensate for that. Ultimately, it may not matter
much what any of us says or does about our work.
What will be important is that we shall have had a
voice. The worker deserves no less.
Finally, I cannot accept the romantic notion that
individual employees should somehow renounce the
social compact and revert to a state of nature, shaking
off the shackles of collective bargaining and disowning
our orderly, hierarchical grievance-solving mechanisms. The challenge, as I see it, is to provide the
individual a voice without producing cacophony, to
ensure a civilized confrontation and resolution of
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issues, by peaceful strikes if necessary, but without the
guerrilla warfare of wildcat work stoppages. The modem union may exhibit bureaucratic tendencies that
some will find distasteful, but the contemporary world
is hardly a place for the swashbuckling adventurer or
undisciplined marauding band. Whether called a
guild, a society of journeymen and apprentices, or a
labor union, a settled institutional means has usually
offered working people the fullest expression of their
common goals, their most effective voice. The law
would do the worker no favor to ignore that history.

With this lecture, which he delivered at the Law School
last spring, Professor St. Antoine inaugurated the new
James E. and Sarah A. Degan Professorship of Law to
which he has been named. The honor recognizes both
St. Antoine's eminence as a labor law scholar and his
many contributions to the Law School.
As dean, St. Antoine significantly strengthened the faculty and student body of the School. He also launched
the highly successful capital campaign which made it possible for the School to renovate and expand its beautiful
physical facilities.
As a frequent contributor to professional and scholarly
periodicals in the field of labor law and as co-author of
a widely used casebook in the field, Professor St. Antoine
has become one of the best-known and most highly
regarded of the nation's labor law experts. The intellectual
qualities and sound judgment that characterize
St. Antoine's professional writing have inevitably led to
frequent requests that he perform public service. He has
responded by giving unstintingly of his time and of his
talents, notably as Chairman of the Michigan Governor's
Workmen's Compensation Advisory Commission, as a
member of the Public Review Board of the United Automobile Workers, and as a member of the Judicial
Qualifications Committee of the Michigan State Bar.
He has also served as chairperson of the Labor Relations
Law Section of the Michigan State Bar, as Secretary of
the Labor Relations Law Section of the American Bar
Association, as President of the Resource Center for Consumers of Legal Services, and as a committee chairman
of the NLRB Chairman's Task Force on the National Labor
Relations Board.
Professor St. Antoine is a particularly appropriate person to hold the newly created professorship which is
supported by an endowment created by the bequest of the
late Sarah A. Degan. Mindful of "the great influence that
good teachers have on their students," Mrs. Degan sought
to support the University's efforts to attract and ntain a
distinguished faculty. Professor St. Antoine is one of the
Law School's most effective and popular teachers, known
for his warmth and humor as well as his intellectual rigor.
In his opening remarks, Professor St. Antoine questions
the suitability of his topic for a lecture inaugurating a
professorship named for a successful businessman. Yet the
lecture, viewed in its entirety, suggests that full and effective communication between workers and their employers
may have practical benefits for the employer, even as it
promotes justice for working people.

