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Foreword 

 

Most people remember the first time they met Lloyd Ulman, because Lloyd, quickly sizing up a 
person, makes remarks that engage the person and get her or him thinking and talking.  

We have both known Lloyd for many years: Clair, as colleague and friend; Paul, as academic 
visitor and friend. Clair recalls clearly her first encounter with Lloyd when she went to Berkeley 
for a job interview. Lloyd greeted her by saying, “Finally we are interviewing women, and thank 
goodness Barbara [Bergmann] had a student to send us. Tell me about your work on 
discrimination in the labor market.” Paul remembers first talking to Lloyd at the photocopier 
during his sabbatical year in the 1990s at the Institute of Industrial Relations, when Lloyd gave 
him helpful suggestions for a school-to-work project he was working on. Lloyd has subsequently 
affected both of our lives in meaningful and delightful ways. 

Lloyd’s engagement with others typically involves his asking probing questions with a twinkle in 
his eye and, formerly, a pipe in his hand (until he had to give it up), followed by his telling a 
story or two that stick in your mind until finally the meaning of the anecdote reveals itself. In the 
graduate labor seminar that she taught with Lloyd, Clair realized that often she did not fully 
comprehend Lloyd’s comments. So she began making notes on them, until a story’s significance 
dawned on her, in a eureka moment, often weeks later. Lloyd’s stories and their importance stay 
with people, and, when we friends and colleague exchange those anecdotes, we realize that each 
person was being prompted toward specific lessons related both to their own experience and to 
what Lloyd wished them to mull over to expand their thinking.  

Teaching a seminar, participating in committee meetings, and even having lunch with Lloyd was 
a mixture of serious discussion and humor, pushing participants in their opinions, often without 
their realizing that his thinking might well change their view of the world. Group discussions that 
had begun conflictually often ended with consensual views and actions that moved learning and 
events forward. Lloyd’s deep intellect and his absence of egotism generated his influence over 
others, and served us all well. 

Lloyd mentored his graduate students and younger colleagues, including Clair, in a way that 
supported their world view, which was often more radical than Lloyd’s own, without being 
condescending or demeaning. He was able to guide the student to the relevant literature and 
ensure that the student’s research took account of different approaches to the problem, so that the 
result could be both rigorous and relevant. Students’ thinking thrived under Lloyd’s tutelage. 
When Clair asked him how he managed to mentor graduate students whose approach to a topic 
was so different from his own, he smiled and replied that, when he had been young, he had had a 
world view that had changed radically as he grew up, that our key task as academics is to teach 
our students to think and explore as they do their research, and that a youthful, optimistic view of 
the world helps because you become cynical soon enough. 

As his interview makes clear, Lloyd’s attachment to clear-mindedness led him to view critically 
the student radicalism and turmoil that swept over Berkeley in the 1960s, not long after he 
returned from his stint at the Council of Economic Advisors (pp. 108 ff). He felt that he never 
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received satisfactory answers to his questions about the goals and methods of student activists. 
When we add to that his further views, that the student radicals “had no skin in it,” and that the 
conflict severely damaged the university, both intellectually and politically, the unhappiness he 
expresses over those events is readily understood. 

At the same time, an important part of Lloyd’s teaching and leadership on campus was his 
adamant adherence to free speech: everyone should have their chance to speak, and no views 
should be excluded. Lloyd’s only requirement was that classes and meetings and public forums 
be conducted in a civil manner. His careful and respectful listening was contagious. His probing 
questions often took students and colleagues by surprise, helping to move them towards real 
discussion instead of simply reciting opinions. This tolerant, open-minded skepticism helps 
explain why he was given important roles in the university’s handling of the disputes, during the 
Free Speech Movement in particular (as a member of the Heyman Committee, and then chair of 
the Academic Senate’s Policy Committee). As he puts it himself, “I got along pretty well with 
the real radical left on campus ... not too badly, because I was always for letting people speak” 
(p.199). 

Lloyd’s intellectual and political stances were not unusual for his generation of prominent 
academics: espousal of the values and methods of the New Deal, and aversion to those of both 
the Communist Party and its official investigators. In particular, he prized collective organization 
and collective bargaining, as necessary for both decent jobs and management decisions that do 
not shortchange workers. At Berkeley in 1981, he and David Feller, Professor of Law, 
spearheaded the campaign to organize the faculty, once California labor law had become 
permissive. Both men were pragmatic as well as dedicated to employee voice; once it was clear 
that creating a formal union was not feasible, they formed the Faculty Association, which 
allowed joint discussion without collective bargaining. More generally, as Director of the 
Institute of Industrial Relations from 1963 to 1981, Lloyd pursued energetically at least three 
forms of integration: that of trade union officials into the Institute’s programs, that of minority 
union members into their unions’ leadership, and that of unions into enforcing occupational 
safety and health requirements at the workplace 

Lloyd’s contributions to the scholarly literature began with his magisterial analysis of the 
development of national trade unions and their industrial practices in the US in the nineteenth 
century (Rise of the National Trade Union), which emphasized the congruence between the 
territorial extent of both product markets and the bargaining coverage of unions seeking to 
organize the relevant employers. The contemporary weakening of trade unions, unable to 
maintain the same congruence in the face of global product markets, follows directly from his 
analysis. The enduring relevance of this work is shown by an incident a few months ago; Peter 
Olney, head of organizing at the ILWU, picked up Rise ... in the Institute’s library and exclaimed 
to Clair that he had just seen it cited in an article in which unions were urged to deal more 
effectively with the national attributes of their employer counterparts. 

It was the combining of economic analysis and institutional depth in his early research that 
launched Lloyd’s academic career at Minnesota in the 1950s – a launch that he attributes, with 
ironic modesty, entirely to the appendix in Rise of the National Trade Union on the ‘seasonal 
bargain’. A similar combination was manifested by his friend Henry Phelps Brown at the 
London School of Economics. Lloyd’s variant characterizes his subsequent journal publications 
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on bargaining structure, trade union objectives, wage inflation, and microeconomic contract 
theory. 

Alongside his enduring support for trade unionism and collective bargaining, Lloyd shared the 
growing post-war perception that collective bargaining required restraint if the macroeconomic 
objectives of high employment and low price inflation, his overriding concerns as an economist, 
were to be achieved. He emphasized the difficulty of getting it right: unions should be strong 
enough to ensure that their potential benefits are realized, while not being so strong as to permit 
abuses. This stance led him to the need simultaneously to appreciate and to criticize unions, as 
well as to his sense in the US in the 1960s, of being trapped in the middle, between 
macroeconomic stability and free collective bargaining (p. 143). 

The increasing difficulty of achieving these macroeconomic objectives in the US led him in two 
directions. The first had to do with manpower policy (labor market programs), as a way to 
improve the trade-off between inflation and unemployment. The second was pay policy, both in 
the US and overseas. In the US, this saw Lloyd participate, albeit skeptically, in Presidentially-
inspired attempts to curb wage-price growth in the Kennedy, Nixon and Carter administrations.  

More durable was his interest in other countries’ pay setting institutions. He began with the UK, 
to which he made two extended visits; the first, in 1966, saw him attend the hearings of the 
Royal Commission on Trade Unions and Employers Associations; the second, in 1974, coincided 
with economic and political crisis. He argued influentially in the Brookings volume, Britain’s 
Economic Prospects, that the country’s industrial relations pathologies reflected the weaknesses 
of both management and unions, not simply one or the other. He found in Britain no solutions to 
the pay setting problem, but he did develop a lasting affection for the country, with all its 
delights and for all its quirks.  

His research on other countries’ pay setting arrangements continued in continental Europe, 
particularly Sweden and Germany, from the 1970s onward, and culminated in Japan in the 
1990s. His contributions include two volumes authored by himself and his close colleagues 
(Unionism, Economic Stabilization, and Incomes Policy, and Work and Pay in the United States 
and Japan). 

Although Lloyd’s active research career largely pre-dated the rise of China, his legacy lives on in 
that context through the activities of the international labor center in Guangzhou set up by Katie 
Quan, his esteemed colleague from the Institute (p. 278). 

During his life Lloyd has witnessed the strong U.S. trade union movement and then its European 
counterparts shrink in coverage and political importance, reducing the quality of jobs and 
increasing inequality. Although these changes could be studied and explained intellectually, 
emotionally the decline in good job opportunities, especially for the less educated, has been hard 
for him to take.  

Lloyd’s account of his life shows an impressive down-to-earth realism about what is possible 
down here under the sun. A telling instance came when his respected teacher at Harvard, Sumner 
Slichter, startled him, the freshly minted Wisconsin enthusiast for collective bargaining, by 
announcing in class that he crossed every other picket line he encountered – i.e., union actions do 
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not automatically merit support. Lloyd reports having walked around in shock after class, 
thinking the remark over, before coming to accept it. Much later, when Chancellor Bowker’s 
unexpected last-minute opposition swung the balance against the campaign for faculty 
unionization at UCB, Lloyd recalls with resignation having understood, not just having been 
disappointed (“Dave, he’s the boss. What do you expect bosses to do?”; p. 207).  

Lloyd’s gentle sense of humor shines through his oral history. A telling instance sees a fellow 
Sherlock Holmes enthusiast, John Watson, who hailed from Oxford and was visiting Berkeley, 
insert the nameplate ‘Professor James Moriarty, Sc.D., Criminal Mastermind’ outside Lloyd’s 
office at the Institute. Lloyd, amused, left the insertion in place, to the bemusement of his visitors 
(p. 273).  

A complementary trait is his modesty. While well aware of his own powers, Lloyd never bangs 
his own drum. His account of his time as senior labor economist at the Kennedy Council of 
Economic Advisers is full of the clashing egos of famous men, but he seems untempted by such 
excesses. When asked how he came to be chosen as member, and then chair, of the Policy 
Committee of the Berkeley Academic Senate amid the turbulence of late 1964, he replies simply 
“I don’t really know ...,” before suggesting that it might have something to do with his 
willingness to listen (p. 199). 

Lloyd’s humor and modesty are complemented by tolerance, friendship, and respect for potential 
adversaries. The strength of his relationships with particular colleagues permeates his memories 
– notably with those he clearly viewed as friends, including David Feller and Clark Kerr, but also 
with those with whom he disagreed or about whom he had important reservations, including 
Milton Friedman, John Dunlop, and Arthur Goldberg.  

There is also Lloyd’s great capacity for love and devotion. His wife, Lassie, has played a central 
role in his life. Knowledgeable in the Greek classics, Lassie undoubtedly improved Lloyd’s 
bedside reading as she explored books about culture and history, while Lloyd would reach for 
Sherlock Holmes (and more modern mysteries). Traveling with Lloyd in the 1980s, when he led 
a team to help Solidarity learn how to run free unions in Poland (pp. 262ff), Clair realized that 
Lassie organized Lloyd’s day and made sure everything got done. After a brilliant job of running 
a meeting with Solidarity, Lloyd would look to his team and ask, “What do we do next?” or 
“What do we do for dinner?” We needed Lassie along to keep us going. Lassie was also known 
for her parties, especially the annual holiday party that brought together close friends, including 
the leaders of the Berkeley campus, at which she served her famous crab canapés. 

Lloyd has in turn inspired friendship and devotion in the many of us who have been privileged to 
know him and work with him, as well as to have him as teacher. This is particularly visible in the 
conference held in his honor at the Institute in 2007. The resulting publication, Labor in the Era 
of Globalization, reveals implicitly how far the participants, many of whom have distinguished 
careers, have been motivated by respect and friendship for him. The many colleagues and former 
graduate students who still travel to visit him include Bob Flanagan from Stanford, Sandy Jacoby 
from UCLA, Teresa Ghilarducci and Peter Rappoport from New York City, Harry Katz from 
Cornell, Yoshi Nakata from Japan, Knut Gerlach from Germany, and David Soskice from 
Europe. Others who live locally continue to schedule regular lunches with Lloyd – including 
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Ramon Castellblanch, Barry Eichengreen, Gregory and Joan Grossman, Peter Olney, Mel Reder, 
Michael Reich, George Strauss, and Jack Letiche. 

These thoughts will hopefully encourage you, potential reader of Lloyd’s oral history, to become 
an actual reader, which should in turn confirm and document our appreciation of a fine scholar, 
an exceptional colleague, and a dear friend. 

Clair Brown and Paul Ryan 
UC Berkeley and Cambridge University 
22 August 2013 
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Introduction 
 
Lloyd Ulman is known to the Berkeley community as professor emeritus in the Economics 
Department and as the past director (1963-1981) of the Institute of Industrial Relations (IIR). 
During his tenure at the Institute, Dr. Ulman oversaw a rapid expansion in programming, 
including the founding of the Center for Labor Research and Education in 1964 and the 
development of the Minority Trade Union Leadership Program in 1964, the latter funded by the 
Ford Foundation. Responding to the expansion of collective bargaining rights for public 
employees of the state of California, the journal California Public Employee Relations began 
publication during Dr. Ulman’s tenure as director at the Institute. A further innovation was the 
development of the Labor Occupational Health Program after the passage of the Occupational 
Health and Safety Act by Congress in 1973. After stepping down as director of the Institute, Dr. 
Ulman remained active in its program of research and publishing. In 2007, the Institute was 
renamed the Institute for Research on Labor and Employment. That same year, a symposium was 
held in honor of Dr. Ulman, with guests in attendance from the United States, Europe, and Japan.  
 
Dr. Ulman was born in New York City, where he attended high school at the prestigious 
Townsend Harris High School in Manhattan. Dr. Ulman then attended Columbia College, where 
he graduated Phi Beta Kappa in 1940. Although Dr. Ulman describes the field of economics at 
this time as “in pretty bad shape,” a broader interest in trade unionism and New Deal liberalism 
guided him towards graduate training in labor economics at the University of Wisconsin. The 
“Wisconsin school,” founded by John R. Commons, was known for its historical and institutional 
approach to the discipline of economics. Dr. Ulman’s supervisor was Edwin Witte, a key framer 
of the Social Security Act. Dr. Ulman’s recounting of his training suggests the importance of the 
Great Depression in framing policy responses to ongoing questions of poverty and 
unemployment. He provides a poignant account of Witte reading statistics of rural poverty “with 
tears streaming down his face.” However, a theory course taught by a young Milton Friedman at 
Wisconsin portended important changes for the discipline of economics, which would 
increasingly emphasize theoretical modeling and mathematical rigor over the methods of 
institutional economics.  
 
Dr. Ulman’s M. A. thesis, entitled “Economic Aspects of Trade Unionism in the Construction 
Industry,” won the John Lendrum Mitchell Golden Memorial Medal at Wisconsin. After the 
completion of his degree in 1941, Witte recommended that Dr. Ulman continue his studies under 
the supervision of Sumner Slichter at Harvard University. Slichter was a leading labor economist 
at the time; Dr. Ulman also describes Slichter as a particularly successful economic forecaster. 
Other key figures in his training included John Dunlop and Joseph Schumpeter. Dr. Ulman’s 
provides particularly vivid anecdotes of Schumpeter’s lectures; he also recalls a number of key 
figures from the discipline of economics with whom he overlapped at Harvard, including Hyman 
Minsky, Paul Sweezy, Wassily Leontiff, and, at MIT, Paul Samuelson. However, his doctoral 
work was interrupted by military service during the Second World War. Nearly a full interview 
was devoted to his wartime experiences as a supply officer in both the Mediterranean and the 
Pacific theaters. Upon his return from the war, Slichter sent Dr. Ulman out to complete “case 
studies” in industrial relations, wherein he directly observed contract negotiations between 
management and labor. This would prove to be a formative experience for Dr. Ulman’s 
understanding of the process of collective bargaining.  
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After completing his Harvard Ph. D. in 1950, Dr. Ulman’s was hired as an assistant professor at 
the University of Minnesota. Important colleagues at Minnesota included Walter Heller, a fellow 
student from Wisconsin, Leonid Hurwicz, and Andreas Papandreou. While at Minnesota, Dr. 
Ulman revised his dissertation, which was published as The Rise of the National Trade Union in 
1955. This important study revised the thesis of another of his Wisconsin professors, Selig 
Perlman, who had argued, following the broader thesis of “American exceptionalism,” that the 
American worker was primarily non-ideological. Dr. Ulman’s insight was that the unions not 
only sought to preserve jobs as a form of security, they also pursued higher wages in order to 
“get ahead.” The question of union wage demands was indeed a key debate of the 1950s. Dr. 
Ulman was then recruited to Berkeley by Papandreou in 1958. A nationally recognized labor 
economist as he arrived at Berkeley, Dr. Ulman published his second book, The Government of 
the Steel Workers, in 1962. This work was based on extensive study of union records at the 
Pittsburg headquarters of the United Steel Workers Union, where he first encountered Arthur 
Goldberg, then chief counsel to the union, and David Feller, whom Dr. Ulman would later assist 
in recruiting to the Berkeley Law Faculty.  
 
In 1961, Walter Heller asked Dr. Ulman to serve as a Senior Labor Economist to the Council of 
Economic Advisers. Dr. Ulman provides important background to policy debates on wage and 
price guidelines within the Kennedy administration. His account highlights the growing 
consensus among economists that union wage demands were a proximate cause of inflation. We 
can discern the importance of Dr. Ulman’s training with Sumner Slichter in this account. Slichter 
had insisted on crossing every other picket line, a practice that shocked Dr. Ulman when he 
arrived at Harvard as a keen supporter of the unions out of the Wisconsin tradition. Yet his own 
training in labor economics, and his observations on steel worker wage negotiations, suggested 
that union demands were forging ahead of gains in productivity. Slichter had hoped to train 
union leaders to understand the relationship of wages to productivity. Dr. Ulman would carry this 
work forward as director of the Institute of Industrial Relations at Berkeley. However, as he left 
Washington, he could detect increasing tensions between liberal intellectuals and union 
leadership on wage demands. He reflects poignantly on what this meant for the subsequent 
direction of career.  
 
With the completion of his work at the Council, Dr. Ulman shifted his attention to Europe, where 
he began a comparative study of incomes policies and the impact of processes of collective 
bargaining on wage inflation. An appointment to the Organization for Economic Co-operation 
and Development (OECD) and the award of a Guggenheim Fellowship in 1966 facilitated this 
transition. His European research on incomes policies culminated in a series of publications, 
including Challenges to Collective Bargaining (1967), Wage Restraint: A Study of Incomes 
Policies in Western Europe (1971), and Manpower Programs in the Policy Mix (1973). Dr. 
Ulman’s expertise was recognized by an invitation to the Nixon White House to discuss wage 
and price controls, which resulted in a renewed debate with his former teacher, Milton Friedman. 
Dr. Ulman was also invited by his former teacher John Dunlop to testify before the President’s 
Pay Commission under President Carter. Dr. Ulman’s continued research in Europe and Japan on 
questions of globalization led to further publications with Institute colleagues, including 
Unionism, Economic Stabilization, and Incomes Policies: European Experience (1983) with 
Robert J. Flanagan and David Soskice, Labor and an Integrated Europe (1993) with Barry 
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Eichengreen and William T. Dickens, and Work and Pay in the United States and Japan (1997) 
with Clair Brown, Yoshifumi Nakata, and Michael Reich.  
 
Returning to Berkeley, Dr. Ulman became active in faculty governance, as he was immediately 
drawn into activities surrounding the Free Speech Movement. Dr. Ulman was appointed to the 
student conduct committee of the Academic Senate, known as the Heyman Committee, in the 
Fall 1964 term. The Heyman Committee reported unfavorably on the role of the campus 
administration in managing student protests, but did not, to the dismay of UC President Clark 
Kerr, recommend any punishment for protestors such as Mario Savio. Dr. Ulman’s involvement 
with the Free Speech Movement continued with service on an ad hoc Senate Policy Committee, 
which negotiated directly with student leaders on behalf of the faculty during the protests. His 
reflections on this period suggest a crucial break between an older politics of institutional 
liberalism and a newer politics of protest which could not, so far as Dr. Ulman could discern, 
formulate concrete demands. As a colleague put it to Dr. Ulman, “nobody is hungry.” When 
events following the Free Speech Movement led to the ouster of Clark Kerr as President of the 
University of California in 1967, Dr. Ulman facilitated his return to the Berkeley campus by 
offering office space at the Institute. Dr. Ulman was also involved in an early, but unsuccessful 
attempt by members of the Berkeley Faculty Association to form a union.  
 
An accomplished raconteur, Dr. Ulman has framed the interview as a series of what he terms 
“postcards to posterity.” These postcards are issued as an extended meditation on questions that 
had animated his career as a labor economist: the expansion and contraction of union 
membership, the relationship of wages to productivity, the economic stagnation of the middle 
class. Our conversations both during and outside the interview were peppered with references to 
the “Occupy” movement and the writings of Princeton economist Paul Krugman. Yet Dr. 
Ulman’s insights were not merely confined to technical recommendations for the better 
administration of labor contracts. For Dr. Ulman, the process of collective bargaining, with its 
“spirit of give and take,” also held lessons for American democracy. It is the capacity to bargain, 
especially with the opposition, that distinguishes Dr. Ulman’s conception of politics from what 
he calls “ideological rectitude,” a malady he diagnoses for actors across the political spectrum.  
 
The interviews, initially projected for four sessions, were expanded to nine meetings in total 
from May 27, 2011 to October 27, 2011. Each of the interviews was videotaped in a small 
conference room at the IRLE. Dr. Ulman was careful to prepare notes for each of the interview 
sessions, which he brought to the interviews on notecards. These notes served to prioritize topics 
discussed for each session, but were supplemented by questions I prepared as the interviewer. On 
the request of his colleagues at IRLE, particular attention was devoted to Dr. Ulman’s career 
beyond campus life at Berkeley, including his work at the Council of Economic Advisers and 
research in Europe. Throughout, Dr. Ulman reflected carefully and conscientiously on his career, 
while also relating stories of colleagues and friends with great warmth and affection that can 
only partially be captured by the transcript.  
 
The transcript presented here has undergone a two stage editing process. In the first stage, I 
edited off-topic discussion and certain information repeated between interviews. I have also 
confirmed names of places, people, and organizations, adding information in brackets to assist 
the reader in further researching topics raised through the interview. Dr. Ulman provided a 
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second round of edits, correcting the transcript for minor inaccuracies and adding details to the 
transcript to clarify substantive points made during our conversation. In a few places, Dr. Ulman 
added paragraph-length clarifications; he also added a postscript to the interview. Dr. Ulman has 
also formalized his speech in places to effect a more academic tone than is evident in the initial 
transcript.  
 
A number of individuals have assisted with the preparation of this oral history. Richard Cándida 
Smith provided crucial guidance in the overall framing of the interview, suggesting topics and 
questions and reviewing the transcripts as they became available. David Dunham assisted with 
camera training and technical support throughout. Martin Meeker edited the final transcript and 
coordinated the legal review of the transcript. Robert Flanagan, Clair Brown, and Michael Reich 
all made themselves available to discuss Dr. Ulman’s career in preparation for the interviews. 
Myra Armstrong lent important assistance to Dr. Ulman in scheduling the interviews and was 
extremely helpful with the preparation of the final transcript by clarifying missing names and 
dates. Finally, special thanks to Dr. Lloyd Ulman for his patience and dedication to what became 
an unexpectedly lengthy and enjoyable interview. He was an exceptional teacher throughout. 
 
Riyad Koya 
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Spring 2013  
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[NOTE: this interview transcript was altered substantially in the editing process and thus does 
not closely match the original interview audio/video] 
 
Interview #1 May 27, 2011 
Audio File 1 

01-00:00:04 

Koya: This is the first interview session with Dr. Lloyd Ulman. Today’s date is May 
27, 2011. Dr. Ulman has some thoughts that he’d like to start with, so we’ll 
begin. 

01-00:00:27 

Ulman: I’d like to think of this as a series of postcards for posterity. We can begin 
with: Dear Posterity, Once upon a time, our country had a dynamic and 
powerful trade union movement. It had a brief period in the sun, lasting only 
from the second New Deal period, the late New Deal, and cresting in the mid-
1950s, when membership rwe bargaining became, for the first time, extensive 
in the manufacturing and other private sectors of the economy, as well as in 
the public sector. The unions had been given a good deal of credit for the post-
war growth and prosperity of the American middle-class. 

 Parenthetically, I might add that a subsequent economic stagnation and 
decline of our middle-class has been associated with an unrelenting decline in 
union organization and in the extent of collective bargaining. On the other 
hand, labor relations and collective bargaining in their heyday were 
associated, at least in the public mind, with work stoppages in major 
industries, and were feared by the public as a source of what was then called 
cost-push inflation. In fact, one of the foremost economists, and certainly the 
foremost labor economist of that period, Sumner Slichter— 

01-00:02:51 

Koya: Your advisor [at Harvard University]. 

01-00:02:52 

Ulman: My advisor, yes. He regarded this as the number one domestic problem of our 
time. 

01-00:03:04 

Koya: Can I just ask real quickly—cost-push inflation. Is that the cost of labor 
pushing inflation? 

01-00:03:09 

Ulman: Yes. Unions pushing up wages, hence pushing up prices. That was by no 
means a unanimous view among economists, but it was influential. 

01-00:03:24 

Koya: And it was important for Slichter, your advisor, right? 

01-00:03:27 

Ulman: It was important for later developments, yes. 
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 Now, the growing importance of the institution did not escape the academic 
eye. Courses in labor and trade unionism had been offered at least ever since 
World War One in major universities, in periods when the unions were 
smaller but growing. After World War Two, specialized institutions, 
programs, and even schools of labor were established on leading campuses in 
the country, including [the University of] Michigan. 

01-00:04:30 

Koya: Michigan, Wisconsin, Harvard. 

01-00:04:33 

Ulman: Yes, Harvard and Wisconsin. In our state, in 1945, separate Institutes of 
Industrial Relations, as our Institute was formerly called, were established on 
the Berkeley and Los Angeles campuses by the executive order of Governor 
Earl Warren, a Republican, incidentally, who was the governor of California 
at the time. At Berkeley, the founding director of the new Institute was Clark 
Kerr, and at the L.A. Institute, Benjamin Aaron of the UCLA law school. Kerr 
was the leading spirit in this enterprise. He was one of the top scholars of 
labor relations in the country. He was also a creative practitioner as a mediator 
and arbitrator of labor disputes during World War Two, when the problem 
was very much in people’s minds. 

01-00:05:57 

Koya: It would be interesting to come back to what kinds of disputes he did mediate 
or arbitrate.  

01-00:06:07 

Ulman: Let me just put this in. During World War Two, both the American Federation 
of Labor and the CIO [Congress of Industrial Organizations] agreed to a peace 
process. That is to say, to forgo strikes. 

01-00:06:36 

Koya: Right. A peace process with industry. 

01-00:06:38 

Ulman: Yes. Disputes arose that involved interpreting labor contracts in these major 
manufacturing industries, and trying to head off strikes. The War Labor Board 
was set up to handle these things. On the West Coast, Kerr was one of the 
leaders in the War Labor Board, as a so-called “neutral.” Academics in other 
parts of the country were influential in other regions of the country on these 
War Labor Boards. They were extremely influential, because they would 
make awards, and their awards were binding. 

 

 Now, the Institute at Berkeley, of which Kerr was the founding director, was, 
and still is, classified as a so-called faculty research unit. As such, it was 
multidisciplinary in nature. I can remember that at one time or another, we 
had faculty members from economics, sociology, political science, law, 
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psychology, and history. However, the Institute was somewhat distinctive in 
that it was supposed to be an “outreach” organization, reaching out to the 
labor community and the central labor councils in the northern part of the 
state, in our case, including San Francisco and Oakland and other places. That 
made it of special interest to the campus, including the administration. 

01-00:09:13 

Koya: The central labor councils—were those— 

01-00:09:15 

Ulman: The central labor councils were the union city centrals, so-called. Provision 
was made for, in addition to faculty members, a labor coordinator. That was 
the title that was given to these folks, who were supposed to hold classes in 
labor education, collective bargaining, arbitration, grievance procedure, and so 
on.  

01-00:10:00 

Koya: These classes were attended by union members, then? 

01-00:10:04 

Ulman: Yes, the union members were attending these classes. Some of them met in 
our first offices on the campus, in the chancellor’s building. They were later 
appropriated by the chancellor, and we were moved over here. 

01-00:10:52 

Koya: Moved over here to Channing Way. 

01-00:10:56 

Ulman: To Channing Way, yes. 

 Just a few words about the Institute. Looking back on it, including my own 
subsequent experience, one of its chief achievements was to help recruit new 
faculty for departments on the campus, because it could provide them with 
research assistance. And the Institute did create a good interdisciplinary 
atmosphere, in the sense that they held meetings, seminars, and so on at the 
Institute. My own favorite teaching experience there came after I had become 
director, which was in 1964, which we’ll get to in a moment. Clark Kerr, 
Dave Feller, and I had a joint seminar for law and economics students in the 
evenings. Feller, of the law school, was a highly distinguished labor lawyer. 
Ultimately, Clark couldn’t make too many of the meetings, and the law school 
was on a different calendar than liberal arts, so our class came to an end. We 
had some good meetings though, and they were pretty well attended. 

 In the days of Arthur Ross, who was the second director after Kerr, the 
Institute established a national journal called Industrial Relations: A Journal 
of Law and Society, which shows some attempt to broaden our jurisdiction. 

 I must also say that the Institute had an outstanding professional and 
administrative staff. The assistant director, whom I happened to inherit when I 
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took over, was Margaret Gordon, who was the wife of R.A. Gordon, one of 
the most distinguished economists on the [Berkeley] faculty. In those days, it 
was exceptionally difficult for women to get on the faculty. She herself was a 
very good institutional economist, a very good social security economist who 
got her Ph.D. at Harvard, where she met Aaron Gordon. She was not only 
highly competent, but she was an intellectual resource and should be 
mentioned. This was also true of the clerical, or the non-professional staff, 
including Joan Lewis, who became a lifelong friend. 

 Now for some drawbacks to the Institute. In the first place, like others of its 
kind, it never achieved an integrated discipline in the interdisciplinary sense. I 
am reminded of a professor of industrial organization at Harvard, who used to 
refer to the “cross-sterilization of the social sciences.” But that, I think, was 
not a very important drawback. 

 More important was the performance of the outreach function. The original 
coordinator of labor programs, John Hutchinson, was an academically trained 
fellow with a Ph.D. from LSE. 

01-00:16:51 

Koya: London School of Economics? 

01-00:16:52 

Ulman: Yes. He was very good at organizing public meetings. I particularly remember 
one thing. He held a weekend retreat every year for the union people in the 
community, labor leaders, in Sonoma, where the Marine Cooks and Stewards 
had a training school. So we ate plentifully during that meeting. The food 
looked lovely but was pretty tasteless. 

01-00:17:43 

Koya: Hopefully their reputation has developed since then. 

01-00:17:47 

Ulman: He was great at having everybody sing, “Lloyd George knew my father. My 
father knew Lloyd George” over and over again. We didn’t do too much more 
than that. 

 More importantly, the local labor movements were critical of the whole 
establishment. They thought that an Institute was not really much of a gesture 
by the university to their interests. Berkeley had a strong agricultural school. 
A school of business for the business interests, and a law school for the 
lawyers. Why not a labor school for the union people? Moreover, our faculty 
never did approve a major of any kind, undergraduate or graduate, in labor 
economics or labor. The faculty didn’t want that. I agreed. I didn’t think at the 
time it was a good subject for that. Neither did Kerr, which was more 
important, because by that time, he had become Chancellor. 

01-00:19:32 

Koya: Why did both you and Kerr, or separately, believe that labor economics—  
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01-00:19:36 

Ulman: We didn’t think that there was enough solid discipline there, really. 

01-00:19:46 

Koya: In the field of labor economics itself? 

01-00:19:50 

Ulman: In the field of industrial relations, yes. We were content to have what we had 
at the Institute, which was faculty members from different disciplines. We 
helped with recruiting some pretty major people, because you could say, in 
addition to what the department is offering you, we could tell the department, 
yes, we’ll kick in with a part-time research assistant, which is, as you know, a 
tremendous asset.  

 But that didn’t solve labor’s problems. Although, for the most part, the unions 
were more or less indifferent. However, some leaders took it seriously, 
especially George Johns, the San Francisco president of the central labor 
council, which was the city central of San Francisco, who introduced a motion 
at the state fed convention condemning the university for not performing its 
duty to the labor community. 

01-00:21:14 

Koya: When you say state fed, that was the state federation of the union? 

01-00:21:16 

Ulman: The state federation of labor, yes. California Federation of Labor. This, Kerr 
took very seriously. Incidentally, at this time—this was around 1963— 

01-00:21:33 

Koya: That’s when Johns was moving this resolution? 

01-00:21:34 

Ulman: Yes. Kerr was, by this time, president of the university; and the campus began 
to get into an uproar. 

01-00:21:53 

Koya: Around the free speech movement, civil rights issues as well? 

01-00:21:56 

Ulman: The free speech movement, yes. 

 But, as I said, Kerr took this labor issue seriously. He offered to meet and 
negotiate with the secretary of the California Federation, a character by the 
name of Tommy Pitts, who always seemed to be about one jump ahead of a 
convulsion. He was a highly erratic person, let’s put it that way. The labor 
movement has never been short of erratic people, but he himself was regarded 
as outstanding in this regard. The first thing that Kerr did after the motion was 
passed at the state labor convention was to fire the director, Arthur Ross, who 
was Kerr’s successor as director and a very good labor economist in his own 
right. While Kerr—I was a friend of his for many years—was a very mild-
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mannered man and very decent man, he could move ruthlessly when he 
wanted to, and he did on this occasion. Ross was out. Even the director at 
L.A., Ben Aaron, felt a little insecure at the time, I think. The first thing Kerr 
had to do was to replace Ross. So he scraped the bottom of the barrel and he 
came up with yours truly. I’ll now get into yours truly, if that’s all right. 

 I was born in 1920 in New York City. My father was a retail merchant. My 
mother was a public schoolteacher in the public school system. There are only 
two really memorable episodes from my infancy. The first occurred when I 
was seven years old. My father had been taking me to the ball game at Yankee 
Stadium every week that the team was in town. Of course, Babe Ruth— 

01-00:24:36 

Koya: 1927, they’re a very good team. 

01-00:24:39 

Ulman: Ah. Now we come to the most searing episode in my life. One day, I got a 
foul ball. They had been playing the Athletics, I think. 

01-00:24:55 

Koya: Also a very good team at the time. 

01-00:24:57 

Ulman: They were an extremely good team.  

01-00:24:58 

Koya: Won the World Series in 1929, I think. 

01-00:25:01 

Ulman: Yes. I can see you’re a student of the game. 

01-00:25:03 

Koya: I am. 

01-00:25:05 

Ulman: Anyway, this was in 1927. I got this ball, and I announced when we got home 
that the next time, I was going to get Babe Ruth’s autograph. So we got down 
to the ballpark and— 

01-00:25:23 

Koya: Had Babe Ruth hit the foul ball? 

01-00:25:25 

Ulman: No, no. Two weeks before, I think—was it Mule Haas, maybe, or Al 
Simmons? Somebody like that. 

01-00:25:33 

Koya: Okay, from the Athletics.  Still a trophy. Simmons was quite a left fielder. 
That’s still a trophy. 
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01-00:25:45 

Ulman: He was great. Of course, we sat down and I got cold feet. I said to my father, 
“Come up with me.” My father said, “You want to get it, you go down to the 
bullpen and get it.” But as I got down to the bullpen, the Babe strolled out to 
the plate to take his practice licks. So up came Lou Gehrig, who was next, and 
he said to me, “What can I do for you, kid?” I said, “I want the Babe’s 
autograph.” Gehrig said, “I’ll tell you what I’ll do. I’ll sign it and I’ll get the 
rest of the guys to sign it, and then you can have it back, and you can hand it 
to the Babe.” I said, “Nope, only the Babe.” Gehrig was used to that. 
[laughter] So I got Ruth’s autograph, but I never got over that story. 

01-00:26:38 

Koya: You didn’t get Gehrig’s? 

01-00:26:40 

Ulman: No, no. After all, he was just number four in the batting list. A lifetime 
average of about .340. Wonderful player. I think he was sort of used to that in 
a way. It wasn’t uncommon for Ruth to hit a home run, and then for Gehrig to 
get up and hit a home run after him. By that time, all the steam was out of the 
crowd. 

 My other childhood memory was my first lesson in politics. At least civic 
politics. My mother, who was not teaching at the time, was president of what 
they call the Mothers Club in those days, which later became the PTA. When I 
came home from school, my parents were interested in what went on during 
the day. I mentioned that we were rehearsing for Christmas songs. What was 
the song? “Little Town of Bethlehem.” Of course, we’re Jewish, and my 
parents said, “What? What?” A religious theme in public school? So my 
mother went to the principal and complained. She said, “Mrs. Ulman, there’s 
nothing that I can really do about this, because this came down from the 
board, the whole schedule. But why don’t you phone somebody in Tammany 
Hall?” My parents were pretty nonpolitical. They didn’t know whom to phone 
at Tammany Hall, but they told my mother to phone somebody. She called, 
and a man said, “Don’t worry, Mrs. Ulman, we’ll clear this up inside of a 
week.” My mother said, “Well, you know, my husband and I aren’t registered 
as Democrats.” He said, “That doesn’t make any difference whatsoever.” 
Inside of a week, we were singing less religious holiday songs. 

01-00:28:49 

Koya: Such as? 

01-00:28:51 

Ulman: I don't know. Non-clerical songs. My mother phoned Tammany and said, 
“Well, my husband and I are certainly going to register Democrat.” He 
replied, “That’s fine. That’s great.” 

01-00:29:28 

Koya: You say it was your first lesson in politics. What was the lesson? 
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01-00:29:32 

Ulman: The lesson was that Tammany Hall knows how to get things done. This is a 
lesson with which later politicians have had some difficulty mastering, 
especially these days. There was none of this whatsoever. 

01-00:29:49 

Koya: This meaning the responsiveness, the quickness to action? 

01-00:29:52 

Ulman: Yes, and talking things out. Just really collective bargaining, if you want to 
put it that way. A bargaining spirit. 

01-00:30:01 

Koya: With the constituencies. 

01-00:30:03 

Ulman: And with the opposition. 

 When I went to a high school—I was a smart kid—and went to a three-year 
high school in New York called Townsend Harris Hall. Townsend Harris was 
the first ambassador to Japan. This was a three-year school. They had very 
smart kids in there, including Ken Arrow who, incidentally, was unanimously 
regarded as the class genius. After that— 

01-00:30:56 

Koya: Did you interact much with Ken Arrow? Were you friends with him? 

01-00:31:00 

Ulman: He was a mathematician and I was not the mathematics type. You sort of were 
intensively educated either in Latin or mathematics or something like that. 
Probably everybody had to do Latin. A couple of years. 

01-00:31:19 

Koya: Were you in the Latin route yourself? 

01-00:31:21 

Ulman: Yes. It was a very good place. They even had a very rigorous gym program, 
but Townsend Harris was not known for that. It was really a preparatory 
school for City College in New York, for what is now CUNY. City College 
itself was one of the foremost educational institutions in the country. The 
thing is, in both Townsend Harris and also in City, you could get a superb 
faculty because of the Depression. I remember one physics teacher in school 
was a guy by the name of [Reinhard] Wetzel, who was a friend of Einstein, 
for example. High school teaching was the best job that they could get. And 
some of them were great teachers as well. 

01-00:32:22 

Koya: Townsend Harris was in Brooklyn? Is that correct? 
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01-00:32:24 

Ulman: No, Townsend Harris was downtown New York, around Twenty-Third and 
Lex [Lexington]. 

01-00:32:41 

Koya: Any other great teachers at Townsend Harris that you recall? 

01-00:32:47 

Ulman: A French teacher. I remember English teachers were very good, too. A lot of 
Jewish kids at Townsend Harris. This one guy would open the beginning of 
the term looking for his registration book, class book, put it down, and say, 
“Cohen? What, no Cohen? Levy?” Just assuming. [laughter] I also was 
exposed politically, for the first time, as it were, to sort of progressive-type 
politics in that school, [through the] influence of English teachers. An English 
teacher, Mr. [David] Goldway, took me aside after class. He asked, “Would 
you be interested in joining the Communist Party?” I said, well, I didn’t think 
so, but I’d look into this. Later on, I tried to decipher Das Kapital on my own. 
I didn’t get too far, but I got far enough to realize that this sort of thing would 
not go over in our country. But that was— 

01-00:34:14 

Koya: How did you to come to that realization or that view? 

01-00:34:19 

Ulman: You could come to that. I began to read things we did in English, for example, 
like The Nation and The New Republic. Those were sort of the left-wing 
things, among other things. The New York Times at three cents a copy. 

01-00:34:36 

Koya: Not anymore, I assure you. 

01-00:34:46 

Ulman: That was in the wind then, because there was the New Deal administration 
that was—when was I in Townsend Harris? 1932 to 1936. That was the 
beginning of the New Deal administration and the Depression, which 
overarched everything. 

 Marxism was taken very seriously in those days. Intellectuals were sort of— 

01-00:35:35 

Koya: Much more than now, right? 

01-00:35:36 

Ulman: Much more than now. It’s hard for people to believe now that some of the 
brightest people in society, corresponding to some of our brightest 
contemporaries, regarded themselves as Marxists. They took abstruse points 
very seriously. It was both a religion and a discipline. The only competitor to 
Marx in those times was Freud. Some souls tried to mix Marx and Freud. All 
these things which seemed to be consigned to the dustbin of history, I guess. 
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01-00:36:32 

Koya: When you say mixing Marx and Freud, are you thinking of the early sixties 
Marcuse? 

01-00:36:37 

Ulman: Marx and Freud—well, I was just a kid. I was aware in college, in my 
undergraduate years at Columbia, which was another wonderful place— 

01-00:36:51 

Koya: We’ll definitely be talking about that. 

01-00:36:54 

Ulman: I was also president of the high school class. 

01-00:37:01 

Koya: Of your high school senior class? 

01-00:37:03 

Ulman: High school class, yes. 

01-00:37:06 

Koya: How did you become president? 

01-00:37:08 

Ulman: I was elected. I was elected. Tammany Hall. [laughter] 

01-00:37:15 

Koya: Did you run a campaign? 

01-00:37:17 

Ulman: Oh, everybody did. 

01-00:37:18 

Koya: Did you have buttons? Posters? Flyers? 

01-00:37:21 

Ulman: I don’t remember that, no. 

01-00:37:22 

Koya: Word of mouth. 

01-00:37:24 

Ulman: Yes, it was word of mouth. There were a lot of mouths around there. 

 Then I went to Columbia, which was another great experience. That was my 
perhaps greatest one. I was a major in economics, but the economics was not 
the most important influence on me, intellectually, by any means. My favorite 
teacher was Joseph Wood Krutch, whom the Krutch Theater is named after on 
the campus, and who had been, for a long time, the drama critic of The 
Nation. A wonderful sense of humor. He was a liberal man. Actually, he 
ultimately left The Nation, along with a lot of friends. He retained his 
friendships, but they were getting too left for him. He was the critic who 
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“discovered” Eugene O’Neill, and who later wrote that H.L. Mencken was the 
best prose writer of the twentieth century. All these things were very 
controversial. Somebody said, “Who does Krutch think O’Neill was, 
Aeschylus?” And Krutch wrote back, “Yes.” 

01-00:39:16 

Koya: A modest endorsement. 

01-00:39:22 

Ulman: Krutch had friends that we students read about. The New Yorker crowd. 
Robert Benchley and Dorothy Parker. All these were friends of his. Benchley 
had apparently threatened to sit in on Krutch’s classes and heckle, and Krutch 
said, “If my friend Benchley comes, please pay him no attention.” 
Unfortunately, he didn’t come. 

01-00:39:49 

Koya: So he got you interested in the arts and drama? 

01-00:39:54 

Ulman: Yes. Sort of the English, drama— 

01-00:39:56 

Koya: Were you seeing plays in the city? 

01-00:40:00 

Ulman: Oh, yes. People went to plays. You could afford to go to plays. It was pretty 
cheap. If you had a quarter. 

01-00:40:10 

Koya: It’s not the fifty bucks a seat or what have you. 

01-00:40:12 

Ulman: No. It was accessible. It was pretty accessible. We all worked. I had an NYA 
job, National Youth Administration job, on the campus. 

01-00:40:24 

Koya: That was through the New Deal, then? 

01-00:40:25 

Ulman: At Columbia, yes. Everybody, more or less, had jobs. I had a scholarship, but 
I also had a job. Another favorite teacher, whom you might have heard of, is 
Gardner Murphy. Did you know— 

01-00:40:47 

Koya: You mentioned him and I did a little bit of reading on him. 

01-00:40:52 

Ulman: He was a wonderful guy. He wanted me to major in psychology, which I was 
thinking of doing for a while, but didn’t. Although I discovered that Marx was 
not for me, unions seemed to be a pretty good thing. I got hooked on that, on 
trade unions, which, of course, in this country were predominantly non-
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Marxist, non-radical. Then after I got out of Columbia, where I had been—my 
wife told me to mention it to you. 

01-00:41:40 

Koya: Phi Beta Kappa your junior year. 

01-00:41:41 

Ulman: Yes. Then I got a scholarship to Wisconsin. 

01-00:41:48 

Koya: Can I just ask you a couple more questions quickly about Columbia? You 
were in the Economics Department, and then ultimately you majored in 
economics. 

01-00:41:54 

Ulman: My major was in economics. 

01-00:41:56 

Koya: Who did you work with? 

01-00:42:00 

Ulman: Columbia College didn’t have much of an Economics [Department]—which I 
guess is still true. The college is separate from [the university]—is an 
autonomous part. The big faculty names were mostly in the university, and we 
were taught by good people, and very nice people, but— 

01-00:42:26 

Koya: But you weren’t with the main faculty? 

01-00:42:29 

Ulman: I’ll get to this in a moment. Economics itself was in pretty bad shape, 
intellectually speaking. That is, most orthodox economics and the texts were 
awful. Our guys were good because they were eclectic. That saved everybody 
from being dogmatic, which itself was a good thing. 

01-00:43:05 

Koya: How were you taught the field of economics at Columbia College? What were 
the currents of thought that were influencing your teachers? 

01-00:43:13 

Ulman: Just orthodox, sort of post-Alfred Marshall, post-Adam Smith type of 
economics, which was mostly what we were taught. Then everybody said, but 
of course there’s a Depression going on, and there’s a New Deal, and so 
people learned about the New Deal. The great course for undergraduates then, 
as I think now, is called Contemporary Civilization. You had to take a 
semester of economics or political science or something like that. You had to 
take a semester of physics. You had to take a semester of chemistry. 

01-00:44:03 

Koya: Did you take history? Was that required of Columbia College? 
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01-00:44:07 

Ulman: No. There was certainly a history department. I don’t know if I took any 
history. 

01-00:44:12 

Koya: Any American history? 

01-00:44:15 

Ulman: No, but everybody was reading that stuff. The guy that I had in Contemporary 
Civilization, his name was Louis Hacker. He was a pretty well-known guy. A 
Socialist type of economist. A New Deal type of economist. Don’t ask me 
what New Deal economics really—if indeed there was a New Deal 
economics. 

01-00:44:48 

Koya: Actually, we should ask that question later. 

01-00:44:50 

Ulman: The more orthodox stuff was sort of arid. My idea of economics and trade 
unions had something to do with that. Liberal causes and so on and so forth. 
New Deal. Although most of us were vaguely Socialists. I remember that 
there was a straw poll on the campus when Roosevelt ran in 1936. I think it 
was won by Norman Thomas, the famous Socialist leader. There were, of 
course, the Socialists on the campus. The Communists were a small but very 
well-organized group. 

01-00:45:39 

Koya: There were the Communist Party affiliates on the campus? 

01-00:45:42 

Ulman: They were Communists. I still remember, I never could have any much use 
for them, even though there was the Spanish Civil War, but everybody was for 
the Republican side. 

01-00:46:05 

Koya: Were there separate wings, Socialists and Communists, on campus?  

01-00:46:10 

Ulman: Not “wings,” but opposing groups. Here’s an example of the ideological and 
even personality differences between the two. When the Hitler-Stalin Pact of 
1939 was announced, I was in my junior year. My first reaction was, first, 
how could anybody be a Communist after this? Then, I felt sorry for the 
fellow who was the leading Communist on the campus. He was sort of a 
slightly cracked guy, but a very, very strong Communist. I tried to avoid him 
on the campus, but I ran into him in a narrow passageway. I tried to sidle by, 
but he shouted, “Ulman, you’ve got to admit one thing. You’ve got to admit 
that Trotsky was a Menshevik.” If that wasn’t enough to turn anybody off 
Marx, I don't know what would. [laughter] 
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 There was also an extreme right opposition, in a way, to Roosevelt. There was 
Father Coughlin in Michigan, I think it was, in Detroit. There were some 
extreme right people who later became isolationists. They didn’t even begin to 
take over the Republican Party, let alone anybody else, and certainly not on 
the campuses. 

01-00:48:30 

Koya: On the campuses, people were broadly progressive, even Socialists, in their 
political orientation?  

01-00:48:36 

Ulman: Yes. Or Communists. But by the end, and this is one thing about Krutch’s 
class, in my sophomore year, for some reason, I got into a senior seminar that 
he held in American drama. Going back over to that. We had a number of 
people that went and made it pretty good later on. One of them was Tom 
Merton. You know Thomas Merton? The Trappist monk. 

01-00:49:24 

Koya: No. 

01-00:49:27 

Ulman: He wrote a book, which was quite famous at the time, called “The Seven 
Storey Mountain.” Another was a fellow by the name of Bob Lax, who was a 
pretty good poet, I guess, because he sent stuff later on that was published in 
The New Yorker, although his address was a traveling circus in France. They 
were influential intellectuals on the campus. Merton and others awoke me to 
the fact that this was an early rebellion of intellectual left against the Marxists 
and the latter were beginning to go out of fashion. 

01-00:50:25 

Koya: On the intellectual left? 

01-00:50:26 

Ulman: Yes. That’s what Merton was. Which was interesting, though I wasn’t 
interested particularly in Catholicism. So after that, after 1936, I hied myself 
off to Wisconsin, which was my first trip— 

01-00:50:47 

Koya: Let me just ask two more questions about the Economics Department there. 
Harold Hotelling was in the department at that time. Did you— 

01-00:50:58 

Ulman: But not in— 

01-00:50:59 

Koya: But not at Columbia College? 

01-00:51:01 

Ulman: Not in Columbia College. Hotelling was a well-known early mathematical 
economist, and he had a political theory. 
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01-00:51:16 

Koya: What was the theory about?  

01-00:51:21 

Ulman: He proved this. If, for example, there was a grocer at one end of town, in a 
one-street town, and another grocer at the other end, they each would move 
closer and closer and closer and wind up in the middle. Each side wanted to 
take as much market as it could away from the other and prevent the other 
from claiming theirs, so you met there. That was sort of a theory of 
democracy. The whole trouble was that some consumers could refuse to play 
the game. Then each grocer would be unable to move towards the middle, 
because he feared losing his original “base.” That’s what you have today, 
where you have the Tea Party people. The Tea Party people are like old-
fashioned Communists. Absolutely rigid and unyielding. 

01-00:52:25 

Koya: Hotelling’s theory of democracy was about coming into the middle for a 
certain kind of bargaining— 

01-00:52:31 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right. Well, not necessarily bargaining. You’d just come close. 
Republicans and Democrats in Congress, when Congress worked, that’s what 
you sort of get. 

01-00:52:44 

Koya: Right. When it worked. 

01-00:52:49 

Ulman: When you run for president, you run— 

01-00:52:54 

Koya: To the middle. 

01-00:52:55 

Ulman: To the middle. That’s what Nixon said. You run for nomination to the right, 
and then you run for—yes. 

01-00:54:12 

Koya: Just one more thing that you had said earlier. Did you say that you had known 
Norman Thomas? 

01-00:54:18 

Ulman:  No, but I had heard of him, and he came to Columbia on his campaign. 

01-00:54:24 

Koya: So you saw him giving a political speech? 

01-00:54:28 

Ulman: He was an isolationist. He’d get all worked up. He’d present his profile to the 
audience. A very handsome man. “The only way to stay out of Europe is to 
stay out of Europe.” 
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01-00:50:50 

Koya: So there were strong debates about the upcoming intervention into World War 
Two on your campus? 

01-00:54:55 

Ulman: Oh, yes. That was going on in the country. 

01-00:55:01 

Koya: Were there demonstrations on your campus? 

01-00:55:05 

Ulman: Yes, there were some. I remember one time, if we’re talking about the 
Communists, there was—this [demonstration] was for, more or less, staying 
out of Europe at that time, very early. I think it was about that issue. The 
Socialists and the Communists got together, decided to have a joint 
demonstration on the campus, and not to invite the press. To keep the press 
out of it. So we began our march on the campus. 

01-00:55:41 

Koya: You were marching as well? 

01-00:55:42 

Ulman: Yes, I was marching as well. The press, needless to say, approached us, 
whereupon all the Communists took up their placards and they rushed over to 
the fence to demonstrate in front of the media—breaking the agreement. 
Those bastards! [laughter] 

01-00:56:06 

Koya: But the other part of the student body kept marching? 

01-00:56:11 

Ulman: Yes, but there was a pretty good crowd, because they were pretty active. 

01-00:56:15 

Koya: Was this a large portion of the student body? 

01-00:56:18 

Ulman: Oh, don’t ask. I can’t remember that. 

01-00:56:25 

Koya: We’re going to come to Berkeley and the Free Speech Movement. Did the 
Columbia administration forbid or prevent such demonstrations? 

01-00:56:30 

Ulman: No. The only thing that the administration complained about was when people 
threw water bags down on deans from the dorms. That, they complained 
about. 

01-00:56:44 

Koya: And why was this occurring, the water bags? Was that a protest or a prank? 
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01-00:56:50 

Ulman: A prank. 

Audio File 2 

02-00:00:05 

Koya: Okay, we’re beginning tape two on Friday, May 27, 2011.We were going to 
move onto Wisconsin. 

02-00:00:05 

Ulman: Yes. As I said, that was the mecca for labor economics in the institutional 
sense. The school at Wisconsin was founded by John R. Commons. He was 
still alive, but he was living in Florida. He was very old when I got there. I 
think he was even older than I am now. I still remember, it was my first trip 
west of the Hudson River. I remember the train got in at nighttime, into 
Madison. The Capitol was illuminated. It just looked beautiful. I was just so 
thrilled. It’s a beautiful campus. 

02-00:01:24 

Koya: Absolutely. It’s on the lake. 

02-00:01:26 

Ulman: Lake Mendota. Anyway, I had a wonderful experience there. My major 
advisor was Edwin Witte, who was one of the founders of the Social Security 
Act and a wonderful guy. He used to say, “You can take the boy away from 
the farm, but you can’t take the farm away from the boy.” 

02-00:02:09 

Koya: Was that a reference to himself? 

02-00:02:11 

Ulman: To himself, yes. 

02-00:02:12 

Koya: He was a Wisconsin native, yes? 

02-00:02:14 

Ulman: Yes, I’m pretty sure he was a native. Norwegian descent, I think. I think he 
was Norwegian. But anyway. Just the sweetest guy in the world. I remember 
he became chairman of the department around that time. His salary was 
increased from $4,000 a year to $6,000 a year. “Oh,” he said, “I don't know 
what I’ll do with all this money.” 

02-00:02:56 

Koya: Those were the days. 

02-00:02:57 

Ulman: Those were the days, yes. I think Wisconsin was also the home of Frederick 
Jackson Turner, American exceptionalism in the frontier spirit and so on. 
Commons and Selig Perlman. 
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 Perlman wrote, A Theory of the Labor Movement, as he called it, which was 
intended directly as a criticism of Marx. To him, part of American 
exceptionalism was a labor movement that did not have Marxist roots, 
although it had a considerable socialist contingent. Eugene Debs was a 
socialist who led the railway union [American Railway Union]. 

02-00:05:04 

Koya: Eugene Debs being a prominent Socialist and labor man. 

02-00:05:07 

Ulman: Oh, yes. Eugene Debs ran for president in World War One. 

02-00:05:14 

Koya: Against Wilson, yes? 

02-00:05:15 

Ulman: Yes. A long time ago, of course. Previously, I think, he spent some time as a 
pacifist in a camp for conscientious objectors, where he was interned.. 
Another prominent Socialist was Morris Hillquit, who had been one of the 
foremost patent lawyers in the country. He wrote a history of American 
Socialism [A History of Socialism in the United States (1903)]. Most of these 
early labor histories were really histories of various third-party political 
movements in America, in a way. There were unions in them, but the unions 
didn’t amount to too much. 

 The backbone of American unionism were the building trades, who were 
skilled workers in this country. The building trades and the railway 
brotherhoods were the aristocrats. 

02-00:06:47 

Koya: The aristocrats of labor. 

02-00:06:49 

Ulman: Yes, of labor. You can see why they’re having such a hard time now. There 
are certainly no more brotherhoods. 

 Witte was my major advisor. I studied for my master’s degree and one had to 
take a semester course in economic theory. The regular theorist at the time 
was away on sabbatical, so we had a young visiting instructor by the name of 
Milton Friedman. That was certainly a major influence on me. For the first 
time, I was exposed to an economist who could think rigorously. The other 
people were very brilliant, but Friedman was organized and basically thought 
like a mathematician. He was a mathematician, practically. Some people also 
said that he had been very left-wing in his extreme youth, but I have no idea. 
He did remind me of Communists whom I had observed and read about, 
because he was what the Marines call “one way”: his way or the highway for 
you. He refused to assign any text for his course on economics on the 
reasonable grounds that they were terrible. The leading text at the time was by 
a team called Gemmill and Blodgett. I think it was Blodgett who had said that 
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depressions are not bad; they’re good things because they enable everybody to 
get more efficient and maybe to clean up and stuff like that. Not too different 
from some people now. He [Blodgett] said people should invent a different 
term for a depression. 

02-00:09:24 

Koya: This was Friedman? 

02-00:09:25 

Ulman: No, this was Blodgett. The New Yorker said, we have a suggestion. Let’s call 
them Blodgetts. 

 I said to myself, I can’t agree with this course, and I can’t agree with this guy 
in my gut. But if I wanted to stay with economics, here’s the place to pick it 
up. He was, by far and away, the best economics teacher that I had ever 
encountered. He became possibly the most lucid among postwar economists. 
After I finished his course, I sat in on the lectures again, because I just wanted 
to get that stuff down. 

02-00:10:29 

Koya: What was he teaching? He didn’t use a textbook, so were you reading Adam 
Smith with him? 

02-00:10:35 

Ulman: Yes, he did use one book. He used Alfred Marshall’s Principles. He used to 
say, “I’m not interested in new ideas.” “I’m just interested in getting good old 
ideas accepted.” 

02-00:10:53 

Koya: What did he draw from Alfred Marshall? 

02-00:10:59 

Ulman: Oh, that’s a whole course in economics. Marshall was a sort of nineteenth 
century upgrade of Adam Smith, if you will. Competition, rationality. Those 
are the two dominant themes. Also, the philosophical background in 
Friedman’s case was logical positivism. Later on, I came to read some of the 
shortcomings of logical positivism. Of course, Keynes was coming up. What 
Friedman made his reputation as, while Keynes was on the ascendancy, 
Friedman began to go to Adam [Smith]. That was the beginning of that. That 
was before the war. We’re talking about 1940, 1941. 

02-00:12:07 

Koya: So Friedman was already engaging with a critique of Keynesianism, of 
stimulus— 

02-00:12:11 

Ulman: He did, but with us, he just stuck to microeconomics, theory in the firm. And 
he was opposed to state intervention of the New Deal variety. 
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02-00:12:45  

Koya: Sure. 

02-00:12:50 

Ulman: In a way, he reminded me of the young Karl Marx, who had his whole theory 
in his head almost from the beginning, and subsequently wrote it up. Friedman 
was very much—he had the guts of it all. It was a long time, even after the 
war, that I read anything by him that I couldn’t recall from class. No question. 
Friedman was an extremely brilliant man. 

 There was an episode in Wisconsin 

02-00:13:41 

Koya: Please do talk about that. 

02-00:13:42 

Ulman: You want to talk about that a little? 

02-00:13:43 

Koya: Sure, absolutely. 

02-00:13:44 

Ulman: Nothing to do with me. I was a beginning student. But the advanced students, 
some of them, were so impressed that they led a movement for the faculty to 
get Friedman a permanent appointment on the faculty. This was opposed. The 
faculty was heavily liberal and heavily New Deal, and they opposed this 
appointment. There were allegations of anti-Semitism, too. 

02-00:14:27 

Koya: Do you know anything about those allegations? Who might have been 
involved? 

02-00:14:30 

Ulman: No. I think I might have mentioned this last time. The leaders of this 
movement were Walter Heller, who we’ll come back to, and Joe Pechman, 
who later became the research director at Brookings. They were very good 
friends. 

02-00:14:58 

Koya: Was Robert Lampman involved? 

02-00:15:04 

Ulman: I didn’t know him then. I don’t think he was there at the time in Wisconsin, 
but after the war. 

02-00:15:19 

Koya: Lampman was a student of Witte as well? 

02-00:15:22 

Ulman: Yes. I remember we were sitting around, chewing the fat after class, some of 
us, about Friedman. There was one guy, slightly older. I think he went to New 



21 

Hampshire, taught in New Hampshire, and became a successful arbitrator. He 
said, “Somebody sold that fellow a bill of goods.” So I said, “I thought that he 
was selling us a bill of goods.” He said, “Nah. Somebody sold him a bill of 
goods.” In other words, whatever makes a— 

02-00:16:22 

Koya: Makes him a believer? 

02-00:16:23 

Ulman: A true believer. That’s what Friedman was, is a true believer. 

02-00:16:27 

Koya: So he was a true believer in? 

02-00:16:30 

Ulman: He was a true believer in Adam Smith and the philosophy underlying that, 
utilitarian philosophy, and the underlying assumptions of rationality and 
utility maximization. 

02-00:17:03 

Koya: So the economy could deliver this rationality and utility maximization— 

02-00:17:07 

Ulman: Then leave the economy alone. If there’s any fault in the economy, look for it 
in the government. That’s what they say now. Who was this fellow? There are 
two of them, the father and son, in the Congress now. 

02-00:17:29 

Koya: Rand and Ron Paul. 

02-00:17:30 

Ulman: Ron Paul. Ron Paul is— 

02-00:17:33 

Koya: A true believer? 

02-00:17:34 

Ulman: A true believer, yes. Not as smart as Friedman, but he’s one of those. 

02-00:17:51 

Koya: You mentioned briefly that there was opposition to Friedman becoming a 
tenured professor at Wisconsin. Is that correct? 

02-00:18:00 

Ulman: Yes. 

02-00:18:02 

Koya: Within the department. And you saw that, from your observance— 

02-00:18:51 

Ulman: That I didn’t observe. I just heard about it later. It must have been a very bitter 
experience for him, because I think he felt that he had been promised that this 
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would eventuate into [a position]—but, of course, he went back to Chicago 
and he took over Chicago. 

02-00:19:16 

Koya: He did well there. 

02-00:19:17 

Ulman: You might say. 

02-00:19:19 

Koya: There were allegations of anti-Semitism at the time. 

02-00:19:23 

Ulman: Yes, there were. 

02-00:19:24 

Koya: Did you know about that at the time or did that come out for you later? 

02-00:19:27 

Ulman: No, no. It wasn’t surprising, but I didn’t know about it. 

02-00:19:31 

Koya: When did you hear about it? 

02-00:19:35 

Ulman: I heard about it from Walter Heller, after the war, when we were together at 
Minnesota. 

02-00:19:50 

Koya: Did he mention who might have been involved or anything of that nature? 

02-00:19:54 

Ulman: No. It’s not really very important. 

02-00:19:59 

Koya: Sure. What was your feeling about the methodological debate? The more New 
Deal orientation, broadly speaking, of your department at Wisconsin, and then 
Friedman as a developing maybe neoclassical— 

02-00:20:15 

Ulman: Friedman, of course, had no use for the New Deal. He had no use for 
Roosevelt. But it wasn’t political. It wasn’t politics. His point was that this is 
just the wrong way to go about things, and nothing good can come of it. 
Government intervention. That’s really what it boiled down to. 

02-00:20:37 

Koya: Were there more specific policies out of the New Deal that Friedman was 
opposed to? 

02-00:20:43 

Ulman: Not that I know about, but of course— 
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02-00:20:44 

Koya: Wagner Act or—  

02-00:20:46 

Ulman: You name it. 

02-00:20:48 

Koya: Social security. 

02-00:20:50 

Ulman: You name it, he would have been opposed. He didn’t make a big issue of that, 
except that he just gave you more rigor in his course than people were used to. 
I used to take my course on Social Security with Witte right after Friedman’s, 
it so happened. Witte would be talking about social security program policies 
and problems. He’d be lecturing on the plight of the poor farmers in 
Wisconsin and giving the latest statistics. He was giving all these statistics 
with tears streaming down his face. Friedman didn’t understand why I didn’t 
take his stuff to heart, but, boy, he couldn’t compete with Witte as far as I was 
concerned, even though he could outthink him. But enough of it stuck with me 
so that my own thesis, which was, I think, on building trades—my master’s 
thesis did try to apply Marshall’s stuff that Friedman taught us to some of 
these union problems. It won a prize, but— 

02-00:22:19 

Koya: What was the prize? 

02-00:22:20 

Ulman: The prize was called the John Lendrum Mitchell Gold Memorial Medal, 
established in honor of Mr. Mitchell’s son who had been killed in the First 
World War. 

02-00:22:27 

Koya: For your master’s thesis? 

02-00:22:28 

Ulman: For my master’s thesis, but it was not a memorable piece of work. Toward the 
end of the year, Witte took me aside and he said, “Look, you’re a good student 
and you’re easy on the teacher. But I want to send you onto Harvard, where 
my friend Sumner Slichter is teaching.” Slichter was a Wisconsinite. His 
father had been the graduate dean at Wisconsin. His father was a 
mathematician. Witte said, “His folks think he’s an old fuddy-duddy, but he’s 
all right.” I got a scholarship there, so I went over to Harvard. 

02-00:23:23 

Koya: Can I just ask you a couple more questions about Wisconsin before we go to 
Harvard? So Commons had already retired to Florida. What was his influence 
on the department at that time? 
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02-00:23:39 

Ulman: It was his department, practically. I think he did come back for some holiday 
or something. All the department clustered around him, trying to help him. He 
was very old. As a matter of fact—this I heard; I don't know if it’s true or 
not—that the department pretty well supported him financially in his 
retirement. He was not a rich man, to put it mildly, although he was a 
tremendously prodigious guy and effective in his time. It was during the Great 
Depression times, and I think they did. They contributed to his support. 

02-00:24:25 

Koya: So the individual faculty persons were— 

02-00:24:28 

Ulman: Yes. They all chipped in, I think. It was really touching. I don’t think he 
spoke, or was in a condition to speak. 

 Witte or Common’s approach was what most people tend to think institutional 
economics was in those days, which was really a lot of history. History of the 
labor movement and of social movements. With much union, trade union, 
structure and organization and government. And also some study of the 
impact of unions on the economy. It was what Friedman would call—it was 
descriptive rather than analytical. Of course there was analysis to it, and that 
would contrast with Friedman’s orderly analytical approach with a model and 
an application of the model and so on and so forth, which was much more 
beguiling—but also treacherous. 

02-00:26:28 

Koya: Why did you find it treacherous to take the more analytical route? 

02-00:26:32 

Ulman: There’s nothing wrong with that. There’s nothing wrong with that, certainly. 
But it can be treacherous in the sense that if you walk into a model and then 
you apply it to the entire economy, it can be very treacherous. 

02-00:26:53 

Koya: I get a sense that the institutional model of economics was more inductive? 

02-00:27:00 

Ulman: Inductive? Yes. People did call it that. The people who did that roughly 
divided their teaching into two areas. First came trade unions, and then came 
social security—economic security problems, dealt with by laws and 
regulations. In fact, many older institutional economists had studied some law. 
I recall that Slichter himself, I think he had a year of law school, which he felt 
entitled him to dispute points of labor and constitutional law with Archibald 
Cox, who was in the law school at the time. He once told Cox, “Your case is 
not in point.” Slichter was an institutionalist, but in the widest sense: he was a 
general economist, and he became the foremost economic forecaster of his 
time, as a matter of fact. 
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02-00:28:46 

Koya: Can you say a little bit more about his economic forecasting? 

02-00:28:49 

Ulman: He would talk about the Federal Reserve. All the stuff that people talk about 
now. But he retained extreme pragmatism and lack of sentimentality. He was 
one of a small group of economists—including Paul Douglas at Chicago, for 
example, who was much more analytical than Slichter—who were influential 
in the twenties and early thirties, and ultimately helped to get the Wagner Act 
passed. The difference between Slichter and the others was that Slichter also 
later became influential in getting the Taft-Hartley Act passed. He knew how 
to criticize the unions while still basically being very fond of them. 

02-00:30:04 

Koya: Slichter? 

02-00:30:05 

Ulman: Yes, Slichter. The American union movement, it’s hard now to believe how 
anybody could be fond of an effort like that. But there are, and there always 
have been, American “intellectuals” who, while not themselves officials in the 
labor movement, and who will criticize the unions, nevertheless feel basic 
love for them, if you want to put it that way. 

02-00:30:42 

Koya: Would you include yourself as one of— 

02-00:30:44 

Ulman: Hopefully, yes. Hopefully or hopelessly. Either one. I remember later on, 
when I began to work on the other union movements, I had very good friends 
in Britain. I said some things in my books which disturbed them. But still, 
they tolerated me because they felt, as one of my friends at Oxford said, 
“You’re one of us.” 

02-00:31:29 

Koya: So they were disturbed by the favorable light that you had cast— 

02-00:31:34 

Ulman: No, they were disturbed when I criticized the unions. This was after the war. 
But at Harvard, Slichter was an unrelenting realist. Unflinching. 

02-00:31:57 

Koya: Slichter was? 

02-00:31:58 

Ulman: Yes. The first words that I got from him in class when I took my first class 
with him— 

02-00:32:05 

Koya: At Harvard? 
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02-00:32:06 

Ulman: Yes. He never had too many graduate students. There were about, I guess, half 
a dozen of us. He looks at us and said, “I cross every other picket line.” I said 
to myself, my god, who did Witte send me to? It was raining and I took a walk 
by myself for about two hours. I realized, of course, that he was right. If you 
see a picket line—you don’t anymore, but if you saw a picket line, it would 
say unfair to organized labor, and that was good enough for my generation 
and so on. Slichter would say, you can’t say that, when you don’t know the 
facts of the particular case. In some cases, it is good enough; in other cases, 
the unions are being stupid. That’s just the way he was. 

02-00:33:03 

Koya: Was that a big moment for you, just to cast unions in— 

02-00:33:05 

Ulman: That was a moment. That was a big moment, yes. 

 I’ll give you another Slichter story. Later on, I wrote my thesis, which became 
The Rise of the National Trade Union In that book, I discuss the split in the 
labor movement between the AF of L [American Federation of Labor] and the 
CIO [Congress of Industrial Organizations]. My judgment was conventional 
for the time: that the skilled workers, as I put it, didn’t want to sacrifice their 
narrow, selfish interests to the welfare of the unskilled. Slichter, reading that, 
crossed out “welfare of the unskilled” and put “narrow, selfish interests of the 
unskilled” in its place. 

02-00:34:44 

Koya: Wow. And what did you think? 

02-00:34:46 

Ulman: I said, that’s good. I let that stand. Which was true. 

02-00:34:51 

Koya: How was it true? 

02-00:34:56 

Ulman: If the skilled workers had narrow, selfish interests, the unskilled workers had 
narrow, selfish interests, too. It was a question of transfer, you might say. 

02-00:35:09 

Koya: When you say question of transfer— 

02-00:35:11 

Ulman: Well, I mean that it was always a fight between skilled workers’ wages and 
unskilled workers’, or semi-skilled workers’, wages. That first term, I wrote a 
term paper on unemployment insurance, I think. 

02-00:35:46 

Koya: This was at Wisconsin or Harvard? 
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02-00:35:47 

Ulman: No, at Harvard. Slichter liked it very much, but he suggested various changes 
he wanted me to make before I left for the Navy. I said, the hell. I’m not going 
to bother with changes. So I just sent it in again, unchanged, and he gave me a 
“B.” When I got into the Navy, after a while, I wrote him. I wrote, “Here are 
all my other grades,” which were all “As.” Slichter writes, “Dear Ulman, I’m 
delighted you did so well, and I look forward to greeting you when you get 
back from the Navy.” [laughter] Well, that’s the kind of guy Slichter was. I 
probably was uncritical of him as I had been of other people, or insufficiently 
critical, but in any event, he was a tremendous influence on me. I still feel that 
he was the best labor economist that I ever read and heard and spoke to. 

02-00:37:09 

Koya: Let me come back to Witte again. Just a couple more questions about him. I’m 
really struck by this story of the tears coming down his face as he’s reciting 
these statistics. How did he influence your approach to labor economics or 
institutional economics? Was it the sympathy part? Intellectually, what did 
you draw from that? 

 02-00:37:38 

Ulman: It was basically acting out of one’s prejudices and values and things like that, 
which could make market analysis seem arid at the time. That was Witte. I 
kept writing to him, too, for a while. Witte, though, just shows you how wide 
the field of economics was at that time. He later became a president of the 
American Economic Association. And Slichter did, too. 

02-00:38:20 

Koya: Witte bringing his passions and prejudices into the material, into the analysis, 
that was something that you felt was inspirational? 

02-00:38:30 

Ulman: Witte assumed that everybody was—why were you there if you weren’t for 
social security? That’s your job. I’m training you to go out in the world and be  
in the New Deal or something like that. 

02-00:38:45 

Koya: And that was part of being in the Wisconsin school? 

02-00:38:48 

Ulman: That’s very much in the Wisconsin tradition. Then, of course, there was Selig 
Perlman, with his ripe Russian-Jewish accent, who was a real exotic bloom for 
them. He was Jewish, all right. Although that didn’t prevent him from being 
against Friedman. 

02-00:39:13 

Koya: Because of his own orientation towards the New Deal and— 

02-00:39:16 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right. 
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02-00:39:19 

Koya: How did you, as a part of the Wisconsin school, before you come to Slichter 
and the important influence that he had, how did one analyze New Deal 
governmental policies or New Deal economics at that time when you were 
there at Wisconsin in 1940, 1941? 

02-00:39:38 

Ulman: Nobody theorized too much about it. It was there. It was something to study, 
and more how to do it than it was why. It was pretty obvious to people going 
through the Great Depression—and we’re again in a depression—as to why 
people were dissatisfied. The answer to Friedman, or to Gemmill and 
Blodgett, was, if things were so great, how come they’re so bad? 

02-00:40:16 

Koya: And that we have to do something about it. 

02-00:40:17 

Ulman: This is the same question that’s now being asked. I’ve been encouraged to try 
to get ahold of this movie, “Inside Job.” 

02-00:40:30 

Koya: Charles Ferguson. I’ve seen it. 

02-00:40:35 

Ulman: That, of course, is, I guess, just the crookedness of economists, or their 
gluttony. This was intellectual. They did not need an intellectual answer to 
Friedman. The answer came in the form of unemployment, breadlines, and 
unbelievable poverty. 

02-00:41:05 

Koya: So what can we do about that? 

02-00:41:06 

Ulman: Yes, and then what can we do about it? Also, and this is a distinguishing 
aspect of the institutional approach. The Marxists used to say, we can tell you 
what to do about it. Tear up the whole system. But institutionalists said no. 
They felt that within the American system, you could do things. Why couldn’t 
you do things? Roosevelt said you could do things. That’s what people 
believed in the thirties. Now, it doesn’t mean that you could, but that’s what 
you try anyway. I don’t know whether I told you that a good difference in 
approach, which is not particularly on this subject, but a little close to it, was 
the fact that—I mentioned Morris Hillquit, who was the Socialist labor leader. 
The [Commission on Industrial Relations] that was set up by Congress to 
study the labor problem—the country had what they called the labor 
problem— what was wrong, why the strikes, why the— 

02-00:42:32 

Koya: How did Congress set this up? Was this part of the Wagner Act? 
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02-00:42:34 

Ulman: No, this was before World War One.  The most prominent labor leader in that 
time was Samuel Gompers, who was an immigrant. They all were intellectual. 
Today, labor leaders are very well-educated, but in those days they were 
frequently self-taught. Hillquit’s version of socialism meant full social justice 
for the workers. Samuel Gompers’ theme was, we want more, more, and 
more. Hillquit was a lawyer. He cross-examined Gompers. He said, “What do 
you want, Mr. Gompers? What does the labor movement want?” He said, “We 
want more.” Hillquit said, “And then?”  Gompers said, “And then we want 
more.” And Hillquit said—he wanted him to say, “Until we get full social”—
and Gompers said, “Until never. That’s the difference between us and you 
Socialists. You have an end. We have not.” 

 Gompers, in a certain sense, was a better economist, because you could square 
that with giving labor increasing wages, as long as they didn’t rise faster than 
productivity. Then the labor share would not be full social justice, but workers 
would be getting more, as long as we produced more. That’s what the trouble 
was, and this we’ll get into next time when I go to the Council of Economic 
Advisers. 

02-00:45:03 

Koya: That will be very important. In a sense, the industrial relations kind of aspect 
of the Wisconsin school is both a response to the breadlines, but also to the 
labor problem? 

02-00:45:18 

Ulman: Yes. Oh, absolutely. There were periodic episodes. That’s when all the 
increases took place in membership. The Knights of Labor. The Holy and 
Noble Order of the Knights of Labor in the 1880s. They were opposed to the 
AF of L [American Federation of Labor]. Later on, in the 1930s, there was the 
CIO [Congress of Industrial Organizations]. They split off the then A F of L, 
which the skilled crafts had dominated. There were these problems. They 
called strikes. Right after World War Two, there were tremendous strikes. 
People were really worried about it. 

 That’s when Slichter said the number one social issue of our time was the 
labor problem. He used to invite both business people and labor leaders to his 
graduate seminar. All these outstanding labor leaders came to the seminars. It 
was a great experience for us. Slichter would cross-examine these guys, which 
is what, later on, I tried to do with some labor leaders in my seminars. I’m 
glad you picked that out—the labor problem was that—they wrote books 
about the labor problem. 

02-00:47:03 

Koya: And that being the demand for wages, the strikes? 
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02-00:47:09 

Ulman: Yes, and to the extent that there was a dominant form of radicalism, it was an 
American exceptionalism radicalism, because it was the kind that later took 
root over here on the West Coast. It was a non-ideological form of nihilism—
well, something like that. The IWW [Industrial Workers of the World], the 
Wobblies. They were the guys who said, the hell with them. I’m not going to 
bother talking about fine points. They differed from the AF of L unions, 
because the AF of L unions had contracts, which they fought bitterly to 
secure. Then they talked about the “sanctity of contracts.” Whereas Wild Bill 
Haywood and the Wobblies would call a strike, and if they won the strike, the 
employers would say, “Okay, we’ll sign a contract.” He said, “No contracts.” 
That was the motto of the IWW. No contracts, because we might come back 
next week. That was really the difference between the American breed of 
radicalism and the American breed of unionism and anybody’s breed of 
Communism. 

02-00:49:03 

Koya: So industrial relations was about getting to that contract in a manner that 
AFL— 

02-00:49:09 

Ulman: Yes and to administrate it. The contracts go into great detail. Wages, hours, 
and other conditions of employment. 

 That really was the difference. It also formed the basis for all the fights that 
went on, in a refined way, after the war. They began with strikes, because all 
of these other conditions of employment, the work rules, etc. The work rules 
were in the contract. Therefore, the employers would say, okay, we’ll give 
you this, but we want to change these work rules. We’ll give you this money. 
Then they’d say, no we don’t, yes we do, and sometimes they would split the 
difference. Or arbitrators—they’d call in impartial chairmen. That’s contract 
administration, which we taught at the Labor Center. 

02-00:50:36 

Koya: You mentioned Clark Kerr had that kind of role as an arbitrator, too. 

02-00:50:38 

Ulman: Yes. As a result of during the war, when you had “no strike pledges,” they 
became more important, these nonpecuniary items, because then guys like 
Kerr, and my other old teacher, John Dunlop at Harvard, who were on these 
things would say, yes you can do this, no you can’t do that. They were judges 
in a way. Slichter called it industrial common law. That’s what Dave Feller of 
our law department and Jan Vetter [taught]. They were just great labor 
lawyers. Dave was the chief counsel of the Steel Workers Union and later of 
the AFL-CIO. 

02-00:52:33  

Koya: Okay, thank you very much. We will conclude today’s session. 
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Interview #2 June 24, 2011 
Audio File 3 

03-00:00:03 

Koya: Okay, today’s date is June 24, 2011. This is the second interview with Dr. 
Lloyd Ulman. We’re beginning tape three. 

03-00:00:15 

Ulman: All right, I’ll begin. Last time, we were talking about my experience at 
Wisconsin, where I got my master’s degree. I think I mentioned that was the 
Mecca for labor economics—I’ll talk about that a little later—and labor 
studies in general. The school, in the academic sense, was founded by John R. 
Commons, who himself had begun life as a journeyman printer. A very 
prodigious scholar. The faculty strongly reflected his influence, with the 
exception that my own advisor was Edwin Witte, who taught Social Security. 

03-00:01:41 

Koya: He was involved in the framing of the Social Security Act? 

03-00:01:44 

Ulman: Yes, he was the head of the key committee that drafted the law, really. In 
many respects, he was responsible for—well, he wasn’t solely responsible for 
the act, but he was a key instrumentality himself in bringing the act about. He 
was a wonderful man. I enjoyed his class tremendously. The interesting thing 
in the faculty that year, however, was Milton Friedman. That was an eye-
opening experience to everybody, certainly including myself. In a way, I tried 
to learn not simply what neo-classical economics was all about from 
Friedman, but really how to think in a sustained way. It was a brilliantly 
organized course, and I must say, in retrospect, the best graduate course in 
theory, with the possible exception of one that I got from Wassily Leontief at 
Harvard later on, that I ever had. But what I ultimately learned from Friedman 
was that the smartest guy in the room is not necessarily correct. 

03-00:04:00 

Koya: The smartest guy in the room in this instance being? 

03-00:04:04 

Ulman: Nobody was smarter than Friedman, really.  

03-00:04:40 

Koya: Last time, you mentioned Friedman—said that he wasn’t trying to teach new 
ideas, he was trying to bring us back to old ideas. Can you say a little bit more 
about that?  

03-00:04:52 

Ulman: Economics, at least the Anglo-Saxon tradition, began with Adam Smith. It 
was the economics of the free market and the power of competition and the 
assumption of rationality. Friedman’s philosophical roots were grounded in 
logical positivism. If you think hard and correctly, you think rationally. If 
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you’re a consumer, you maximize utility, which was a British concept, of 
course. 

03-00:05:47 

Koya: Was he drawing from Bentham at that point? 

03-00:05:49 

Ulman: Yes, but he didn’t put it that way. He didn’t talk too much about where and 
from whom he got his ideas, but of course he also had his own slant on the 
fact that, in a free market, there’s no reason for anything to really go wrong. If 
it did go wrong, the chances are that it was due to government intrusion into 
the market at one time or another. 

03-00:06:55 

Ulman: [Friedman] was an ideologue. He used to say to us—I don’t know if I 
mentioned this last time—“You fellows may think that you’re liberals and 
radicals because you believe in trade unions, but you’re really conservative, 
and I’m the radical,” because he was close to being a philosophical anarchist. 

03-00:08:10 

Koya: Was there a claim here to be a philosophical radical in the Benthamite 
tradition, like Bentham or James Mill? Or did he not mention— 

03-00:08:19 

Ulman: He didn’t talk about them much, but that was it. I was influenced to the extent 
that I wrote a master’s dissertation in which I tried to apply some economic 
analysis to building trades unions. It was a good dissertation, but it wasn’t the 
sort of stuff that Wisconsin students really did. 

 Witte then asked Slichter— 

03-00:09:31 

Koya: Slichter was connected to Wisconsin? 

03-00:09:41 

Ulman: Slichter’s father was a mathematician at Wisconsin, and ultimately the dean of 
the graduate school. Slichter used to return to Wisconsin—he had a place on 
the lake, Lake Mendota—every summer, all the time. He definitely identified 
himself as a Midwesterner. Witte said, “Some of his students think that he’s 
an old fuddy-duddy, but he’s okay.” When I was awarded a scholarship to 
Harvard, I went there. 

 

 In his first lecture, he [Slichter] greeted the class by saying, “I cross every 
other picket line.” This disturbed me tremendously, coming from Wisconsin, 
with an ordinary, conventional, liberal orientation. I took a long walk and it 
was raining, but I kept walking around and thinking about this point because it 
got under my skin. It was a burr under my saddle. There was really something 
to this. One doesn’t know the facts in the case when one sees a picket sign. 
The union could be wrong, or it could be right. The only way that you could 
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do it is by crossing every other one. It didn’t convince me, I must say, there. I 
don’t recall ever crossing a picket line myself. Yes, I did, one time, but I’ll 
come to that much later. 

03-00:11:58 

Koya: Before we go a little further on Harvard, I wanted to ask you again about Selig 
Perlman, who was also your professor at Wisconsin. 

03-00:12:05 

Ulman: I think I’ll talk about him a little later. Of course, at Harvard, then they had a 
great faculty. Joseph Schumpeter was on the faculty, and a younger man, 
Wassily Leontief, who was one of the fathers of modern economics. In a way, 
post-neoclassical in the sense that he used considerable mathematical skills. 
Also taught a course which showed me that you didn’t have to subscribe to 
Friedman’s political philosophy in order to really do very good and brilliant 
economics. 

03-00:13:18 

Koya: So he was a very high-end, theoretical economist? 

03-00:13:22 

Ulman: He was, but also a lucid guide to the perplexed. We’ll get back to him after the 
war. Also, Alvin Hansen, who had been in Minnesota. He’s the man who 
popularized Keynes, really, for American economists. 

03-00:13:40 

Koya: The American Keynes. 

03-00:13:45 

Ulman: You can call him the American Keynes. I wouldn’t do that. I don’t think 
Keynes would have called him the American Keynes. Alvin Hansen was one 
of the giants there. Also, Edward Chamberlin, whose contribution was called 
The Theory of Monopolistic Competition. I recall Friedman had exposed us to 
that rather dismissively. That led me to question Chamberlin in class. He said 
to me, “Where did you get all this? Did you get this at Wisconsin?” It didn’t 
sound like Wisconsin to him, let me tell you. I was giving him Friedman’s 
type of response to that. In any event, I did well. I got A’s with everyone 
except Slichter. 

I then entered the supply officer school in the Navy. Supply school was sort of 
a dreary experience for me. I really wanted to be on the line, but my eyes 
weren’t good enough. The Navy was pickier then than they became later on. 
One day, we got a message from on high in the school that all students with a 
knowledge of French, report to so-and-so. I thought, well, hell. I minored in 
French, in a way, in college. I had a little French and a little conversational 
French. 

03-00:16:53 

Koya: At Columbia? 
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03-00:16:54 

Ulman: At Columbia, yes. I showed up with a few others. They had a fellow in charge 
of it, who was also a student, but who had been brought up in France. I said 
bonjour, he said bonjour back, and that was about it. Then we were all shipped 
out of school, to my great relief, and sent to the Bureau of Naval Personnel in 
Washington, D.C., where we were greeted by a lieutenant commander. He 
said, “Boys, President Roosevelt wants you to supply the French fleet.” I 
thought, oh boy, adventure at last. I figured that there would be one French 
ship for each of us, something like that. I had my own cut out for me. I wanted 
the Jean Bart, which was an aircraft carrier. It was beautiful. I’d seen pictures 
of it in the paper. Then one of us was given a check for a million dollars for 
disbursement of necessary purchases. 

Then we were sent to Casablanca. We went across in a convoy. I remember 
the escort of the convoy was the old USS Arkansas, which was the sister ship 
of the Arizona, which had been sunk in Pearl Harbor. A big, old tub, but very 
impressive. Every day, the rear of the convoy would go up front and would 
pass us. All us passengers on the transport would be clapping our hands and 
shouting when we saw the Arkansas. There were also about 100 small craft in 
that convoy. We arrived in Casablanca, where we were greeted by a sign, 
“Francais de l’empire, souvenez-vous de l’Indochine.” “Frenchman of the 
empire, remember Indochina.” I was so excited. I said aloud, “I can read that. 
I can understand that.” We got there. We were met by another lieutenant 
commander, who said, “Boys, President Roosevelt has changed his mind.” 
The reason was, the French fleet had tried to escape from where it was 
anchored in Oran, Algeria in North Africa back over to Toulon under Admiral 
Darlan. The entire French fleet had tried to run away. 

 I also noticed something curious when we got into the Casablanca harbor. 
There were three sleek, new French destroyers, and they all had holes in them. 
I was told the USS Massachusetts had shot them, lest they escaped. 

03-00:21:16 

Koya: To keep them in port? 

03-00:21:18 

Ulman: They were in port. They were right in port. You could see the holes. Did you 
know the old comic Dick Tracy? There was a sub-comic called Fearless 
Fosdick. He’d be shot through the head or something with a hole in the head. 
That’s what these ships were like, because the fuses on the U.S. shells did not 
have variable time fuses, so they went clear through the target ships—   

03-00:22:00 

Koya: Rather than exploding. 



35 

03-00:22:01 

Ulman: Rather than exploding on them. Later on, we developed the variable time fuse, 
on which the mathematics of which, I was told, Milton Friedman worked, 
among many other people, of course, in a group of the Treasury Department. 

03-00:22:24 

Koya: Friedman was working for the Treasury Department during the war? 

03-00:22:27 

Ulman: He was in the Treasury Department during the war. 

03-00:22:30 

Koya: A special office to— 

03-00:22:32 

Ulman: It was a special group, a high-powered group. Harry Dexter White was in 
charge of that. Anyway, Friedman was in that group, and so was, oddly 
enough, Walter Heller, who was a senior graduate student when I was an 
entering freshman. 

 Heller complained that Friedman hardly had anything to do with him during 
that period. 

03-00:24:08 

Koya: Although Heller had been a defender of Friedman at Wisconsin? 

03-00:24:10 

Ulman: Heller had really spearheaded the movement for him, but the fact is that Heller 
just didn’t buy into Friedman’s political economy, as it were. You had to buy 
it. 

03-00:24:30 

Koya: You had to buy the whole bill of goods. 

03-00:24:31 

Ulman: The whole thing. 

 I then signed a million dollar check back to Uncle Sam. It was the only time I 
ever signed a million dollar check. Then I was reassigned to Oran in Algeria, 
which was a new naval installation that was just going up, because it was— 

03-00:25:14 

Koya: Actually, before we go to Oran, you were back at Harvard and you’d been in 
the supply officer’s corps. Was that something that you volunteered for or it 
was mandatory? 

03-00:25:25 

Ulman: Volunteered for it—and I preferred it to Army life, of course. Everybody 
wanted a little excitement. The usual thing to do. 
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03-00:25:36 

Koya: What was the mood on campus at Harvard about entering the war or preparing 
for the war? 

03-00:25:50 

Ulman: There were probably some pacifists there and at Columbia. At first there was 
considerable opposition and “isolationism.” 

03-00:32:10 

Koya: At Harvard, there was some mood of pacifism, some— 

03-00:32:15 

Ulman: At Harvard, I don’t know. I was a first year graduate student. Graduate 
students don’t know what the hell is going on. Didn’t, anyway, in those days. 
That was that story. 

03-00:32:45 

Koya: You had gone to Algeria, to Oran, you said. 

03-00:32:49 

Ulman: That was my first plane trip, incidentally, and it was on a C-47, which is the 
military father of the DC-3, the first commercial planes. That was my first 
plane ride. You had bucket seats, instead of seats across the way you do today. 

03-00:33:14 

Koya: Sitting across in an aisle. 

03-00:33:16 

Ulman: These were against— 

03-00:33:18 

Koya: Against the bulkhead. 

03-00:33:19 

Ulman: The seats themselves were metal buckets for parachute troops who would sit 
on the parachute, their parachute pack. That plane just went all the way up and 
down and all around the place, it seemed to me. I said to myself, well, I guess 
this is what flying must be like, and comforted myself with the thought that 
the pilot had as much incentive to pull out of the thing as I did. 

 I remember that there was a free Polish officer. There was a free Polish 
brigade in the war or something like that. He was a major. He was sitting 
across the way from me. A very big, fierce-looking guy, with one of those 
Polish infantry hats that were crushed down in front. That fellow turned 
absolutely green by the end of that trip. It wasn’t a long trip. Just about two 
hours, I guess. We sat down first at a little place called Oujda [Morocco], got 
more gas, and then went into Oran. 

In Oran, I took a look at why my original orders had been changed. The 
military port of Oran was Mers-el-Kebir. Mers-el-Kebir was the place where 
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the French fleet had been harbored; it was just cluttered with the hulks of 
French ships. They had tried to make that run across the Mediterranean. A 
couple of British frigates were guarding them, and they fired at them. It was 
the first time, I read later on, in military history that an ally had ever fired on 
or destroyed a supposedly friendly fleet. But the Brits didn’t hesitate. 

 I have a picture of Mers-el-Kebir at home. The captain of one of these French 
vessels, whom I later met down at the harbor, gave it to me. “This is what they 
did to my ship,” he said. He gave me this big picture of it. Actually, I came 
across it in a book by Max Hastings recently. It was largely a military history 
of Churchill in World War Two, and it had the same picture. This was fairly 
early in the war. It was a couple of months after the Battle of Kasserine Pass, 
which was the first major American engagement in North Africa. 

03-00:37:06 

Koya: Was this in Morocco? 

03-00:37:09 

Ulman: It was in the town of Kasserine, in Algeria, which, incidentally, was the town 
in which the Arab Spring began. The British were pulling out. They were 
moving east, towards Tunisia, and then ultimately they were going to go to 
Sicily, I guess, or Greece. 

03-00:37:49 

Koya: Had Rommel already been defeated in Egypt? Erwin Rommel? Had he 
already been defeated? 

03-00:37:56 

Ulman: No, no, this was before. The Americans took a terrible beating in Kasserine 
Pass. As a matter of fact, many of them were reservists. I saw one doctor who 
was in his forties, an old man for a war like that, and he was shell shocked. He 
didn’t know what was wrong with himself. He kept saying he wanted to get 
back to his unit. They told him they were sending him back home. He said, 
no, he wanted his unit. There was no unit left. 

03-00:38:39 

Koya: This is about 1942, then? 

03-00:38:41 

Ulman: 1942, yes. The Navy had just begun to set up a base for American ships to 
take over from the British. The British were more experienced. They knew 
how to operate radar, which they had to teach the Americans to do. Radar was 
a British invention. I was billeted with a French family for several months, 
which was really very lovely. I then did develop a little proficiency in French. 
They were a very lovely family. I remember that very well. 

03-00:39:46 

Koya: Do you remember their names? 
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03-00:39:47 

Ulman: No, I can’t remember. I remember once getting a bottle of hydrogen peroxide. 
One of the ladies in the family was blonde, but she needed to dye her roots. 
She was embarrassed. A fellow officer from the base also shared quarters 
there. 

 My job was to supply and disperse pay to small craft. Most of them were the 
same ones that came over the same—PCs, patrol craft, yard mine sweepers. 

03-00:41:06 

Koya: These were French or American forces? 

03-00:41:08 

Ulman: They were American. 

03-00:41:09 

Koya: So you were supplying American forces from this base? 

03-00:41:10 

Ulman: Yes, down there in the port. My operation grew as the American presence 
increased. A tremendous surge of energy characterized the war effort. I 
remember getting three additional storekeepers from a ship, a big Navy 
passenger ship, a big ship called the Thomas Stone, which had been up in 
Tunis, Tunisia. The Stone had been torpedoed in the Mediterranean. There 
was a captain. He was a nut. After his ship was torpedoed, a British destroyer 
came alongside and signaled, “Let us offer you a tow in.” He said, “No, I’m 
going to fight this ship.” In other words, he was going to use his anti-aircraft 
guns. 

03-00:42:38 

Koya: To fight the British ship? 

03-00:42:42 

Ulman: To fight the ship. Against any aircraft that came over, he would— 

03-00:42:47 

Koya: German aircraft, okay. 

03-00:49:49 

Ulman: Pop away at them. The Brit signaled, “I strongly advise you to take a tow.” He 
said, “No, I refuse to do it.” Finally, he said, “Sir, I am a lieutenant 
commander in the Royal Navy. May I ask you for your rank?” The Stone’s 
C.O. replied, “I am a full captain in the U.S. Navy.” The Brit said, “Ay, ay, 
sir, I will await your orders.” 

 In the meantime, that crew anchored in Tunis, I guess it was, or Bizerte. They 
anchored in Bizerte. Every day, they went ashore. They were given liberty to 
go ashore after they had done their chores, but they had to come back and be 
aboard the ship by four o’clock, because at four o’clock, the Germans could 
be counted on to bomb them, so they would have to come back for the daily 
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bombing. The Stone detached three of their storekeepers and sent them to me 
in Oran. I must say that these fellows, who were busy doing clerical work 
most of the time, every time a truck in our port area backfired—those big 
trucks would backfire—these fellows would drop their pencils and wait. It 
sounded like a bombing. 

I do remember one time we did have an air raid. For some reason, the 
Germans sent one bomber over to Oran, where our Navy was getting big 
enough for the Germans to notice. Our little outfit was located down at the 
skin of the dock, practically. There were no air raid shelters, but what people 
were supposed to do was to go across the port area to a retaining wall. It was a 
big wall. The port was at the bottom and the town was on a cliff above. I 
remember walking over. One of these fellows—I remember his name. Bob 
Simpson, a First Class. He came from Maine. He had a down east accent. He 
said, “Go ahead. Get going.” So I said, “Oh, it must be practice.” He said, 
“That’s no practice, you goddamn fool.” He said, “Get going. There’s bombs 
up there.” Saying that to an officer. [laughter] I guess a little after eighteen 
months, the only thing that happened—there was a lot of action in the sense 
that the Navy sent over an unbelievable amount of ships, which went up north 
of us, and getting ready for the invasion of Sicily. 

03-00:47:05 

Koya: This was in 1943 that the invasion was in preparation? 

03-00:47:08 

Ulman: That’s right. If you stood at the top of the port area there, you could see from 
horizon to horizon. It was just one stream of ships. Frequently they unloaded 
trucks. They had trucks secured on the deck—some of them were on the top 
decks of these ships. Each truck had a driver and a passenger on board. They 
were loaded, and they were fully gassed-up. As soon as the trucks were lifted 
and lowered onto the dock, they roared off. One after another after another. 
They were just roaring up the hill. The French would stand there and begin to 
cheer, and that really was something, for the French to cheer Americans. 
[laughter] 

03-00:48:17 

Koya: Were they lifting them with cranes to get them off the ship? 

03-00:48:19 

Ulman: Yes, with cranes. The only other notable thing that I remember, we couldn’t 
get to travel because we were supposed to be doing our work, a lot of work. 
One time, I did get a ride to Sidi Bel Abbès [Algeria], which was the home of 
the French Foreign Legion. The most god-forsaken place I ever saw. 

03-00:49:01 

Koya: Why is that? 
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03-00:49:08 

Ulman: The approach was a road that was almost as wide as San Pablo [Avenue], but 
it was all gravel or dirt. It was absolutely spotless. Raked-over. We were a 
party of about three or four, and the other side of the street. We passed a 
Foreign Legion sergeant. 

03-00:49:53 

Koya: Foreign legion officer. 

03-00:49:55 

Ulman: He was not an officer, he was a sergeant—an enlisted man. We looked at him, 
and he saw us looking at him across the street. He stopped. He went like that. 

03-00:50:09 

Koya: So he was saluting you? 

03-00:50:12 

Ulman: We gave our sloppy Navy salutes in return. It was fantastic. It was interesting. 

 The only other thing was that there was an invasion—not an invasion, 
really—sort of a liberation, they called it, I guess, of southern France. Some of 
us were assigned to the command ship to help with the liberation. 

03-00:50:44 

Koya: Had you remained in Oran during— 

03-00:50:46 

Ulman: I was in Oran for I guess about eighteen months. Something like that. 

03-00:50:52 

Koya: You didn’t go on to Sicily, then? 

03-00:50:54 

Ulman: No, no, no. A lot of the ships that I supplied went on to Sicily. They had 
stories to tell. I didn’t go on to Sicily then, but during the invasion of southern 
France, I got to Palermo, and then from Palermo we went over to Italy, and 
from there on to the communication ship. 

03-00:51:27 

Koya: And the communication ship was involved in that invasion of southern 
France? 

03-00:51:30 

Ulman: Invasion, yes. The commodore of our base was in command of that operation. 
The only thing that we had to worry about was that covering fire was provided 
by the French, by some friendly French fleet behind us. As we all went ashore 
very early in the morning, hustling across, I noticed there was some French—
where was it? In Ramatuelle, which was near that fancy French resort. 

03-00:52:25 

Koya: Monte Carlo? 
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03-00:52:27 

Ulman: Yes, it’s around Monte Carlo. Here these fishermen were calmly sewing their 
nets in the sun while all the American Navy was busy with the heavy 
equipment and so on and so forth. 

 I flew back, and shortly after that, went home. 

03-00:52:50 

Koya: Home to America? 

03-00:51:21 

Ulman: I was called back, yes. My tour of duty was up. 

03-00:52:57 

Koya: This was in 1943 or 1944? 

03-00:52:59 

Ulman: 1944, around that time. Then I was assigned to a ship, the USS Polana, which 
I helped to put into commission. It was a new ship in the Walsh-Kaiser 
Shipyards in Providence, Rhode Island. Which was nice—I had a leave and I 
had some time at home. 

03-00:53:37 

Koya: At home in New York with your family? 

03-00:53:41 

Ulman: I took a quick liberty there in New York. Sometimes they came up. We could 
see each other in Providence and so on. 

03-00:53:48 

Koya: So your parents would visit you? 

03-00:53:50 

Ulman: My parents, yes. And an aunt and an uncle who came up and joined them once 
on New Year’s Eve, I remember. It was a big job to commission a ship, 
especially for supply officers, but it was interesting. 

03-00:54:14 

Koya: What did you find interesting about commissioning a ship? 

03-00:54:19 

Ulman: For one thing, after we were just about finished, we would go into the Boston 
Navy Shipyard. The ground crew there was civilian. They had to finish off 
some work, but they said, first, “We want some cigarettes.” Our captain said, 
“Never. What do you mean, cigarettes? This is a war.” Fortunately, we had a 
few survivors, or “retreads,” from World War One assigned to our ship. They 
were warrant officers. They really would be the guys who made that ship go, 
because they knew their way around. The rest of us were all green as grass. 
This one warrant officer said, “Look, captain, we’re never going to get to sea 
unless these guys get their cigarettes.” With much fuming, he let him go. This 
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fellow said, “Fellows, the cigarettes are ready for you. By the time we get out 
of here, you’re going to say you never had a better crew.” 

03-00:55:58 

Koya: There was a shortage of cigarettes at this time. 

03-00:56:00 

Ulman: Oh, yes. Cigarettes were practically a currency during the war, and overseas, 
too, incidentally. 

Audio File 4 

04-00:00:04 

Koya: Okay, we’re going to begin what is the fourth tape from our second interview. 
This is June 24, 2011, with Lloyd Ulman. 

04-00:00:33 

Ulman: We left me on board ship, just after we had gone into commission. We 
proceeded from Boston, or Providence—I don’t recall which—and then we 
went through the canal to Pearl Harbor. 

04-00:00:51 

Koya: You went through the Panama Canal? 

04-00:00:53 

Ulman: Yes, Panama Canal to Pearl Harbor, where we finished commissioning 
whatever was done. There’s not an awful lot to say. The ship was very 
comfortable, although not a terribly practical ship, probably from the point of 
view of the military. It was supposedly designed by MacArthur for island-
hopping in the Pacific. We covered a lot of territory. I was looking at a map 
the other day. We went out past Australia, past into the Eastern Pacific, North 
and Southern Pacific, around there. 

04-00:01:45 

Koya: So Solomon Islands? 

04-00:01:48 

Ulman: No, we went past there, past them, I think, and then came up— 

04-00:01:52 

Koya: Fiji? 

04-00:01:54 

Ulman: We passed Fiji. We’d go from one place to another and back, loaded with 
stuff, and reloaded. The best characterization of that time of existence was 
given by Thomas Heggen in his great book Mister Roberts, about life in the 
Pacific in the Navy. This hero was on a ship that was somewhat similar to the 
Polana. They journeyed “from tedium to apathy and back.” Basically, I 
suppose, we were preparing for an invasion of Japan. I’ll tell you one thing. 
After Harry Truman dropped those bombs, he was a very popular guy in the 
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American Navy and the Army, too.  The Army was counting on losses of 
100,000. 

04-00:03:20 

Koya: To make the invasion of Japan? 

04-00:03:21 

Ulman: Yes. Harry Truman also integrated the Navy and the Army toward the end of 
the war, which was also an excellent thing. 

04-00:03:39 

Koya: That’s an important point, actually, in the history of American race relations. 
This was one of the first major institutions that went through that kind of 
integration. 

04-00:03:51 

Ulman: In retrospect, I would say that the military is a good place to begin a reform, 
because there’s no question—you put out an order and that’s it. We got a 
couple of black fellows onboard the ship, and of course nothing happened. 

04-00:04:13 

Koya: Were the unions that easy to integrate later? The trade unions. 

04-00:04:21 

Ulman: Oh, the trade unions were a different story. That was a tough thing. 

 Two interesting things happened to me that year. First, right at the end of the 
war, we were sent up to the island of Hokkaido in Japan, near Hakodate, to 
pick up some American prisoners, because the Navy hospital ship, for some 
reason, couldn’t get into the harbor and we were small enough. We sailed into 
this little harbor and the crew were allowed liberty because we had been at sea 
for more than two weeks. But the liberty consisted of being allowed to walk 
down the middle of the street with Navy guards, Navy shore patrol, and 
Japanese constabulary on both sides. The street was absolutely empty because 
the citizenry was not allowed to be out when we were allowed liberty. 

04-00:05:59 

Koya: This was 1945, 1946, after Hiroshima and Nagasaki? 

04-00:06:05 

Ulman: Yes, shortly after the Japanese surrender. I still remember, somebody had 
painted on a big sheet, which they hung up over the rocks on top of the cliff, 
saying, “Yanks, come and get us.” These were the American prisoners. We 
took some of them on board, and they were mighty, mighty thin prisoners, I 
can tell you that much. Then we took them down to Yokosuka, which was the 
big naval base. Next we were sent over to Qingdao [Tsingtao] in China with a 
detachment of Marines to relieve the Japanese military police. Actually, we 
were there a month, because, in typical Navy style, somebody didn’t get the 
right radio frequency for us. Everybody naturally wanted to go home. But my 
roommate and I were fascinated by the place. It was like, I imagine, a 



44 

medieval city, where the different neighborhoods in town seemed to specialize 
in making different products. Salesmen would hawk these products into other 
parts of the town, so you had somebody banging on drums. I had one of those 
little drums. One would sing out, “Peanuts, peanuts, peanuts.” They would 
hawk peanuts. 

 I conducted a sort of desultory correspondence with Professor Slichter while I 
was in the Navy, which greatly impressed him. I wrote him about my 
experience in China. It was a fascinating place. The poverty was so extreme. 
You would look over the countryside. It was barren at that time, except with 
little clumps of green in discrete intervals. They were small hamlets, and the 
green just reached as far as night soil could go. Night soil is human fertilizer. 
That’s the way they existed. 

04-00:09:34 

Koya: Lack of irrigation, lack of fertilization, agriculture. 

04-00:09:40 

Ulman: I also experienced my first and only rickshaw ride. We would transport 
ourselves by liberty boat to the end of the dock and then go into the center of 
town. It was about a mile or something like that. The rickshaw boys would 
crowd around to take us. We were told to take them because it was good for 
the local economy and so on. I took one. It was a terrible experience. The 
Marines solved it in their own way—the Marines that we sent over. They took 
their rides into town, and coming back they drove their rickshaw boys, and 
they raced each other. Whereupon the commandant sent out an order: 
American military personnel will refrain from giving rickshaw rides to 
Chinese civilian personnel. It was a fascinating experience. 

Then we finally came home. Golden Gate in ’48, everybody had been saying. 
We made it in 1946, I believe. I went back to school, but it was in the middle 
of the term, so I couldn’t register and get in. 

You recall that I said that Kerr and his contemporaries had done all this work 
during the war on war labor boards, as third-party neutrals, because there a 
system of wage and price controls during the war. Also, it was backed by no 
strike pledges by the unions. Therefore, there— 

04-00:12:06 

Koya: Kerr was a labor arbitrator, right? 

04-00:12:09 

Ulman: Kerr had been before. The decisions that they made during the war period 
were really shaping modern American industrial relations, the unions having 
been organized and manufacturing just before that, really, in the late New 
Deal period. 



45 

 Incidentally, when I was demobilized, as it were, our ship sailed through the 
Golden Gate. That’s the first I saw of San Francisco. I still remember the 
signs, “Painless Parker, surgeon dentist.” The fellow actually changed his 
name to Painless. 

 I took a three-day train ride back East, back to home and family. Later when 
Slichter came down to New York, he invited me for lunch at the Harvard 
Club, and I told him I didn’t really know whether I had wasted a lot of time in 
the Navy. Four years. He said, “I think you’ll look back on that with 
satisfaction.” I thought, what does he know? But actually, I do. I don’t 
begrudge it at all, the four years. I feel good about it. 

 Slichter said, “When the term begins, you go back and you study. Concentrate 
on your theory and on your statistics. The institutional part, you really pick up 
by experience.” He said, “I’ll make you a salesman and put you on the road.” 
What he did was to make me a research assistant. My job was basically to 
write up cases. Those were the popular things in those days. The Harvard 
Business School had pioneered case studies. He, and especially Dunlop, began 
to write up case studies in industrial relations. Slichter was very well-
connected with unions and management people. 

04-00:15:34 

Koya: Connected to the unions? 

04-00:15:36 

Ulman: Connected to unions and to management, both. He sent me on the road, and it 
was a great thrill to take Pullman cars and go out to Cincinnati and faraway 
places like that when negotiations were being held. I actually sat in on some 
labor negotiations. It was an invaluable experience. 

04-00:16:08 

Koya: Cincinnati? Where else did you attend those negotiations? 

04-00:16:14 

Ulman: Other places. Pittsburgh, and so on and so forth. 

04-00:16:18 

Koya: Do you recall the unions that you were observing at that point? 

04-00:16:22 

Ulman: There were the printing negotiations in Cincinnati.1 The big printer—again, 
his name was Rosenthal—was an old friend of Slichter. Therefore, he cleared 
with the union that I could sit in on their actual negotiations as they were 
haggling back and forth. Rosenthal, it was a family firm. At one time, the 
president of the union said to the employer, to Rosenthal, “Your grandpa 
would never approve of the position you’re taking.” He said, “Grandpa 

                                                 
1 Dr. Ulman mentions that this was a “citywide negotiation” in briefly mentioning this episode 
during Interview Three, Tape Five, at 32:56. 
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certainly would approve of the position that I’m taking.” It was an old family 
firm. This was an interesting thing. 

04-00:17:28 

Koya: Just a quick question on the case study method. When you were out observing 
these union negotiations, could you intervene? Could you make 
recommendations? 

04-00:17:36 

Ulman: Oh my goodness, no. No, one was lucky to be there. Very rare that third 
parties could do that. 

04-00:17:46 

Koya: Did you make recommendations after the fact of the negotiations? 

04-00:17:50 

Ulman: No, I wrote them up for Slichter. Also, I did some research of my own, trying 
to see the economics of it and so on and so forth. 

04-00:18:03 

Koya: Did this help with your dissertation? These case studies, did any of it get 
factored into— 

04-00:18:09 

Ulman: It had nothing to do with my dissertation. He felt that there was something 
about the institutional part, as he put it— 

04-00:18:31 

Koya: That was experience. 

04-00:18:33 

Ulman: One had to go out and watch and listen. Incidentally, so-called institutional 
economics is an American term. Commons was its father. It always included 
work on the history and the structure and governance of unions. My 
dissertation was an example. Also, the policies of unions. Slichter said, 
“Unions are essentially an economic institution over here.” One should tackle 
those problems as one would tackle any problem in economic analysis. 
Commons didn’t like that very much. Slichter claimed that Commons fired 
him—I don’t know what position Slichter had held in Wisconsin—which 
might have been an exaggeration, but certainly Slichter went his own way and 
taught in the East, at Cornell and later at Harvard. Slichter himself was, for 
those days, an early macro economist. He didn’t know much theory, although 
he did pioneering work on the structure of wages. 

04-00:20:34 

Koya: What theory did he not know at that juncture? The neoclassical literature? 

04-00:20:40 

Ulman: He wasn’t a theorist. Slichter was an extremely good prognosticator, partly 
because he did not confine himself to a rigorous model at the beginning. Paul 
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Samuelson, who was then a young man, used to keep a little black book of 
forecasts. Check on each economist to see how the forecast came out. He said 
the best forecaster in the country is not a first-rate economist. He’s not even a 
second-rate economist. He’s not even a fourth-rate economist. But later on, 
Samuelson used to cross over from MIT and see Slichter once a week to see 
what— 

04-00:21:46 

Koya: Samuelson had been a student at Harvard, is that correct? 

04-00:21:498 

Ulman: Samuelson had been a student at Harvard. This is what we’ll be coming to. 

04-00:21:57 

Koya: And then a teacher at MIT? 

04-00:21:59 

Ulman: And then a teacher at MIT. There’s the common strain Slichter variant, which 
is heavily academics. 

 Slichter, incidentally, vaulted to fame during the war. By that time, the 
standard was the Keynesian model. The standard Keynesian forecast was that 
we would have a postwar recession, just as we did after World War One, on 
the grounds that the supply of labor would be increased by the people coming 
home, the troops coming home, and for a while the demand would be shut off 
or something like that. 

04-00:23:10 

Koya: Would there be an expectation that production would increase or fall? 

04-00:23:15 

Ulman: They didn’t talk about it. The wartime demand for all these planes would fall 
off. So demand would fall, supply would increase, and you’re going to get 
yourself with a big glut of labor. 

 Slichter, who, incidentally, had written to me while I was on the ship, giving 
me copies of articles that he had written, which I paved through. There I was 
in the Pacific! He said, “I just don’t think they’re right, because all I see is that 
the average American household”—the women, especially, in going to 
work—they earned a lot of money. They couldn’t spend a lot because of 
wartime rationing and restrictions, so that their—just in reverse of what’s true 
today—they were heavily in the black, and therefore they had these savings. 
He proved to be right. 

04-00:24:42 

Koya: What was the consequence that he forecast for this excess of savings? What 
would that do to the economy? 
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04-00:24:49 

Ulman: People would spend out of accumulated liquid assets as well as current 
income. But Keynes said consumption is simply a function of your income. If 
you look at a very simplistic model, which is what people were doing in those 
days, you have high income, you spend more; you have low income, you 
spend less. It was not really a theory of behavior. It was just sort of an 
assertion from experience, and it seemed reasonable. Slichter’s position, 
which actually could be formalized as one of the criticisms of Keynes, is that 
people could be expected to spend and save as their stock of wealth increased. 
Therefore, if their stock of wealth increased, even if their income didn’t, 
they’d still spend. That was basically his argument, that there was a lot of 
money around. 

04-00:26:00 

Koya: This was Slichter’s argument? 

04-00:26:01 

Ulman: Slichter’s argument. He was right. He was dead right. 

04-00:26:05 

Koya: Again, what was the consequence of that money being around? 

04-00:26:09 

Ulman: People had money. You get laid off, say, or Rosie the Riveter goes back 
home. She may or may not get married right away, but anyway, she’s got a lot 
of money there, and she’ll spend it. 

04-00:26:25 

Koya: So there’s pent-up demand? 

04-00:26:27 

Ulman: Pent-up demand. That was the expression. 

04-00:26:31 

Koya: Was there, then, a result that inflation occurred? Did that drive up prices, that 
that demand was— 

04-00:26:37 

Ulman: That did come. That did come. But there certainly were jobs, civilian jobs, 
created. Anyway, that was the Slichter modification of institutional 
economics, if you want to put it that way. 

 You wanted to know about Selig Perlman and his theory of the labor 
movement. Perlman was a student of labor history—which he wrote partly 
with Commons, partly on his own. He wrote a famous theory of the labor 
movement, which was that the American worker—the American labor 
movement, really—was primarily non-ideological. This was heavily anti-
Marxist, and that was true of the Wisconsin school. Slichter also subscribed to 
this, incidentally. That American labor was very pragmatic. He also felt that 
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labor was very security-conscious, something that I took issue with in that 
book, in my thesis. In prospect, I was a little mean to him. 

04-00:28:41 

Koya: To Slichter? 

04-00:28:44 

Ulman: To Perlman. It was one of the appendices in my thesis. Because workers were 
security-conscious, they organized along craft lines and jurisdiction—which 
he vested with a near-mystical quality, but they certainly took it seriously. 
They were interested in their jobs. Actually, my own thesis said they were not 
only interested in their jobs, but they were interested in wages, too, and they 
were not only interested for security purposes, but they also wanted to get 
ahead. That was the essence of the Gompers-Hillquit exchange. American 
workers were essentially optimistic rather than pessimistic people. The main 
thing was that they were non-ideological and they flocked together. The best 
way to describe, I think, that thing was one that a British friend of mine, 
Henry Phelps Brown, was referring to labor economists when I was in 
England, and we would discuss together as men of like kidney. 

04-00:30:27 

Koya: I’m sorry, what does that phrase mean? I’m not familiar with that. 

04-00:30:30 

Ulman: You just feel like you can spot somebody who agrees with you, sees with you. 
Compatible. 

04-00:30:38 

Koya: Labor unions were like that? 

04-00:30:40 

Ulman: Were like that. People, brick layers, printers— 

04-00:30:44 

Koya: Came together. 

04-00:30:45 

Ulman: They would come together. Not solely because of their economic interests, but 
also because of that, they had a wider way of viewing the world. 

04-00:30:59 

Koya: So there was a sociological element. 

04-00:31:01 

Ulman: It was sort of a sociological element, absolutely. I think—well, and so does 
Arthur Schlesinger Jr. The most brilliant of the institutionalists was Thorstein 
Veblen. He called an institution a widespread habit of thought or action. It 
doesn’t tie things down to structures, formal structures or things like that, but 
it’s a habit. It’s interesting that he said a habit, because habitual behavior can 
be at odds with strictly rational behavior. In that sense, one could say that 
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Keynes himself was an institutionalist. He would come up with all sorts of ad-
hoc theories, like the “propensity to consume” or “money illusion.” 

04-00:32:25 

Koya: It’s striking here. On the one hand, you’re suggesting Perlman, and probably 
Commons as well, are writing against the idea that the trade union movement 
is going to be necessarily Marxist in its orientation, and for Bolshevism— 

04-00:32:45 

Ulman: For America, it was essentially not Marxist. In that sense, too, remember that 
Wisconsin was also the home of—was it Frederick Jackson Turner who was 
the guy who talked about American exceptionalism? 

04-00:33:02 

Koya: And the frontier thesis. 

04-00:33:03 

Ulman: And the frontier thesis. That was also heavily in the thinking of the Wisconsin 
school. 

04-00:33:15 

Koya: Of Commons, yes. 

04-00:33:15 

Ulman: Yes, because they were not only anti-Marx, but very, very rigorously anti-
Marxist. 

04-00:33:0230 

Koya: Were they anti-Marxist both in the sense of, this is not what the trade union 
movement is; there’s an American exceptionalism where it doesn’t follow the 
lines of European trade union movements? But also anti-Marxist in terms of 
the political struggle between Socialists and Communists in the labor 
movement? 

04-00:33:43 

Ulman: Oh, yes. That was part of it, too. I quoted last time, or I referred to that debate 
between Hillquit and Gompers. Hillquit was sort of Marxist. In A History of 
Socialism in the United States, Hillquit wrote about the earliest 
communitarian settlements. He said that the only ones that lasted were those 
based on religion and not on Marxist economic theory. 

04-00:34:21 

Koya: Or ideology. 

04-00:34:22 

Ulman: The Americans did have their own homegrown—Perlman always talked about 
a homegrown philosophy. We had radicals, homegrown radicals, but they 
were not Marxist. They notably included anarchists. The Wobblies [Industrial 
Workers of the World]. They weren’t something that most later historians 
took too seriously. 
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04-00:35:07 

Koya: I have two questions here. To continue the thought about the institutionalists 
versus the Marxists, the institutionalists also would be taking issue with a 
Friedman position, which believed the economic actor was rational rather than 
habitual. 

04-00:35:22 

Ulman: Yes. That’s especially the Veblen strain, I think. If you do something 
habitually, you may or may not be acting rationally. Of course, William James 
also wrote about this kind of— 

04-00:35:43 

Koya: And Charles Peirce. 

04-00:35:48 

Ulman: I remember he thought that habits were great things. They could be 
economical. You didn’t need to stop and think before acting, but they could 
also mean you do what you’re used to doing, even if there’s no rational reason 
for doing it right now. 

04-00:36:07 

Koya: But there could have been in the past? 

04-00:36:11 

Ulman: You get the habit from the past. 

04-00:36:14 

Koya: With Veblen also, there’s an idea that economic behavior can be irrational. Is 
that correct? 

04-00:36:20 

Ulman: Oh, very much, yes. 

04-00:36:21 

Koya: Such as conspicuous consumption? 

04-00:36:23 

Ulman: Conspicuous consumption, whether it’s rational or irrational. Incidentally, the 
neoclassical economists have worked themselves into a position where it’s 
hard to tell the difference. Virtually everything can be rationalized, period. 

04-00:36:50 

Koya: So the institutionalist position was a strong challenge in this period to a 
neoclassical orientation? 

04-00:37:00 

Ulman: Almost unconscious. Of course, everybody knows that this stuff, this 
utilitarian stuff. That’s known to everybody. They didn’t rigorously stake out 
those positions. What happened in the postwar period, it was basically 
Friedman who launched the offensive against institutionalist thought. 
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04-00:37:34 

Koya: That wasn’t market-oriented or— 

04-00:37:37 

Ulman: I think that people would agree that he over-egged the omelet, as the British 
say, to too great an extent. I thought that we’d take a little time off to talk 
about that, putting it in the context of my adventures. You can see, then, at 
least why Slichter thought it would be a good idea for me to get on the road 
and really see things happening. 

04-00:38:10 

Koya: There was just the second question as well. You’ve talked about the 
institutionalists having a concern that the trade union movement wasn’t going 
to be necessarily Marxist, but there was also a strong element in the postwar 
period—I believe I’m correct here—that there was concern about Communist 
influence on the trade union movement as well. 

04-00:38:33 

Ulman: Oh, yes. 

04-00:38:35 

Koya: Was it anti-Marxist in that sense? There’s two senses of anti-Marxism here? 

04-00:38:40 

Ulman: There was a practically civil war inside trade unions that broke out after the 
war. Actually, before the war, I mentioned that we had the wage and price 
controls and things like that in the very beginning. We began something like 
that before we actually declared war, or war was declared on us before Pearl 
Harbor. The trouble that came when some unions went out on strike—we did 
have quite a few strikes in this sense. They were frequent during the period of 
isolationism, those Communist-inspired strikes. There were strong elements of 
Communism, especially in the CIO unions, but also some in the building 
trades, the painters, etc. 

04-00:39:48 

Koya: Were those AF of L [American Federation of Labor] affiliates at that time? 

04-00:39:50 

Ulman: The latter were all AF of L unions, yes. But the generalization, and they felt 
that the tendency had to be that, had to be anti-Communist.  

04-00:40:03 

Koya: So for the institutionalists, there was both an intellectual orientation to 
discount the Marxism of the trade movement, but maybe also a political 
orientation towards anti-Communism within the trade union movement? 

04-00:40:17 

Ulman: Yes, that was the beauty of the New Deal: one could be an anti-Communist 
liberal. And a lot of unions were. But the communist-led unions were against 
Roosevelt, against the New Deal, etc. 
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04-00:40:37 

Koya: Some liberals or some Communists? 

04-00:40:41 

Ulman: Not Communists—well, Communists also. It’s so hard to say. If you want to 
read one simple view of the New Deal, which wasn’t intellectual, as it were, 
read Frances Perkins’, The Roosevelt I Knew. That’s a wonderful book. 

 Norman Thomas, who was, incidentally, a friend of Bob Alexander— 

04-00:41:20 

Koya: The Socialist leader. 

04-00:41:23 

Ulman: When we were undergraduates, we had straw polls for president in the thirties. 
We voted for Norman Thomas. He was the good guy. It wasn’t Roosevelt. At 
that time, there was a strong Marxist influence around. At one time after 
Roosevelt’s election, Thomas visited him in the White House. Roosevelt said 
to him, “I stole a lot of your platform”—he said to Thomas. Thomas said, 
“Yes, but what did you do with it?” 

 Basically, they applied to the unions. This is sort of the native bent of 
Americans. But it was a union movement which was not powered by a 
Communist ideology or a Marxist ideology. It did inherit a lot from the 
British, but their kind of Socialism was different, anyway. They were not 
really Marxists. 

04-00:42:38 

Koya: Was this Fabian Socialism? The Fabians? 

04-00:42:43 

Ulman: The Fabian Socialists, yes. 

 Take John Stuart Mill. Now, John Stuart Mill is a good example. He was a 
utilitarian who contributed to neoclassical economics, but he was also a 
Socialist in his own way. These things get to be messy all around, but I was 
just trying to talk about a few strands here. 

04-00:43:12 

Koya: We’ve got a number of strands here. It’s very interesting. It’s a different 
climate, intellectually, in this period. 

04-00:43:25 

Ulman: There was one time that one of the cases that I observed for Slichter and wrote 
up was labor relations between the Eastern Massachusetts Street Railway 
Company and the Amalgamated Association of Street, Electric, Railway, and 
Motor Coach Employees in those days. It was the line into Brookline where 
my girl lived. I used to go and sit in the meetings that this old shop steward, or 
rather local union president, used to preside over. Those were the old days that 
the union would have a meeting hall, and in back of it there was a bar. After 
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the bar, then the members went back and had a drink, and that’s how they paid 
the rent for the hall. 

I remember this old fellow. He had a cane like mine, a big, stout cane. He was 
sort of lame. He would sit at a table. I sat next to him. Members would come 
up with grievances. If he thought there was something to it, he would talk to 
him and reason with him. One member came up and said, “Do you realize 
with that last raise, you put me in a higher income tax rate?” Then he would 
just lift his cane. That meant the guy had to get out of there. I said to myself, 
god, what a hell of a job this guy has got. Everybody’s dissatisfied, 
everybody’s got grievances, and so on and so forth. He turned to me just at 
that time and he said, “This is the most wonderful job in the world, putting 
bread on the table.” I thought, that’s it. It is a wonderful job. 

04-00:45:42 

Koya: But negotiating meaning how much bread goes to which tables as well? 

04-00:45:47 

Ulman: Well, yes, but that to him was you were getting something for the 
membership. You were getting something for the membership. 

04-00:45:56 

Koya: For the overall membership? 

04-00:45:57 

Ulman: Yes. That was the contract—the signed contract. That really confirmed my, as 
it were, pro-union bias. Then this local president took me home to—it was 
Friday—he took me home to dinner, and he apologized because it was fish, 
since they were Catholic. That sort of thing was very nice.2 

04-00:46:31 

Koya: Was this your first sustained kind of interaction with the unions, then? 

04-00:46:35 

Ulman: Yes, I’d say it was. Before I actually got back to class— 

04-00:46:41 

Koya: It was these case studies for Slichter. 

04-00:46:43 

Ulman: They were these case study things that I did. 

04-00:46:45 

Koya: And you hadn’t had previous either research or political experience with the 
unions at Wisconsin or Columbia? 

                                                 
2 In further discussion of this episode during interview three, tape 5 at 28:29, Dr. Ulman added: “Then he took me 
home for dinner and apologized for having fish, because it was Friday night. I thought, somehow or other, these are 
my people.” 
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04-00:46:52 

Ulman: No, no, no. Students didn’t do that. 

04-00:46:55 

Koya: Right. You were in school. 

04-00:46:56 

Ulman: Yes. 

04-00:46:58 

Koya: This was your experience. 

04-00:46:59 

Ulman: Yes. I knew I liked the idea of the union. That’s why I went into Wisconsin in 
the first place. 

04-00:47:07 

Koya: But this was your practical experience at the unions. 

04-00:47:16 

Ulman: So I guess the next thing is— 

04-00:47:19 

Koya: Well, we’ve got several interesting people there on the faculty at Harvard, if 
we’re now back at Harvard. 

04-00:47:24 

Ulman: Yes, we’re back at Harvard now. 

04-00:47:25 

Koya: It would be lovely to hear about Joseph Schumpeter. I understand you have a 
great recollection of his— 

04-00:47:31 

Ulman: Oh, should be, yes. 

04-00:47:34 

Koya: Of his lectures. 

04-00:47:39 

Ulman: There were people like Schumpeter and Haberler, who was a famous 
international trade guy, and all of these fellows. 

04-00:47:50 

Koya: Gottfried Haberler? 

04-00:47:51 

Ulman: Gottfried Haberler, yes. They were really swamped in the postwar period. 
Incidentally, there were 200 of my classmates with me, 200 graduates in 
economics. All of us were on the GI Bill of Rights. All of us came home. 

04-00:48:17 

Koya: So you were matriculating into Harvard at the same time? 
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04-00:48:20 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right. 

04-00:48:22 

Koya: Was this on the GI Bill, or had that been passed yet? 

04-00:48:25 

Ulman: Yes, it had. That’s why Bob Dole got into trouble when he was running for 
president, because he was on the GI Bill of Rights. He was wounded and he 
was taken care of and so on. So that type of Socialism. You can’t find any 
enemies for the GI Bill. 

04-00:48:58 

Koya: So Schumpeter and Haberler, you were saying, were devastated after the war. 

04-00:49:04 

Ulman: Because of Keynes. 

04-00:49:06 

Koya: They were devastated intellectually? 

04-00:49:07 

Ulman: Intellectually, yes. When people pass a certain age, they cannot change, really, 
very much. I remember once we got a lecture earlier from Lauchlin Currie, 
who was a famous member of the New Deal period. He was talking about 
presidents. He said about Roosevelt, “A president is always going to be an 
out-of-date economist.” Keynes said something about the same sort of thing. 
Defunct ideas. Businessmen had inherited defunct ideas of some dead 
economist. 

 Schumpeter was a man who had a very great reputation. Actually, it was a 
mixed reputation. He said that he always had, when he was a young man, 
three ambitions: to be the greatest swordsman in Vienna, to be the greatest 
horseman in Vienna, and to be the greatest lover in Vienna. “Unfortunately, I 
never sat a horse very well.” But he was also the chancellor of the exchequer 
during the super inflation period.  

04-00:50:44 

Koya: In 1919? 

04-00:50:45 

Ulman: Yes. He was a very reactionary guy, who, on a personal level, was extremely 
liberal, to people, to individuals. We had wonderful students. Some really 
great classmates. 

04-00:51:06 

Koya: A lot of Nobel Prizes in that class. 

04-00:51:07 

Ulman: Jim Tobin was one of them. 
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04-00:51:09 

Koya: Paul Samuelson was there before. 

04-00:51:11 

Ulman: Paul Samuelson was out, but just out at MIT. 

04-00:51:17 

Koya: Robert Solow. 

04-00:51:18 

Ulman: Bob Solow was there. 

04-00:51:24 

Koya: There’s three Nobel Prizes. 

04-00:51:29 

Ulman: There’s three Nobel Prizes. 

04-00:51:30 

Koya: Plus Leontief as well. 

04-00:51:34 

Ulman: There was Leontief, who was young faculty. Schumpeter, sometimes he’d 
assign us an article which would give him trouble. He would get Leontief to 
take the class for him, to explain it, to explain this theoretical article. Leontief, 
among other things, had the knack of being able to take mathematics and 
translate it into diagrams and stuff like that. Then Schumpeter would come 
back and say— 

 “My dear babies, I don’t hesitate to tell you that I could never have done that. 
You have experienced the true Leontiefian touch.” 

04-00:52:42 

Koya: Was that one of his phrases, “my dear babies?” 

04-00:52:45 

Ulman: Yes. The thing that irritated him the most was when graduate students would 
ask him for a thesis topic. He felt that a graduate student should know what he 
wants to do. He’d say, “A young man should have a theory. It could be a good 
theory, could be a bad theory, but he should have a theory.” 

 That’s what he did. One of the most brilliant students was a fellow by the 
name of Hy Minksy—Hyman. You might have heard of him. We got to be 
very close friends. He was a brilliant man. He knew Marx, rejected Marx, but 
he did everything. He could do math with the mathematicians. He could do 
history with the historians. He could do the sort of thing that Schumpeter 
really loved. Schumpeter gave him an A++ and then insisted on walking the 
grade over to the registrar to be sure that they didn’t make a mistake and that 
they gave him two pluses on the thing. What we felt for the most part was that 
Schumpeter’s theory, which emphasized entrepreneurship and so on— 
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04-00:54:20 

Koya: Innovation. 

04-00:54:21 

Ulman: Innovation—seemed to us to be sort of de-fanged Marxism. There was a lot of 
Marxism to it, but actually, that was unfair to him. There was a good deal 
more to it. He was against Keynes—Hansen was— 

04-00:54:55 

Koya: Alvin Hansen. 

04-00:54:56 

Ulman: They were all against Keynes. Hansen was the guy that many on the faculty 
didn’t think much of him as an economist. And he wasn’t a great economist in 
a sense, but we students all loved him because we were Keynesians. Also, he 
was a good Minnesota guy. 

04-00:55:20 

Koya: Alvin Hansen had also worked on the Social Security system, is that correct, 
with Witte? 

04-00:55:25 

Ulman: Could have been. He went back to that period. 

04-00:55:34 

Koya: Was he out of the Wisconsin tradition? 

04-00:55:39 

Ulman: He was not in labor. He was Keynesian. He was a very fine man. Paul 
Samuelson would come over from MIT to work with Hansen, which really 
ruined Schumpeter. They wrote an article or two together. Schumpeter would 
have a sort of wry sense of humor. He didn’t believe in all of the New Deal. 
He’s just like the conservatives today. No government and stuff like that. But 
later on, he modified himself a bit. 

 There was another member of the faculty, a young member of the faculty, 
Paul Sweezy, who was a— 

04-00:56:47 

Koya: He was a Marxist, yes? 

04-00:56:48 

Ulman: He was a Marxist, and he was very much a modern economist. He was a very 
fine theorist. They staged a debate before the economics club. Sweezy tried to 
combine Marx and Keynes. Schumpeter was very strong for Sweezy. He liked 
him very much. He said to us, “My dear babies, do not listen to this man. 
Keynes, Marx—Marx was a good economist. Keynes—hmm.” That was his 
real enemy. He was, of course, friendly with Keynes. He corresponded with 
him. He wrote to Keynes. 
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04-00:57:58 

Koya: Schumpeter was on the kind of wrong end of this juncture— 

04-00:58:02 

Ulman: At that time. 

04-00:58:03 

Koya: Of the intellectual trend. 

04-00:58:04 

Ulman: Schumpeter made a big comeback in recent years, and I think deservedly so. 
He always also tried to do math, but he really couldn’t do it very well. But he 
believed in mathematical economics. He wanted somebody to mathematicize 
his theory. Nobody either was interested in it or couldn’t do it or something. 
Of course, that could mean that the model itself wasn’t so logical. That 
bugged him. 

04-00:58:48 

Koya: Let me just ask one more question about Schumpeter, and then we should 
probably finish up. He had written a book on the theory of the business cycles, 
maybe around 1939, if I recall. Was this influential at explaining the 
Depression? 

04-00:59:04 

Ulman: Well, I don’t remember, frankly. It was a very big book, and he would lecture 
from it. He believed strongly in Kondratiev theories. He would try to validate 
a point from historical record, and he’d show you a diagram. It didn’t mean 
anything. He said, “But really, this is a Juglar superimposed on a Kondratiev  
with something else.” 

04-00:59:57 

Koya: We will wrap up for today. Thank you very much. 

[End of Interview] 
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Interview #3 July 8, 2011 
Audio File 5 

05-00:00:06 

Koya: Okay, we’re here on July 8, 2008. We’re beginning our fifth tape for the third 
interview here in Berkeley, California, and this is Dr. Lloyd Ulman. 

05-00:00:23 

Ulman: Well, I wanted to go back this time to the Pacific and a couple of amusing 
incidents that happened aboard ship, which should have served me as lessons, 
I guess, in labor relations. The first concerned a still that we had on the ship. 
A liquor still. The liquor was made, apparently, by—I say apparently, because 
I don’t know any of these details, you understand. 

05-00:01:10 

Koya: Officially or unofficially you don’t know the details? 

05-00:01:13 

Ulman: They drained torpedo juice through loaves of bread. That was the essence of 
the thing. Of course, this was highly illegal, because the Navy is dry, or was 
dry then, and possibly still is, unlike the British Navy, for example, where 
sailors would get their tots of rum. But of course, officially at least—aside 
from the doctor—had no liquor on board. One night, I had to work late, and I 
was going to my office. That involved walking through the crew’s mess hall. 
It was after dinner, so it served as a sort of recreation room. As I walked 
through, there was a cry, and somebody materialized in front of me with a 
great, big carboy, or jug, of liquor. 

05-00:02:23 

Koya: An urn? 

05-00:02:24 

Ulman: And tried to snatch it out of my way. Instead, he dropped it. It crashed on the 
steel deck, and I was soaked. I just kept walking. I just walked all the way 
through, or squished, I might say, and thought, I’m not going to say anything 
about a thing like this. Which, of course, I should have done, but didn’t. The 
next day, my chief, who was the chief cook, said, “Mr. Ulman, they don’t feed 
too well in the officer’s mess. Why don’t you have dinner with us in the 
chief’s mess?” The chief petty officers. They’re the backbone of the Navy and 
they eat the best in the Navy. The very best. So I went and I had a wonderful 
steak. One of the best steak dinners I ever had in my life. One of the chiefs 
offered me a drink! He said, “I don’t suppose you’d care.” So I said, “No, I’ll 
stick to water. Thanks, chief.” 

05-00:03:51 

Koya: So he was offering you a drink at that point? 

05-00:03:54 

Ulman: I suppose he was, but I didn’t [accept]. That was the first episode. Didn’t think 
anything of it. I became a popular officer as a result of that, of course. 
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05-00:04:13 

Koya: As a result of not having let the higher-ups know? 

05-00:04:16 

Ulman: Just turned a Nelson’s eye to that. The next episode turned me—well, it didn’t 
turn me into much of anything. Let me tell you what it was. One of my first-
class enlisted men—he was an older guy. A retread from World War I—as 
they called them in those days. He was eligible for a promotion to chief 
storekeeper. If you became chief, then you went over the side, and took a new 
assignment. You were never assigned to duty onboard the ship in which you 
were promoted. You had a new life. Of course, those promotions usually 
occurred automatically, but this fellow was absolutely no good. He was 
spectacularly no good. I thought, I can’t, in conscience, approve of his 
promotion. 

05-00:05:42 

Koya: Were you his superior at this juncture? 

05-00:05:43 

Ulman: I was his superior, yes. Head of the division. 

05-00:05:46 

Koya: What division was that? 

05-00:05:48 

Ulman: Supply division. A little delegation came to me one day and say, “You know, 
Mr. Ulman, you’re a popular officer aboard this ship, but you’re not going to 
be popular if you don’t promote Merchant.” 

05-00:06:11 

Koya: I’m sorry, what was his name? 

05-00:06:12 

Ulman: Merchant. I said, “Well, I guess that’s why a commission is not an elective 
office,” and I didn’t promote him, and he hung around. You could see the 
incentive to promote anybody for an officer in my position, but I didn’t, and it 
wasn’t until he left—later on, he was transferred—that he reminded me that 
he was sore. So I said, “I’m very sorry that you were, but I just felt that I 
couldn’t promote you.” These contrasting episodes, I thought that I would add 
to this record. 

05-00:07:11 

Koya: Those are important episodes. Just a couple quick factual questions. One, you 
were head of the supply division. Was that for a particular ship or for— 

05-00:07:19 

Ulman: Yes, onboard the ship, the USS Polana, AKA-35. 
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05-00:07:29 

Koya: When you say these are important episodes, on the one hand, there’s a kind of 
inference of solidarity. You looked away to the non-benign activities of the 
other sailors. 

05-00:07:42 

Ulman: I didn’t [report it]. 

05-00:07:45 

Koya: Right. So what was the lesson there for labor relations? 

05-00:07:49 

Ulman: Well, it’s human relations, really. You’d be a bastard if you did. I figured I 
wasn’t going to do that. And I wouldn’t have known it if I hadn’t had to go 
down there. 

05-00:08:04 

Koya: It was an accidental intrusion into their space? 

05-00:08:07 

Ulman: Yes. 

05-00:08:09 

Koya: Then the second example, where you don’t promote the gentleman, although 
you know that the democratic energies, as it were, are such that there would 
be resentment against you for not having— 

05-00:08:22 

Ulman: I was told that. 

05-00:08:23 

Koya: By other sailors and— 

05-00:08:26 

Ulman: I don’t believe it actually transpired. 

05-00:08:30 

Koya: But what did that teach you about, say, organizational structures or union 
labor structures? 

05-00:08:39 

Ulman: It just taught me about people and my relationships to people and how I 
should handle myself, or shouldn’t handle myself, as the case might be. 

05-00:08:49 

Koya: What were the lessons about people that came out of that? The second 
episode. 

05-00:08:55 

Ulman: Let’s not flog it. Yes, let’s not flog it. It may come up again. 
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05-00:09:10 

Koya: I may bring it back up, sure. 

05-00:09:12 

Ulman: Yes, later on. I think I mentioned the fact that, right at the end of the war, our 
ship got to Japan, the island of Hokkaido, and we took off prisoners of war. 
The thing that occurred to me last week was that, in 1990, a group of us here 
went over to Japan and did research on a book on Japanese labor relations. 

05-00:09:54 

Koya: With Clair Brown, right? 

05-00:09:55 

Ulman: With Clair and Mike Reich. We were in a minor town hear Hakodate. 

 We worked with one of our students. Former students also worked with us on 
this book. We were at and around his university in this town. There was, of 
course, very lavish hospitality, so we decided to take them to dinner in a 
French restaurant. One of their faculty asked me whether this was my first 
visit to Japan, and I said yes. I said, “Well, strictly speaking, Professor 
Takanako, there was a previous visit, which I would just as soon not recall too 
much, which was at the end of the war, I went to Hokkaido.” He got very 
excited. He said, “You were in Hokkaido in 1945?” He said, “I was in 
Hokkaido in 1945.” This guy was in charge of the prisoners that we helped— 

05-00:11:59 

Koya: That you transferred. Wow. 

05-00:12:00 

Ulman: So we asked ourselves, what was the joint probability of two people, who had 
never met each other before, meeting each other at that time, in 1990, and they 
were in the same place at the same time, coming from opposite parts of the 
world. 

05-00:12:18 

Koya: What was it like for you to go back to Japan forty-five years later, and its 
utterly postwar context? 

05-00:12:25 

Ulman: It was my first time, really. We didn’t know anything about the country. We 
just took a walk through a virtually deserted port and stretched our legs. That 
was about the— 

05-00:12:40 

Koya: You didn’t have much liberty from the ship? 

05-00:12:42 

Ulman: We had no liberty. It was just very close to wartime. The Japanese civilians 
were behind there. 
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05-00:12:49 

Koya: You had mentioned they had kind of retreated from the city. 

05-00:12:53 

Ulman: That was another thing. Well, you say about war impressions, you can’t get 
much of an impression of a war from a lowly position. Mostly in the Pacific, 
anyway, it was from tedium to apathy and back. You have no idea how 
tedious that can be. 

 There were two other things that impressed me during the war. One in the 
Mediterranean, in North Africa, especially when I was in Oran and there were 
preparations for the invasion of Sicily, and later on, in my case, in Southern 
France. Convoys of ships that passed our port, just one stream of ships, 
unbroken, practically. It was almost like a traffic mob. Most impressive. It 
was American. We got full employment after the Depression that way. It was 
just amazing. 

05-00:14:58 

Koya: It was scale of mobilization of resources, men, material. 

05-00:15:02 

Ulman: Yes, everything. That was the overwhelming impression that I got. Got the 
same sort of thing, in a way, in the Pacific. One of the things that always 
struck me in the Pacific, in the Navy was the efficiency of the Seabees. The 
construction battalions. In addition to their rifles, the Seabees packed shovels. 
They could take a take a coral atoll, basically, it seemed almost overnight, and 
make it into a little city. It was amazing. Especially if we were anchored 
offshore and I had something to do that took me ashore, and then returned late 
at night in the liberty boat to the ship. There was this little city—all lighted up, 
the whole place. It could have been two weeks before, it was just dead black, 
and now there was lights all over the place. 

05-00:16:50 

Koya: This, I haven’t seen, of course, myself. Can you describe what kind of 
facilities they would be able to throw up— 

05-00:16:58 

Ulman: These facilities included airfields and headquarters 

05-00:17:15 

Koya: So they had portable generators to— 

05-00:17:17 

Ulman: And sanitation and stuff. Amazing. So these were the two impressions that I 
got from the war. Not only the military, but of the efficiency of the economy 
and the mobilization of the entire society. 

05-00:17:36 

Koya: Efficiency of the military? 
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05-00:17:39 

Ulman: No, the economy. 

05-00:17:40 

Koya: Of the United States economy? 

05-00:17:41 

Ulman: Of the United States economy on the one hand, and also of this branch of the 
Navy, which was well organized for that war. We never had anything like that 
before, I don’t believe. 

05-00:17:57 

Koya: If we look at New Deal history, we don’t get to full employment through the 
New Deal, right? We don’t mobilize quite to that extent, although there are 
efforts with the Civilian Conservation Corps and so forth. Works Progress 
Administration. 

05-00:18:12 

Ulman: No, we really didn’t. We were moving. The economy was moving from 1933, 
when Roosevelt took over—March, I guess—until about 1936. There was a 
considerable increase in output, and certainly there has been here, too. 

05-00:18:52 

Koya: Right. Manufacturing output. 

05-00:18:54 

Ulman: And a considerable increase in employment, but it still left us with 10 percent 
unemployment. 

05-00:19:02 

Koya: Even as late as 1936? 

05-00:19:03 

Ulman: Then we went into the recession of 1937, when basically, just as it did here, 
the government spending petered out. Roosevelt, according to Perkins, lost 
interest, in a way, and never really absorbed the Keynesian lesson. 

05-00:19:28 

Koya: What was that Keynesian lesson? 

05-00:19:30 

Ulman: If you spend money, you can create jobs. That lesson is still around, 
incidentally. 

 One other item that I mentioned, I did get a wife out of the war. I have a 
cousin who is a year younger than I am, and she’s still around. We grew up 
together, to a certain extent, and our grandparents lived in the country, and we 
would spend vacations. 

05-00:20:22 

Koya: Where was this in the country? 
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05-00:20:23 

Ulman: In a little village, Tannersville, New York, in the Catskills. Anyway, we were 
always close, and our two sets of parents were close, so we always were close. 
During the war, she got a job with the Office of War Information in New 
York. 

05-00:20:52 

Koya: Your cousin got this job? 

05-00:20:53 

Ulman: My cousin, yes. She made friends with my future wife, who came from 
Brookline, Massachusetts. She had two brothers, both of whom went into the 
service, Army and Navy. Then she made it unanimous [joining the war effort] 
and left for New York, where she was employed in the Office of War 
Information and met my cousin. 

05-00:21:29 

Koya: Which one is your cousin? Lassie is your cousin? 

05-00:21:33 

Ulman: Lassie is my wife. Marion is my cousin. 

05-00:21:35 

Koya: Okay, thank you. 

05-00:21:41 

Ulman: She said to Lassie, “I have a cousin in the Navy, and he’s going to go back to 
Harvard. I’ll tell him to look you up.” So I looked her up when I got back to 
Harvard. I hadn’t been thinking in terms of marriage at all before, and after I 
met her, I thought of nothing else. We got married in 1948 and it looks like it 
will last. Lassie has always been the most wonderful, wonderful gal. That was 
that. 

05-00:22:26 

Koya: Actually, can I ask you one more question about the war? 

 So there’s a substantial mobilization because of the war that gets us, as a 
nation, to full employment for— 

05-00:22:54 

Ulman: Oh, no. We had done pretty well with just the New Deal. 

05-00:22:59 

Koya: We had done well? 

05-00:23:00 

Ulman: Until the mid-thirties, and then we ran into a serious recession. People wanted 
to go back to the New Deal spending. Then there was very great Republican 
resistance and very great conservative resistance. Roosevelt himself had never 
fully appreciated just what the New Deal was doing. 
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05-00:23:33 

Koya: Why do you say that? 

05-00:23:35 

Ulman: On one occasion our class met with Lauchlin Currie, who was a New Deal 
economist. He had been an advisor of Roosevelt. He said, “A president only 
knows the wisdom of the previous generation that he grew up in.” Roosevelt 
never understood this, and Frances Perkins did say that Keynes came over 
here to meet—this is before the war [1934]—to meet Roosevelt. After their 
meeting, Perkins asked Keynes how the meeting went, and Keynes said, “I 
hadn’t thought that the president was so innocent of economics.” Roosevelt 
didn’t really care too much about it. Roosevelt said about Keynes, “he’s sort 
of a mathematician.” So he really didn’t grasp the Keynesian argument. 
Roosevelt’s modus operandi apparently, was that if two people had ideas that 
were contrasting and he’d say to one of them, “You know, that’s a very good 
idea. That’s very interesting, and I want you to write it up and get together. 
I’m going to appoint you to a two-person committee with so-and-so, the 
opposite idea. You two get together and come up with something for me.” He 
was not that interested. He was a hands-on guy. He wasn’t interested in 
abstract thought, but a certain amount of that doesn’t hurt even a president. 

05-00:25:40 

Koya: Is it the case, then, that when we go to war, in World War Two, then suddenly 
there is a mobilization of material, of deployment— 

05-00:25:50 

Ulman: When we went to war, and even before we went to war, it was that period— 

05-00:26:02 

Koya: Pearl Harbor is December 1941, but we have— 

05-00:26:04 

Ulman: No, I mean the— 

05-00:26:07 

Koya: Lend-Lease? 

05-00:26:09 

Ulman: Yes, Lend-Lease period and before that. Many people who were isolationists. 

05-00:26:36 

Koya: Or pacifists? 

05-00:26:37 

Ulman: Pacifists, that’s right. But we were beginning to mobilize. 

05-00:26:56 

Koya: Was there a broader lesson here about the capacity of the state to mobilize 
society for war and for full employment? 
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05-00:27:05 

Ulman: Yes, but the lesson is the capacity to put people to work. If you read Paul 
Krugman, which you should be doing— 

05-00:27:13 

Koya: Which I do. 

05-00:27:16 

Ulman: He tells you nobody cares anymore about the unemployed people, and they 
should be put to work. Sure, you can put them to work. The government can 
put them to work—but the political obstacles are there. 

05-00:27:30 

Koya: But there are political obstacles? 

05-00:27:32 

Ulman: Yes, it’s the politics that really is the driving force of this thing. Can 
government do it? Conservatives would say no, it wouldn’t. It would crowd 
out private investment. But there’s no private investment going on now to 
crowd out, so I think you could do it. That’s my own point of view. 

05-00:28:06 

Koya: But here’s a historic example, right, where the state gets deeply involved in 
the economy. 

05-00:28:11 

Ulman: Even, I think, Krugman mentioned that. Yes, we could do it. We did it— 

05-00:28:16 

Koya: To go to war. 

05-00:28:17 

Ulman: The New Deal. Yes. 

05-00:28:19 

Koya: And the New Deal. 

05-00:28:20 

Ulman: That’s right. 

05-00:28:25 

Koya: You were going to go back to Harvard, which would be really helpful. 

05-00:28:29 

Ulman: Yes, so we go back to Harvard. I mentioned earlier that Slichter had put me on 
the road, as he put it, as a salesman. I had done the case studies. There was 
one that I’d like to expand on for a second.3 

05-00:32:18 

Koya: So this is where you felt a stronger bond to the labor union movement? 

                                                 
3 Further discussion of case study of Eastern Massachusetts Railway ensues, see Interview Two, Tape Six at 43:25. 
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05-00:32:23 

Ulman: You begin to feel it personally. That’s what Slichter really wanted me to 
appreciate. 

05-00:32:52 

Koya: Do you remember any other of these case studies locations? 

05-00:33:53 

Ulman: Some place in Massachusetts, which was the headquarters of District Fifty of 
the United Mine Workers, which was the catchall district. No miners, but a lot 
of miscellaneous employment. District 50 was run by John L. Lewis’ 
daughter, Kathryn, I think. There were two great pictures on the wall. One, a 
huge picture of John L. Another, a huge picture of Kathryn, who seemed as 
huge as John L. The toughest characters I ever met in my life. I almost backed 
out the minute I walked into the place. They didn’t understand what the hell I 
was doing there anyway. I just wanted to talk to them about what was going 
on and how the organizing was going, but they weren’t interested in that. 
There were cases, too, but I can’t remember them. 

05-00:34:59 

Koya: With this UMW in Western Massachusetts, these weren’t miners, though? 
They were other people who were affiliated with the United Miners? 

05-00:35:09 

Ulman: They looked like toughs, if you ask me. You had an interest in Schumpeter? 

05-00:35:55 

Koya: Yes. We’ve talked a little bit about him. 

05-00:36:01 

Ulman: Schumpeter was very cynical, of course. He was a very conservative guy. He 
was cynical about the New Deal and so on, and government spending. All 
these things that people are today. We could get on the GI Bill of Rights. You 
had your instructor sign the form. You could get any books that you needed. 
People—all sorts of books. They bought history books. Everything. Art books. 
Schumpeter would say, “I sign, I sign, I sign.” We got beautiful books. 

05-00:36:43 

Koya: So you built a personal library from the GI Bill? 

05-00:36:46 

Ulman: Oh, yes. Everybody had the same books. Later on, in people’s houses. 

05-00:36:51 

Koya: And they have wonderful collections? That’s a good use of government funds. 

05-00:37:03 

Ulman: The students were so good, with present exception, of course, but you had 
people like Paul Samuelson, who had just actually graduated and gone on to 
found the department at MIT, but he would always be coming over across the 
river to seminars and stuff like that. You had Bob Solow. You had Jim Tobin. 
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There are three Nobelists right there. Alvin Hansen, who I mentioned last 
time. Gottfried Haberler, who was a famous foreign trade economist. Edward 
Chamberlin, who wrote something called The Theory of Monopolistic 
Competition. Then, of course, my own teachers, [Sumner] Slichter and John 
Dunlop. 

05-00:38:14 

Koya: John Dunlop, we do have to talk about. 

05-00:38:20 

Ulman: We’ll get back to him. I think I mentioned to you that, with the exceptions of 
Galbraith, Arthur Smithies, and Seymour Harris, and some of the younger 
people on the faculty, the senior scholars were laid low by Keynes. They were 
almost despairing. 

05-00:39:01 

Koya: How was Keynes proven to you all as economists at Harvard? How was it so 
decisive that Keynes’s theories were the more important ones? 

05-00:39:18 

Ulman: It was a big paradigm shift in economics. Later on, there was a paradigm shift 
the other way, led by another old teacher, Milton Friedman. There were some 
modifications of Keynes going on, but basically the Keynesian doctrine 
prevailed. Later on, people like Tobin, for example, believed in modifying 
Keynesianism and fusing it with neoclassical economics. I think that today, 
for example, people aren’t trying too hard along those lines. The neoclassical 
paradigm has really been batted around, although you’re still going to have it 
as long as formal economics is heavily mathematicized. 

05-00:40:50 

Koya: When you say batted around, do you mean that in the baseball sense? That 
they’ve gone through the entire lineup? 

05-00:40:56 

Ulman: No. Batted around in the sense of being severely wounded. 

05-00:41:14 

Koya: The neoclassical— 

05-00:41:15 

Ulman: The neoclassical paradigm, sure. There’s no room in that for great 
depressions, there’s no room in that for great recessions, really. 

05-00:41:28 

Koya: When you say that the Keynesian doctrine was evident as a paradigm shift, 
could you just outline what that Keynesian doctrine was for you at that 
period? 
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05-00:41:44 

Ulman: Part of the analysis is that you get shifts away from full employment, 
whatever that is, that are recessions, essentially, which cannot be explained by 
orthodox theory. Keynes’s contribution is to say it’s due to a deficiency in 
spending. Then people would say, well, or a failure of aggregate demand, as 
they put it. Then the reply to that would be, well, then, if prices drop and 
wages drop sufficiently, then you’ll get more spending again, and back to sort 
of equilibrium. But Keynes says no, you won’t necessarily go back to 
equilibrium. You could just stick, and there’s nothing that’s automatic about 
getting back. If incomes drop, consumers can’t spend so much, as 
consumption is a function of income. And if income drops, then consumption 
will drop, and therefore there you are with more unemployment. 

05-00:43:59 

Koya: Because there won’t be hiring to meet the consumer demand? 

05-00:44:04 

Ulman: Yes. The other type of demand is investment demand by businesses. If 
consumers aren’t spending, firms don’t have much of an incentive to invest. 
Therefore, that’s not going to help you. According to the neoclassical theory, 
interest rates would fall, and that would induce businessmen to spend more. 
Borrow more and spend more. 

05-00:44:58 

Koya: Because they can borrow cheaply when the interest rates drop? 

05-00:45:00 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right. But Keynes said no, the demand for investment in terms of 
interest rates is very inelastic. You would have to drop them all the way, and 
if interest rates fall to zero— 

05-00:45:28 

Koya: Right. You can’t give the money away. 

05-00:45:30 

Ulman: That’s known as a liquidity trap. That’s where we’ve been right now for the 
last several years. So how do you escape from that? Increase government 
spending. If the government spends more, then there will be a positive effect. 
This gets into politics, essentially. 

05-00:46:13 

Koya: Well, we can talk about those politics in the immediate postwar period, right? 
There is a sense at that point that the nation has come to full employment 
through the war effort, but what’s the mood for gentlemen like yourself are 
going back to work or going back to school? Is there a concern that we’ll be 
able to maintain full employment after the war is over? 

05-00:46:37 

Ulman: I had mentioned that. By that time, the standard forecast was based on 
Keynesian models. They forecast that government spending and aggregate 
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demand would fall at the end of the war. While the supply of labor, would be 
increased by the demobilization of the armed services? 

05-00:47:02 

Koya: Demobilized. 

05-00:47:04 

Ulman: Hence there would be a postwar a recession. Slichter was one of the one or 
two economists who said no, because during the war, Rosie the Riveter had 
joined the civilian labor force and earned a lot of money, and saved much of 
it. Their liquid assets had increased, and at the end of the war, increased 
consumption would be generated out of accumulated assets as well as income. 

05-00:47:43 

Koya: So there was pent-up consumer demand? 

05-00:47:45 

Ulman: Pent-up consumer demand, which happened to be true, which Slichter was 
writing to me about during the war on the ship. I couldn’t have been less 
interested at the time. 

 With Schumpeter, there was—I’ll give you just an example. I think mentioned 
Schumpeter, he would refer to his students as babies. “My dear babies: have a 
stroke of genius.” He hated it when students would ask him to suggest a thesis 
topic. If you were a graduate student, you should come in there with 
something in mind. He said, “a young man should have a theory. It could be a 
good theory, it could be a bad theory, but it should be a theory.” He was a 
character. He would lecture and then come to a point and say, “Footnote.” 
Then he’d go off on a tangent, and then he would announce, “Footnote to our 
footnote.” All this time. But he had his undergraduate classes. I remember 
Alph Conrad, a fellow graduate student, was his research assistant. Once, after 
treating his “babies” to a series of digressions until they were finally 
convinced that he had to rejoin the main event, Schumpy came to a full stop. 
Thirty pens were poised above thirty notebooks. Schumpy turned to his 
assistant and said, “Look. Look, Conrad!” “Is this not beautiful?” 

 Schumpeter was one of these who badly felt the influence of Keynes. He had 
his own theory of course, and he had written another book on business cycles, 
a big book on business cycles. He was not taken, certainly, as seriously as he 
wanted to be taken and felt he deserved to be taken. He was an economic 
Pagliacci, a tragic clown.  

05-00:51:45 

Ulman: Schumpeter was more comfortable, for example, with Marx than with Keynes. 
He was a classical in a certain sense, and a grand romantic in the sense that, 
like Marx, he combined his economic theory with a distinctive mélange of 
psychology, sociology, and political science. However, sociologists would 
say, oh, Schumpeter, he’s a great economist. The economists would say, oh, 
Schumpeter, he’s a great sociologist. That bothered him, but as an example, 
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the graduate student club staged a debate between Schumpeter and Paul 
Sweezy, who was also on the faculty. He was a brilliant young Marxist, and a 
great favorite of Schumpeter’s, who fought for his being granted tenure, just 
as he had fought for tenure for Paul Samuelson. But when Sweezy attempted 
to reconcile Marx and Keynes, Schumpeter broke in: “My dear babies (to the 
audience), pay no attention to Sweezy. Marx—Marx was a good economist!” 

05-00:53:27 

Koya: I’m sorry, what was Samuelson—for tenure at Harvard? 

05-00:53:31 

Ulman: Originally, yes. 

05-00:53:32 

Koya: And he didn’t get tenure at Harvard? 

05-00:53:33 

Ulman: He was not offered a professorship at Harvard until later on. 

05-00:53:34 

Koya: Okay, but Schumpeter had supported him? 

05-00:53:36 

Ulman: Schumpeter was for it. 

05-00:53:38 

Koya: Then Samuelson went on to MIT? 

05-00:53:40 

Ulman: MIT, and later on, they thought better of it, in a way, and offered him a 
tenured position teaching the undergraduate theory course at Harvard. He 
wrote back. He replied, “My wife and I think that my future doesn’t lie in 
undergraduate teaching.” 

05-00:54:05 

Koya: It did not. 

05-00:54:08 

Ulman: He was a very funny guy, although also a very acerbic fellow at the time. 

05-00:54:16 

Koya: How so? 

05-00:54:21 

Ulman: They could be pretty snot-nosed, these theorists. And he was. He knew he was 
smarter than anybody else. Joan Robinson, the British Marxist, once said, 
“Professor Samuelson, we all know that you are smarter than anyone else in 
the room, but do you constantly have to remind us of it?” But he softened up 
considerably. I had a good experience personally. Later on, I’ll get to it, with 
Paul Samuelson. 
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 Now I guess the other item was that I wrote my thesis, after I passed my 
generals, on the rise of the national trade union. I wrote about the history of 
the government, the structure of the national unions. I included an appendix, a 
theoretical appendix, in which I generalized and I used a model that Leontief 
had written on the theory of the guaranteed annual wage contracts. At that 
time, General Motors and the UAW reached an agreement with a so-called 
guaranteed annual wage in it, and he used that to point up a theory, what 
would happen if two parties bargained not only over one variable, namely 
wages, but simultaneously over two, wages and employment. 

05-00:57:44 

Koya: This was Leontief? 

05-00:57:46 

Ulman: That was Leontief’s theory. I applied this to union work rules and wages as I 
saw them in national unions, the idea being that unions did bargain over, and 
could swap, when necessary, restrictive work practices for wage increases. 
Slichter didn’t like it. He didn’t like the theory. He wrote to me that, “I don’t 
agree with this, but I can’t tell where you’ve gone wrong. I can’t find any fault 
about it.” It used an indifference curve analysis, which was sort of hot stuff at 
that time, especially for labor people. 

Audio File 6 

06-00:00:06 

Koya: Okay, we’re beginning our sixth tape, and this is the third interview here with 
Dr. Lloyd Ulman, on July 8, 2011. We were speaking about your dissertation 
and book, The Rise of the National Trade Union. 

06-00:00:24 

Ulman: This was an appendix in the book. It attracted attention, because this type of 
analysis, now taught in elementary courses, wasn’t commonly used by labor 
economists in those primitive times. But it helped me to win promotion to 
tenure on my first job at Minnesota. The real thing that got me a promotion 
with the department was the appendix, rather than the body of the book, that I 
really put everything into. 

06-00:01:12 

Koya: Can I ask you a couple of questions about the dissertation and book? You 
were looking at the constitutions of these various unions. That was more 
historical research, but did you have encounters with present-day unions of the 
time in the conduct of the research? 

06-00:01:31 

Ulman: Not for the book. It was mostly about the past. I tried to extract what I could 
from written records, which, in the case of our unions, was notoriously 
skimpy. I worked the material over and tried to uncover what the old leaders 
were thinking about. 
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06-00:01:54 

Koya: So you looked at things like their constitutions, their records of their votes. 
What other kinds of sources were you looking at at that time? 

06-00:02:03 

Ulman: Constitutions, annual proceedings, etc. I wrote about one gent who was the 
president of the bricklayers for a long time. Nobody ever heard of him before, 
and nobody after. He would complain to the members that his salary was 
falling below the earnings of bricklayers in the trade. He once said, “You’re 
forcing your president to be a scab. You’re forcing your president to be a 
scab.” That sort of thing. You do your best. And I read newspapers at the 
time. All the New York Times. When I got tired of that, I read about Big Bill 
Tilden, Babe Ruth, Bobby Jones. 

06-00:02:52 

Koya: How did Babe Ruth figure into your analysis? 

06-00:02:56 

Ulman: A dominant figure. 

06-00:02:58 

Koya: He was a dominant figure, nevertheless.  

06-00:03:01 

Ulman: I keep thinking of him these days as we look at the Giants. 

06-00:03:05 

Koya: Yes, absolutely. As you were conducting this research and writing the 
dissertation, you were trying to apply a kind of economic analysis to the 
motivations of these unions and labor leaders? 

06-00:03:18 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right, and their behavior— 

06-00:03:20 

Koya: Yes. Can you talk a little bit about that? 

06-00:03:29 

Ulman: The idea was, how did the national union get to be dominant over local 
unions, and what were the forces that made for that? It was economic history, 
if you want to put it that way. That had not been done before, really. 

06-00:03:56 

Koya: That would have been explained more in terms of the political predominance 
of the national union. 

06-00:04:02 

Ulman: Yes. Why did they do it? Why did members need traveling cards in trades, 
which were migrant trades? Tramp printers would move from place to place. 
Why did they have to show their cards? 
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06-00:04:21 

Koya: When they moved into a new jurisdiction? 

06-00:04:22 

Ulman: When they moved and they wanted to get jobs. That’s the sort of problem. 

06-00:04:39 

Koya: So the geographic mobility of labor was a really significant part of your 
analysis, and that nationalizes— 

06-00:04:46 

Ulman: That would help to nationalize the unions. Plus, of course, the nationalization 
of product markets had the same sort of effect. 

06-00:05:01 

Koya: You were also taking on two of your Wisconsin figures, to some extent, and 
they were revising their theses. 

06-00:05:09 

Ulman: Selig Perlman. 

06-00:05:10 

Koya: Selig Perlman, especially, and also John Commons, right? 

06-00:05:13 

Ulman: Commons, not too much, but Perlman—I think Perlman, I was rather mean-
spirited in another appendix. He let me know it, which surprised Slichter. I felt 
that Slichter should have told me not to do it, in a way, but why it should have 
surprised Slichter is another question, I guess. Perlman did make a big 
contribution to labor history. He was the leading anti-Marxist philosopher, as 
it were, in the American labor— 

06-00:05:56 

Koya: Of the rise of the— 

06-00:05:57 

Ulman: Yes, in the labor movement. 

06-00:05:58 

Koya: And he saw that as a result of the expansion of economic opportunity, isn’t 
that right? 

06-00:06:08 

Ulman: I saw it that way more as expansion of economic opportunity. I was more 
under the influence of Slichter than of Perlman, for example. Perlman was 
quite vigorous on the idea that Marx didn’t have an idea of what workers were 
all about. There was one theme of his, which is a chapter in that book, The 
Theory of the Labor Movement, which you should read sometime. 

 The Marxists were intellectuals, whereas Perlman felt that the worker was 
worker-conscious, work-conscious, security-conscious. I felt that the 
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American workers didn’t join unions only to be secure; they also pushed up 
wages. I did a little baby economics, saying, after all, you don’t need to worry 
so much about security if you haven’t raised the wage in the first place. One 
could be more concerned about job security if one’s wages have been 
bargained up a level high enough to attract a pool of “excess supply” labor. 
That was okay. But I think that Perlman’s actual point was a worthwhile 
contribution and I didn’t pay it sufficient acknowledgement. 

06-00:08:16 

Koya: So the workers are bargaining both over their group membership as a union, 
simultaneously as they’re— 

06-00:08:22 

Ulman: No, they’re bargaining both over how much work they got and over— 

06-00:08:30 

Koya: How much they were paid? 

06-00:08:31 

Ulman: How much they were paid. Of course, in the past, if they didn’t do that, then if 
wages went up, employers would be free, as a result of higher cost, to fire 
people, which they’re doing all the time now that unionism has declined. 

06-00:08:50 

Koya: That book was also part of what’s called a Wertheim Publications in Industrial 
Relations. Was that a fellowship that you had at Harvard? 

06-00:08:58 

Ulman: No, that was by a foundation. 

06-00:09:28 

Koya: In this period, the labor unions are entering into some pretty contested debates 
after the war. There are debates over the ability to strike. 

06-00:09:41 

Ulman: Yes, but I didn’t get into that in this book. 

06-00:09:45 

Koya: In the book, no. In terms of your participation or experience of that period, 
were you aware of some of those conflicts with the— 

06-00:09:54 

Ulman: Of course, we all were. 

06-00:09:56 

Koya: What did you think of what was going on with Lewis and the mine workers 
and debates over— 

06-00:10:03 

Ulman: In our very first meeting here, I mentioned that, after the war, there were 
strikes popping up all over, and that they were taken very seriously, especially 
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in the Truman administration. By the time I got to Washington in the Kennedy 
years, strikes were no longer too great a problem. 

06-00:10:35 

Koya: Did you follow disputes, like the Youngstown Steel dispute? 

06-00:10:39 

Ulman: Oh, sure. 

06-00:10:40 

Koya: What did you think of— 

06-00:10:41 

Ulman: I don’t remember the dispute. You realize how long ago that was? 
Youngstown Steel, that was the Little Steel Strike around 1937. You’re 
talking about that? 

06-00:10:55 

Koya: I’m thinking of the one that Truman was trying to seize the steel plants. 

06-00:11:07 

Ulman: I forget which one he did seize. I can’t remember that. 

06-00:11:15 

Koya: You were aware of the stance of Walter Reuther in this period? He was still 
pushing for— 

06-00:11:46 

Ulman: I did meet Walter Reuther, in Washington. 

06-00:11:47 

Koya: How did that happen? 

06-00:11:49 

Ulman: That comes when we get to Washington. 

06-00:11:54 

Koya: Did you have any thoughts in this period, coming out of the war again, about 
the Taft-Hartley Act? Was that something that was being debated in academic 
circles? 

06-00:12:03 

Ulman: Yes. That was in 1947, I think, Taft-Hartley was passed. Slichter had been 
influential in the passage of the Wagner Act, and then he decided that unions 
were getting very powerful, and he despaired of employers not standing up to 
them. He felt that a rebalancing of power was necessary. Not that it was time 
to eliminate the Wagner Act, which, he wrote, gave the unions a fair 
opportunity to choose collective bargaining, but to match what are termed 
“unfair practices” by employers with unfair practices by unions. The latter 
were enumerated in Taft-Hartley. Senator Taft used to consult Slichter when 
he chaired the Labor Committee. 
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06-00:13:23 

Koya: So Slichter was providing suggestions about how to, in his view, kind of 
balance the forces? 

06-00:13:29 

Ulman: Yes. He did that almost, as a lot of people did, almost as soon as the Wagner 
Act was passed. As a friend of mine in Minnesota said, “He’s an “aginner.” 
Or as Groucho Marx sang, “whatever it is, I’m against it.” 

06-00:13:55 

Koya: So he’s thinking ahead of the curve. 

06-00:13:58 

Ulman: He felt that they were getting too powerful. 

06-00:14:07 

Koya: At this time, there was quite a bit of union opposition to the passage of Taft-
Hartley. 

06-00:14:12 

Ulman: Oh, absolutely. All the people who were for the Wagner Act—basically most 
of them were against Taft-Hartley. We were sympathetic, sure, as I was a 
student at the time—oh, we were against that. 

06-00:14:34 

Koya: You were against Taft-Hartley? 

06-00:14:35 

Ulman: Oh, sure. 

06-00:14:37 

Koya: It was called the slave labor bill, right? 

06-00:14:39 

Ulman: Yes. It was called the slave labor law. 

06-00:14:45 

Koya: There was a further element of it in terms of the non-Communist stuff that 
was included within Taft-Hartley. 

06-00:14:54 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right. That’s the whole political climate there. That’s when John L. 
Lewis left the AF of L [American Federation of Labor]. He said because of 
the non-Communist oath. Green, head of the AF of L, wasn’t for the Taft-
Hartley Act, but the unions went along and they signed the oath. 

06-00:15:29 

Koya: Then CIO [Congress of Industrial Organizations] splits with Lewis and he 
refuses to take an oath. Was there a consciousness of this among the students? 

06-00:15:41 

Ulman: Oh, of course. This was newspaper stuff. 
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06-00:15:50 

Koya: I’m sorry, the newspaper stuff? 

06-00:15:51 

Ulman: The New York Times could run one or even two first-page articles about 
strikes. There was a famous reporter, who I think went over into the postwar 
period, Louis Stark. I’ve seen copies of the Times in which Stark would have 
one article on a steel strike, one article on a coal strike, and both on the first 
page. Of course, both occurred in Pennsylvania, in the same area where he 
was reporting from. People took these things very, very seriously. Probably 
too seriously. I think Slichter said that. Strikes never really had lasting effects 
after they were over. Then business picked up again. Of course, employers 
had said they would be finished. 

06-00:17:05 

Koya: The strikes would lead to a lot of publicity, and there was a lot of concern, you 
were saying, in the media. Was this being cast as a problem for the Cold War, 
for the war against Communism? 

06-00:17:28 

Ulman: It was a different problem, in a way. In the postwar period, the CIO, which 
was the rebel group that set up to organize heavy industry in this country— 

06-00:17:47 

Koya: In the thirties, right? 

06-00:17:48 

Ulman: Yes. They had fights within some of their biggest unions—Communists 
versus old social Democrats, Communists versus ordinary Democrats. 

06-00:18:01 

Koya: New Dealers. 

06-00:18:02 

Ulman: Yes, New Dealers, etc. After the war, the CIO held anti-Communist trials 
inside the CIO, which were run by their Chief Counsel, Arthur Goldberg, of 
the steel workers union. Those found to be Communist-led were kicked out or 
quit the CIO. Some of the old Socialists were concerned. David Dubinksy, of 
the Ladies’ Garment Workers union, complained to Goldberg, “But Arthur, 
what about due process?” Goldberg replied, “We’ll give them due process 
until it comes out of their ears.” It was pretty pro forma, in a way. Some 
organizations which were generally regarded as “Communist dominated” 
either disregarded the proceedings or withdrew from the CIO. 

06-00:19:26 

Koya: Dropped out of the movement? 

06-00:19:26 

Ulman: Yes, but then the CIO would organize non-Communist unions to take over the 
jurisdiction. That went on in the electrical union, for example. 
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06-00:19:44 

Koya: This is in the forties, then? 

06-00:19:46 

Ulman: In the forties, yes. We’re getting way ahead. 

06-00:19:53 

Koya: We’re still in the postwar period. We’ll come back to your notes in a moment. 
We do want to have some time to talk about Taft-Hartley and the loyalty 
issues here. 

06-00:20:07 

Ulman: As a student, I was just an amused observer of the passing show, as some put 
it. We were all very concerned. We were all ex-New Dealers, or New Dealers, 
or Keynesians. Liberals. On the issue of the Communist split in the labor 
movement, one could find liberals on both sides. One found liberals who were 
against Communists. 

06-00:20:41 

Koya: Certainly, but then you would also find liberals who would identify, say, with 
the First Amendment issues there? There’s a First Amendment issue, say, with 
the loyalty oath, right? 

06-00:20:53 

Ulman: Oh, yes, but everybody was against the loyalty oath. Oh, sure. 

06-00:20:59 

Koya: So liberals themselves would be split on the question of Communist 
membership in the— 

06-00:21:06 

Ulman: No, not on the Communists. I counted myself as a liberal, and still do. 
Certainly, from the Stalin-Hitler pact in 1939, then people would say, how 
could anybody still be a Communist? So then that separated the sheep from 
the goats. And some people were. 

06-00:21:45 

Koya: Some people were sheep and some people were— 

06-00:21:47 

Ulman: Some people were goats. I told you that story at Columbia, when I was a 
student, after that pact was signed [for the march].The Stalinists were sort of 
like, well, were somewhat like the extreme right wing today. They were idée 
fixe people. They were ideologically blind, ideologically possessed. 

06-00:22:28 

Koya: To sum up on this, you’re certainly a graduate student at this point, but you’re 
seeing these battles, you’re observing these battles, within these unions. 
You’re broadly supportive of the union— 
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06-00:22:42 

Ulman: We were talking about them in class, with Slichter and Dunlop, etc. 

06-00:22:46 

Koya: What was the nature of those conversations? 

06-00:22:48 

Ulman: We were studying industrial relations and related economic issues. 

06-00:22:57 

Koya: Maybe a kind of winding-up question on this subject, then. Industrial relations 
is coming up as a discipline in this period as well, right? 

06-00:23:08 

Ulman: If you remember before, I mentioned that it had come up as a subject in the 
New Deal period. Industrial unionism, unionism in general, and Communism 
in unions. It got to be very important. That’s what I said in our first meeting. It 
got to be lively and contentious in the New Deal period. The Communists 
were influential wherever they could be, and labor was promptly a field in 
which they tried to organize, get established. Of course, the only group that 
denied that they were Communist-dominated were the West Coast 
longshoremen, from Harry Bridges, who said, tongue in cheek, that he was a 
registered Republican. 

06-00:24:18 

Koya: In that field of industrial relations, one of the concerns here is to get to a kind 
of labor peace so you can enter into a process of collective bargaining, right? 
Getting to labor peace so that collective bargaining, contract administration, 
all of that, can begin. 

06-00:24:39 

Ulman: Yes. Or so Slichter felt. He believed in adversarial relationships and that  
employers didn’t take the unions on. I recall that at one of his seminars, he 
asked, “Why don’t you stand up to them?” The guest was a corporate vice 
president. He replied, “Sumner, do you know what our dividend report would 
look like if we took a strike?” Slichter said, “That’s exactly what I’m talking 
about.” That’s one of the reasons why he was for Taft-Hartley. 

06-00:25:26 

Koya: To give the employers more negotiating leverage or— 

06-00:25:31 

Ulman: Yes, something like that. 

06-00:25:33 

Koya: Power to kind of compel further negotiations and so forth. 

06-00:25:38 

Ulman: Okay. 
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06-00:25:39 

Koya: Did you have anything else you wanted to say about the postwar period to 
finish that up? 

06-00:25:47 

Ulman: I’m ready to go to Minnesota. 

06-00:25:49 

Koya: That’s where I’m wanting to go. 

06-00:25:56 

Ulman: You noticed this book of mine on the national trade union. That was my first 
big book. I didn’t finish it until, oh, about 1955, I guess. What Dunlop did was 
to grab the first 200 pages of my thesis and say, “This will do the trick for 
your degree.” So I got a degree. Slichter looked at it and he said, “Is this all?” 
I said, “No, that’s just about a third.” He said, “That’s okay.” Then I kept 
corresponding with Slichter and Dunlop after I had gone to Minnesota. That 
was my first job. 

06-00:26:39 

Koya: Actually, we didn’t talk about Dunlop hardly at all. 

06-00:26:42 

Ulman: That’s true. There’s some reason for that. John Dunlop was a very well-known 
figure. 

06-00:26:50 

Koya: Especially in industrial relations. 

06-00:26:52 

Ulman: In industrial relations. He later became Secretary of Labor in the Nixon 
administration, I believe. Perhaps John never really should have been an 
academic, but he was a smart and learned fellow. He didn’t have much of an 
intellectual influence, but at the time he was sort of poised between students 
and Slichter, who was the senior man in the field. He didn’t humanize 
Slichter. Nothing could have done that, in a way, but he took it on himself to 
smooth a path for students. 

06-00:27:56 

Koya: Smooth a path? Was the path rough? 

06-00:28:00 

Ulman: The path could be rough. Slichter wrote the preface to my book. He had 
sometimes failed to draw the line between prefaces and criticism in some 
other works. Dunlop of course had prefaced books, so I said, “John, I hope 
you write the preface to this thesis of mine.” He said, “No, Sumner wants to 
do that himself.” So I said, “No, please don’t do that.” He said, “It will be 
okay. He likes this one,” he said. He was a very, very tough guy, Slichter. He 
had been known to flunk students on their defense of bound dissertations! He 
had been known to flunk down dissertations, just purely on, you might say, 
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logical grounds, whereas Dunlop knew how to get along and stuff like that. I 
got to know him. We were pretty close basically all the rest of our lives, or his 
life, anyway. He used this book of mine in court testimony! 

 Dunlop frequently represented the building trades. During the war, his initial 
work in the War Labor Boards was with the building trades. He kept that up. 
There was a lot of money there. 

06-00:30:22 

Koya: Was he labor arbitrator as well? 

06-00:30:26 

Ulman: He was a nationally prominent labor arbitrator. He was a very active labor 
arbitrator, and especially negotiated with the building trades. We were 
together on a presidential wage and salary committee under Carter. 

06-00:31:17 

Koya: I hope we’ll keep coming back to Dunlop, since you have an ongoing 
relationship with him. He has ties to Clark Kerr, who we’ll be talking about as 
well. Let’s keep him onboard. 

06-00:31:27 

Ulman: Kerr and Dunlop were very, very close friends. John was a Berkeley graduate. 
Frequently, he’d come back, visit here, and whenever he did, he had a room in 
Kerr’s house that was known as John’s room. Very close to the family. Kerr 
never understood why he confined himself to the building trades, because they 
weren’t a very vital bunch, or a very liberal bunch, a very progressive bunch, 
and so on. 

 Every once in a while, John would phone me, all during my career. He would 
begin with, “Lloyd, I only have three quarters.” And I would reply, “John, I 
can’t help you out.” He might raise some question about something I had 
written in my book on union government which he would use in testifying as 
an expert witness. He would use that book as authority! Once, he said, “You 
know, Lloyd, I’m at my building trades convention. I’m at my carpenters 
convention.” He’d call them “my carpenters,” “my bricklayers,” etc. He knew 
the father of the president, and then, of course, he might help a president’s son 
succeed his father. He went on: “I look over this convention. They’re so male 
and they’re so white,” he said to me. “But,” he said, “They’re a social class, 
too!” That was John. 

06-00:33:37 

Koya: When he was an expert witness, what kinds of proceedings would he be 
involved with? 

06-00:33:41 

Ulman: When, for example, they were sued for antitrust violations. 
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06-00:33:45 

Koya: In front of the Labor Relations Board? 

06-00:33:47 

Ulman: No, no, this was in court, in federal court. 

06-00:33:53 

Koya: We probably have about ten minutes for Minnesota today. 

06-00:33:56 

Ulman: When I got out there, I liked the place and I liked the people. In my first year, 
we lived in the faculty housing unit on the St. Paul campus, near the Ag 
[Agricultural] school. Then, early in the morning, because I usually had eight 
o’clock classes, you took a trolley car. We didn’t have a car, originally. There 
was like a Toonerville trolley car across the open field to the Minneapolis 
campus, and then you’d go to class. 

 I remember Lassie would get up, cook a huge breakfast, and then I’d trudge 
across a snow field, to wait for a Toonerville trolley to the main campus. It 
would go across the field, flushing the odd quail en route. It was really early 
days. Once while I was waiting, a farmer came up, with a flask of soil, to me. 
He said, “Say, sonny, where can I get this dirt analyzed?” Because we were 
near the farm campus. I said to myself, this is a great place. I really took to 
Minnesota. 

 My three senior colleagues were Walter Heller, Leonid Hurwicz, and Andreas 
Papandreou— 

06-00:36:06 

Koya: Heller, you knew at Madison. 

06-00:36:09 

Ulman: Heller, I knew at Madison. And Leonid Hurwicz, who was later to get a Nobel 
Prize, and Andreas Papandreou. Papandreou, I think I mentioned, I had known 
him at Harvard. We were on three campuses together. 

06-00:36:31 

Koya: Later Berkeley, right? 

06-00:36:33 

Ulman: Later Berkeley, yes. Originally, the economists were, as they had been in most 
land grant schools, included in the business school, originally. But in 
Minnesota, the economists decided to shake loose into a separate department. 
I found myself caught up in that secession, although, as a new assistant 
professor, I was busy working on the rest of my thesis, corresponding with 
Slichter, and so on. 

06-00:37:16 

Koya: This would be interesting to hear about, though, what you can recall of that 
maneuver out of the business school. 
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06-00:37:31 

Ulman: It involves Papandreou, who, as you know, was the father of the current Prime 
Minister George Papandreou.4 

06-00:37:38 

Koya: The current prime minister of Greece, for the record here. 

06-00:37:46 

Ulman: We also worked together on the Adlai Stevenson campaign. We headed the 
faculty committee on campus. We were a little disturbed—we were a lot 
disturbed—because the campaign wasn’t going well. Don’t forget, there 
hadn’t been a Republican in office since Hoover, and Andreas couldn’t 
understand it at all. Wayne Morse—have you ever heard of Wayne Morse? 

06-00:38:31 

Koya: I’ve heard of the name. 

06-00:38:36 

Ulman: I think he had been a very liberal Republican Senator from Oregon. Originally 
dean of the Oregon Law School. He visited our campus one day and we asked 
him what was going on. He said, “Well, boys, some are saying that Harry 
Truman’s run out of poor people.” 

06-00:39:06 

Koya: What did that mean? 

06-00:39:07 

Ulman: It meant that the Democrats were losing to Eisenhower. Of course, anybody 
who should have known anything, except us, thought, how could the voters 
turn down a man like Stevenson—he’s a wonderful speaker, and so on and so 
forth—for a guy like Ike, who was not a great speaker, to put it mildly.   

06-00:39:32 

Koya: A little more wooden. 

06-00:39:34 

Ulman: He wasn’t wooden. No, he had a very good personality, Eisenhower. Very 
good personality. 

06-00:39:44 

Koya: Had you met him? 

06-00:39:45 

Ulman: No. Well, I did meet a Republican president, but up to until that point, I had 
met no presidents, and later on I met one. 

 Heller, Hurwicz, and Papandreou led this drive to “free” economics. The 
fellow who was the dean of the business school at the time was very worried 
and nervous. He was a real nervous Nellie type. 

                                                 
4 Papandreou was Prime Minister of Greece at the time of the interview. 
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06-00:40:31 

Koya: Who was the dean, do you recall? 

06-00:40:34 

Ulman: Richard Kozelka, now that you ask. I’ll probably forget it again. A fine man, 
but not equipped to preside over academic rebellions. At one juncture, he 
refused to entertain a motion that economists had been pushing for a while. 
Finally, he allowed the motion. But then the motion failed. 

06-00:41:06 

Koya: The motion to have a separate Economics Department? 

06-00:41:08 

Ulman: Well, one of the motions. The next morning, it was about eight o’clock, I was 
outside the building, and Andy came along. Andy Papandreou said to me, 
“Lloyd, what is this democracy? We fight for the vote. We get the vote. We 
lose the vote.” I said to myself, you ain’t developing right, Andy! [laughter] 

06-00:41:44 

Koya: I’m sorry? 

06-00:41:45 

Ulman: Because Leo Hurwicz had said to me, “You know, it’s not beyond question 
that Andreas will go back to Greece and take over his father’s party.” I 
thought it was beyond—how could anybody want to go any place? The 
Minnesota group was so great. We had an excellent department. Some young 
guys, classmates of mine at Harvard and so on. It was really a wonderful time 
there. Leo Hurwicz was as brilliant a man as I’ve ever met, even including 
Ken Arrow, who was his friend, his very close friend. 

06-00:42:36 

Koya: And your former high school classmate? You went to high school with Ken. 

06-00:42:38 

Ulman: Yes. Leo wanted me to do some work with him, but of course I wasn’t 
temperamentally, or, I thought, intellectually, equipped to do this, although he 
thought I was. 

06-00:42:59 

Koya: What was the nature of that work? 

06-00:43:01 

Ulman: It was theoretical. 

06-00:43:03 

Koya: Theoretical economics? 

06-00:43:04 

Ulman: Economics, yes. He was one of the first and most powerful mathematicians. 
We got him over from—we didn’t, the department did—from Poland. He was 



88 

a Polish exile refuge, sort of, where he had been a doctor of laws, which was 
their degree. 

06-00:43:32 

Koya: Had he fled the Nazi regime in Poland? Why had he left Poland? 

06-00:43:38 

Ulman: Yes, I believe so. He loved Minnesota. There’s the most complete contrast 
between this cosmopolitan European and Minnesota, but he loved it because 
the intellectual climate was good and it was a truly democratic community, of 
course. The democrat who had founded the Farmer-Labor Party was Hubert 
Humphrey. Leo was soon elected as ward chairman from the Twin Cities of 
the party, and to him this was the greatest honor ever. He was just delighted 
with that. He was also a delight himself. We had adjoining offices. I 
remember one time—just an example of the way his mind worked—we were 
both sort of talking about and bemoaning Milton Friedman and his influence 
and so on and so forth. He was reactionary, said Leo, in an intellectual sense, 
as well as politically. He said, “I don’t believe that he really proved any of his 
propositions, any of his theories.” I asked him, innocently, “Leo, do you think 
that’s so necessary?” and he just looked at me. 

06-00:46:05 

Koya: I have a couple more questions, so we’ll wind up with that to begin our next 
session. 

06-00:46:11 

Ulman: We’ll wind up with Minnesota. 

06-00:46:13 

Koya: Then we can come to Berkeley. 

06-00:46:17 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right, then I come to Berkeley, and then I go out to the council. 

06-00:46:20 

Koya: Yes, so we’ll get you at Berkeley, then the Council, and then we’ll pick up 
with IIR after your time at the Council. 

06-00:46:28 

Ulman: That’s right. 

06-00:46:30 

Koya: Okay. So that ends our tape for today. 

[End of Interview]  
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Interview #4 August 25, 2011 
Audio File 7 

07-00:00:00 

Koya: Okay, we’re here on August 25, 2011. This is the interview with Dr. Lloyd 
Ulman. This is our fourth interview and we’re beginning tape number seven. 
And the first question we were going to ask today, how you were hired at 
Minnesota. 

07-00:00:27 

Ulman: Well, that was actually my first job after I got my PhD or while I was 
actually—yes, after I got the PhD. I was hired primarily by two people, one of 
whom was the head of the industrial relations unit in Minnesota. A prof by the 
name of Dale Yoder, who was pretty Neanderthalic. But he was in the market 
and Dunlop hustled him into hiring me. Plus economist Walter Heller, whom 
you remember that I had met as— 

07-00:01:31 

Koya: At Wisconsin. 

07-00:01:31 

Ulman: —a graduate student at Wisconsin. And Andreas Papandreou, who was—when I was 
a junior teaching fellow at Harvard, a first year teaching fellow, he was getting out, finishing 
his dissertation and he was a senior teaching fellow. 

07-00:02:10 

Ulman: Papandreou did a mixture of trade and industrial organization in a modern 
sense. He was an early fan of Paul Samuelson, for example. At the economics 
meeting that I went to with Dunlop, I met Papandreou and Walter Heller 
together. And they hired me basically. I had earlier a job offer from Buffalo. 
One of Slichter’s students was chairman there, which was a pretty impressive 
place in a way but Minnesota was a better place. 

07-00:03:28 

Koya: That became the State University of New York at Buffalo? SUNY Buffalo? 

07-00:03:32 

Ulman: Yes. 

07-00:03:34 

Koya: Okay, good. 

07-00:03:37 

Ulman: There was an interesting situation at Minnesota when I got there. Namely, the 
economists began to move to sever out of the business school. Originally 
economics departments were within business schools, at least in the land grant 
colleges, but the Minnesota economics department wanted to separate. And 
that led to a great deal of turmoil. And I didn’t pay too much attention to it, in 
a way, except—because I was an assistant professor more concerned with my 
own promotion. 
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 Heller and Papandreou were joined as the big three in economics there, the Young Turks, as 
it were, by a fellow by the name of Leonid Hurwicz, who was himself—later became a—I 
guess he was the oldest Nobel Prizewinner in economics. 

07-00:05:32 

Koya: Right, that was in 2007. 

07-00:05:35 

Ulman: Yes, 2007. And Leo and I had adjoining offices. He was just such a great 
fellow and he was probably formally the most brilliant man that I’ve ever met. 
I remember one time we were just talking, sort of cussing at Milton Friedman, 
which was the thing that one did in those days. Leo said to me, “You know, 
Friedman was reactionary in a formal sense as well as in a political one, and I 
don’t think he really ever proved anything that he wrote.” So I said, more or 
less innocently, “Leo, do you really think that matters so much?” And he just 
looked at me. To him proof was everything. 

07-00:07:01 

Koya: And mathematical proof, right? He was very mathematically oriented. 

07-00:07:04 

Ulman: Yes, rigorous mathematical proof, which was much harder to do than they all 
thought at the time. But it reinforced to me the lesson that I had gotten a long 
time ago from Milton Friedman, whom we were criticizing on this occasion. 
Namely that the most brilliant guy in the world can be wrong. 

07-00:07:31 

Koya: Absolutely. 

07-00:07:32 

Ulman: Leo was given that prize mostly because he might have been Leo. Because he 
had been so brilliant. He had done good work, of course. But basically that 
sort of approach was, I believe, pretty sterile. 

07-00:07:51 

Koya: That sort of approach being the mathematical? 

07-00:07:53 

Ulman: Just formal proof without too much relationship to what was actually going 
on. 

07-00:08:03 

Koya: Relationships to institutions, to politics. 

07-00:08:05 

Ulman: Yes. But we still got along famously and I say I just have the warmest 
memories of him. I mentioned that Leo felt for a long while the greatest thing 
that ever happened to him in this country was that he was elected as a ward 
president of the Democratic Farmer Labor Party. Here he was, fresh over from 
Poland, and to be elected to an American political body, to having a say in 
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everything that—he had hardly ever dreamed of a thing like that. There he 
was— 

07-00:09:00 

Koya: Can I just ask you a couple of things about the department? Were there other 
labor economists in the economics department there at Minnesota? 

07-00:09:10 

Ulman: Well, there was one, a friend of mine, John Turnbull, I remember him. But we 
had the only real training in economics. A nice thing happened to me in 
Minnesota once. I was in a panel at a meeting at the Midwest Economic 
Association and— 

07-00:09:42 

Koya: Do you remember what year? 

07-00:09:44 

Ulman: When I was at Minnesota. 

07-00:09:47 

Koya: 1950 to 1958? 

07-00:09:51 

Ulman: It was pretty early in that period. Quite early. And the chairman of this panel 
was Paul Samuelson. He chaired the meeting. After I had spoken, he got up 
and said, “Oh, I just won the scavenger hunt.” During the Depression, 
scavenger hunts were little games whereby rich folks in the Depression would 
go out and try to bring back some objects that they could find in the street and 
bring it back and see who won the award for the most interesting. He said, “I 
just won the scavenger hunt! I found a labor economist who’s an economist.” 

07-00:10:48 

Koya: And that was you? 

07-00:10:49 

Ulman: That was me. And I never really knew Samuelson, except that my classmates 
and I had held him in awe. 

 He also wrote a letter to the dean of the business school at Minnesota, telling 
him that he thought my remarks had been well taken. This seemed to frighten 
the dean, who was a timid soul. Here I was, fresh out of graduate school and 
noticed by Paul Samuelson. It was most gracious of him. I also finished my 
book about 1955 and that was well received. 

07-00:11:50 

Koya: The Rise of the National Trade Union. 

07-00:11:50 

Ulman: Yes, Rise of the National Trade Union. It was well received. 
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07-00:11:53 

Koya: We discussed last time. 

07-00:11:54 

Ulman: But what mostly made a difference to the department was the theoretical—
you asked me about that before—the theoretical part in the appendix, which to 
me was not the most important thing. But to the department guys, that was 
pretty modern stuff, coming from a labor stiff. 

07-00:12:13 

Koya: Right. This was the part in the appendices? 

07-00:12:15 

Ulman: Yes. And I had also written an article rather gently criticizing Milton 
Friedman. His reply too was surprisingly gentle.  Because he was a pretty 
fierce customer, Friedman, to anybody who didn’t take his line. 

07-00:12:49 

Koya: What was the nature of your debate with Friedman in that exchange of essays? 
That was in Review of Economics? Is that right? 

07-00:12:56 

Ulman: It was the Review of Economics and Statistics. 

07-00:13:14 

Koya: If I could, just one question now. I believe the argument there was about 
whether unions had an effect on limiting wage increases. 

07-00:13:23 

Ulman: Whether unions had an effect on general wage increases. 

07-00:13:27 

Koya: Right, right. And he said no. 

07-00:13:30 

Ulman: Yes. It really wasn’t a big point, especially for him. But at that time it seemed 
people were interested in that sort of thing. He made one misstatement, I 
think, which he felt really wasn’t that important. Even if I was right, it wasn’t 
important. But it was a pleasant exchange and that drew interest. 

 Twice during that period I returned to Cambridge to teach. Once I took 
Slichter’s course when he was on sabbatical and then the second time I took 
John Dunlop’s when he was on sabbatical. And it was during the second one, I 
think it was—Slichter was there, Dunlop was away. I was taking Dunlop’s 
place. And the dean of the Berkeley business school, E.T. Grether, Greth, who 
was a wonderful guy, he visited me while on a trip east, recruiting trip, and he 
more or less recruited me at that time. I had been promoted to associate and 
later full professor previously in Minnesota and went to Berkeley as a full 
professor. 
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07-00:15:30 

Koya: Oh, wow. 

07-00:15:35 

Ulman: The day after Greth made me this offer, I got a phone call from Andy. In the 
meantime, Andy Papandreou, had left for— 

07-00:15:51 

Koya: For Berkeley. 

07-00:15:52 

Ulman: —Berkeley before me. So this time I’m following him again. And so he said, 
“Lloyd, I don’t want you to tell this to Greth but we’d like you in economics.” 
So I said to him, “Well, Andy, if you don’t want to, I won’t, but I think that 
you should want to do that.” So I don’t know what he said in reply. But I 
wound up as a joint appointment for a while. But basically you can’t do 
committee work in two departments and especially in those days. 

07-00:16:28 

Koya: And not at Berkeley. 

07-00:16:30 

Ulman: I moved over to Economics. 

07-00:16:33 

Koya: Okay. So that initially was a joint appointment in business administration— 

07-00:16:36 

Ulman: Yes. And economics. 

07-00:16:36 

Koya: —and economics.  

07-00:16:37 

Ulman: Yes. 

07-00:16:37 

Koya: And when you were at Minnesota, was it fully in the economics department? 

07-00:16:43 

Ulman: It was fully in business and then when economics— 

07-00:16:46 

Koya: Separated. 

07-00:16:48 

Ulman: —seceded, yes, as it were, then it was in economics, entirely in economics. 

07-00:16:53 

Koya: And that was while you were there at Minnesota that it seceded? 

07-00:16:56 

Ulman: Yes. 
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07-00:16:59 

Koya: Okay. And was there any controversy over you becoming an associate 
professor there at Minnesota or you just went straight through with the support 
from Samuelson and others? 

07-00:17:06 

Ulman: No. Actually it had followed a previous offer at Oberlin, which was very 
tempting to me because it was such a beautiful place. 

07-00:17:22 

Koya: Lovely college. 

07-00:17:24 

Ulman: And it was a quiet place, too. I think it was Oberlin, but to tell you the truth, I 
cannot remember. It was an outstanding small private college in the state. I 
did mention one thing that Andy and I did. We were the co-chairs of the 
faculty committee to elect Adlai Stevenson. 

07-00:17:52 

Koya: Let’s talk about that. Definitely. 

07-00:17:55 

Ulman: And we couldn’t understand why the campaign wasn’t—nobody could 
understand how could one pass up a man like Stevenson. 

07-00:18:15 

Koya: What was great about Stevenson for you? 

07-00:18:18 

Ulman: Oh, for everybody. They say you can’t fall in love twice and that was a little 
unfair of the generation that were in love with Stevenson. He was a former 
governor, of course, in Illinois and an extremely eloquent man. He wrote his 
speeches himself, which made every politician suspicious. Well, anyway, it 
had been a long time since we had changed parties. Not since Roosevelt. This 
was a big change. 

 But nobody was going to beat Eisenhower; he was the hero of World War II. 
But I remember the next day after the election, I came pretty early to school 
and I was sitting on the stoop, getting a little sunshine. Andy came by and I 
said to him, “Andy, I don’t think it’s going to be so bad. Do you? 
Eisenhower?” And he said, “Lloyd, how could you say such a thing?” The 
same thing when we had a vote on the secession inside the business school. 
How I got involved in this I don’t really know because I was as an assistant 
professor but they figured I was—Heller knew me from Wisconsin days and 
so they figured, well, I’m with labor and I should know this stuff. 

07-00:21:38 

Koya: Did you follow Papandreou’s career after he went to Greece? 
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07-00:21:42 

Ulman: Oh, yes, his friends followed his career. I remember when Andy was arrested 
in the colonel’s putsch. They arrested Andy and he was in jail for a while and 
then many economists intervened, tried to intervene on his behalf and raised 
funds. We contributed a good deal. And Walter Heller went over to talk to 
him and see what we could do. And so then we followed him. 

 I think Andy reached his pinnacle as far as I was concerned, as chairman of 
the department at Berkeley. Not so much as a prime minister. One item that’s 
irrelevant but interesting is the fact that the president—because Andy’s father 
George founded the [Pasok Democratic Socialist] party, which then became a 
sort of family enterprise, especially after Andy’s son, the unfortunate George, 
took over. 

07-00:23:11 

Koya: As it remains. 

07-00:23:12 

Ulman: Andy then got the leadership of the party and ultimately the prime ministry. 
But when the military came along to arrest him, they sent, the family sent 
Georgie, who was a little boy. 

07-00:23:34 

Koya: The son. 

07-00:23:35 

Ulman: Used to be around the campus and so on. 

07-00:23:36 

Koya: At Minnesota? 

07-00:23:38 

Ulman: No. 

07-00:23:38 

Koya: Oh, at Berkeley. 

07-00:23:39 

Ulman: At Berkeley. They sent Georgie up to the attic where he hid until they had 
gone away. They didn’t want him to take the son, too. But that was a different 
story. 

07-00:23:53 

Koya: That was during the putsch? 

07-00:23:53 

Ulman: Yes. So this gets us to Berkeley. 

07-00:24:03 

Koya: Just one quick question about your Democratic Party politics. Were you 
involved in any kind of labor arbitration while you were in Minnesota? 
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07-00:24:10 

Ulman: Oh, in Minnesota. Oh, I had two labor relations things happen to me that were 
interesting during that period. 

07-00:24:23 

Koya: Good, good. 

07-00:24:25 

Ulman: In the first place, while I arrived as an assistant professor, I was appointed to 
mediate a bus dispute in the city of Duluth. And I think I was appointed 
because nobody else in the labor unit in Minnesota wanted to take on a pretty 
thankless job. And so I went up there. Duluth is a very cold place. And the bus 
strike would have been very, very serious for there. 

07-00:25:00 

Koya: Absolutely. 

07-00:25:01 

Ulman: In the wintertime people who lived up in the hills in Duluth would put their 
cars up for the winter. They’d put them on chocks. They took the wheels off 
for the winter. So the only way of getting down to work or around anywhere 
was— 

07-00:25:28 

Koya: The bus stop. 

07-00:25:30 

Ulman: —by bus. But it was a straightforward dispute over money and I think that the 
parties settled as much to keep me quiet as anything else. 

07-00:25:48 

Koya: To keep you quiet? 

07-00:25:49 

Ulman: I was trying to make independent suggestions to see what would happen if the 
unions got eighteen cents an hour and. My officemate on the campus, Joe 
McKenna, was a good econometrician. I asked him to estimate the elasticity 
of demand. I fed his results to the two parties as the outcome of the eighteen 
cents settlement. They were horrified. They didn’t want to hear a scientific 
view from an outsider. So they argued on. I listened and finally I said, “Look, 
let’s have our next meeting down on the campus in Minneapolis in the faculty 
club in the Twin Cities.” They all liked that idea. I went down there and we 
began talking and arguing vigorously again and I said, “Shh, it’s quiet time 
now.” Well, anyway, we settled the dispute. 

07-00:27:19 

Koya: In Minneapolis. 

07-00:27:20 

Ulman: But that was really the only time I really became involved in an active dispute 
because when I came over here and I did work with the Institute I had all the 
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exposure to labor people and management people that I felt that I wanted in 
the course of my own work, rather than as a private arbitrator as many labor 
economists early of that vintage did do. They did do a good deal of— 

07-00:27:50 

Koya: Like Clark Kerr or John Dunlop.  

07-00:27:51 

Ulman: —arbitration. 

07-00:27:51 

Koya: They were arbitrators. 

07-00:27:53 

Ulman: Especially Dunlop with the building trades. 

07-00:27:57 

Koya: Right, right. 

07-00:28:00 

Ulman: And the other episode—oh, yes. The other episode was that I made the 
acquaintance of Jimmy Hoffa. 

07-00:28:14 

Koya: Oh, wow. 

07-00:28:16 

Ulman: Hoffa was the president of the Central Conference of Teamsters from the 
middle west down the Mississippi and he was a fascinating guy to listen to. A 
brilliant man, but cold and humorless. But he knew the trucking industry, 
including the “piggyback” and “fishyback” trucking. Piggybacks were coming 
in and he was trying to prepare these presidents of the local unions in the 
conference for that major change. They didn’t pay too much attention to this. 
He kept at them. Later on, I invited Hoffa to a seminar at Berkeley. I noticed 
that Slichter had done that at Harvard, so I figured so, well, that’s good 
enough for me. So he came. I picked him up in San Francisco and then he 
drove me across the bridge. He didn’t drive me. We were with his chief 
lieutenant, Harold Gibbons, in St. Louis at the time, and we were driving 
across the bridge and Hoffa would say—as a big truck would pass—“That guy 
is making $12,000 a year.” Another truck would pass. “That guy is making 
$15,000 a year.” He just loved that sort of stuff. And I said to him, “I 
remember at Minnesota you were always talking about fishybacks.” 
Fishybacks were coming in after the container ship, in other words. He said, 
“Yes,” he said, “and they didn’t listen to me, did they?” 

07-00:30:35 

Koya: Can I just ask this piggybacking issue with the Teamsters. This was a change 
in the manner of shipping that was occurring that he was anticipating? 
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07-00:30:44 

Ulman: Yes, goods could now be carried in containers aboard trains and/or ships 
instead of solely by trucks. This greatly reduced handling in warehouses and 
on docks, which were Teamster jobs. 

 I recall that a close a friend of mine, David Feller in our law school, who was 
on the faculty many years, and who had been the chief counsel of the steel 
workers and then the AFL-CIO and I were talking about labor leaders whom 
we both knew in the old days. We agreed that he was the most brilliant of the 
group. 

 And yes, I also visited Hoffa in Washington several times in the Teamster’s 
new building, which is quite a magnificent place. That office of his was about 
the largest office I ever saw and it had an eye-popping view of Congress. 
Hoffa, of course, was in trouble in the law, with the law, on racketeering and 
stuff like that. And he would complain about Bobby Kennedy, whom he 
couldn’t stand. Bobby Kennedy, he complained, was always after him. And he 
said— 

07-00:32:16 

Koya: Right. As attorney general? 

07-00:32:19 

Ulman: As attorney general. And one time we were at the window and then he said, 
“Let’s go over to the other part of the room, the back of the room.” He said, 
“Bobby Kennedy, he’s got parabolic mikes. He can hear everything we say.” 
And he said, “Go over there.” He said, “He’s got a dossier on everybody.” A 
dossier. “He’s got a dossier on every—he probably got one on you, too, Prof.” 

07-00:32:58 

Koya: And what was the context that you had met Hoffa in at Minnesota? 

07-00:33:03 

Ulman: Just that I’d heard about him. I went to the conference. I used to go to the 
meetings of the central conference which all the presidents of the various 
Teamsters’ locals down to Saint Louis up through Minnesota, would attend. 

07-00:33:24 

Koya: Sure, Minneapolis. 

07-00:33:26 

Ulman: Every once in a while Hoffa would say, “After this meeting is over, brother so 
and so from Saint Louis, I want you to come up here and talk to brother so and 
so from Fargo,” he said, “because he’s got some trouble up there and you can 
help him with that.” So he would arrange for mutual boycotts and stuff like 
that. He knew his business. 

07-00:33:51 

Koya: And what brought you initially to these central meetings? What was the 
interest? 
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07-00:33:56 

Ulman: He was elected. 

07-00:33:57 

Koya: What brought you to the— 

07-00:34:00 

Ulman: It was in my area.  

07-00:34:02 

Koya: Your field. 

07-00:34:03 

Ulman: Unionism, yes. 

07-00:34:03 

Koya: So you were just kind of studying union meetings and— 

07-00:34:06 

Ulman: Yes. 

07-00:34:08 

Koya: Were there other major union meetings that you were visiting during this 
meeting where you were at Minnesota? 

07-00:34:15 

Ulman: No. Well, maybe. I knew some people but I can’t recall. 

07-00:34:20 

Koya: Okay, okay. Can I ask you also just a kind of post-war question. As you’re 
becoming more involved through your colleagues and Democratic Party 
politics and so forth, you’ve mentioned Norman Thomas before and we’ve 
talked a little bit about Walter Reuther. 

07-00:34:39 

Ulman: Oh, that was back in— 

07-00:34:40 

Koya: That’s a little further back. 

07-00:34:41 

Ulman: I didn’t really know him. 

07-00:34:42 

Koya: Okay, okay. But were you interested in this time in kind of like a non-
Communist left or attempts to kind of use— 

07-00:34:50 

Ulman: Only as students. There were people who were always interested politically 
and from my high school—don’t forget it was— 

07-00:35:00 

Koya: All the way back, yes. 
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07-00:35:01 

Ulman: —it was the Great Depression and so just about everyone was interested. And 
I remember reading the New Republic and the Nation. Which did one read? 
The New Republic or the Nation? That was a big divider. 

07-00:35:14 

Koya: A bigger divide now. 

07-00:35:15 

Ulman: And the Nation was more leftish and I was more of a New Republic guy. And 
I guess there’s still a difference between those. 

07-00:35:29 

Koya: Oh, I think it’s even further apart. 

07-00:35:32 

Ulman: In those days they appeared in newsprint. Basically they were— 

07-00:35:38 

Koya: And then one more question here, to leave Minnesota, although if you had 
something else you wanted to add. Actually, maybe two. But following up on 
the last one. In Berkeley, at the time that you’re starting your position at 
Minnesota, they’re having the major loyalty oath controversy here. And I 
wonder, first like it’s— 

07-00:36:00 

Ulman: Loyalty oath was before my time. 

07-00:36:02 

Koya: Obviously, by eight years or so. But did you hear of that controversy as you’re 
coming to Berkeley or from Minnesota? 

07-00:36:08 

Ulman: One heard about it, yes. It was a very bitter episode. 

07-00:36:11 

Koya: And any recollections of what you heard about that? 

07-00:36:15 

Ulman: No. Some people I knew had refused to sign it and later returned. 

07-00:36:22  

Koya: And were there any other pressures of McCarthyism or anti-Communism that 
you felt intellectually while you were at Minnesota? Or upon the unions that 
you were studying? 

07-00:36:38 

Ulman: Everybody felt McCarthyism. That was— 

07-00:36:41 

Koya: Sure. 
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07-00:36:43 

Ulman: And probably, in retrospect, he was taken too seriously. In retrospect, maybe 
Eisenhower handled it in the right way. But we were very insistent that 
somebody should do something about McCarthy, and especially after the 
Dean Acheson episode. Yes, but that was just a sort of— 

07-00:37:10 

Koya: In the air? 

07-00:37:11 

Ulman: Yes, in the air. 

07-00:37:13 

Koya: But nothing specific at Minnesota? 

07-00:37:14 

Ulman: Nothing specific. No. 

07-00:37:16 

Koya: Okay, okay. And just one last question maybe about Minnesota. What did you 
teach while you were there? 

07-00:37:25 

Ulman: Oh, I taught the economics of collective bargaining, with a lot of history and 
so on. One also had to teach personnel administration, which was the other 
part of a new one. And I remember I didn’t want to do that and I spoke to 
Yoder. This was the chief guy in— 

07-00:37:55 

Koya: Dale Yoder? 

07-00:37:57 

Ulman: —in that field. And he said to me, “Lloyd,” he said, “it’s very simple.” He 
said, “You just read one text and lecture out of another.” 

07-00:38:08 

Koya: [laughter] I’ll remember that. 

 And did you have any prominent students that you recall from Minnesota? 
People that went on to do work that was interesting or— 

07-00:38:20 

Ulman: Not particularly. 

07-00:38:21 

Koya: Okay, okay. 

07-00:38:26  

Ulman: Friends like Dan McFadden, a Nobel laureate, who is emeritus now in our 
department. He was a student of Leo Hurwicz at Minnesota. 
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07-00:38:36 

Koya: At Minnesota. 

07-00:38:38  

Ulman: Yes. He was a theorist. 

07-00:38:47 

Koya: You were talking about how you were separating from the business school but 
the discipline’s also becoming more mathematical and theoretical at this time. 
And you’ve also got the developments in the Friedman direction to kind of go 
back to the classics— 

07-00:39:04 

Ulman: Oh, yes. 

07-00:39:04 

Koya: —and do a neo-classical [analysis]. So the discipline’s kind of moving away 
from your own labor economist training. Did you get a feeling for that? 
Although you bridged that because you are a good economist, as Samuelson 
said. 

07-00:39:17 

Ulman: I suppose I bridged it. That’s what Samuelson liked so much for example. 
And I talked a little more economics lingo than others at the time. Outside of 
Chicago, of course.  

07-00:39:35 

Koya: Sure. So was that difficult bridging that at that time? Were you having to— 

07-00:39:37 

Ulman: Well, you don’t really bridge it because ultimately, as we’re finding out today, 
I think that the mathematical thing—I think that’s what was beginning to take 
over much of economics. Although I do regret my ignorance in that field. 

07-00:40:20 

Koya: Shall we continue on to Berkeley? 

07-00:40:21 

Ulman: Berkeley, yes. 

07-00:40:21 

Koya: You talked about that you were recruited by E.T. Grether— 

07-00:40:25 

Ulman: Yes. 

07-00:40:25 

Koya: —during your period replacing Dunlop at Harvard. Well, first, had you ever 
been to Berkeley before? 
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07-00:40:35 

Ulman: Oh, I had a very, very good friend there, too, Walter Galenson, who was 
assistant professor—I met him at Harvard. He was an old school type labor 
economist. In the post-war period, labor attachés were appointed to many 
embassies. 

07-00:41:10 

Koya: Oh, at our various consulates and embassies there were labor attachés. 

07-00:41:13 

Ulman: Yes.  

07-00:41:14 

Koya: And what was the function of those attachés? 

07-00:41:18 

Ulman: Well, to report on labor developments in the particular country. 

07-00:41:20 

Koya: There you are. Okay. 

07-00:41:24 

Ulman: Which led to interest in foreign stuff. 

07-00:41:31 

Koya: Any particular examples? 

07-00:41:32 

Ulman: I probably will get to that. 

07-00:41:35 

Koya: So Galenson, rather, was involved with this? 

07-00:41:39 

Ulman: Yes. 

07-00:41:40 

Koya: And he had served as a labor attaché? 

07-00:41:43 

Ulman: He had been, yes. One of the earliest. He was a labor attaché I think to 
Norway and then he covered Denmark, too. He was here in Berkeley. He was 
a close friend of Kerr. 

07-00:42:06 

Koya: Okay. And he was involved with the Center of Chinese Studies, too? Is that 
correct? 

07-00:42:11 

Ulman: Yes. 
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07-00:42:14 

Koya: Okay. So you’ve come to Berkeley. You knew Galenson here, you knew 
Papandreou. Had you met Kerr before you had come to Berkeley? 

07-00:42:28 

Ulman: Well, I had met him. I met him in the meetings. He would talk to me and stuff. 
He and Walter were prominent in the labor group which I was then gradually 
growing into, as it were. 

07-00:42:46 

Koya: Yes, in the field. 

07-00:42:48 

Ulman: Yes.  

07-00:43:07 

Koya: Anywhere you’d particularly like to start with Berkeley? Maybe we could 
begin with the Economics Department? 

07-00:43:16 

Ulman: The Economics Department. Actually, Kerr had recruited Andy Papandreou from 
Minnesota, really with the purpose of beefing up the Economics Department, which Kerr 
regarded, and I think with accuracy, as not in the first rank, given the ambitions that he had 
for Berkeley as Chancellor. It did, however, contain some very good economists here. Aaron 
Gordon, Robert A. Gordon, for example, was an outstanding macroeconomist. 

07-00:44:00 

Koya: He was the chair, right? 

07-00:44:00 

Ulman: He at one time was, yes. And at the time that I was recruited—so Papandreou set 
about hiring a good number of people, a large number of younger people. 

07-00:44:20 

Koya: To expand the department. Okay. 

07-00:44:22 

Ulman: Some of whom wound up ultimately at Harvard. 

07-00:44:38 

Koya: Do you remember some of the names? 

07-00:44:38 

Ulman: Dick Caves, Dale Jorgenson, Henry Rosovsky. After Papandreou was 
appointed chairman, he asked Kerr whether he could make a recruiting trip 
east. A recruiting trip east. And Kerr said, “No, you can’t.” Wasn’t going to 
give him the money. So Andy ran up a phone bill of about $3,000 that year. 

07-00:45:07 

Koya: Wow. 

07-00:45:09 

Ulman: Well, anyway, that was— 
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07-00:45:13 

Koya: Kerr actually has described your department as kind of having had a split 
between the neo-classicists and the Keynesians. Did you see that when you 
were arriving? 

07-00:45:31 

Ulman: Well, yes. The older group especially were naturally more neo-classical. A 
couple of good ones.  

 [Back at Minnesota] there was one very brilliant eccentric Chicago product 
who they hired as a full professor actually. He was a very young man. O.H., 
Oswald Brownlee. Oz Brownlee. 

07-00:46:07 

Koya: Oswald Brownlee? 

07-00:46:10 

Ulman: Yes. He was, as I said brilliant. We used to play squash together and I was this 
high and he was that high. He actually was a very good natural athlete. He 
was in this group, though he didn’t work hard at department politics. 

07-00:46:54 

Koya: Who were some of the other new hires that Papandreou was able to bring into the 
department? 

07-00:47:07 

Ulman: I mentioned Dale Jorgenson and Richard Caves, Dick Caves. Who ultimately 
both returned to Harvard. 

07-00:47:26 

Koya: Okay. Did you interact at all with Ira Brown Cross? I think he had retired 
quite before you had come but seems to have been around the university. He 
was a former chair. 

07-00:47:42 

Ulman: Ira Cross. He was a legend, of course. 

07-00:47:45 

Koya: Please. Do tell. 

07-00:47:46 

Ulman: But he was before my time. I never got to know him. Was sort of senior semi-
retired practically and was—oh, yes. I can’t remember now his name. Charlie. 
Knew Charles Gulick who wrote on the Austrian labor movement and so on, I 
do remember, frankly, and Kerr couldn’t stand Charlie Gulick. But— 

07-00:48:25 

Koya: Who could not stand him? 

07-00:48:25 

Ulman: Clark. 
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07-00:48:26 

Koya: Okay, Clark Kerr. 

07-00:48:28 

Ulman: But that’s neither here nor—because he had a foul mouth, Clark said. He did 
cuss a lot. He was a Texan. He’d always say, “Plain United States.” He’d call 
it the Plain United. And I guess I was hired ultimately to replace and sort of 
succeed him. 

07-00:48:58 

Koya: To replace Gulick? 

07-00:48:59 

Ulman: Yes. And Clark invited me when I was out here to give a seminar before I was 
hired. Clark invited me, it was in September, to a football game with him. And 
what I couldn’t see—how people could play football and go to football games 
in hot weather, because in Minnesota we used to— 

07-00:49:30 

Koya: It was not hot. 

07-00:49:34 

Ulman: —and took a little half pint with you and by the end of the game you could 
throw it away and you wouldn’t feel boozed up at all because you were— 

07-00:49:45 

Koya: So that’s a half pint of whiskey, then? 

07-00:49:47 

Ulman: Yes. But not— 

07-00:49:50 

Koya: To warm you up. So what were your impressions coming into this Economics 
Department that was to some extent— 

07-00:50:04 

Ulman: Nothing particularly. I just did my work. I was busy working. I always had 
work to do. I never liked departmental politics, but you get yourself into it 
sometimes. Can’t help it. 

07-00:50:24 

Koya: Were there a lot of politics in your department? 

07-00:50:26 

Ulman: There probably were but I didn’t know too much. While I was a full professor, 
nevertheless I was a junior guy in the department. 

07-00:50:39 

Koya: And new to the place, no? You were also new to the department. 
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07-00:50:43 

Ulman: And new to the department, yes. I remember one member who was of the 
department, too, a colleague in the labor area. It was Bud Cheit. You know 
Earl Cheit? 

07-00:51:00 

Koya: Yes. 

07-00:51:02 

Ulman: And we had been together in Minnesota in a way because he was winding up 
as a graduate lawyer. 

07-00:51:12 

Koya: Yes, he did his graduate work at Minnesota. 

07-00:51:14 

Ulman: His wife June was the secretary of that institute there and so on. 

07-00:51:20 

Koya: Their labor relations institute? 

07-00:51:20 

Ulman: Yes.  

07-00:51:24 

Koya: Yes. So Earl Cheit was here at Berkeley as you arrived? 

07-00:51:27 

Ulman: Yes. We were friends.  

07-00:51:30 

Koya: Okay. He goes on to become the vice chancellor, right? 

07-00:51:35 

Ulman: He became the vice chancellor. Unfortunately he could not become the 
chancellor. I wished that he would. He was very able. He was, before that, an 
assistant director of our Institute. Well, anyway, at Berkeley I spent a good 
deal of time away. Well, not a good deal. 

 After my first two years at Berkeley, Walter Heller, who had been appointed 
Chairman of the first Council of Economic Advisers in the Kennedy 
Administration and the chair of the first Council of Economic Advisers, 
invited me to be their senior labor economist. Present company excepted, that 
Council was a great group of economists. That was the first heavily academic 
council. The staff consisted of six academics and seven career civil servants. 
The members of the Council—Heller from Minnesota, and Jim Tobin. 

07-00:53:21 

Koya: From Harvard, right? 

07-00:53:24 

Ulman: From Yale. Yes, Yale. 
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07-00:53:25 

Koya: Okay. But a Harvard Ph.D. like you, no? 

07-00:53:28 

Ulman: A Harvard Ph.D., oh, yes. And Kermit Gordon was the third member. The 
staff included Bob Solow. Arthur Okun, in some respects perhaps the most 
original of all of them. 

 Okun was a very fine guy. Barbara Bergmann, who was Clair Brown’s teacher 
incidentally. 

07-00:53:59 

Koya: Okay. Barbara? I’m sorry. Was it— 

07-00:54:01 

Ulman: It was Berman at that time, before she was married. And she had been an early 
protégée of Leontief at Harvard. Barbara was truly brilliant. Heller really was 
good at assembling departments. This was really very fast company. 

07-00:54:36 

Koya: This was a new department for him, but now in Washington. 

07-00:54:39 

Ulman: Yes. And my chief job there was not so much doing the routine analysis, but 
some of that, of course, as working with them in developing wage and price 
guide posts. The recession of 1957-58 was blamed by many economists on a 
1956 wage agreement, three year agreement between the steel workers and big 
steel, U.S. Steel. It was felt that this settlement was excessive. 

07-00:55:43 

Koya: Their wages had become excessive? 

07-00:55:45 

Ulman: Had become. And that had ultimately led to a recession. There was an 
influential, although controversial, article by Otto Eckstein on the Harvard 
faculty. This was sort of down my alley because I had just finished a book on 
the government of the steel workers union. While working on the book in 
Pittsburgh, I met Arthur Goldberg, who was at that time the chief counsel of 
the steel workers. He was subsequently appointed by Kennedy as the 
Secretary of Labor. 

07-00:56:59 

Koya: Labor, yes. 

07-00:57:00 

Ulman: It was a very good appointment because Goldberg was an extremely able man. 
Extremely able. So I got to know him and also his chief assistant counsel who 
was David Feller. And after my book came out, Dave Feller, whom I really 
hadn’t known well, wrote me a letter saying he thought that my book was just 
great. It made me feel very happy, of course. It was one of a series on the 
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governance of different unions—I liked the book myself. But anyway, so I 
sort of knew. I felt that I really understood the people in the union, the 
background and sort of how they operated. The Council bought this general 
line about the pernicious effect of steel bargaining on the whole economy, 
trickling down from basic steel to autos. 

07-00:58:17 

Koya: So that the wage increases had effected— 

07-00:58:21 

Ulman: The wage increases were followed, and they tended to be copied. And also, in 
general, you’d raise costs in those industries, you see, and so—  

07-00:58:31 

Koya: And the cost in steel would affect the cost in the auto industry, etc. 

7-00:58:33 

Ulman: That’s right. 
 
Audio File 8 

08-00:00:00 

Koya: Okay, we’re beginning tape number eight of our fourth interview. Today is 
August 25, 2011. Dr. Ulman was talking about his period on the Council of 
Economic Advisers, beginning around 1961. 

08-00:00:21 

Ulman: 1961, 1962, the academic year. 

08-00:00:24 

Koya: Right. So in Washington. 

08-00:00:26 

Ulman: In Washington. 

08-00:00:27 

Koya: We were talking about some of the people, the luminaries who were on the 
Council. Please. 

08-00:00:34 

Ulman: Yes. There was a story about Kennedy when he was still president-elect. He 
was down in Florida where Heller had joined him. He had hired Heller 
because he knew and admired Paul Samuelson. Samuelson said, “No, I’m not 
for that kind of work but why don’t you”— and so he and Heller hit it off. 

08-00:01:06 

Koya: Kennedy had known Samuelson from Massachusetts then? 

08-00:01:09 

Ulman: Yes. They were together in Kennedy’s motel in Florida, I believe someplace 
like that, and they talked about—well, he said, “Who are you going to have on 
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your council?” Heller said, “Well, there’s one person that I really want to get 
and that’s Jim Tobin but I’m really afraid to ask him because I don’t know 
him too well but he’s such a formidable intellectual.” So Kennedy said, 
“Okay, I’ll call him.” So Kennedy just dialed the number and he invited Tobin 
to join the Council. Jim replied, “Oh, Mr. President,” he said, “I don’t think 
that I can try this because I’m a very academic economist.” So Kennedy said, 
“That’s the best kind.” And he continued, “I’m a very academic President,” 
and Jim Tobin said, “And that’s the best kind.” 

08-00:02:23 

Koya: All right. 

08-00:02:25 

Ulman: That was the story that I heard. I can’t vouch for it.  

08-00:02:28 

Koya: From Tobin or from Heller? 

08-00:02:32 

Ulman: From neither one. Somebody around. Probably true because Kennedy had a 
very—no question about it. Wonderful sense of humor and was very 
charming. 

 Well, I began to say that the immediate task at hand that was partly handed to 
me when I arrived concerned the idea of doing something about holding wage 
inflation and unemployment. And the Council got the idea of setting up guide 
posts for wage and price increases.  

08-00:03:28 

Koya: How were the guide posts to function? 

08-00:03:31 

Ulman: Well, the idea was that wage increases should not exceed trend increases in 
productivity. And for industries in which productivity growth exceeded the 
trend, firms should reduce prices, and if they were below the trend they could 
lower prices or raise prices by a lesser amount than the guideline. 

08-00:04:03 

Koya: Raise the wage price, as it were? 

08-00:04:04 

Ulman: Yes. And Bob Solow did, I think, most of the theoretical work on this. But 
what it boiled down to, so far as I could see when I got there in the summer of 
1961—we drove across the country. 

08-00:04:23 

Koya: You and Lassie drove across the country? 
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08-00:04:24 

Ulman: Yes, we drove across the country. The steel workers again were in the middle 
of a contract period. It was a three year contract. And in the fall, around 
September I guess, there was to be an automatic wage increase. Every year the 
wages were to go up, in addition to increases in consumer prices that were— 

08-00:05:01 

Koya: And this was negotiated as part of that three year contract. 

08-00:05:04 

Ulman: This was automatic one because that was decided in the original one. 

08-00:05:08 

Koya: In the three year contract. Okay. 

08-00:05:10 

Ulman: So it was the idea of the Council and also the staff that the unions should be 
requested to pass up that automatic increase because if wages were not 
increased, then you could expect that the steel companies would have no need 
to raise their prices. 

 The notion of receiving wage and price guidelines was a very delicate one. 
For presidents to intervene to that extent and I remember there was a long 
argument that Heller didn’t like the idea of calling them the guidelines. “No,” 
he said, “that’s too constraining, using guidelines. We’ll call them guide 
posts.” We had a meeting at dinner one night and they asked me what do you 
think of this idea. 

08-00:06:29 

Koya: Who’s asking you at this point? 

08-00:06:31  

Ulman: Everybody. 

08-00:06:31 

Koya: On the Council? 

08-00:06:32 

Ulman: Around the meeting, around the Council. “What do you think of the idea of 
having the union take the lead?” So I said, “I frankly don’t think it’s feasible.” 
I said, “They’ve got a contract and the contract—Unions live and die by the 
contract.” I said, “However, we have a secretary of labor who certainly knows 
the steel workers and the industry. Why not call up Arthur Goldberg?” So 
Goldberg said, “Yes, you can’t do that,” but he said, “We’ll give them the 
increase. I mean they will take the increase.” And then he said, “I think we 
can persuade the industry to pass a price increase the next time you have a 
new wage settlement in the spring.” 
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08-00:07:37 

Koya: So to clarify. Arthur Goldberg is anticipating that there could be a wage cut in 
the next negotiation. 

08-00:07:46 

Ulman: Yes, that would be in the spring. Not a cut but a smaller— 

08-00:07:50 

Koya: Smaller increase? 

08-00:07:51 

Ulman: Smaller increase. And so they took it to Goldberg and that’s what his idea 
was. And then Goldberg met with the president and with Heller and he said, 
“Don’t worry, Mr. President. I know that industry like the palm of my hand.” 
And as a matter of fact, Goldberg had really gotten away with highway 
robbery in that 1956 settlement, so he was confident that the coming increase 
would be smaller. 

08-00:08:29 

Koya: Goldberg had? 

08-00:08:30 

Ulman: Goldberg had because the company thought if they gave the union what they 
had asked for, the original demand or close to the original demand, then they 
in turn would go after a five year agreement, a longer no strike period. But in 
fact, Goldberg insisted on the three year agreement and the companies paid up 
everything that they had been ready to pay for a five year contract in three 
years. That was the— 

08-00:09:06 

Koya: So the companies were trying to buy labor peace with the contract with the 
wage increases? 

08-00:09:09 

Ulman: Yes. That’s right. As I recall. So we got up to the spring and— 

08-00:09:31 

Koya: Okay, but 1962-ish? 

08-00:09:32 

Ulman: Yes.  I guess early 1962. And U.S. Steel negotiated a moderate settlement. But 
U.S. Steel promptly posted a big price— 

08-00:09:59 

Koya: Increase, okay. 

08-00:10:00 

Ulman: —increase. And so I remember I was home one evening, probably about 
eleven o’clock, I climbed into my pajamas, and get a phone call from Walter 
Heller. “Lloyd, we’re all together here in the Council. The president of U.S. 
Steel has defied the president of the United States and has raised prices.” And 
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so I said, “What do you want me to do, Walter? You want me to come down 
with you?” He said, “Yes,” he said. So I got out of my pajamas, went down to 
the Council, and they were all there assembled. I remember that Heller had 
come back from a State Department thing. He was in a tux and everything. 
And there was George Ball, an influential assistant secretary of state in the 
administration and he was there from the State Department. And I asked, 
“What do I do?” The question was who will one phone to talk to and so on? I 
said, “Well, if you want, I can try to get somebody in Pittsburgh 
headquarters.” 

08-00:11:29 

Koya: For U.S. Steel? 

08-00:11:29 

Ulman: No. For the steel workers. 

08-00:11:31 

Koya: Oh, the steel workers. Okay.  

08-00:11:33 

Ulman: And they said, “Yes, do that.” So I called up and so they said, “No.” I don’t 
know whom I talked to. They said— 

08-00:11:45 

Ulman: —“We don’t do business like this.” And so they hung up. The next morning 
Kennedy was going to address the country but they wanted to get some 
statements supporting him beforehand. So I said, “Okay, I’ll try again with the 
steel workers.” In the meantime, though, a little delegation of steel workers 
from Washington, their Washington workers, called on me and said, “Brother 
Ulman, we don’t appreciate people from the government calling us up at one 
o’clock in the morning.” I said, “I’m not the government.” I said, “I’m on 
leave.” They replied, “You’re government.” After that I called up Dave Feller 
whom I had met working on the book and who had succeeded Goldberg as the 
head of the law firm. 

08-00:12:48 

Koya: For the steel workers union? 

08-00:12:49 

Ulman: For the steel workers, yes. And he was in Washington and also the AFL-CIO. 
So I said, “Dave, the industry has defied Kennedy, the President, and he’s 
going to speak. We’d like to get a statement out of McDonald,” the not very 
cerebral president of the steel workers. David J. McDonald his name was. 

 And so Dave said, “Like hell I’m going to give you a statement.” So I said, 
“Why not? Why on earth not?” He said, “Where do you think my next wage 
increase is coming from? Their price increase.” So I said, “But that’s the 
whole idea, Dave.” Nevertheless I said to myself, well, Feller is pretty good. 
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He was the kind of a guy I’d like to get to Berkeley someday. And sure 
enough, the time came later on when our law school was looking for— 

08-00:14:25 

Koya: Right. A labor lawyer. 

08-00:14:27 

Ulman: Yes. And who called me up? Mike Heyman, who was then the dean. And he 
asked me about somebody else and I said, “He’s a very good person but if you 
want to go national and major, why not get a national figure in.” “You know 
of any?” So I said, “Yes, as a matter of fact.” As a matter of fact, I remember 
one time around this period before I came to Washington, that time, John 
Dunlop and Walter Galenson  and I were working on a project with Archie 
Cox. You remember Archibald Cox? 

08-00:15:19 

Koya: Archibald Cox, yes. 

08-00:15:20 

Ulman: Were thinking about a research project and we needed to get clearance, as it 
were, from Goldberg, who was then the chief lawyer for the union. We talked 
to him about it and we called on him in Washington in the office there and 
then after we were finished Cox said, “Oh. Arthur, Harvard would like to hire 
a young labor lawyer. Do you have anybody in mind?” Goldberg said, “Yes, I 
do but you can’t have him. He’s Dave Feller. You can’t have him.” But 
thereafter Goldberg mused, “Maybe David should be a professor.” That stuck 
in my head and later on I phoned Dave; ultimately the school recruited him. 

08-00:16:22 

Koya: What was the nature of the project that you were working on with Cox? 

08-00:16:28 

Ulman: Something on union history. Dunlop was always full of projects. Anyway, 
after a hectic day, or day and a half or so before ultimately, as you know, U.S. 
Steel rescinded its price increase after Kennedy had roundly denounced them. 

08-00:16:56 

Koya: And this was the press conference you were preparing for that Dave Feller 
wouldn’t give a statement for. 

08-00:17:01 

Ulman: Yes, but it wasn’t a press conference. It was a statement. 

08-00:17:04 

Koya: A statement. So Kennedy gives his statement. U.S. Steel says, “We’ll back 
down on the price increase.” 

08-00:17:14 

Ulman: Yes, they did. Oh, that day, incidentally—yes, there was a whole period, 
twenty-four hours. The stock market plunged by about 25 percent. 
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08-00:17:41 

Koya: Twenty-five percent? 

08-00:17:42 

Ulman: Yes, just in one day. 

08-00:17:44 

Koya: Wow. 

08-00:17:45 

Ulman: And every twenty minutes, Kennedy was calling Heller asking him the latest 
stock market quotation. Heller was really going crazy. And Kennedy also said 
to Goldberg, “Arthur, how well do you know the palm of your hand?”  

 It took me some time afterwards, as one plays these things back in my mind, 
to realize that Goldberg did favor wage and price guide posts, restraint. He felt 
the union got too much in the late Fifties. 

08-00:18:37 

Koya: Goldberg did? 

08-00:18:38 

Ulman: At times. But every so often he would say, “Do you realize that every penny 
increase that we get is so many hundreds of millions of dollars,” and he would 
be impressed by this and really wanted that restraint. I was more or less torn, 
as it were, between Brookings economics, which was the macroeconomics 
that you used to govern the guide posts and just being pro-union and pro-
collective bargaining. I was never too keen on it but I worked very hard for it, 
of course, and I thought it was the right policy for the administration to adopt. 

08-00:19:31 

Koya: It was the right thing to do to encourage the guide posts ultimately? 

08-00:19:34 

Ulman: At the time, yes. 

08-00:19:35 

Koya: Why did you come to that conclusion or how did you come to that 
conclusion? 

08-00:19:38 

Ulman: Because of the economic argument, you see. If you tried to increase demand, 
the monetary demand, you were either going to get an increase in output and 
employment or you were going to go up in wages and prices. The unions 
could grab a tax cut and translate it into a wage increase. That’s a very crude 
way of putting it but that sort of thing could happen. 

08-00:20:11 

Koya: And just like we noticed with Feller, that— 
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08-00:20:13 

Ulman: Yes. 

08-00:20:14 

Koya: —the price increase, although it was inflationary, it would have other impacts 
on the economy that you would see as the Council. 

08-00:20:20 

Ulman: Yes. Although it was inflationary. Public opinion had begun to affect greater 
concern over inflation than over unemployment. 

08-00:20:37 

Koya: This is a big change. 

08-00:20:38 

Ulman: Yes. This is what happened after the war. It was coming along. It was also at 
the time that Milton Friedman was setting off— 

08-00:20:50 

Koya: Absolutely. 

08-00:20:51 

Ulman: —have the government not to intervene, etc. 

08-00:20:55 

Koya: Well, there’s an interesting point there, right, because Friedman would say 
that government shouldn’t interfere in the economy at the same time the 
Council’s recommending these guide posts which constitute an interference in 
the economy. 

08-00:21:06 

Ulman: Oh, yes. Which they would probably call—and when we get to my adventures 
with Nixon and we’ll see Friedman talking about that again. That was the 
worst thing you could have, was wage and price controls. Everybody in the 
administration said, “They’re not controls.” But as far as conservatives were 
concerned, they really were. 

08-00:21:34 

Koya: So was this an important moment for you when you were coming onboard as 
someone—I’d like to actually ask a little bit more in a moment about your 
research for government of the steel workers. But you— 

08-00:21:48 

Ulman: That’s over with. Go ahead. 

08-00:21:49 

Koya: You were there in Pittsburgh in support— 

08-00:21:51 

Ulman: Yes.  
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08-00:21:51 

Koya: Let’s talk about that. But this seems to be an important moment for you, 
where you’re pro-union in your background. 

08-00:21:57 

Ulman: That’s it, yes. 

08-00:21:58 

Koya: But you’re also taking cognizance of the broader macroeconomic factors. 

08-00:22:02 

Ulman: That’s right, yes. 

08-00:22:03 

Koya: And in a sense, with the work of the Council, you’re contemplating policies— 

08-00:22:08 

Ulman: One had to concentrate on this. Yes. 

08-00:22:13 

Koya: On the questions of inflation or on the questions of wage and price controls? 

08-00:22:16 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right. That was it. In fact, that’s what they really wanted me for. To 
get acquainted with and try to persuade them.  

08-00:22:30 

Koya: You had built up connections particularly with the steel industry in 
researching the book? 

08-00:22:38 

Ulman: No. You build up, as you say, connections. You build up a working 
knowledge of the field at the grassroots level. That’s what, in a way, 
institutional studies are concerned with. 

08-00:22:58 

Koya: Right. To do the institutional economics. 

08-00:23:00 

Ulman: And I had done my work in that. 

08-00:23:05 

Koya: Can you say just a little bit more about that? Your work in Pittsburgh 
researching the book for the government of steel workers and how that was 
then appealing to Walter Heller and the Council? 

08-00:23:16 

Ulman: No. The book was really a straight old fashioned study of union governance. 
Union for union’s sake. What kind of an outfit it was, how democratic. They 
were undergoing a grassroots rebellion at the time. 
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08-00:23:35 

Koya: So constitutional issues for the union at that point? 

08-00:23:39 

Ulman: There was an outfit called the Dues Protest Committee, which claimed that 
Arthur Goldberg had spent a lot of money, of the union’s money, getting this 
Dave McDonald reelected as president. So I hung out with the union people, 
especially their staff, and then I got chummy with some of these dues protest 
people, too. I talked with both sides. 

08-00:24:22 

Koya: And they were concerned about the kind of democratic structure of 
governance within their union. 

08-00:24:27 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right. 

08-00:24:28 

Koya: Can you say a little bit more about that? 

08-00:24:30 

Ulman: I can’t recall much about that book except that I enjoyed working on it so 
much because it got me close to the union. I was given a little office in the 
headquarters building and Goldberg— 

08-00:24:49 

Koya: In Pittsburgh. 

08-00:24:49 

Ulman: In Pittsburgh, yes. I spent a couple of months there. Goldberg would drop in 
to see me and to talk to me about my work. Goldberg really ran that union 
because McDonald was a rather weak president. But that I can’t— 

08-00:25:09 

Koya: And at this juncture it’s just a union of great importance because of the— 

08-00:25:13 

Ulman: Oh, it was very great importance, yes, in those days, and because it was one of 
the lead unions; others would tend to follow the “steel pattern.” 

08-00:25:21 

Koya: Right. And was it in the AFL [American Federation of Labor] or in the CIO 
[Congress of Industrial Organizations]? 

08-00:25:25 

Ulman: It was a CIO union. In fact, the first president of the steel workers union was 
Philip Murray and he had been, as the British say, seconded from the 
coalminers to help organize the steel workers. Anyway, that was— 
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08-00:25:56 

Koya: And in the fifties, still, America is a very strong industrial manufacturing 
country so the power of the unions over the economy—do you want to say 
something about that in that period? 

08-00:26:09 

Ulman: People were afraid that they were prone to raise costs. Not just labor costs but 
unit costs. In other words, to raise wages faster than productivity, which 
would cause trouble. That’s what the guide posts were about. You asked me in 
the last time, incidentally, I think you brought it up, whether Slichter had 
backed the Taft-Hartley Act because he was afraid of the strikes. Well, two 
things about that. First of all, Slichter anticipated the Taft-Hartley Act in 
1939, shortly after the Wagner Act was passed, because he felt that the 
employers were not offering strong enough resistance against the union 
demands to create a satisfactory overall economic performance. Slichter was 
always hectoring employers and asking them, “Why’d you take a strike when 
you could—” “Oh, Sumner, if we take a strike then our quarter will look lousy 
and stocks will fall, etc.” 

08-00:27:48 

Koya: For Taft-Hartley? 

08-00:27:49 

Ulman: There was a great deal of fear. Of course, Milton Friedman didn’t agree with 
that. Friedman said, “No, the only thing that can cause inflation is an increase 
in the money supply. Unions can’t increase the money supply, therefore they 
can’t cause inflation.” And that, of course, begged the question of what caused 
the increase in the money supply? What kind of pressure played on the 
Federal Reserve? 

08-00:28:21 

Koya: Did that connect to, as you were looking at those bigger questions, your 
willingness to adopt the guide posts when you were working with the 
Council? 

08-00:28:36 

Ulman: Well, of course, I was more a Brookings type economist. 

08-00:28:39 

Koya: When you say Brookings, you mean Brookings Institution? 

08-00:28:41 

Ulman: Institution. 

08-00:28:42 

Koya: Yes, okay. Can you say a little bit about that? 

08-00:28:46 

Ulman: Well, Brookings was a think tank, one of the original big think tanks, with a 
liberal flavor. A moderate Democratic flavor. And there was always tension 
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between the liberal Democrats and the unions, who were generally on the left 
wing. At least that was true of the CIO unions, the industrial unions. And the 
moderates emphasized the full employment figure above all else.  

08-00:29:54 

Koya: Was it the more moderate unions or the more moderate Democrats that were 
emphasizing full employment or both? 

08-00:30:00 

Ulman: Both. But at the same time, the unions were all in favor of full employment 
but they generally refused to acknowledge that collective bargaining could be 
responsible for unemployment. And that’s why I say Goldberg was pretty 
farsighted. He felt that they could. And— 

08-00:30:27 

Koya: He felt they could what? 

08-00:30:29 

Ulman: They could generate wages in excess—wage increases in excess of increases 
in productivity. That meant rising wages and unit costs would tend to generate 
rising prices and ultimately reduced unemployment. And then the only way 
one could handle that would be to try to pump more money into the economy. 
And the wage guide posts—as careful as Heller tried to be to avoid any idea 
of coercion—the wage guide posts gave rise to a lot of controversy. Friedman 
and the Chicago people held a conference, to which they invited the Council 
to discuss guide posts. 

08-00:31:30 

Koya: At Chicago? 

08-00:31:31 

Ulman: At Chicago. I believe George Shultz was the dean of the business school. 

08-00:31:35 

Koya: He was a labor economist, as well. 

08-00:31:37 

Ulman: Yes, he was.  

08-00:31:40 

Koya: And this is the future secretary of state George Shultz? 

08-00:31:45 

Ulman: Yes.  

08-00:31:46 

Koya: Right.  

08-00:31:47 

Ulman: He was Secretary of Labor, the director of OMB— 
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08-00:31:57 

Koya: Office of Management of the Budget. 

08-00:32:00 

Ulman: Secretary of the Treasury, and Secretary of State. He swept the board. There 
was much discussion of these issues at the time. 

08-00:32:14 

Koya: Who used to have debates? 

08-00:32:20 

Ulman: Bob Solow and Milton Friedman had a debate at this meeting, which was very 
lively. Bob Solow handled himself very well, as he always has. But anyway. 

08-00:32:55 

Koya: What was the nature of their debate at Chicago?  

08-00:32:59 

Ulman: I have been telling you. During the height of the steel price episode, Kennedy 
was so sore at the steel industry; word got out that he said, “Father was right. 
All businessmen are sons of bitches.” Then came the question: Who leaked? 
The next day Heller crossed my path in the hall. He said, “Lloyd, did I 
mention anything about the President’s comments about his father?,” thinking 
that maybe I had leaked it. 

08-00:34:21 

Koya: Right. 

08-00:34:23 

Ulman: So I said, “Walter, you have not only been scouring the bottom of the barrel. 
You’ve plumbed through,” because I didn’t hear or leak anything like that of 
course. 

 The one guide that the unions explicitly and vociferously refused to accept 
was that cost of living clauses could not be admitted. If the increases in 
productivity didn’t permit cost of living increases—well, there shouldn’t be 
cost of living increases generated if everybody obeyed these guide posts. But 
if anything else came about to raise the cost of living, then the unions figured, 
“Well, of course we are entitled to cost of living if we hold ...” And I also 
remember once during—a friend of mine, Nat Weinberg, who was the 
economist for the auto workers, they were having their convention in Atlantic 
City, I think, and I was with the Council. He called me up and he said, “We’re 
talking about the guide posts now.” He said, “Our cost of living is all right, 
isn’t he?” So I said, “No, it isn’t. You can’t have cost of living increases.” 

08-00:36:05 

Koya: You can’t have the cost of living increases without the increase in 
productivity. 
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08-00:36:09 

Ulman: Productivity. Right. And he said, “Ah, the hell with you.” He added, “I’ll get 
it out of Heller.” So he called up. Nat was also an old friend of Walter and I 
had known him, too. And a little later Walter called me up and said, “Lloyd,” 
he said, “I told Nat Goldfinger it was okay to have a cost of living increase. 
That all right?” I said, “Walter, it’s your guide posts.” 

 Another episode comes to mind. The AFL-CIO held its annual meeting of the 
economists of the major national unions in the country, about a hundred of 
them. 

08-00:37:13 

Koya: These are economists employed by the unions? 

08-00:37:15 

Ulman: Yes. They wanted someone from the Council to talk to them. So I asked Jim 
Tobin to do the job. He drove me over in his little Volkswagen. The 
economist from the UAW said, “Look, we have a three year contract, no 
strikes in the three year period. We are bound by the increases in productivity, 
annual productivity increases, increases for the entire economy, not just the 
auto industry.” He said, “What do you think of our contract?” He was an 
excitable fellow, known as the mad Russian. So Jim said, “I think it’s very 
good.” Then he said, “Except for the cost of living increase.” So this guy 
screamed, “Except for the cost of living increase?” and the whole room burst 
into an uproar. 

08-00:38:33 

Koya: Yes.  

08-00:38:34 

Ulman: Which of course it wasn’t. So that was the one thing that they hung up on. 

08-00:38:39 

Koya: The unions did? 

08-00:38:41 

Ulman: But they didn’t pay too much attention to it. There wasn’t any other big wage 
problem during my tenure there. 

08-00:38:55 

Koya: Just the steel price incident. 

08-00:38:58 

Ulman: Yes. 

08-00:38:59 

Koya: Can I just ask— 

08-00:39:00 

Ulman: And that was really the end of the guide posts, although the Johnson 
administration kept it up. 
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08-00:39:11 

Koya: So these guide posts, they would be promulgated in some way, right? To 
announce to the industry? Were the— 

08-00:39:19 

Ulman: Yes. And President Kennedy in the press conference referred to the Council of 
Economic Advisers wage and price guidelines. Not my wage and price 
guidelines, you see. There were two other things in my tenure in the 
Council— 

08-00:39:50 

Koya: Just before we do that, real quick. They’re promulgated but they’re voluntary, 
right? The guidelines. So the president would be using public pressure to ask 
industries and unions to abide by the guide posts. 

08-00:40:05 

Ulman: If they didn’t want to— 

08-00:40:08 

Koya: And if they didn’t want to, they just didn’t. 

08-00:40:11 

Ulman: And you saw what happened. That really broke the guide posts, that episode. 

08-00:40:18 

Koya: The steel episode. 

08-00:40:19 

Ulman: Yes. 

08-00:40:19 

Koya: Okay, okay. And the guide posts were set by overall productivity of the 
national economy or were they— 

08-00:40:29 

Ulman: The national economy. 

08-00:40:31 

Koya: So they weren’t customized, as it were, for specific industries? 

08-00:40:34 

Ulman: No, no, no. Because I remember once, I said, “Well, if you’re having 
problems with this we could always do it another way,” meaning industry by 
industry increased in productivity. But that would mean different wages in 
industries with different increases in productivity. For the same work. Which, 
of course, would be a no-no. It’s a bad way of setting wage structures because 
it would mean different wages for the same work.  Which could result in a 
leap-frogging process. 
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08-00:41:30 

Koya: Right. So it would be a conspicuous inequality of incomes, as it were, between 
the unions. 

08-00:41:33 

Ulman: One further recollection. I set up a meeting between the Council and the 
economic policy committee of the AFL-CIO, which were the major union 
leaders, like the steel workers and Walter Reuther of the auto workers. 

 And Al Hayes of the machinists and, of course, George Meany. The Council 
members were prepared to defend the guide posts to them, but the unionists 
were not too interested. The building trades, they just wanted to know how 
much money the administration’s budget was going to allocate to construction 
projects. That was basically what they were in there for—more jobs. And 
Meany took a couple of cracks at intellectuals. We held the meeting in the 
Council’s office, but in the spirit of that Pittsburgh episode, they didn’t want 
to come to the government’s offices. 

08-00:43:40 

Ulman: They agreed to come to the Executive Office Building, but on the condition 
that they take us to lunch afterwards. So after the meeting we all filed into 
waiting limousines. George Meany at the time was very arthritic, so I walked 
with him downstairs in the Executive Offices Building. Across Pennsylvania 
Avenue is Blair House, the official government guest house. Nehru was 
visiting at the time. And the moment we emerged from our building, Nehru 
appeared at the top of the stairs of Blair House. An impressive vision in white. 
I thought, “This is what the boy left the farm for.” So I said to Meany, “Oh, 
look, that must be Nehru,” forgetting that I was in the presence of another 
eminence. Meany said, “Yeah, there goes old baggy pants, as my wife calls 
him.” So I didn’t know what to say to that. 

08-00:45:10 

Koya: Nehru was baggy pants? 

08-00:45:12 

Ulman: Nehru, yes. Well, you know they wore these jodhpurs, whatever they call 
them. So I asked, “Have you ever met the prime minister?” He said, “Oh, 
yeah.” So I said, “What do you think of him?” And he looked at me and he 
said, “An intellectual.” That put me in my place. 

 So I’m still with the Council. I’ll wind that thing up. 

08-00:45:43 

Koya: Right. We’ll wind up the Council. 

[End of Interview] 
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Interview #5 September 1, 2011 
Audio File 9 

09-00:00:04 

Koya: Okay, this is our fifth interview with Dr. Lloyd Ulman and we are on tape 
number nine. And today’s date is September 1, 2011 and we were going to go 
back briefly to The Government of the Steel Workers’ Union volume that you 
had written. 

09-00:00:30 

Koya: Just a few quick questions. You had mentioned earlier that you had seen 
Arthur Goldberg as more of a driving force for the union than David 
McDonald, the president of the union. 

09-00:00:41 

Ulman: Well, that is true. There’s no question that he was—and McDonald got into 
political problems with the union, with the so-called “Dues Protest 
Committee.” It claimed that Goldberg had spent a lot of dues money on 
McDonald’s reelection to office. I got to know both sides. Both, that is, the 
international union headquarters and the headquarters staff, one of whom 
incidentally was Marvin Miller, who later— 

09-00:01:20 

Koya: Oh, wow. The baseball [union leader]. 

09-00:01:20 

Ulman: Yes, the baseball.  

09-00:01:22 

Koya: So this is at Pittsburgh? 

09-00:01:28 

Ulman: At Pittsburgh, yes. 

09-00:01:29 

Koya: Headquarters of the International. 

09-00:01:30 

Ulman: Yes. 

09-00:01:31 

Koya: And you were conversing with both people who were with the locals who 
were protesting the dues? 

09-00:01:35 

Ulman: Yes. 

09-00:01:36 

Koya: And then also the leadership of the union that Goldberg had worked on the 
election? 
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09-00:01:41 

Ulman: That’s right.  

09-00:01:41 

Koya: And this all features in your book. And at that point, you were also taking 
account of the financial accounting of the union in this book? 

09-00:01:54 

Ulman: Well, not really. I was looking around desperately, as one must in the case of 
unions, for any kind of written record. Unions tended to be skimpy and 
incomplete in this respect. So I acquainted myself with the financial records. 

09-00:02:16 

Koya: Were they skimpy at the local level or at the national level or both in terms of 
paper? 

09-00:02:23 

Ulman: With the International. The national level really collected them. 

09-00:02:25 

Koya: And were the records good at that point or— 

09-00:02:28 

Ulman: They were good, yes. 

09-00:02:29 

Koya: Okay. And there was a broader concern at this point to—I note there was 
legislation at this time, the Landrum-Griffin Act of 1959, where the Congress 
is looking for more financial accountability of the unions, the fiduciary 
handling of union assets, union financial reports. 

09-00:02:48 

Ulman: There was no question as to the propriety, the legal propriety, of Goldberg and 
its operation that way because he was a very good lawyer and he was a 
scrupulous one, too. 

09-00:03:05 

Koya: So he was lining up the books, getting the books and keeping them in order as 
far as— 

09-00:03:10 

Ulman: Oh, sure. There was never any question about that. What the Dues Protest 
Committee really objected to was that they increased the dues. You see? 

09-00:03:19 

Koya: Okay, okay. And then there’s one thing you mentioned in the conclusion of it 
which I think foreshadows some of your future work here at the Institute and 
that was that you had noted the importance of the central leadership of the 
union in providing aid and protection to African American workers in the 
industry in the South. 
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09-00:03:42 

Ulman: This was true particularly of the coal miners. 

09-00:03:47 

Koya: The coal miners. 

09-00:03:49 

Ulman: And John L. Lewis. I was going to get to that. Also before we left the 
Washington— 

09-00:03:53 

Koya: Oh, good. 

09-00:03:54 

Ulman: —I paid a visit to John L. Lewis in the Washington headquarters of the UMW 
[United Mine Workers]. 

09-00:03:56 

Koya: Okay. Do you want to go ahead and talk about that now since we’re on the 
subject? 

09-00:03:59 

Ulman: Well, I could do that. 

09-00:04:05 

Koya: Sure. 

09-00:04:09 

Ulman: After the first annual report of the president came—everybody in the Council 
had worked very hard and so we were given a day or two off. That’s what 
they do in the civil service. You get compensatory time off, you see, because 
you can’t get overtime pay. At least you couldn’t in those days. I had wanted 
to meet Lewis and interview him, so I dropped him a note and he sent a 
flowery acceptance. “Yes, we can facilitate our momentary engagements,” or 
something like that. So I went up there on our day off. He was about eighty-
two at the time, the emeritus president. 

09-00:05:13 

Koya: Of the United Mine Workers? 

09-00:05:13 

Ulman: Of the United Mine Workers. And I wanted to talk to him about two things: 
other union leaders whom he had known and American presidents whom he 
had known. And so we began by talking about other union leaders, which had 
an interesting point that I—again, I always discovered these things later on in 
my head. I asked him about John Mitchell. John Mitchell was the president, 
the first president of the United Mineworkers. There were two groups of 
mineworkers in conflict in about 1890, I think around that time. One were the 
Knights of Labor and one were AF of L. 
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09-00:06:08 

Koya: Right. American Federation of Labor. 

09-00:06:10 

Ulman: Yes. And Mitchell was the man who united them both and also had done a lot 
of organizing. 

 He was a sainted figure in the union. And I figured that Lewis would be 
jealous of him, which was true, and I asked him— 

09-00:06:43 

Koya: Why did you assume that he would be jealous? 

09-00:06:44 

Ulman: Because Lewis was a completely self-centered person. A complete egotist 
and— 

09-00:06:50 

Koya: How did you know that? 

09-00:06:53 

Ulman: Just by listening to speeches and reading his speeches and accounts of him. 
And so I asked him what he thought of Mitchell. He said, “A great organizer, 
Doctor, but no administrator.” And I said to myself, “Why should this guy, 
who organized the CIO [Congress of Industrial Organizations], be interested 
in administration, which I casually acquainted with academic administration. 
But actually, when Lewis himself first organized the southern mineworkers, 
he took all the new locals and he placed them into receivership at once—
trusteeship—which meant that the international union took over the newly 
organized locals and really ran them. His control of the union was extremely 
strong.  

 Now to get to your other question. One of the things that Lewis did do during 
his presidency was to organize black mine workers in the South, and he 
greatly raised their wages. There is a story of the time that he was bargaining 
with the employers’ association. Lewis would begin by asking, “What have 
you done for the poor, starving coalminers who pursue their hazardous and 
dangerous occupation?” And then he’d begin to read the cost of living figures 
in scrupulous detail, the cost of beans in Virginia, ad infinitum. Finally, one of 
the employers said, “Mr. Lewis, I hate to interrupt this fascinating disquisition 
but I think we’ve finished everything except for the differential. We haven’t 
agreed on the differential.” So Lewis said— 

09-00:09:24 

Koya: Differential meaning? 

09-00:09:25 

Ulman: Racial differential. There was a black/white wage differential. 
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09-00:09:28 

Koya: Yes. In pay for black and whites of the mineworkers. 

09-00:09:32 

Ulman: Yes. And Lewis said, “Differential? Differential? What differential?” And 
they said, “You know, Mr. Lewis, the differential between—“ He said, “My 
price is ten cents a head and I don’t care whether it’s a white head or a black 
head.” 

09-00:09:50 

Koya: Wow. 

09-00:09:51 

Ulman: Later on whenever there was a sign of rebellion in the union, a delegate to the 
UMW convention would get up and argue for “autonomy” for all the local 
unions, including the southern local unions which were in receivership. 

09-00:10:29 

Koya: You were reading this for the national trade union research or— 

09-00:10:33 

Ulman: Yes. One local president, a black minister as well as the president of his local 
union in the South, said, “I rise to oppose this motion for autonomy, because 
we know what you white gentlemen would do to us if we had autonomy. You 
would take over our union.” 

09-00:11:16 

Koya: Right. 

09-00:11:17 

Ulman: So Lewis was always extreme—I remember also that I had—after I got out of 
the Navy and I was in graduate school— 

09-00:11:28 

Koya: Back at Harvard? 

09-00:11:29 

Ulman: Yes. There was a member of Slichter’s trade union fellowship program, a 
young black man, very able, whom I got to know well. 

09-00:11:42 

Koya: Do you remember his name? 

09-00:11:45 

Ulman: Ted Brown. 

09-00:11:46 

Koya: Excellent. 

09-00:11:48 

Ulman: You ask me that, I haven’t thought about that for ages. Actually poor Ted 
Brown was kicked out for misappropriation, as I recall. He was then George 
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Meany’s fair haired boy, very promising and a very bright guy. And this was 
shortly after the war. We were taking a walk, and I said something about John 
L. Lewis being a dictator. He said, “Listen,” he said, “Lloyd, you’ll never find 
a black unionist in this country who will say a word against John L. Lewis, 
dictator or no dictator.” And Lewis had the capacity for engendering both 
bitter enmity—he would literally gun communists out of the union—and for 
tremendous loyalty. 

 Another John L. Lewis fragment, from Navy days. After reading about some 
wildcat strikes going on back home during the war, and I asked a West 
Virginian in my division, “What do you think about these strikes, Burke?” 
“Fuck them,” he said, “John L. ain’t out, but I’ll tell you one thing, Mr. 
Ulman. If John L. goes out,” he said, “the first port that we hit, I’m over the 
side and back to the States.” 

09-00:13:32 

Koya: Wow, wow. 

09-00:13:34 

Ulman: So that— 

09-00:13:35 

Koya: So John L. wasn’t striking at that time? 

09-00:13:37 

Ulman: No, he wasn’t. 

09-00:13:49 

Koya: Was there anything further about your visit to Lewis? 

09-00:13:50 

Ulman: Well, we talked about three hours, or he did anyway. Then he said, “Well, 
Doctor,” he said, “I appreciated this talk and why don’t we meet again?” So I 
thought, “Fine.” And I had a second interview, three more hours. He talked 
about presidents of the United States, including Hoover. He was a Republican, 
and he had no use for Roosevelt. 

09-00:14:28 

Koya: Lewis was a Republican? 

09-00:14:30 

Ulman: Yes, Lewis was. So he said about Hoover—he blasted him a little bit but he 
said, “But he’s as good as his word. I’ll say that.” So I took up the bait. I 
asked, “How about President Roosevelt, Mr. Lewis?” He said, “Doctor, I 
regret to say, when I was a young man in the nonmetalliferous industry, 
before my comings and goings became matters of common note, it fell my lot 
to meet with miners who had been wounded and maimed in the discharge of 
their hazardous calling. And I early on formed the conclusion that some men, 
for whom nature had ordained physical obstacles, felt that they were entitled 
to compensatory failings in other respects. Such was Roosevelt.  



131 

09-00:15:42 

Koya: Wow, wow. 

09-00:15:44 

Ulman: Oh, yes. And so anyway, that was the thing that Lewis— 

09-00:16:06 

Koya: But why did Lewis believe that Roosevelt had misled or lied to the miners? 

09-00:16:13 

Ulman: He didn’t feel that he had lied to the miners in particular. Actually, when I 
first met him, he felt that Kennedy—and he said to me, “Well, Doctor,” he 
said, “where is your New Frontier? Where was your new frontier when they 
bought the votes in West Virginia to take votes away from Humphrey in the 
primaries?” 

09-00:16:46 

Koya: So there were accusations of a voter fraud during the Democratic primary? 

09-00:16:51 

Ulman: Yes. And he asked “What is the new frontier doing now for unemployment?” 
So I said, “Well, Mr. Lewis, you can’t expect us to create full employment job 
by job.” “No,” he said, “certainly not.” He said, “But if my coalminers should 
raise wages to the point where unemployment results, then I expect the 
government to provide full alternative jobs,” which is really what most unions 
basically believed on that subject. Lewis put it very well. “Yes,” he said, 
“unions could put people out of work if they raise wages, too.” He didn’t say 
it but he implied that. But the remedy for that was not wage restraint, which is 
what we were interested in, but employment policy. 

09-00:18:09 

Koya: For alternative employment or job entry. 

09-00:18:11 

Ulman: Yes. There’s a certain element of timeliness in this today. Not that anybody 
believes that wages are high. On the contrary, they’re low. But still.  

09-00:18:26 

Koya: Anything further from your meeting with Lewis? 

09-00:18:28 

Ulman: No, that’s about it. 

09-00:18:37 

Koya: There’s some interesting, I think, connection here. Well, first I wanted to ask, 
just to follow-up on the racial discrimination angle, what was the relationship 
of the central leadership to the locals in the steel workers union with respect to 
racial discrimination? 

09-00:18:54 

Ulman: That wasn’t an issue really. 
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09-00:18:55 

Koya: It’s something you do raise at the end of the book, though. 

09-00:19:02 

Ulman: I don’t think it was applied to the headquarters office and the national officers; 
that was not an issue. They were the new generation of CIO [Congress of 
Industrial Organizations] unionists. Incidentally, Philip Murray, the first 
president of the USWA [United Steel Workers of America] had been a vice-
president of the coalminers, whom Lewis had detached from the UMW 
[United Mine Workers] to organize. 

09-00:19:47 

Koya: To organize in the steel workers union. 

09-00:19:49 

Ulman: Yes. 

09-00:19:49 

Koya: Okay. And did you have an insight in doing research on the book about the 
role of David McDonald or Arthur Goldberg on the AFL-CIO merger from 
1955? 

09-00:20:03 

Ulman: No. I think that came shortly after I finished the book, anyway. That wouldn’t 
have been an issue inside the union. 

09-00:20:20 

Koya: Okay. To connect Lewis to Goldberg? We were talking earlier, off camera 
actually, about how Goldberg was a very kind of sophisticated negotiator and 
he maybe recognized— 

09-00:20:39 

Ulman: Extraordinarily sensitive negotiator. As a matter of fact, I don’t know whether 
I mentioned it the last time, Dave Feller, who sat in with him, he had 
experience that way because they were negotiating the contract and then 
talking it over later amongst themselves at the time. Goldberg said, “Well, I 
think there’s more money to be gotten there.” But anyway, he said, “I’m going 
to be late for our next meeting so you speak. You do the speaking for our 
side.” And he said, “Don’t give anything away. Nothing. Not an inch. If they 
say a dime, you say a quarter. If they say a nickel, you say a dime. But don’t 
give anything away.” That’s one thing Dave was good at. So Goldberg came 
into the meeting late. 

09-00:21:47 

Koya: This is the meeting with the Council? 

09-00:21:49 

Ulman: The next bargaining session with the employers. And the room was in an 
uproar. They were climbing up the walls and both of them began to complain. 
The employers complained about Feller and Feller was saying, “These guys 
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are no damn good,” and so on and so forth. So Goldberg said, “Now, wait a 
minute, wait a minute.” He said, “I think we can settle this.” So he mediated 
between his own side and the employer. That was typical of him. 

09-00:22:21 

Koya: So Feller played hardball and Goldberg came and he was the good cop. 

09-00:22:24 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right. Good cop. Good cop/bad cop. Yes, that was exactly it. I 
wanted to talk about one other thing— 

09-00:22:39 

Koya: Well, just on this point. Goldberg was recognizing that there wasn’t, as it 
were, more money for further— 

09-00:22:43 

Ulman: Well, this was not necessarily these negotiations. When I got to really know 
him, of course—well, I knew him from before. That is to say when I was 
working on the book. 

 And then I would see him again when he was the secretary of labor. So there 
was another avenue of acquaintanceship between us, then, because Goldberg 
wanted to set up a labor management advisory committee in the Department 
of Labor consisting of some—consisting of the top union leaders in the 
country, like Walter Reuther and leading building trades people, etc. on one 
hand and some prominent industrialists, including Henry Ford and Joe Block, 
who was the president of Inland Steel and some other employers who 
Goldberg knew were friendly to the Administration. The idea was to have 
them talk about problems that were not labor-related and make them feel that 
they were being brought into the government. But Heller became alarmed at 
this idea because he felt that it could trespass on the Council’s jurisdiction, 
including these other policies, namely taxes, etc. And Heller met in Kennedy’s 
office with Kennedy and Goldberg said, “Mr. President, I have an idea. Why 
don’t we appoint a committee of three right now, with you as the chairman,” 
he said modestly to the president, “and Walter and me, and we can be sure 
that this committee stays within proper balance.” 

09-00:25:46 

Koya: Walter Heller? 

09-00:25:46 

Ulman: Yes. Walter Heller. So Kennedy said, “Good idea.” Heller was in seventh 
heaven. He had been appointed by the president to a committee of three. As 
they left the office, he said to Goldberg, “But how are we going to know 
what’s going on?” Goldberg said, “We don’t want government people there, 
other departments, but we’ll make an exception. You send somebody over to 
sit in.” He said, “Send Lloyd,” because he knew me, you see. So Heller told 
me to sit in on meetings of the new the committee. It was a hilarious 
committee in many respects. 
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09-00:26:37 

Koya: So you’re sitting in on a committee— 

09-00:26:39 

Ulman: Yes. 

09-00:26:40 

Koya: —with Arthur Goldberg, the secretary of labor and President Kennedy? 

09-00:26:44 

Ulman: No, not Kennedy. The committee of three, that was the arrangement that 
Goldberg sort of imagined so that he and Heller could work things out. 

09-00:27:01 

Koya: Okay. So what’s the committee you’re sitting in on then? 

09-00:27:04 

Ulman: I was not on it. No, I was observing it. 

09-00:27:08 

Koya: You were observing the Labor Management Advisory Committee? 

09-00:27:09 

Ulman: Yes. And then when they took a break I would phone Heller and tell him what 
they were discussing and arguing over. Once, when I was about to phone, a 
folder was knocked out from under my arm and fell on the floor. And as I 
picked it up, there was Goldberg looking down with me and he said, “Lloyd, 
tell Walter that it’s okay, it’s okay.” [laughter] So it was really hilarious in 
many respects. 

 One of the public members was Arthur Burns, who had been the chairman of 
the Council under Eisenhower. He owed his membership to Heller, who 
thought it would be a gracious thing to designated this well-known economist 
as “neutral.” 

09-00:28:48 

Koya: Into the Labor Management Committee? 

09-00:28:49 

Ulman: Into this labor management committee as a public member. But Burns would 
always make trouble. He was always saying “the history of the United States 
proves” whatever he wanted to say.  

 Joe Block, the C.E.O. Of Inland Steel, was designated as the secretary of this 
Committee. He had been the editor of the Cornell Sun as a student. On one 
occasion, Block took his glasses off, rubbed his eyes and said, “Arthur,” he 
said, “what have we been talking about for the last half hour?” He said, “I just 
don’t quite understand this.” So Goldberg said, “Joe, for longer than I can 
remember I have been an advocate of purposeful ambiguity.” 
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 And when they got into a deadlock over something or other and Goldberg 
said, “Well, I tell you what. The President thinks that this is a very important 
committee and I better check,” so he goes into his office, his private office and 
then he comes back and he said, “The President would like to meet with the 
committee in two weeks time but if you really want to break it up, then we 
can’t do that.” Everybody said, “Oh, no, we’re going to meet with the 
president.” And we did. I don’t know where it was. It was a sort of an 
rectangular shaped office. I think it was off the west wing, in the oval office. It 
was beautiful, overlooking the rose garden. It was just a beautiful warm day. 
And Kennedy came in. It was about the budget. This was the first I saw 
Kennedy. Goldberg had told the president that Burns was a problem. There 
was really no bit of gossip that Kennedy didn’t sort of relish. And he said, 
“Dr. Burns, I read the transcript and your remark from your recent testimony 
in Congress,” and so on and so forth, “and I don’t see how you can get to a 
balance for the budget in your way.” And Burns said, “Mr. President, I know 
some generals who could find us a lot of ways to cut the military budget.” 
Kennedy replied, “Bob McNamara has done some wonderful things for the 
country since our administration began and he saved taxpayers probably 
billions of dollars. But,” he said, “there is nothing under the sun or in heaven 
or in earth that can prevent these generals and these admirals from taking 
money in both hands,” and he walked over to the open window, “and 
throwing it out of the window.” 

09-00:33:16 

Koya: So taking the money and throwing it out the window? 

09-00:33:18 

Ulman: Mainly wasting the money.  

09-00:33:20 

Koya: Right, right. Okay. 

09-00:33:23 

Ulman: Well, of course it was true; he was not fazed by the military. Now, let me give 
you just a couple of conclusions that I reached during my stint with the 
Council of Economic Advisers. 

09-00:33:45 

Koya: Before we get to—were there any issues of particular substance discussed at 
the labor management council meetings? 

09-00:33:55 

Ulman: Well, when you come right down to it, I don’t recall. They were all pretty 
good guys. But one thing which they weren’t supposed to do, which they did, 
was the wage price guide posts. 

09-00:34:10 

Koya: They discussed those? 
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09-00:34:12 

Ulman: They did discuss them. And that was when they temporarily broke up 
Kennedy’s—and then Goldberg called on me. They said, “What are these 
guide posts?” And they made me explain to the committee the full model that 
Bob Solow and others and myself had been working on. And after I went 
through each complication, Goldberg said, “See?” And they would all say, 
“See?” In other words, they felt what a mishmash this thing is. They couldn’t 
understand it. But that’s when Goldberg said to me, “Tell Walter not to worry 
about this,” because he knew nothing would come— 

09-00:35:20 

Koya: Was Heller upset that you had had to go to the committee and speak about the 
plans of the Council to the committee? Was that a concern for Heller? 

09-00:35:29 

Ulman: No, it was not supposed to be. They were not supposed to talk about these 
things. 

09-00:35:33 

Koya: Right. So was Heller upset that they were? 

09-00:35:43 

Ulman: Well, of course, I went to phone him in the recess and that’s when Goldberg 
shoved the papers out from under my arm and said, “Tell Walter don’t worry. 
Tell Walter not to worry about this.” 

09-00:35:55 

Koya: Okay, okay. You were going to talk about the 1962 tax cut, as well, right? 

09-00:36:27 

Ulman: Oh, yes. In 1962, Art Okun, Arthur Okun, who was doing the forecasting for 
the Council, felt that his forecast was going off the rails and there was a 
serious chance that we would be heading into a recession. See, instead of 
having to fight inflation, we were not recovering fast enough and he was 
afraid that we were going to— 

09-00:37:28 

Koya: Go back into recession— 

09-00:37:31 

Ulman: Go back into recession from which we had emerged before the election. 

09-00:37:33 

Koya: So there was a recession in 1958? 

09-00:37:36 

Ulman: Yes. 
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09-00:37:40 

Koya: And this was with Kennedy’s new frontier policies and the work of the 
Council and the department to lift the economy. 

09-00:37:46 

Ulman: The whole thing. Don’t forget, this was a Keynesian policy. Minimize 
unemployment by keeping inflation down. That’s the thing. Well, you could 
get unemployment because demand was falling off. 

09-00:38:18 

Koya: Okun was forecasting that perhaps we’re going to go back into a recession. 
That’s where you guys left off. 

09-00:38:25 

Ulman: Yes. He said he didn’t forecast it but he was afraid that we were going to do 
that. And so then the Council advocated what we today call stimulus for the 
economy. The Council couldn’t do anything about monetary policy because 
that was up to the Fed and the chairman of the Fed was a guy by the name of 
William McChesney Martin, who had been in the job a long time and was a 
sort of conventional conservative type. And so the Council of Economic 
Advisers knew that Martin was not about to unloose the purse strings, as it 
were. 

09-00:39:15 

Koya: So he was not going to lower interest rates. 

09-00:39:17 

Ulman: The Council obviously had no control over monetary policy obviously. 

09-00:39:21 

Koya: They couldn’t get interest rates lowered to— 

09-00:39:24 

Ulman: They couldn’t do that. But Okun felt that there was this danger and therefore 
that we should go for stimulus. Well, the thing that everybody wanted was 
more training programs or more expenditure. But Heller wasn’t sure about 
this, that we could do it politically. And so he called a meeting and we had a 
meeting and he asked, “Anybody know his congressman here?” So I happened 
to know our congressman, who was the predecessor of Dellums, a fellow by 
the name of Jeff Cohelan. He had been the president of the milk wagon 
drivers union, the Teamsters. A very fine fellow and a liberal Democrat. So I 
asked, “Do you want me to see him?” Walter said, “Ask him. Go down.” I 
called up and identified myself and Jeff said, “Sure.” He said, “Come down 
for lunch and I’ll get the rest of the Democratic study group, which was the 
grouping in the Congress of liberal Democrats in those days, to meet.” And so 
I went down at lunch. I talked about the problem and what we wanted to do. 
So they said, “No, no. What are you going to do? That will unbalance the 
budget.” I said, “Look, that’s the idea.” I said, “And if you fellows won’t do 
it, who are we going to get to do it?” So I took that back and for other reasons 
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Heller felt that spending was out and thought the Council should back a tax 
cut, which you could also, of course, unbalance the budget. 

09-00:41:26 

Koya: So just to clarify. The liberal Democrats, the Democratic study group, were 
concerned that they were going to unbalance the budget— 

09-00:41:32 

Ulman: The budget, yes. 

09-00:41:34 

Koya: —by doing stimulus spending on unemployment, retraining and so forth. 

09-00:41:37 

Ulman: Or even if we did a tax cut. But I didn’t talk about that at the time. 

09-00:41:43 

Koya: Right. And the tax cut, of course, also would diminish revenues— 

09-00:41:45 

Ulman: The tax cut would do the same thing. 

09-00:41:46 

Koya: — and unbalance budget. Okay. 

09-00:41:50 

Ulman: So that’s why I thought Mike [Reich] would be interested in this part of it. 

09-00:41:53 

Koya: Please. 

09-00:41:55 

Ulman: Because it’s of some current interest. And Heller began to push and push and 
we said to him, the academic staff in Washington were naïve in those days. 
We asked, gee, what are we here for? Heller spoke to Ted Sorenson, who was 
Kennedy’s number one advisor, domestic advisor. And so Walter said, “Ted, 
our professional reputations are at stake here. We can’t go back to our 
colleagues and tell them that we could— 

09-00:42:59 

Koya: That we couldn’t enact any of these various policies. 

09-00:43:01 

Ulman: Yes. And Sorenson said, “Walter, your professional reputations do not weigh 
in the balance with the President’s political position.” Heller called a meeting. 
He said, “Do you know what he said?” Well, finally they bought us off in the 
time honored way, just the way Goldberg had done with his advisory 
committee. Set up a meeting with the president. The president met with us in 
the cabinet room. 

09-00:43:29 

Koya: This was your second meeting then with the president. 
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09-00:43:32 

Ulman: Well, I didn’t meet him the first time. I was just in the background there. 

09-00:43:37 

Koya: Your second viewing— 

09-00:43:38 

Ulman: But this is my second sighting of the president. He entered the room and he 
says, “This must be the most favorable student faculty ratio in the country.” 
He had us.  

09-00:44:00 

Koya: [laughter] So you were putty in his hands. 

09-00:44:01 

Ulman: Yes. So therefore, that was it.  

09-00:44:08 

Koya: And what happened in the meeting? 

09-00:44:09 

Ulman: Well, he did say something. He did give us an explanation because he said, “I 
want you to know that I read,” he said, “everything that Walter sends me and 
sometimes he sends me your memos to him and I read those,” he said. And in 
fact he even briefly quizzed me on some memo that I did because Heller had 
sent it on to him. But— 

09-00:44:40 

Koya: Do you remember what he quizzed you on? 

09-00:44:41 

Ulman: Nothing very much. It was how the guide posts were sort of being evaded in 
the railroad negotiations. It wasn’t very important except for a wisecrack. 
There was a popular play at the time that Kennedy had seen, it was called 
How to Succeed in Business Without Really Trying. It later on became a 
movie, too. 

09-00:45:12 

Koya: I didn’t see it.  

09-00:45:13 

Ulman: No, that was long ago. And so I called this thing. And Heller liked us to inject 
some humor into the memos, which might possibly appeal to the president. 
And so I called the memo, “How to Succeed in Giving Us the Business 
Without Really Trying.” Kennedy asked, “Are you sure of your figures, 
Professor Ulman?” I said, “Yes, Mr. President.” I was never less sure of 
anything in my life at that time. Heller introduced Kennedy to each one of us 
in turn. And he’d shake hands. 

09-00:46:18 

Koya: And what was the outcome of the meeting? 
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09-00:46:20 

Ulman: Nothing. 

09-00:46:21 

Koya: So Kennedy was not going for stimulus? 

09-00:46:24 

Ulman: No, no, no. 

09-00:46:25 

Koya: And was he going to go for the tax cut? 

09-00:46:27 

Ulman: No, that’s a stimulus. 

09-00:46:29 

Koya: So it did happen? 

09-00:46:30 

Ulman: No, it didn’t. 

09-00:46:32 

Koya: And was that because of Kennedy or because of the Democrats in Congress? 

09-00:46:39 

Ulman: Kennedy gave us a reason. It was a political reason. 

09-00:46:58 

Koya: Okay, okay. So at that point the Council didn’t get the stimulus, it didn’t get 
the tax cut. 

09-00:47:18 

Ulman: No. 

09-00:47:19 

Koya: The guiding posts were being evaded. 

09-00:47:21 

Ulman: Good question. 

09-00:47:26 

Koya: Therefore? 

09-00:47:26 

Ulman: That year I went home. My year was up. So let me tell you what I was 
thinking when that year was up.  

09-00:47:35 

Koya: Please, yes, of course. 

09-00:47:39 

Ulman: Well, my belief was that the unions, although they were still very strong, had 
passed their peak in this country. 
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09-00:48:00 

Koya: You thought that at the time? 

09-00:48:03 

Ulman: Yes. And I had friends in newspapers—the Wall Street Journal and the 
Times—who also were writing up the same sort of thing. Nothing wrong with 
that except that I had become hooked on headlines, I guess. I wasn’t 
particularly crazy about working in areas which, while still interesting, would 
be interesting to a smaller and smaller group of people. And that’s not a very 
worthy reason but anyway, selfishly that’s what I am interested in. 
Secondly—yes? 

09-00:48:55 

Koya: So you saw the unions were diminishing politically— 

09-00:49:00 

Ulman: Well, they weren’t growing. They had not been growing since the mid-fifties, 
really. 

09-00:49:04 

Koya: In terms of their membership. 

09-00:49:06 

Ulman: Yes, in terms of their membership. Or in their percentage of the workforce, 
etc. 

09-00:49:12 

Koya: So are you suggesting this signaled for you that you might need to change 
what your further research might be? 

09-00:49:21 

Ulman: Yes. That’s what we’re getting to. 

09-00:49:22 

Koya: Okay, please. 

09-00:49:24 

Ulman: There was a second thing about the unions which made me feel personally 
regretful, that the unions and the liberal economists were rather like cat and 
dog. 

 You could just sense the antagonism. Once I arranged a meeting with the 
Council and staff and the economic policy committee of the AFL-CIO, which 
consisted of about fifteen or twenty presidents of major unions, including— 

09-00:50:26 

Koya: Of union locals or— 

09-00:50:27 

Ulman: No, national. This was at the national level. 
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09-00:50:30 

Koya: Right. The national trade unions. 

09-00:50:31 

Ulman: We wanted to talk to them about the guide posts and they weren’t particularly 
interested in that. George Meany came, the Secretary-Treasurer of the AFL-
CIO. He made it clear that the unionists wanted to talk about what jobs were 
going to be created by the administration, especially in the building trades. 

09-00:51:23 

Koya: So infrastructure spending. 

09-00:51:24 

Ulman: Projects, yes. It was a pleasant meeting, in a way. At first, they didn’t want to 
come over to the Council’s offices, but agreed to so do if they could take us to 
lunch later. That was the time when Nehru appeared and Meany called me an 
intellectual. At lunch one of the Council members was seated next to the 
former president of the plumbers union. John Dunlop, who joined us, had 
made the seating arrangements. 

09-00:52:36 

Koya: Was he there with— 

09-00:52:37 

Ulman: At lunch. 

09-00:52:38 

Koya: —the AFL [American Federation of Labor]? 

09-00:52:38 

Ulman: Yes. Afterwards I asked him, “Well, how did you like your luncheon 
partner?” He replied, “Whoever heard of an intelligent plumber?” It was only 
pleasantry, of course. But our folks did tend to look down on union people, 
though not Walter Heller. And unionists returned the compliment. I feared 
that the liberal intellectuals might have almost replaced the Communists as the 
natural enemies of unionists, especially in the building trades. 

09-00:53:32 

Koya: The intellectuals, yes. 

09-00:53:34 

Ulman: I felt trapped in the middle—between my Keynesian friends, especially the 
Brookings economists, who wished to reach the goal of high-level 
employment-cum-reasonable price stability, and my Wisconsin heritage and 
strong sympathy for the unionists, who were all for full employment but all 
for “free collective bargaining” as well. 

 Here is the last story about my Kennedy year. The idea of wage guide posts 
was not a new one. The British were developing similar policies and the 
Economist newspaper gave the problem a glossy term, “stagflation,” i.e., the 



143 

simultaneous occurrence of stagnation and inflation. They had a policy called 
under severe restraint for their wages. That was written up. So one day 
Kennedy calls up Heller early in the morning, relatively early in the morning, 
and asked, “Is the British wage policy like the guide posts on wages? I read in 
the Economist this morning.” So Heller said, “Well, no I haven’t seen it.” And 
then he asked, “Is there anybody here who subscribes to the Economist?” I did 
but I had left home before the mail arrived. 

09-00:55:22 

Koya: That morning, yes. 

09-00:55:25 

Ulman: So I phoned my wife, and she dictated the Economist leader to my secretary. 
That’s how the Council learned about the Britain’s wage policy. 

 This trivial episode reawakened my interest in labor relations and related 
macroeconomic policies in those European countries which like ourselves, 
were attempting to reconcile the objectives of reasonably stable prices and 
high-level employment. And where, incidentally, the unions were better 
entrenched and more prominent in public life. I hadn’t concentrated my 
research on them, but decided to do so now. And so I was looking forward to 
returning to Berkeley and concentrating on these new fields, resuming a life of 
academic contemplation and study. Instead, when I came back to Berkeley 
there was— 

09-00:56:54 

Koya: Was the Institute.  

09-00:56:55 

Ulman: —the Institute, and the Labor Center, the Free Speech Movement and the 
Berkeley Faculty Association. 

09-00:57:17 

Koya: So I would just like to go back over a couple of things to make sure we’ve got 
full coverage of the Council, very quickly. One thing that’s striking me that 
we had talked around in a few different instances here is that you had just said 
that unions were sometimes on the wrong side and then were calling your 
early interactions with Sumner Slichter and his intention to kind of cross every 
other picket line to— 

09-00:57:46 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right. 

09-00:57:47 

Koya: —like kind of realize that from an economic perspective, that maybe in the 
broader scheme of the work of the Council there’s the threat that not abiding 
by these guide posts would contribute to cost push inflation. 

09-00:58:04 

Ulman: That was the theory behind the guide posts, yes. 
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09-00:58:06 

Koya: Right, right. So that in itself kind of pits labor against the economists. Is it that 
the economists are looking at broader macroeconomic indicators— 

09-00:58:18 

Ulman: Yes, that’s true. 

09-00:58:19 

Koya: —and seeing the unions as a factor in— 

09-00:58:23 

Ulman: That’s not new. Many older economists always were—well, they were 
predisposed against them because they were generally conservative. And since 
all this was against the background, incidentally, Keynesian economists took 
this view as well. The neoclassical economists led by Milton Friedman came  
back strongly as a counter-Keynesian discipline. 

09-00:59:23 

Koya: So either they were too powerful because they were monopolies. 

09-00:59:25 

Ulman: Yes, you could say that. And therefore, they would undermine themselves. 

09-00:59:30 

Koya: Right, right. And then there’s also a realization on the labor side, I think you 
were implying, and you can clarify this for me, for Goldberg, as secretary of 
labor, him understanding that in fact you couldn’t go for the full wage 
increase. That, one, there may not be the wiggle room there in terms of cost 
push inflation but also unions having their own concerns that pushing up the 
wages would drive unemployment. 

09-01:00:03 

Ulman: I believe that Goldberg took the position that you should be for wage 
moderation and that the only way to get it would be if somebody made you do 
it. You know, like the famous—that famous German film in 1920s, Peter 
Lorre’s famous film, M. And he was saying that he couldn’t help himself. “Ich 
will nicht aber ich muss.” “I don’t want to but I must,” you see. And in a less 
sinister mode, Goldberg felt that the unions were very powerful and they had 
to be restrained and that he himself, when he represented unions, could not 
hold back in bargaining. 

 He once told me that as a result of this disastrous steel settlement, this big 
steel settlement that allegedly did a lot of damage all around and— 

09-01:01:30 

Koya: That was held responsible for the— 

09-01:01:32 

Ulman: Yes, for the— 
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09-01:01:33 

Koya: —recession in general. 

09-01:01:34 

Ulman: That he could not hold back. At the end of these negotiations, he told me the 
vice-president of U.S. Steel, who was the lead negotiator for the firm, asked 
him, “Tell me, Arthur, lawyer to lawyer, do you think I represented my client 
well in these negotiations?” Goldberg replied, “I think you did very well.” 
Goldberg told me later on, “But I despised him. He didn’t do well.” 

09-01:02:28 

Koya: Okay. 

09-01:02:29 

Ulman: No, he didn’t literally say that. That’s a rough translation. 

Audio File 10 

10-00:00:00 

Koya: Okay, we’re beginning tape ten of interview number five with Dr. Lloyd 
Ulman. It’s September 1, 2011. We are finishing up with Arthur Goldberg and 
his understanding that in those steel negotiations he had really gotten more 
than he ought to have from U.S. Steel. 

10-00:00:26 

Ulman: Yes. That’s my impression. 

10-00:00:30 

Koya: And that he had, in a sense, lost respect for his counter party in the 
negotiations for having given away too much. 

10-00:00:37 

Ulman: Yes. 

10-00:01:02 

Koya: And then just back a second here to the Council. You mention that there was 
an inability to win further stimulus from the Congress to get new employment 
programs and so forth. Now, when Kennedy first comes into office, the New 
Frontier policies that he embarks upon, including expansion of unemployment 
benefits, increased minimum wage, increased social security benefits, 
infrastructure spending on the national highway system, farm assistance, rural 
electrification. He does have a number of stimulus programs coming into 
office. 

10-00:01:45 

Ulman: Well, yes. 

10-00:01:45 

Koya: Were you looking for something beyond that with the Council? 
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10-00:01:48 

Ulman: Well, yes. You are obviously reading from the record. Despite all of these 
measures, Okun was still fearful that demand would fall off. 

10-00:02:17 

Koya: Okay. So this is responsive to Okun’s reading of the economic tea leaves, as it 
were. 

10-00:02:23 

Ulman: Yes. He was doing the forecast. 

10-00:02:26 

Koya: He was doing the forecasting. 

10-00:02:27 

Ulman: And he was very brilliant incidentally. Of all of the brilliant people there, I 
would say that none was more innovative and imaginative than Art Okun. 

10-00:02:43 

Koya: Okay. And he’s an advisor or is he on the Council at that point? 

10-00:02:49 

Ulman: No. He was one of the Yale faculty that Jim Tobin brought in. 

10-00:03:00 

Koya: Okay. To serve as— 

10-00:03:01 

Ulman: He was a full professor and so on, yes. 

10-00:03:03 

Koya: Right, right. 

10-00:03:10 

Ulman: He was a member of the staff, as I was. A very important member.  

10-00:03:14 

Koya: Okay, okay. And at this point your consensus with Heller, with Okun, is to 
pursue Keynesian stimulus policies on the fiscal side and that you’re not 
getting Keynesian— 

10-00:03:33 

Ulman: Tobin and Heller and Kermit Gordon. He [Gordon] later became president of 
Brookings. Oh, a very good economist, a good friend. 

10-00:04:37 

Koya: And we’ve talked about the tax cuts, we’ve talked about the Labor 
Management Advisory Committee. Were there any other major policies or 
initiatives that you discussed on the Council that you can recall? 
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10-00:04:53 

Ulman: No. There was another major subject but that was—the Labor Department was 
handling that really. It was the so-called manpower policy in the training, yes, 
which I’ll get to in a way when we talk about Sweden.  

10-00:05:17 

Koya: So you’d like to defer discussion of the manpower policy for now? 

10-00:05:20 

Ulman: Yes. 

10-00:05:21 

Koya: Or do you want to just indicate briefly what the discussion was in the 
Kennedy— 

10-00:05:25 

Ulman: No. It was mainly the province of Labor. We didn’t do too much. The 
objective was to increase productivity so that you could give the private 
parties more leeway to raise wages without having to raise prices, you see. 

10-00:05:56 

Koya: And that was the— 

10-00:05:57 

Ulman: And without reducing employment. 

10-00:05:59 

Koya: And that was the initiative in Goldberg’s labor department at that time? 

10-00:06:04 

Ulman: Yes, in the Labor Department. 

10-00:06:07 

Koya: And there’s one more broad topic with respect to the Council, or maybe a 
couple. One is were you discussing the tax code while you were on the 
Council?  

10-00:06:21 

Ulman: I don’t know because that certainly had nothing to do with me. Yes, that was 
remote. They discussed a lot of things. There’s agriculture policy, etc. 

10-00:06:31 

Koya: But it wasn’t your area of input on this work of the Council? 

10-00:06:35 

Ulman: That’s right, yes. 

10-00:06:36 

Koya: Okay. And did you have glimpses of—Heller becomes important in this, 
certainly, but glimpses of the idea of kind of fighting a war on poverty or 
trying to eliminate poverty in the United States in the work of the Council or 
just discussions around the Kennedy Administration at this time? 
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10-00:06:54 

Ulman: Well, yes. There wasn’t, I don’t think, a program as such. But I do recall one 
episode when the Congress sent bills up to the White House for presidential 
signature, the latter would refer to the potential impact on the economy to the 
Council of Economic Advisers for comment. 

10-00:07:30 

Koya: So you would vet them? 

10-00:07:30 

Ulman: And there Heller would farm them out among the members of the staff and 
there was one, I remember, by a liberal Democrat in a state on the West Coast, 
to— 

10-00:07:46 

Koya: In California? 

10-00:07:47 

Ulman: In California. The green card program. It was related to that. 

10-00:07:57 

Koya: For immigration. 

10-00:07:58 

Ulman: With immigration, yes. The purpose was to restrict immigration. That was 
about the time that César Chavez was working around here. And so Heller 
sent this bill to me. It was not an urgent thing. It wasn’t a major interest of the 
Council. So I wrote a letter to the president for Heller, saying that we favored 
the bill, that it would tend to raise farm wages here, whereas the overall policy 
of the administration was to restrain wage increases. This bill would result in a 
wage increase. 

10-00:09:13 

Koya: Because you would lessen the competition. 

10-00:09:15 

Ulman: But these are the hardest working people among us and the poorest paid 
among us, so we don’t think that the American people would object to a few 
pennies more in the grocery bill. This stand, of course, would now be regarded 
as completely reactionary; the liberal position now is more or less to 
encourage immigration to a certain extent. Not to say, “Cut it off,” the way 
this bill was more or less saying. Not perhaps to cut it off but to make it more 
difficult. Bob Solow came into the office and said, “Gee, this is an awfully 
good letter, but do you think we’ll be able to do it?” So Heller in the 
meantime said, “Come on up to the office.” And we sat around with Bob and 
Kermit Gordon. Heller said, “I think we should do it. I think we should go for 
this.” 

10-00:10:37 

Koya: So it means at this point, just to be clear— 
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10-00:10:39 

Ulman: Yes, to support the congressman, support the bill.  

10-00:10:41 

Koya: And limit immigration. 

10-00:10:43 

Ulman: Limit immigration. So I said, “Don’t you think you’d better check this out 
with Goldberg? It’s really in the Department of Labor’s jurisdiction.” 
Goldberg was out of town, so Willard Wirtz, Bill Wirtz, who was the 
undersecretary at the time, called back. He said, “Walter, you want the 
opinion of the department on this.” He said, “And if you mean would this 
show us up for the mealy mouthed hypocrites that we really are, the answer is 
yes. But you can’t support this bill.” So the Council of Economic Advisers 
didn’t support it. The Labor Department would not have wanted to take this 
position. 

10-00:11:45 

Koya: To take the position of restricting immigration? 

10-00:11:46 

Ulman: Yes. And the next day a little delegation of people that I knew from the AFL-
CIO in Washington called on me in my office. The grapevine is incredible in 
Washington, absolutely incredible. They said, “Brother Ulman, did you 
recommend this bill?,” and so on. He said, “We want to thank you for this bill, 
for recommending the bill.” So I didn’t know what to say to them. I said, 
“Well, it’s the next best thing to you fellows getting off your hindquarters and 
organizing the farmworkers.” So the Teamster guy said, “Well,” he said, “now 
you’ve shown us up because we couldn’t do that.” Actually, César Chavez, of 
course— 

10-00:12:54 

Koya: That’s where I was going, yes. 

10-00:12:55 

Ulman: —took the position that the United Farmworkers were something more than a 
trade union. They were a social movement and they wanted to encourage 
members of the families to come to the U.S. to be reunited and to remain here. 

10-00:13:13 

Koya: Family reunification, sure. 

10-00:13:17 

Ulman: And that led to some union people to think, “César Chavez might be a great 
social leader but this is no way to run a union, which should concentrate on 
raising wages. 

10-00:13:35 

Koya: But if the union’s encouraging immigration? 
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10-00:13:40 

Ulman: If they encouraged it or tolerated it or something then that wouldn’t have that 
effect of restricting the supply. 

10-00:13:47 

Koya: Of the labor supply. 

10-00:13:48 

Ulman: Yes, the labor supply. Meany never had much use for Chavez; he was a 
traditional building trades unionist. 

 So that’s one little thing that I remembered. That’s all. 

10-00:14:25 

Koya: Any other like major issues discussed on the Council? 

10-00:14:29 

Ulman: No, but we did talk about manpower policy, as I said. The training would raise 
productivity, which enabled one to raise wages more. There’d be less of a 
constraint on wage increases because there’d be no increase in prices to the 
extent that you could raise productivity. It was the subject of my first press 
interview. Heller called me to the office to meet with the White House 
correspondent of the Wall Street Journal, whom I had last seen in high school 
when we played tennis together. Allen Olten. He had become a well known 
reporter. And Wall Street Journal was a very good paper. 

10-00:15:25 

Koya: I’ll try to believe you. No, of course. 

10-00:15:28 

Ulman: Oh, no, no question about that. Not the editorial part. But the— 

10-00:15:35 

Koya: Oh, absolutely, absolutely.  

10-00:15:37 

Ulman: But the news part. They’re still good but I quit subscribing shortly after 
Murdoch came in they began to lose some of my favorite writers. Moreover, I 
felt that the editorial philosophy was bleeding into the news. 

10-00:16:03 

Koya: Sure, yes. Into the journalism. So— 

10-00:16:10 

Ulman: Yes, so let me get— 

10-00:16:10 

Koya: You were talking about the meeting with Allen Olten, right? 

10-00:16:14 

Ulman: Yes, well, I hadn’t seen him since the war. When he asked me about 
manpower policy. And so I said, “Look, I’ve just been here a week.” And he 
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said, “Well, your policy,” and he took out his pad and he began to write. “Tell 
me what you think.” I said, “I can tell you what I think.” So he said, “Go 
ahead.” So that was the interview. 

10-00:16:47 

Koya: And did that interview get published in the journal? 

10-00:16:51 

Ulman: It wasn’t a big policy for the Council of Economic Advisers. It was more for 
the Labor Department people. 

10-00:17:03 

Koya: Okay, good, good. I just want to run through—I know you met a number of 
major labor leaders while you were there and we talked about John Lewis 
today. Did you have any meetings with Walter Reuther while you were— 

10-00:17:16 

Ulman: No, but I would speak to him at these Labor Management Advisory 
Committee meetings. 

10-00:17:21 

Koya: Okay, so he was part of that. Of course. 

10-00:17:22 

Ulman: Yes, sure. He was a very nice, very fine fellow. I remember the time when he 
was invited to a White House dinner and everybody was kidding him because 
he bought his first tux. He had never been to a formal dinner before. But 
shortly before the dinner date, a wildcat strike broke out at the River Rouge 
plant in Michigan. 

10-00:17:59 

Koya: Okay. This is an auto plant? 

10-00:18:01 

Ulman: Yes. Back went the tux into the box and Reuther headed for Michigan. He 
went, “First things first,” which was to take care of wildcats. 

10-00:18:12 

Koya: Take care of wildcats? Meaning these are strikes that aren’t with the— 

10-00:18:15 

Ulman: Are outside the contract and in violation of the contract. 

10-00:18:20 

Koya: Right. 

10-00:18:21 

Ulman: And then therefore they’re strikes that the—the contract is an international 
union document and these strikers were rebels. And so he was going to take 
care of that. 
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10-00:18:33 

Koya: He had to take care of the local rebellion. 

10-00:18:34 

Ulman: Yes. 

10-00:18:35 

Koya: Any further insights into Reuther and some of his ideas about labor, 
productivity? 

10-00:18:47 

Ulman: No. Talking about newspapers. I knew the Washington correspondent of the 
New York Times, a fellow by the name of Johnny Pomfret, who later became 
vice president of the Times. He said to me, “Every time I interview Walter I 
feel I’m a crowd of 5,000.” He’d always give you the same spiel. He was very 
good, a wonderful person and a very magnetic personality. Later on, Dave 
Feller and I were having lunch and trying to recall who was the smartest trade 
union leader of the era. Reuther represented the CIO [Congress of Industrial 
Relations] and George Meany represented the AF of L [American Federation 
of Labor] in their unity negotiations, which Goldberg really was responsible 
for cementing it. And the smarter of the two, the real smart, smart, was 
Meany. Dave Feller, who knew Meany quite well, said, “You could talk to 
him for ten minutes and he could testify for an hour on those ten minutes.” Of 
course, he’d talk like a plumber. 

10-00:20:36 

Koya: Meany did? 

10-00:20:37 

Ulman: Yes, Meany but he had a steel trap mind. Well, maybe unfair. Reuther was a 
greater person in a way but— 

10-00:20:46 

Koya: Why do you say that? 

10-00:20:49 

Ulman: Well, because he was just a warmer and— 

10-00:20:54 

Koya: Okay. 

10-00:20:55 

Ulman: —outgoing person. Meany himself was not bad. But Reuther himself was 
outstanding and he had a tremendous career. 

10-00:21:06 

Koya: And what about George Meany? Any meetings with Meany during your term 
on the Council, while you were in Washington? 
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10-00:21:16 

Ulman: Well, I told you he told me I was an intellectual. That’s a last point that I 
turned to. That was one of the problems, intellectuals. The liberal intellectuals 
of the 1960s were replacing the Marxists, the Communists of the earlier 
period as far as union aversion is concerned. Goldberg’s predecessor in the 
steel workers was a very brilliant Communist lawyer by the name of Lee 
Pressman, but the union kicked out Pressman because after World War II, the 
CIO got rid of Communists. This is all inside baseball, as it were. 

10-00:22:38 

Koya: Goldberg himself has an interesting trajectory after secretary of labor. He goes 
onto the Supreme Court, right? 

10-00:22:43 

Ulman: He goes onto the Supreme Court. 

10-00:22:44 

Koya: Did you keep up relations with Goldberg? 

10-00:22:46 

Ulman: A little bit. There was a little episode in connection with the FSM [Free 
Speech Movement]. But no, didn’t keep up with him. There was one thing 
about Goldberg. He didn’t have much of a sense of humor, but as I said he 
was uncanny as a negotiator and sensitive. On one occasion John mediated a 
dispute with the building trades when Goldberg was secretary. Goldberg 
called the parties into his office. I asked Dunlop how the meeting went. He 
said, “This is very technical stuff,” he said. “It takes you years to understand 
it. Goldberg would stick his head in the room, listen for a little bit, not know 
really what the details were, the fine points.” And he said, “You know, I think 
you’re getting closer together. Stay with that point for a little bit.” He’d 
always be able to do that. So he had a great instinct. 

10-00:24:26 

Koya: And what about Jimmy Hoffa? Did you interact with him during your 
Washington years? You had— 

10-00:24:30 

Ulman: No. 

10-00:24:31 

Koya: Okay. 

10-00:24:32 

Ulman: No. 

10-00:24:37 

Koya: Any further meetings or recollections of Hoffa? 

10-00:24:42 

Ulman: No. Later, after I came back, I invited him to a seminar session that was 
attended by about 300 students. 
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10-00:24:50 

Koya: Here at Berkeley? 

10-00:24:51 

Ulman: Yes, here at Berkeley. 

10-00:24:55 

Koya: Okay, okay. And Philip Murray. Any interactions with— 

10-00:24:57 

Ulman: No, I never knew Philip Murray. 

10-00:24:58 

Koya: Unless there’s anything else you can recall about important anecdotes, issues, 
policies, people you met at the Council— 

10-00:25:08 

Ulman: No, no. I think we leave the Council. 

10-00:25:11 

Koya: Okay, we’ve got it. 

10-00:25:18 

Ulman: Yes. So I said that I wanted to lead my quiet life, looking forward to getting 
back. Instead of a quiet life I was tapped for this job as director of the Institute 
and in negotiations with Kerr and the union people. Then came the Free 
Speech Movement that I was involved in, and certain aspects and finally the 
Berkeley Faculty Association. So we’re now back to these negotiations that 
Kerr had me come with him to meet the secretary of the state federation of 
labor— 

10-00:26:27 

Koya: In California? 

10-00:26:28 

Ulman: —the California Labor Federation. The Secretary was a guy by the name of 
Tommy Pitts. Very erratic and irascible guy. Their demand for school, a labor 
school like the Cornell School. They saw that we have a school of agriculture, 
with a big building on the Berkeley campus. Also a school for business. 

10-00:27:17 

Koya: Exactly, yes. 

10-00:27:29 

Ulman: And the lawyers had a school. The fourth member of our negotiations was, 
Don Vial, the— 

10-00:27:43 

Koya: Fourth member of what? 

10-00:27:44 

Ulman: Of our joint negotiations. 
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10-00:27:46 

Koya: Oh, you’re in joint negotiations with the California Federation of Labor? And 
you’re in on these negotiations? Kerr brings you in? 

10-00:27:56 

Ulman: Yes. I was appointed the director of the Institute after Kerr kicked out Art 
Ross. Meanwhile, all these others takes were going on with the Free Speech 
Movement and the campus administration, etc. I marveled at Kerr, because the 
campus was in an uproar. And here he was calmly talking about labor 
disputes, which was his old love. Perhaps his feeling was that he needed 
friends wherever he could find them and he did not want to lose the labor 
movement that he had always counted on. 

 While labor wanted a school, Kerr gave them a new Labor Center within the 
Institute, which is a faculty research unit. That was a far cry but still Pitts 
really didn’t care so much. He got something, you see. I remember that at one 
stage of the game, Kerr turned to me and asked, “Lloyd, is this okay with 
you?” And I said, “Sure, but I’d like to get some teaching done.” I was 
anxious to get started and train local union members to become national union 
officers. That was my objective. Also, Slichter’s own idea, when he set up the 
Harvard unit, was to teach them economics. His idea of getting wage restraint 
was to teach the unions economics. 

10-00:30:22 

Koya: So this was one of the central missions for establishing these Institutes of 
Industrial Relations at Harvard and Berkeley and so forth. 

10-00:30:30 

Ulman: At Harvard. 

10-00:30:32 

Ulman: The others were interested in grievance settlement and contract 
administration. 

10-00:30:39 

Koya: Contract administration, yes. 

10-00:30:43 

Ulman: Yes. Which we were, too. And then Don Vial, who was my adversary, as it 
were, across the table from me, was the research assistant— 

10-00:30:58 

Koya: At the California Federation of Labor. 

10-00:31:20 

Ulman: —But that was a real understatement. He was really handling Sacramento for 
the union movement. He really knew all about labor policy and all the actors 
involved.  And he personified the social conscience of the unions. And Don 
said, “That’s what I’d like to do, too, teach.” I thought , “Boy, this guy is 
really good.” After our negotiations were concluded, Kerr said, “Well, your 
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first job will be to find a chairman for the center, a chair for the center.” So he 
said, “You think you can do that?” I said, “Isn’t it pretty obvious?” He said, 
“What do you mean?” I said, “Well, Don Vial is my choice. If you could get 
Pitts to let him go.” He said, “I won’t have any problem with that.” So I called 
up Don and I invited him and he said, “I’m amazed, but I’d love to.” 

10-00:32:04 

Koya: Wow. 

10-00:32:05 

Ulman: He himself had been a Berkeley student. His wife had been a Berkeley student 
and he had been a schoolteacher, you see. He was an All-American boy in 
high school. A quarterback, a natural leader. As fine a man as I ever met. We 
really formed a close friendship. He died a few years ago. And Rosemary and 
Lassie and I still see each other every once in a while.  

10-00:32:47 

Koya: Rosemary’s his— 

10-00:32:48 

Ulman: Wife. 

10-00:32:48 

Koya: His wife. 

10-00:32:51 

Ulman: Yes. She also had been a student on the campus. 

10-00:33:03 

Koya: Can we just take a step back? You referenced an episode of some importance. 
That was the decision actually by Kerr to terminate Arthur Ross’s directorship 
of the center. There was a committee that E.T. Grether had formed to study 
the kind of mission, as I understand it, of the Institute and whether or not it 
was doing enough for the community and for labor or it had predominated in 
research and not in labor advocacy. 

10-00:33:43 

Ulman: You mean the original grievance? 

10-00:33:44 

Koya: Yes. Can you talk about that grievance? 

10-00:33:47 

Ulman: Well, it was just that a few local leaders—really not too many of them—felt 
that they were being neglected. The original Institute was supposed to do 
labor education and we did have a so-called “labor coordinator,” John 
Hutchinson, an Australian who had a PhD at LSE [London School of 
Economics] in industrial relations. He was intelligent and sophisticated, but he 
was lazy and he nursed more academic pretensions, more academic ambitions. 
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Later on when he published work about unions, he could do so quite critically. 
It was just a bit difficult considering the job that he was supposed to do. 

10-00:35:38 

Koya: Okay, you had mentioned that. 

10-00:35:42 

Ulman: He was good at socializing, etc., but they felt, some the unionists felt 
neglected and in a way they were. That’s what got Kerr sore, that’s why he 
kicked out Ross. And he didn’t need trouble from this source in addition to his 
other troubles. 

 George Johns was the guy who was blasting UC to the convention of the state 
fed, and he was still squawking about it afterwards. So I called him up and 
said, “Look, George, why don’t we have it out? Why don’t you come over 
here to the Institute and we have a debate. Anybody who wants to join the 
debate is invited.” So he said, “Fine.” So he came over and we had a debate of 
sorts. That seemed to please him. And the fact that Don was now our new 
chair of the new Center, that really took all the wind out of Johns’ sail.  

10-00:37:01 

Koya: Did Kerr appreciate this? That you had kind of won the trust again of the local 
labor movement? 

10-00:37:08 

Ulman: Did he appreciate it? 

10-00:37:09 

Koya: Yes. 

10-00:37:10 

Ulman: Oh, yes. Well, I remained—probably due to sleeping sickness all around I’ve 
been there. I was there for about—when, sixty? 

10-00:37:25 

Koya: 1963? 

10-00:63:28 

Ulman: 1964. Yes. It was 1962, 1963, 1964 about, the very beginning. 

10-00:37:37 

Koya: As a director. 

10-00:37:39 

Ulman: Until eighty. 

10-00:37:43 

Koya: Okay. 
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10-00:37:47 

Ulman: It wasn’t too difficult and I enjoyed it. It kept me in touch with union people 
and also management people to a certain extent. The Institute also had a 
management center, but it never came to much because the business school 
really handled that area. But we had two splendid assistant directors at the 
Institute. George Strauss came around that time. He had just come to 
Berkeley. Then came Ray Miles, who then became dean of the business 
school. We three handled the administrative chores in a highly informal way, 
especially George, who succeeded Ray as director. 

10-00:38:49 

Koya: So we’re going to have to pick up [next time] with the Institute. We’ll take 
that in the next interview and then start in on the Free Speech Movement, I 
believe. So that concludes our tape for today. 

[End of Interview]  

 



159 

Interview #6 September 30, 2011 
Audio File 11 

11-00:00:05 

Koya: Okay, we’re beginning tape number eleven and interview number six. Today 
is September 30, 2011, and we’re here with Dr. Lloyd Ulman. 

11-00:00:23 

Ulman: Last time, I think I mentioned that I had decided while I was still in 
Washington, for reasons that we discussed, that I would concentrate most of 
my research on labor and macro problems in Europe and generally live a quiet 
academic life. Then three things intervened. First, I took over the Institute in 
1964. Next came the Free Speech Movement, which we should talk about 
some. 

11-00:01:15 

Koya: Also in 1964. 

11-00:01:16 

Ulman: Third, the Berkeley Faculty Association. Before we get to Europe, let’s talk 
about these things. We’re returning home, and returning to the negotiations 
that we talked about in the early part of these interviews, between Clark Kerr 
and myself on the one hand, and Tommy Pitts, who was the secretary-
treasurer of the California Labor Federation, and Don Vial, who was his 
research assistant, and the Fed’s man in Sacramento, on the other hand. The 
position that Pitts took for the labor movement was that they wanted a school 
of labor relations to match similar institutions in other universities. 

 What Kerr came back with in his counter offer was that they would get a 
Labor Center within the existing Institute of Industrial Relations, the Institute 
of Industrial Relations being a faculty research unit. So this would be a center 
within a faculty research unit. It would have its own chair. The chair, 
however, would be appointed by the director of the Institute, sort of on behalf 
of the faculty, as it were, and the rest of the campus. That’s the way we wound 
up, which was pleasant enough, as a matter of fact. George Johns of the Labor 
Center in San Francisco still was dissatisfied, but he was always pretty well 
dissatisfied. I invited him over. We had a little public debate over here on the 
issue. He went away quite happy with this. 

11-00:04:27 

Koya: He was happy to have had the debate? 

11-00:04:30 

Ulman: I think he was happy to have had the debate, and afterwards, he was not 
dissatisfied with the outcome. 

11-00:04:39 

Koya: That the Labor Center is created within the Institute. 
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11-00:04:48 

Ulman: So Kerr said to me as we were leaving, “Well, your first job will be to get a 
chair for this labor center.” He said, “Have you got any ideas? Do you know 
of anybody?” I said, “I think it’s pretty obvious.” He said, “Who is that?” I 
said, “Don Vial, the fellow we were just negotiating with, who was so 
outstanding.” He was very happy with that idea, Kerr was, because Don had 
actually been a student of his over here. He was a Berkeley— 

11-00:05:23 

Koya: An alum. 

11-00:05:24 

Ulman: As I said, he [Vial] really was the operating expert for the California 
Federation of Labor on Sacramento problems, public policy problems. What 
he said really went. He was also the conscience of the labor movement in a 
way, they all thought so highly of Don, because he was a fellow with a social 
conscience, influential with legislators, and in general, a splendid person. I’ve 
never met a finer person. 

11-00:06:39 

Koya: What were some of the areas where he was distinguished, where he showed 
that he was a particularly fine person or a person of conscience? 

11-00:06:47 

Ulman: Well, of course, what they were interested in, part of it, was occupational 
health and safety. After his distinguished work on campus, Don was appointed 
in the first Jerry Brown administration. Later, Brown appointed him to the 
Public Utilities Commission. Is that right? 

11-00:07:27 

Koya: PUC? 

11-00:07:28 

Ulman: PUC, that’s correct. He ultimately became chairman of the PUC before he 
retired. Mike Peevey, who is the current chairman, was a very close friend of 
Don. Mike really worshipped Don. Everybody did. His job as the Labor 
Center chair was really to be a sort of two-way ambassador between the labor 
movement, which was and remains an important political force in the state. 
The campus, too, wanted good relations with the unions. Don’s role was to 
take positions that were consistent with academic values and standards, and to 
reconcile town and gown in specific situations. That came naturally to Don 
because he stood for those values when he had still worked inside the labor 
movement. His first assistant chair was Norm Amundson, who’s right up there 
in the picture [pointing to picture on wall]. He was assistant to the secretary of 
the Oakland City Council, which was a very feisty outfit. Norm was from the 
state of Washington in the West Coast radical tradition, the Wobbly tradition 
of home-grown near anarchism. 

11-00:10:18 

Koya: Labor radicalism? 
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11-00:10:21 

Ulman: Yes. It was in Norm’s bones. He, too, was an extremely fine man, as you’ll 
see in a moment. Our primary emphasis continued to lay in classroom 
education for trade unionists and local unionists. How to handle grievances 
and how to administer contracts and things like that. Don also could teach 
economics, an area in which I was particularly interested. 

 I mentioned my old Professor Slichter, who founded the Trade Union 
Fellowship Project at Harvard. His mission was to try to teach economics to 
unionists. Not in a formal sense, but in, did their demands make sense, and 
things like that. Of course, there were severe ceilings on what could be 
accomplished in that respect. But his goal was ultimately to bring about an 
influential trade union movement which would take publicly defensible 
positions on outstanding political issues.  

11-00:12:48 

Koya: This was Slichter’s goal? 

11-00:12:50 

Ulman: That was Slichter’s thing. I thought that it was a pretty good idea to try the 
same thing here. 

 At that time, in the sixties, the Civil Rights Movement was getting underway. 
Accordingly, at one of the exceedingly informal meetings in which George 
Strauss, Budd Cheit, our assistant director who later became dean of the 
business school and then assistant chancellor, I wondered aloud what our new 
Labor Center might do to enlist our local labor movements more actively in 
this great cause. We concocted what became the Minority Union Leadership 
Training Program. That program was financed by the Ford Foundation. It was 
a residential fellowship program. We had about—how many students? Maybe 
about eighteen, twenty, something like that, who were in the local unions, in 
the region, in the area right around here. They came to the campus every day 
for, I think, six months, and they received their usual paycheck, basically, 
from Ford. Our first task was to appoint these “trade union fellows.” Of 
course, the head of the Oakland Labor Council became very interested in this 
process. He wanted a joint committee with equal membership from our 
Institute and the union movement, to— 

11-00:15:56 

Koya: From the Oakland Labor Center or— 

11-00:15:57 

Ulman: From the Oakland Labor Center. Norm Amundson, who had been the assistant 
of this director, and Dick Groulx, who was a very feisty guy. Story was that he 
was terminated from the Marine Corps for unnecessary roughness. He was a 
very feisty guy, although able fellow. Norm said, “Looks like we’ll have to 
take on the establishment,” which meant we had to enlist the support of the 
black union caucus in the Central Labor Council. 
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11-00:16:43 

Koya: At Oakland? 

11-00:16:45 

Ulman: In Oakland. And when Dick came up for the first meeting of this committee, 
he found himself in the company of C.D. Parker, the chair of the black caucus. 
C.D. was a thoroughly admirable man. He was the president of the scrap iron 
workers, who held the lowest-paid and the dirtiest jobs in the community, of 
the labor’s international union. C.D. had a speech defect and he was 
uneducated, but he was totally devoted to giving young blacks a leg up to 
realize their potential. When Dick Groulx saw that he was being joined by 
C.D. Parker, he felt that we were on both sides of the table. He was sort of 
outflanked. 

11-00:17:57 

Koya: I’m sorry, what was Dick Groulx’s affiliation? 

11-00:17:59 

Ulman: Dick was the secretary-treasurer of the Alameda County Labor Council. The 
issue, as far as he was concerned, which is an understandable issue, was that 
any graduate of our new program would be slated for advancement in his or 
her local union after he finished our cause. He would be a shop steward, one 
of the business agents in that union. It was a question of political control of— 

11-00:18:47 

Koya: So the City Council was interested in building relationships with the shop 
stewards for future elections? 

11-00:18:54 

Ulman: Oh, sure. The Secretary-Treasurer naturally wanted to control his executive 
board. 

11-00:19:11 

Koya: Of the overall— 

11-00:19:12 

Ulman: Of the Oakland Council. 

11-00:19:27 

Koya: Oh, the Oakland City Labor Center Council. 

11-00:19:29 

Ulman: Yes, the labor center. Incidentally, we did hire, at the time—Peter Guidry, 
who came out of the Teamsters union in Texas. He too was an impressive guy. 
Pete was a Major in the Reserve, in the Army Reserve, and he continued his 
annual training. Good sense of humor and broad interests. We worked 
together. Our case officer from the Ford Foundation was a fellow by the name 
of Bob Schrank, who himself had come out of the union movement, I think. 
Schrank might have been from the U.A.W. The vice president of the Ford 
Foundation to whom Schrank reported was a guy by the name of Mitchell or 
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Mike Sviridof. He had a union background, possibly the machinists. Both 
were completely sympathetic to our ambitious innovation. 

 Finally, we had an executive board for the project. Clark Kerr was our chair, 
and another old teacher, John Dunlop, was on that board. John was a great 
friend of Kerr, and he would come out for a visit every six months from 
Harvard. After our first meeting, I asked, “Well, John, what do you think 
about it?” He said, “Oh, it’s very good, Lloyd, but don’t let him run for 
office.” I said, “That’s the idea. I want to be training future international 
presidents.” He said, “Remember what I said. Don’t let him run for office.” 

11-00:22:17 

Koya: Why didn’t he want these trainees to run for office? It was the trainees he 
didn’t want to run for office? 

11-00:22:22 

Ulman: Yes, the trainees. He didn’t want them to run for office. He wanted them to go 
up the traditional way in the building trades, by nepotism. Where presidents 
were often the sons of past presidents. 

11-00:22:34 

Koya: Right, you had mentioned before he did a lot of consultation for the building 
trades. 

11-00:22:37 

Ulman: Yes, a tremendous amount. During one Christmas season, in which everyone 
had been making very merry in the labor movement, as they always did. Bob 
Schrank visited us from New York. Dick Groulx paid us a visit at the same 
time, and I introduced Dick to Schrank and offered him the opportunity to 
address his grievance to the Ford Foundation. He asked, “How many more 
shop stewards are you going to train in Alameda County?” Schrank said to 
him, “How many have you got?” 

 But the training program was a great pleasure. Some of our classes were led 
by faculty members. Courses in arbitration, preparing for arbitration, and 
negotiation. They included Dave Feller and Jan Vetter from the law faculty, 
two of the finest labor lawyers in the country. 

11-00:24:31 

Koya: There were some women in the training program? 

11-00:24:33 

Ulman: Yes, sure. Then, ultimately, after a year of this, the curricula was handed over 
to local colleges. 

11-00:24:58 

Koya: The community colleges? 

11-00:25:59 

Ulman: Community colleges. Laney was a great example of it. 
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11-00:25:03 

Koya: Diablo Valley College? 

11-00:25:07 

Ulman: I don’t recall. The new San Francisco one. 

11-00:25:12 

Koya: City College in— 

11-00:25:14 

Ulman: City College in San Francisco. San Francisco State also had a program. 

11-00:25:18 

Koya: What years are we talking about? 

11-00:25:20 

Ulman: We’re talking about 1965, I guess. Shortly after I got appointed— 

11-00:25:29 

Koya: Was it a one-year cycle of the Ford Foundation money? 

11-00:25:32 

Ulman: One-year cycle. 

11-00:25:33 

Koya: Then you turned over the curricula to the other local colleges? 

11-00:25:36 

Ulman: Yes. We helped them work out their own stuff like that. 

11-00:25:40 

Koya: Was that successful, getting the other programs started? 

11-00:25:44 

Ulman: Yes, it was. They thought it was, anyway. We really couldn’t keep track of 
them. I think they regarded it as successful. 

11-00:25:53 

Koya: The programs continued as far as you could see? 

11-00:25:55 

Ulman: The program did continue, yes. 

11-00:25:58 

Koya: Was Don Vial also involved with this program? 

11-00:26:00 

Ulman: Oh, yes. Yes indeed. He really was a leader. Everybody was involved. 

11-00:26:06 

Koya: Let me ask you a question here about the training program. You mentioned 
C.D. Parker was with the scrap iron union, which was a more lowly trade, as it 
were. If you’re training minority trade union leaders, who are already in 
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unions where the skill and presumably the income is less, how does one 
bridge the gap to, as it were, the more higher-paying skilled trades and trade 
union leadership roles? 

11-00:26:34 

Ulman: It’s the same way as it would be inside any city central council, executive 
council. You’d have officers from the different unions in the community, and 
they would spread— 

11-00:26:53 

Koya: Maybe we should talk a little bit about how these labor councils worked at the 
city level. You have someone like C.D. Parker. Presumably, the plumber, 
steamfitters union has a representative on the council, and other unions have 
representatives on the council. So the intent of the program was to train 
minority leadership so that the council itself could be more representative in 
its leadership? 

11-00:27:21 

Ulman: I’d said to the first class, “I want to graduate at least one international 
president.” Of course, we didn’t, unfortunately. We did have one student, 
Early Mays his name was, from the auto workers, who did get to be an 
International representative for the area, from the UAW. There was a lot of 
talent there. A lot of talent. 

11-00:27:55 

Koya: So you’re raising minority union leadership for the national and international 
level out of the local unions? Training them. 

11-00:28:01 

Ulman: Yes, but they would have to make their own way. That’s the whole point. 

11-00:28:10 

Koya: But they would have skills from having gone through the course. 

11-00:28:13 

Ulman: Some of them wanted to go to law school and stuff like that. It was not what I 
had in mind. Of course, what we had in mind— 

11-00:28:21 

Koya: To train more Arthur Goldbergs and Dave Fellers. 

11-00:28:27 

Ulman: You can’t train more of those, unfortunately. Then the Ford Foundation said, 
what else have you got? They were more or less ready to throw money at us. 

 Then there was one thing that Don particularly pushed, was to have a labor 
and occupational health program. Ours, I think, was about one of the first in 
the country. That would fit in very well, ultimately, with labor’s 
preoccupation with sickness and accident insurance and things like that. But it 
was a different sort of thing. We had a small staff that included a physician on 
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it, who was Sidney B. Wolfe’s assistant. Sidney B. Wolfe was Ralph Nader’s 
medical expert. 

11-00:29:41 

Koya: Medical expert for some of the consumer protection that Nader was doing? 

11-00:29:46 

Ulman: Yes. He was interested in— 

11-00:29:50 

Koya: Nader was. 

11-00:29:50 

Ulman: Yes, Nader was. So we had this young doctor, Don Wharton, and also a 
graduate physicist. Just exactly what he would do, I don’t know, but we had 
him, plus a director of this little program. It was really rich for our blood to 
direct Ph.D.s in fields of knowledge rather different from our own. 

11-00:30:35 

Koya: To have them teaching the program or— 

11-00:30:37 

Ulman: No, to basically handle them, because they were difficult people to handle. 
Difficult people. They were, I think. Don Wharton, for example, took time out 
briefly to run for mayor of Berkeley. They were red-hots, which was okay, as 
far as it went. 

11-00:31:02 

Koya: I’m sorry, red-hots meaning? 

11-00:31:07 

Ulman: Quite left. We did have one guy from that program, Morris Davis, who was an 
African American, who later became a crackerjack labor arbitrator in the 
community. The director of this program was Robin Baker. The program did 
function quite efficiently. They did run classes. 

11-00:32:01 

Koya: So this was the labor and occupational health program? 

11-00:32:04 

Ulman: Yes. Of course, Ford [the Ford Foundation] was very happy with it. Actually, 
it peeled off. We handed it over to the School of Public Health. 

11-00:32:19 

Koya: What years are we talking? 

11-00:32:21 

Ulman: Shortly after the mid-sixties or something like that. 

11-00:32:24 

Koya: So this started after the Minority Union Leadership Training Program. 
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11-00:33:02 

Ulman: Robin really was so able, and she was outstanding in the School of Public 
Health, too. 

11-00:33:12 

Koya: What was distinguished about her administration of the program? 

11-00:33:15 

Ulman: She was just very good. She was good at administering; she was good at 
organizing things, and organizing those people, who, I tell you, were not easy 
to— 

11-00:33:25 

Koya: The Ph.D.s? 

11-00:33:25 

Ulman: Yes, Ph.D.s, etc. 

11-00:33:27 

Koya: What was the role of these Ph.D.s in terms of teaching? 

11-00:33:29 

Ulman: He was a physicist, to explain the science of public health. 

11-00:33:37 

Koya: Who were we talking about here, the physicist? Oh, you don’t recall that? 

11-00:33:42 

Ulman: No, no. I do remember Morris Davis, but I couldn’t remember the other. 

11-00:33:51 

Koya: So you have people who were very technically savvy, and managing them in 
the role— 

11-00:33:55 

Ulman: Those were glory days with Ford [the Ford Foundation], anyway. This was 
also Don’s inspiration. We founded a new publication in addition to Industrial 
Relations. California Public Employee Relations became really indispensable 
to the experts in the field. Betty Schneider was the founding editor of that 
journal. She was succeeded by Bonnie Bogue, both exceptionally able people. 
California Public Employee Relations had up-to-date information, especially 
legal developments in California, in this area. It was really so successful that it 
ultimately, just the other year or so, I think, it was put on a self-sustaining 
basis, namely the subscriptions. It became a necessity, a little like the Journal 
of the American Medical Association. 

11-00:35:20 

Koya: Was this an important moment in terms of the Institute itself? We know, for 
example, that there’s a decline in trade union membership during this period. 
It peaks in the mid-fifties. But public sector unions are becoming more 
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important through the sixties and seventies. Was there a shift in emphasis to 
meet the needs of public sector unions? 

11-00:35:43 

Ulman: I don’t think there was so much of a shift, because we added on stuff because 
we kept up work for the private sector in our communities. 

11-00:35:55 

Koya: What do you mean by keeping up work for the— 

11-00:35:57 

Ulman: We continued our teaching programs. And we held good public meetings, 
attended by both labor and management people. The Institute had a 
management director, too. But the program never really took off; the business 
school really subsumed all of that work. But we did have some able people in 
that field. 

11-00:36:53 

Koya: What kind of programs did you offer during this period for— 

11-00:36:58 

Ulman: There were public meetings with labor and management, and then there were 
meetings just for the labor movement or for management. For example, when 
I came back from Washington and people were talking about the Kennedy 
administration’s wage and price guideposts, we held a public meeting on that 
topic. Practically only management attended it. About 300 of them, though. 
That was a pretty successful meeting. 

11-00:37:36 

Koya: Where was the meeting held? 

11-00:37:37 

Ulman: Down in Oakland someplace. We also held a big public meeting, which was 
over on the campus, which, borrowing from a League of Women Voters 
meeting that my wife had organized, we called Food and Hunger in the World 
Today. Pretty interesting. We skimmed the country pretty well. One of the 
speakers was a young instructor from Harvard by the name of Pat Moynihan, 
for example, who spoke to that— 

11-00:38:25 

Koya: Daniel Patrick Moynihan? 

11-00:38:26 

Ulman: Yes, Daniel Patrick Moynihan. We also held a retreat for the Institute, which 
was very widely attended. I can’t remember the place that the university had, 
but Clark [Kerr] came to that, and [Governor] Pat Brown came to that. It was 
a big thing for the Institute. Clark said it was the zenith of the influence of the 
Institute. It never had reached that peak before. 
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11-00:39:07 

Koya: What year was this retreat? Do you recall what year the retreat was? 

11-00:39:12 

Ulman: Don’t remember. It was a heartening affair. Afterwards, everybody went 
swimming in the pool, and Pat Brown was there with a cigar in his mouth, 
floating on his back. He said, “I tell you, fellows, my one pure joy in this job, 
if there is any pure joy, is doing something for the university.” That was about 
the best word I ever heard out of Sacramento for the university. I thought 
perhaps we could move over to the FSM. 

11-00:40:06 

Koya: Let me just ask you a couple more questions, since I always have a few. The 
first was, in your role as the manager or the director of the Institute, there 
were a variety of faculty that were involved as well. 

11-00:40:20 

Ulman: I mentioned George Strauss. 

11-00:40:21 

Koya: Yes. He was your associate director. 

11-00:40:24 

Ulman: Then there was Ray Miles. Also, there was [Earl] Budd Cheit. Incidentally, a 
friend from my Minnesota days. He went to law school there. We were in the 
Economics Department in Berkeley together. Ray succeeded me, but only for 
about a year or so, because he then became dean of the business school. I 
might mention I was the chair of the committee to appoint him. The 
mathematicians over there never forgave me for that, I think. They were really 
sore. But I think we did very well by the school. 

11-00:41:25 

Koya: There were faculty from many different departments, and there was also a 
pretty close—  

11-00:41:30 

Ulman: In the Institute, yes. 

11-00:41:31 

Koya: Was there a close relationship with the School of Business Administration, at 
least in the early stages of both the Institute?— 

11-00:41:37 

Ulman: No. Probably IIR [Institute for Industrial Relations] was closer to economics 
and political science. For example, we held a weekly seminar on economic 
policy for trade union leaders. It used to meet over in the Faculty Club. A 
small group, but its principal speaker and organizer was Aaron Gordon of the 
Economics Department, who was a very well-known authority on business 
cycles. We did do a lot of that type of work—faculty seminars and discussion 
groups, including my weekly Institute seminars. 
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11-00:42:54 

Koya: The faculty could develop their own initiatives within the Institute. They had 
resources for research here and—  

11-00:43:03 

Ulman: Oh, for research? The Institute always supported faculty research, and the 
faculty always chooses their own research. It was instrumental in helping to 
attract faculty here. My favorite example is Hal [Harold] Wilensky, who was 
in the political science department, and whom we recruited from Michigan. 
Hal was given a research assistant, which is a very substantial thing. Our 
faculty all had research assistants. 

11-00:44:19 

Koya: Could the faculty also form clusters or centers within the Institute to push 
collective research enterprises? 

11-00:44:29 

Ulman: Since my time, the process largely consisted in a faculty member getting a 
grant and then taking it over to the Institute to administer it, and sometimes 
organizing a center within the Institute. There are several of those around here 
now, including a prominent center led by Clair Brown, my long-time 
colleague in Econ and a past director of the Institute. 

11-00:45:03 

Koya: Were there any prominent ones during your period as director that you recall? 

11-00:45:11 

Ulman: I can’t recall. 

11-00:45:14 

Koya: There were some other, I guess, big names associated with the Institute. 
Maybe you can recall some of their work here. Someone like Reinhard Bendix 
from sociology. 

11-00:45:25 

Ulman: Reinhard Bendix was here when I arrived. Oh yes. I certainly knew him. He 
was one of the stars in the Berkeley firmament. 

11-00:45:44 

Koya: Anything you particularly remember about Bendix’s work with the center or 
participation? 

11-00:45:48 

Ulman: No, no. His work was his work. Either the center supported it, or he worked 
independently and would come around and stuff like that. 

11-00:45:58 

Koya: Seymour [Martin] Lipset. 
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11-00:46:00 

Ulman: Yes, Marty Lipset. He had research assistance for quite a while. Marty Lipset 
was also a Berkeley star. 

11-00:46:12 

Koya: Yes, that’s why I thought I’d mention them. Walter Galenson also was a— 

11-00:46:16 

Ulman: Galenson, yes. 

11-00:46:21 

Koya: Any other faculty, prominent ones, who were associated with the center that 
you recall? 

11-00:46:28 

Ulman: If you can mention names, I could check them off. Just off my head. 

11-00:46:39 

Koya: What about industrial relations as a field during your tenure as the director? Is 
there a shift in emphasis? You mentioned, at the end of your period on the 
council, that you were increasingly thinking about, one, shifting to Europe in 
your own research. So the first question would be, did that get reflected in 
some of the work around the Institute here at Berkeley? 

11-00:47:13 

Ulman: Walter Galenson always did. Always did. 

11-00:47:16 

Koya: Soviet Union, China. 

11-00:47:18 

Ulman: Yes. China, Soviet Union. He had also been the first State Department labor 
attaché, stationed in Norway towards the end of the war. I think it’s just 
generally true that these institutes, it’s hard to say what exactly they do as far 
as research is concerned. The faculty does its thing, and the Institute, as far as 
I was concerned, would support the faculty, would help them wherever it 
could, and in the process, could help an academic department keep or attract 
faculty. 

11-00:48:06 

Koya: Did you develop initiatives to help with your own research with respect to 
looking at European comparisons, trade union movements, incomes policies 
in Europe? Did you begin doing that research through— 

11-00:48:21 

Ulman: Yes. Well, we haven’t gotten back to my research. 

11-00:48:25 

Koya: We’ll come back to that, then. 
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11-00:48:27 

Ulman: We’ll do that after the FSM. 

11-00:48:29 

Koya: Yes, when we do the books. There are some questions on that. I guess there’s 
a big question here about the kind of political status of the Institute. From 
talking to others, there are indications that you had to navigate some rough 
waters at times, with pressure against the Institute from state political leaders 
and so forth. 

11-00:49:00 

Ulman: Only in this FSM period, which everybody was more or less in boiling water. 
Yes, I had some of that there. I must say that the Institute was very well-
supported by the administration. At that time, we reported to the graduate 
dean, Sandy Elberg, a distinguished scientist and a very good friend of ours. 
They took an interest in our work. 

11-00:49:38 

Koya: Did Clark Kerr also offer support? 

11-00:49:44 

Ulman: He became the president of course. He was not on the campus. But whenever 
we needed him, if we needed him for something, then we’d talk to him. 

11-00:50:07 

Koya: Did Kerr have a continuing role during your period as director? 

11-00:50:12 

Ulman: No, not until he was bounced. 

11-00:50:15 

Koya: Okay, and then he came back. 

11-00:50:17 

Ulman: Then he came back, yes. I should mention, incidentally—we’re now talking 
about faculty members and so on—Peg Gordon, who was Aaron Gordon’s 
wife—Robert Gordon. She also held a Ph.D. at Harvard, where I think she 
met Aaron. In those days, faculty wives themselves couldn’t be members of 
our faculty. 

11-00:50:49 

Koya: That was a rule of the university? 

11-00:50:51 

Ulman: Yes, pretty well. It would be regarded as nepotism. But Peg, from the very 
beginning, was the assistant director of the Institute from Art [Arthur] Ross’ 
days. She handled the budget, such as it was. I remember, shortly after I got 
in, we were talking and she said, “I have a lot of tales of our budget.” I said, 
“Well, Peg, I’m not really so interested in that.” She said, “All I can tell you is 
that we are very comfortable.” She was a very superior person and an 
authority on social security and in the area of unemployment. 
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11-00:51:44 

Koya: She kept you comfortable, then. 

11-00:51:45 

Ulman: She kept us comfortable. She also did major research in the area of social 
security and areas like that. Unemployment insurance. 

11-00:52:15 

Koya: We were talking about the minority training program. There’s a shift with the 
Civil Rights Movement to increase focus on anti-discrimination measures and 
so forth. How do you see that historically, from the more kind of technical 
nature of labor arbitration back in Clark Kerr’s time, when he was just getting 
started, to focusing more on questions of discrimination, both race and gender, 
and the work of the Institute? 

11-00:52:43 

Ulman: Not in the teaching so much. We taught these minority students the same 
things that we would teach, or try to teach, any union group. Only we did it 
better, because we had so much faculty involvement. They weren’t 
recompensed for their activity. As a matter of fact, I remember a former 
student of mine who was, at that time, the chief negotiator for the ILWU 
[International Longshore and Warehouse Union]. He taught the art of 
collective bargaining. Of course, the union movement was much stronger then 
in general. 

Koya:  Do you want to start in on the Free Speech Movement? 

11-00:54:07 

Ulman: Yes, I’ll talk about that.  

Audio File 12 

12-00:00:05 

Koya: Okay, we’re beginning tape twelve of interview six. This is September 30, 
2011, here with Dr. Lloyd Ulman. You were just mentioning, off camera, 
[James] Bruce Poyer, who was appointed by Don Vial. 

12-00:00:16 

Ulman: Yes, Bruce Poyer was recruited at the same time as Norm Amundson, as an 
assistant to the chair of the Labor Center. His background was labor 
journalism. He proved to be extremely able in drafting grant proposals, which 
was a major asset. 

12-00:00:44 

Koya: In any profession. 

12-00:00:45 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right. 
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12-00:00:53 

Koya: Let me ask one more question. All this work, all these Ford Foundation-
funded programs, all the labor education, the many different people that you 
trained over the years, do you feel that the work of the Institute was successful 
during your period as director? 

12-00:01:09 

Ulman: Well, I had a good time. 

12-00:01:13 

Koya: What was its impact? 

12-00:01:15 

Ulman: Well, that, I don’t know. For one thing, it didn’t stop the decline of the labor 
movement, that’s for sure. You always try for more than you can really get. A 
man’s reach should exceed his grasp, or what’s heaven for? We did our best. 
That’s about what I can say. At the time, it was judged to be quite successful. 

12-00:01:53 

Koya: Judged by whom?  

12-00:01:55 

Ulman: Generally, on the campus, I think. It wasn’t boring. At the end, when I 
resigned, I was working on a book with David Soskice and Bob Flanagan 
from Stanford, which was taking a lot of my time. When it comes to research 
or anything else, a Berkeley faculty always chooses research. Therefore, that 
was that. 

12-00:02:31 

Koya: You had some distinguished students, at least, who came through the program, 
who were involved with the program. Graduate students. Yes? 

12-00:02:42 

Ulman: There were the students, because I continued to teach, of course. They were 
from my seminar. They were research assistants, too. Sandy Jacoby at UCLA, 
who is now a distinguished professor at UCLA. Bob Flanagan, Stanford. So 
you had those. I should mention one other person, and that is our first 
administrative assistant. That was Joan Lewis. Just an unusually fine person, 
and we became strong friends. When we were in London, she visited us, and 
things like that. She moved the Institute when I was at Oxford on sabbatical! 
We were originally in the campus— 

12-00:03:52 

Koya: California Hall? Was that it? 

12-00:03:53 

Ulman: Cal Hall, yes. California Hall. Then we moved over here, because the 
chancellor’s office was pulling from the administration in the Sather Gate 
area. Due to the Free Speech Movement, they pulled them all the way over to 
California Hall, so we were dispossessed. Joan moved the whole Institute. She 
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was beloved by the students in IIR. She had her office on the second floor, 
where it was facing the stairway. My own office was located close by. She 
would screen all visitors. She kept my schedule, but students always received 
priority. Sometimes students had pets, and they too had priority, along with 
their owners. I remember that George Johnson, who later became a well 
known economist, had two Basenjis, little African hunting dogs. They were 
lion hunters. They were little, tiny dogs, but they could bring down their 
fearsome prey. These dogs would jump on my desk and mess all the papers 
and run around. Got me fed up. Yes, the students always came first. Then 
came faculty colleagues. Finally, administrators. Nothing like the problems 
that Mike Reich [current director of IIR] has now. I always regarded 
administration as generally a secondary activity. 

12-00:06:09 

Koya: You regarded what as a secondary activity? 

12-00:06:10 

Ulman: Being director of the Institute. That was a secondary activity. 

12-00:06:14 

Koya: To your work both as a researcher— 

12-00:06:16 

Ulman: To my work on the faculty. Teaching and research. Teaching always got prior 
claim on one’s time. The research, we’ll go on to more of that. 

12-00:06:55 

Koya: Did you teach economics to the labor movement? Did that work? 

12-00:07:01 

Ulman: Oh, did I do that? Yes, I took some of the courses. Yes, sure. 

12-00:07:06 

Koya: Were you able to help the trade union leadership in the Bay Area to 
understand labor economics the way Slichter had hoped? 

12-00:07:19  

Ulman: I remember one of my students, Pat Mason—I don’t know if you’ve ever 
heard of him. He’s a prominent environmentalist in the area. I think he took 
Don’s place later. He told me, “I want to teach neoclassical economics.” I 
remember saying to him, “Well, lots of luck.” He remembers my saying that 
to him. You really could not do that. I might say that the lessons, some of the 
hard lessons that we tried to teach them, they have since learned the hard way. 
For example, they have become very conscious of costs, and their institutional 
lives are at stake. They, for a long time, refused to acknowledge that they had 
anything to do with high prices or unemployment and things like that. 

12-00:08:36 

Koya: There are two factors, though, aren’t there? There’s the higher prices, and that 
that could force unemployment and inflation, but there’s also global 
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competition. I’m thinking of the auto workers in the last five or six years 
taking, voluntarily, all of these pay cuts to stay competitive. 

12-00:08:54 

Ulman: This is the sort of lesson we tried to teach them. I remember one time, when I 
was a student in Slichter’s seminar; there was a fellow by the name of Elmer 
Walker, a big country boy who was vice president of the machinist union in 
those days. He was a leading figure. Slichter invited him to his graduate 
seminar, where he spoke about a recent strike of the machinists, and what they 
did and what tactics they used and how they were ultimately successful and so 
on. Slichter said, “Elmer, when in the hell are you going to learn to hold your 
wages down to productivity increases before somebody does it for you?” This 
machinist replied, “Gee, doc, I never thought I’d hear you say anything like 
that.” That’s hard language. So indeed I did. When we had our weekly 
seminars here, we used to talk about these issues, but in a general way. One 
could agree or disagree or not. But we couldn’t get into the middle of their 
local negotiations. 

12-00:10:22 

Koya: You couldn’t because you had to remain politically neutral as an Institute, 
correct? 

12-00:10:30 

Ulman: Well, of course we— 

12-00:10:31 

Koya: You weren’t a party to the negotiations. 

12-00:10:33 

Ulman: That would have been highly improper, I think. 

12-00:10:43 

Koya: We were talking at the end of the period, at the Council, that you’d had the 
friends on both sides. The liberal intellectuals who understood this 
macroeconomic theory, and the risk that wage demands placed upon the 
economy, in their view, right? Then the workers on the other side, who’d 
come to you— 

12-00:11:05 

Ulman: The unions, yes. I knew the union people. Incidentally, the academic people in 
the Kennedy administration were not like Gary Becker or the Chicago school. 
They were Keynesians. And Keynes of course was [also concerned] about 
labor costs and things like that. 

12-00:11:32 

Koya: So as Keynesians, becoming critics of some of those— 

12-00:11:35 

Ulman: Oh yes. Well, we talked about that. 
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12-00:11:40 

Koya: We’ll maybe conclude with some further thoughts on the state of the labor 
union movement after we’ve gone through some more of your work. Why 
don’t we go to the Free Speech Movement. 

12-00:11:55 

Ulman: First of all, I’ll mention only my own involvement, as it were. You had 
mentioned the Heyman Committee, of which I was a member. The Heyman 
Committee issued a report, which was very critical of the campus 
administration, and condemned it up one side and down the other, which I 
agreed with. But I said I thought that we should also to take into account the 
fact that some of the students were really playing fast and loose on the 
campus. My colleagues asked, “What would you suggest?” I replied, “I think 
Mario Savio could be suspended for a quarter.” Mike Heyman, who was the 
chairman of the committee, said, “Oh, you reactionary bastard.” Aaron 
Gordon, who was my friend from the department, said, “Lloyd, I’m surprised 
at you.” Kerr, of course, was furious at this report. He called me up and he 
said, “You know, in labor, in arbitration, one side gets the money and the 
other side gets the language. But I’ve got no language at all here.” He asked, 
“How did Aaron vote on this thing?” I said, “Clark, I don’t think it would be 
right for me to tell you that.” 

12-00:13:49 

Koya: Wow. Was Aaron Gordon still chair of economics at this point? 

12-00:13:53 

Ulman: He might have been. I don’t recall. Yes, he might have been. Of course, he 
knew Clark, and they knew each other so well. That was the Heyman 
Committee. 

12-00:14:07 

Koya: Can I read you Clark Kerr’s evaluation of the Heyman Committee report? He 
writes about it in his memoir, The Gold and the Blue. He said, “Thus, in my 
judgment, the FSM tactics of the fall of 1964 came closer to coercive than 
persuasive actions. They fell a long way short of the moral standards of 
Socrates and Gandhi. These, of course, are very high standards. It is 
understandable how young persons with experience in the South during the 
long, hot summer should fall short of them.” He’s referring to the Mississippi 
summer of 1964. “It is less understandable how a faculty committee should 
review such actions, as at Berkeley in the fall of 1964, without a word of 
caution or a single penalty of consequence, even granted that the campus 
administration did seem to sabotage the October 2 agreement.” So he very 
much disagreed with the findings of the Heyman Committee. 

12-00:15:03 

Ulman: Yes. Oh, yes, he did. I can testify to that personally, that he was sore. I’ll have 
a couple of words of evaluation in a minute.  
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 There were two other episodes in which I was involved. The second one was 
as director of the Institute. I received a phone call one day in my office from 
Wayne Horvitz, who was the vice president of industrial relations of one of 
the big steamship lines operating out of San Francisco. It was run by a 
prominent family. Wayne said, “The family is very concerned about what’s 
happening on the campus, and we would like to see if we could help. Would 
you mind coming over for lunch on Thursday?” I said to him, “Of course I’ll 
come over.” “Oh, wait a minute,” he said, “Thursday, I always have lunch 
with Lou Goldblatt,” who was the sort of nominal number two of the ILWU 
[International Longshore and Warehouse Union], with whom he had close 
relations. “Would you mind if he joined us?” I said, “Of course. I’d be happy 
to do that.” Goldblatt had a reputation of being a very brilliant negotiator. I 
remember Jimmy Hoffa once said to me, “Lou Goldblatt is the best negotiator 
that I ever came up against.” He was quite left wing, or, as the saying went in 
those days, “Lou is a little Chinese.” 

12-00:17:46 

Koya: As in Maoist? 

12-00:17:47 

Ulman: As in Maoist, yes. Anyway, I went over there and found that it was really 
Goldblatt’s meeting. He said to me, “The ILWU thinks we can be of help. 
We’re used to dealing with unrest. In a way, we think we’re more 
knowledgeable about that than the people on the campus would be.” 

12-00:18:38 

Koya: Than the administration? 

12-00:18:39 

Ulman: Yes. 

12-00:18:40 

Koya: Or the faculty? 

12-00:18:41 

Ulman: That’s what he meant.  He went on, “Now, we think that some of these student 
demands, you should meet them.” Then he reeled off a list of demands. My 
reaction was that he didn’t know what was going on with the campus and 
what students and the leaders of the movement were really concerned about. 
This guy was really out of it. Not because he was a lefty. On the contrary, he 
seemed too far to the right in the area. 

12-00:19:31 

Koya: I’m sorry, he was what from that viewpoint? 

12-00:19:33 

Ulman: He was to the right of them. 

12-00:19:35 

Koya: Of the students? 
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12-00:19:36 

Ulman: Of the students, yes. 

12-00:19:37 

Koya: So a leftwing ILWU leader was, at this point, to the right of the students? 

12-00:19:41 

Ulman: I thought. He seemed oblivious to my reactions, and continued, “Of course it 
can’t be one way. There has to be some give on the other side.” He said, 
“Savio could be suspended for a quarter,” which had been my suggestion in 
the Heyman Committee. I replied, “I certainly will let Clark know about this.” 
Then he went off. Horvitz was furious with me. He said, “Listen, my friend, 
you may not like talking to Communists, but I’ll tell you something. They are 
better than Trotskyites, because they know when to stop.” This guy had 
stopped so far short. I thought later on that maybe he was a brilliant 
negotiator, but in some Machiavellian sense.  

 Probably the most influential leader of the students at that time, outside of 
Savio, was Bettina Aptheker. A very brilliant kid, she was at that time, and 
also a leader in the sense that Savio wasn’t. If she said yes, it was yes. If she 
said no, it was no. She was like a good Communist collective bargainer; 
Communists were very good bargainers, incidentally. So I thought— 

12-00:21:41 

Koya: Communists in the old CIO [Congress of Industrial Organizations] unions? 

12-00:21:43 

Ulman: Yes, in the CIO unions. It occurred to me that maybe it was a an objective of 
the ILWU to get rid of Savio and put Aptheker in the number one slot, since 
they did know of her, of course. 

12-00:22:03 

Koya: Why do you say they know her? 

12-00:22:08 

Ulman: I’m presuming that they did, and that they knew her orientation. 

12-00:22:11 

Koya: So there was some common knowledge at the time about her political 
affiliations with the Communist Party USA? 

12-00:22:19 

Ulman: Whatever there was, the ILWU knew, and Goldblatt knew. It occurred that he 
might have had a hidden agenda. It’s possible, but I have no idea whether that 
was true or not. All I knew was that— 

12-00:22:38 

Koya: There was supposition about this amongst the faculty, and you thought he 
maybe had a more interior angle at that. 
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12-00:22:45 

Ulman: Yes. Not that Aptheker’s views weren’t well-known. Her father, too, was a 
very prominent Marxist historian. 

 I also served on the Senate Policy Committee, as it was called. The Senate 
Policy Committee was created by a vote of the Faculty Senate. In those days, 
the senate held meetings nonstop. Meetings were interminable, but there were 
always some people around at the end, and those people would be usually on 
the left. The faculty was bitterly divided between the left and the not so left. 
This motion to create a Senate Policy Committee was intended to minimize 
the need to have everything done in plenary session of the full academic 
senate. Sandy Kadish of the law school was the first chairman. I was a 
member. Larry Levine from history, and Howard Schachman of biology, and 
Herma Kay of the law school, and its dean at the time. That went on for a 
year, and at the end of the year, Sandy quit as chair and we got a new 
committee. I was the chair of the new committee. Dave Feller and Jan Vetter, 
both from the law school, were on it. Our work involved meeting with 
students at one or two in the morning, and so on. 

 You said you wanted to hear what I thought about this. I never really 
pondered that question, and I certainly haven’t done any reading on it. There’s 
one interpretation that stuck in my head. I was standing at the corner of 
Telegraph and— 

12-00:26:48 

Koya: Bancroft? 

12-00:26:49 

Ulman: Bancroft, that’s right, with Bob Ash, who, at that time, was president of the 
Alameda County Labor Federation. A very, very fine man. We were taking in 
the action, the helicopters, teargas, horn blowing, etc. Bob said to me, “I’ll 
never understand this. Nobody is hungry.” Our generation was, as we used to 
put it, “from hunger.” In our youth people really were hungry. 

12-00:27:46 

Koya: Where they would fight for bread. 

12-00:27:47 

Ulman: Yes. It’s hard to understand why it’s not going on now with certain people. 

 There was a second consideration. A funny Institute episode involving our 
Labor Center. We had the Minority Union Leadership Training Program 
going on at the same time that I had this, and I had teaching and stuff like that. 
I remember one day, there was a lot of commotion in our neighborhood, that 
we were going to be picketed or invaded or something. A police lieutenant 
came into the—we were having a class with minority union students—this 
policeman, he had a gold badge, so he was a lieutenant, I think, and he said, 
“We understand that they’re going to come in and try to occupy this building. 
We would like to station an officer quietly in the vestibule out here.” The 
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students heard that, and they said, “No cops, professor. No cops.” I said, “I 
think we’d rather not have a policeman,” so he said okay. We didn’t have any. 
Then, sure enough, they marched down the street. There was one thing that 
the students were really good at, which was theatrics. They had a big black 
flag and a big red flag, anarchist colors, marching down. When we saw that, a 
student said, “Professor, give us our smoke break now.” They would take 
breaks. Everybody smoked in those days, especially the poor folks. So I said 
okay. They would go out on the stoop for a smoke. So there they were, about 
fifteen black guys, and these students marched. They said, “Hello, fellows. 
What’s going on? What’s going on?” They took a look at these fellows, and 
they marched right past us. Didn’t invade, as it were. That was a little of the 
proletariat. The same sort of thing as Bob Ash not understanding things when 
people were hungry. 

12-00:31:09 

Koya: Why do you think those students marched on? 

12-00:31:13 

Ulman: They didn’t want to mix it in, because they would have been beaten up or they 
would have had a fight, physically, with the trade union fellows. It meant 
nothing to the latter to fight. They were fighting cops all the time. The one 
thing they didn’t want was a cop in the building. No cops. 

12-00:31:35 

Koya: Because in their neighborhoods— 

12-00:31:36 

Ulman: Yes. That was their territory. So the Institute benefited from that. Anyway, to 
get back to what’s it all about, Alfie, I, like, everybody else, was at the Greek 
Theater when Kerr spoke. Savio was sitting on the platform opposite. 

12-00:32:14 

Koya: This is December of 1964, right? 

12-00:32:15 

Ulman: I guess so. Kerr’s position was, “I think that we really have the same 
objectives in mind, but our methods are different. That’s all that’s separating 
us. The methods are different.” Savio then jumped up, pulled the mike 
[microphone] out of Kerr’s hands and said, “That’s a bold, bare-faced lie!” I 
still remember that. Boy, it was really quite a moment. The fact of the matter 
is, my reaction was that Kerr was really correct. It was a difference in 
methods, as the quotation that you read me put it. Means versus ends—that 
was the basic thing to our generation. The means would not justify the ends. 
That was the difference between Communists and, say, Socialists. The big 
difference. Now, Savio felt that the issue was different, that the ends were 
different, too, but he, at least, never explained to me what those ends were. I 
would ask the students during informal soirées, “What are you after? What are 
you really after?” As you can well imagine, I never got much of a response. 
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 Berkeley was the first, but campuses all over the country were protesting. My 
own school, Columbia, was even rougher than the campus here. And of course 
there were the events of May 1968 in France. 

 And right after the military draft for the Vietnam War was eliminated, the 
student movement here evaporated so far as I could see. That was significant, 
of course: the protests were related to what was going on in the wider society. 
Whatever one thinks of the methods employed, I could sympathize with anti-
Vietnam protests. I recall protesting to my friends on the Council of Economic 
Advisers against “undeclared wars.” But I could not approve of disrupting 
classes. 

12-00:35:43 

Koya: So did you agree with Kerr, the distinction between persuasive and coercive 
tactics? 

12-00:35:50 

Ulman: Yes, I do. Then the question was the role of the faculty. 

12-00:36:03 

Koya: Absolutely. 

12-00:36:06 

Ulman: My position is that faculties are not meant to govern universities, really. They 
are meant to reproduce themselves and to go about their own individual 
business. I think, on our campus, they’ve done that quite brilliantly, on the 
whole. But when it comes to deciding what to do about “time, place, and 
manner” of meetings and so on and so forth, they’re not really good. They 
demonstrated that repeatedly. And I’ve always believed that the faculty, in 
situations like that, are playing with other people’s money. They have no skin 
in the game. They can take a vote, lose a vote, win a vote. It makes really no 
difference. I’ll give you two examples. I think they are examples, anyway. 
Both involved two of the most distinguished scholars on the campus. One of 
them was a philosopher. 

12-00:37:31 

Koya: John Searle? 

12-00:37:37 

Ulman: He had a very, very vivid personality, John did. He would be up in sort of a 
favorite corner of his, harangue students every day from a favorite spot, until 
one Monday he returned with a complete change of course, from pro-student 
to con. I’m sure that being a philosopher, he had great rationale for that, but 
nevertheless... 

 Another case involved a mathematician who won the Fields Prize, which 
makes Nobel Prizes look like small fry. This gets back to my relationship to 
the war issue. The students— 
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12-00:38:40 

Koya: Who was the mathematics professor? Do you recall? 

12-00:38:43 

Ulman: Steve Smale. What happened? The students, some people in the movement, 
got a hold of schedules for troop trains, to find out when they pulled through 
this area. 

12-00:39:25 

Koya: The Amtrak trains? 

12-00:39:26 

Ulman: The Amtrak, I guess it was. Then they would try to stop the troop trains. 

12-00:39:33 

Koya: Oh, the troop trains? Sorry. Okay. 

12-00:39:39 

Ulman: Somebody wanted to know where they got this information. I can’t vouch for 
this yarn, but it’s a good story. Smale was very involved with the students’ 
eye, especially with the anti-Vietnam protestors. They phoned him for 
information on all this. Smale said, “I’m sorry, I’m back in mathematical 
mode.” 

12-00:40:40 

Koya: So this is what you mean by the stakes, that they could switch on and off— 

12-00:40:43 

Ulman: Irresponsible. Literally, not responsible. 

12-00:40:49 

Koya: They could go back to philosophy mode or math— 

12-00:40:52 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right. 

12-00:40:54 

Koya: And that was it. 

12-00:40:55 

Ulman: That was it, yes. Basically, he had been a mathematician on holiday. 

12-00:41:01 

Koya: Do you have a sense why either Searle or Smale turned against the 
movement? 

12-00:41:07 

Ulman: No. As far as I know, Smale didn’t turn against it at all. I’m sure that John 
Searle could have given you plenty of reasons why he changed his mind. This 
is informal, just between you and me, and Posterity. 
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12-00:41:26 

Koya: Yes, the three of us. 

12-00:41:32 

Ulman: That’s the role of the faculty. The administrations should do its job. I’ve 
always had great respect for administration, although I encountered very few 
really good administrators. Clark himself was as great as they come, but he 
appointed a very weak chancellor at Berkeley when he became— 

12-00:41:56 

Koya: Strong? 

12-00:41:57 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right, [Edward] Strong. One time, early in this game, somebody 
called up the chancellor’s office at lunchtime. Strong himself picked up the 
phone. He said, “There’s nobody here. Everybody’s out to lunch.” He was 
working on a paper on Galileo at the time, according to the story. Just a story. 
I can’t vouch for these things. 

 We finally got an outstanding administrative leader on the campus in Roger 
Heyns when he came on. He was very, very good. The students kept saying, 
“Why don’t you pay attention to us? Why don’t you listen to us? You want to 
throw us back into the sandpit.” That was their general complaint. 

12-00:43:08 

Koya: Sandpit meaning? 

12-00:43:11 

Ulman: Babies play in sandpits. You want to throw us back into the sandpit all the 
time. Heyns replied from a popular play at the time, “The Unsinkable Molly 
Brown.” “Don’t say that your prayers aren’t answered. They are, and the 
answer is no.” Kerr felt that the damage to the reputation of the university was 
almost irreparable. Of course, he was kicked out. I think he was right. This is 
not revealed now, necessarily, but they never got the support after that. 
Especially after Reagan was elected, really, in part, on this issue. 

12-00:44:11 

Koya: In 1967 or so. 

12-00:44:12 

Ulman: Yes. So here we are today, with Reagan as the patron saint of the 
conservatives. Just a couple of words about the Faculty Association. 

12-00:44:28 

Koya: There are a few more questions about the Free Speech Movement, I’m sure. 

12-00:44:31 

Ulman: Okay, sure. 

12-00:44:34 

Koya: Why did you want to suspend Mario Savio? 
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12-00:44:45 

Ulman: He was going into classrooms, urging people on. Nothing particularly in what 
he said. He was a very able fellow, charismatic. That was a very tragic case, 
Savio. Howie Schachman, I think, was—he knew Schachman, anyway, 
whether he was a student. I think, though, that Savio was a physics student. 
Savio was quite bitter about some of the other students, and he would say to 
Schachman, “Professor Schachman, they don’t have the interests of the 
university. They don’t have the interest of the Berkeley campus at heart.” He 
felt that he himself did. I think he meant it. But what exactly he wanted 
beyond Vietnam, which was not his particular issue, I don’t know. There was 
really a prolonged sort of mob revolutionary atmosphere on the campus, 
without physical harm to people, so far as I could see. But it’s no fun when 
you have all this teargas floating around the campus. 

 Once, Art Okun, then chair of the Council of Economic Advisers, came to 
Berkeley to speak. He spoke at the Faculty Club, because it was the only place 
where it was relatively secure and quiet. Even then, he got a whiff of teargas, 
and he had to dip into a box of Kleenex all during his lecture. There was 
another time when they— 

12-00:47:28 

Koya: Brought to tears by his Berkeley experience. 

12-00:47:30 

Ulman: Yes. When they got Arthur Goldberg out, who was, by that time, I think the— 

12-00:47:37 

Koya: On the Supreme Court or had he resigned? 

12-00:47:41 

Ulman: Yes, I think he had resigned. He went— 

12-00:47:43 

Koya: This is about 1968. 

12-00:47:44 

Ulman: Then he went to the UN as ambassador to the United Nations. President 
Johnson wanted him in the United Nations, and so Goldberg felt he had to do 
that. Somebody on the campus invited him to give us a talk. The students were 
very much against him, because of the Vietnam war. Because I knew him, I 
was dispatched to pick him up at the airport with a driver. I said, “Arthur, it’s 
pretty rough, these things, and I’m not sure you should do it.” “Look,” he said, 
“I’ve spoken to crowds before in the union and so on. I’ve spoken to angry 
crowds.” He said, “You tell your chancellor to relax, and we’ll have a nice, 
quiet meeting.” I said, “Look, Bettina Aptheker said, ‘Arthur Goldberg has 
got a bachelor’s degree, and he’s got an LLB degree. When he comes to 
Berkeley, we’ll give him a third degree.’” I told him that, and he didn’t like it. 
Sure enough, they really gave him a terrific going over during his speech. 
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12-00:49:33 

Koya: Did they interrupt his speech? Did they ask harsh questions or difficult 
questions? 

12-00:49:37 

Ulman: It just was a hell of a scene. 

 At one time Milton Friedman came to give us a seminar. The students had 
heard that he was an unconventional economist, so they all wanted to jam in. 
There were 500 people trying to get into a seminar! Friedman said, “Look, no. 
This is a technical talk.” He said, “Please go back. Please leave. You’re just 
wasting your time.” Nobody left. More of them wanted to come in. So he said, 
“I’m going to give equations. Look.” He wrote one on the blackboard. He 
said, “Do you still want to stay?” Then, after he began lecturing, they began to 
leave. It was a weird time. It was a very weird and unpleasant time. 

 Should I talk a little about—a few words about the Faculty Association? 

12-00:50:51 

Koya: I still have some big questions, actually, about the movement. 

12-00:50:55 

Ulman: FSM? Go ahead. 

12-00:50:58 

Koya: It’s an important episode for university history and so forth. Can you say a 
little bit, going back to the Heyman Committee, about what it was like to hold 
hearings back in October 1964? You were doing interviews with students 
about what the activities were of Mario Savio and the rest? 

12-00:51:25 

Ulman: I can’t remember that. I do remember our discussion. I think we just 
discussed— 

12-00:51:31 

Koya: Did you take student testimony or anything to investigate— 

12-00:51:35 

Ulman: I don’t think so. It was a faculty committee. Mike was the chair. 

12-00:51:41 

Koya: With the Senate Advisory Committee—was that what it was called? That you 
were also on for several years. 

12-00:51:47 

Ulman: That was the Policy Committee. 

12-00:51:48 

Koya: The Senate Policy Committee. What was the context in which you were 
meeting with students? Were there specific meetings that you set up with 
them, or were you doing it on an ad hoc basis? 
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12-00:51:58 

Ulman: All informal, ad hoc. They call up and you come. Either I had a class or they 
were at a riot, scheduled, or something like that. We’d meet, sometimes, at 
odd times in the morning. Aaron Gordon would come with me. I would be 
pressing them on one point or another, and Aaron said, “My heart won’t stand 
for this. We’ve got to go home.” 

12-00:52:35 

Koya: You were kind of putting out fires for the senate. 

12-00:52:40 

Ulman: Yes. Representing the senate. Yes, there were meetings. We had some longer 
meetings. We had meetings with [Earl] Budd Cheit on for the administration. 

12-00:52:54 

Koya: He was now in the chancellor’s office? 

12-00:52:55 

Ulman: Vice chancellor, yes. 

12-00:52:58 

Koya: Let me just ask one last question for today. Just the timing and everything, 
we’ll need to wrap up. What about Clark Kerr’s role in this? Do you feel that 
he handled himself well through the Free Speech Movement? Did he manage 
the tensions with— 

12-00:53:13 

Ulman: No. Well, I don’t think anybody could have, but he certainly wasn’t 
successful. The only thing that he was successful in was getting himself 
kicked out. The regents asked him to quit, and they offered him a big bonus 
package. He said a really big one, but he wouldn’t do it. I remember he got 
Dunlop out, over the weekend, from Harvard. John came over to his house. 
They talked about what he was going to do, and Clark apparently said that he 
would make them fire him, which I think was a very brilliant thing. 

12-00:54:01 

Koya: Make Reagan fire him. 

12-00:54:03 

Ulman: Yes, I guess make Reagan— 

12-00:54:06 

Koya: Reagan and the regents. 

12-00:54:07 

Ulman: And the regents, yes. Then, of course, he came back to the campus, he came 
back to the Institute he founded. He said we were the only outfit who was 
ready to give him a room on the campus. There was one great cost to our 
campus from this whole affair, and that was Berkeley probably, at that time, 
had the outstanding department of political science, and maybe sociology, in 
the country. They were packed with left wing intellectuals of the sort of kind 
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that Kerr grew up with and I grew up with and so on. They were disgusted 
with the senate and the whole scene. Marty Lipset quit and went East. Nat 
Glazer quit and he went to Harvard. Walter Galenson left Econ., and went to 
Cornell. These were really losses. Losing outstanding people is a tragedy. I 
think that was a cost of the other thing. 

12-00:55:43 

Koya: We’ll pick some of this up next time we meet. 

12-00:55:54 

Ulman: Tell me what your question is. 

12-00:55:57 

Koya: I was going to ask first if you felt that Kerr had handled relationships between 
his office of the president and then his relationship to Edward Strong and the 
chancellor’s office— 

12-00:56:12 

Ulman: I don’t know. 

12-00:56:13 

Koya: Then, second, how you felt he had negotiated with the students at various 
points. We’ll have to come back. 

12-00:56:17 

Ulman: The students, I told you, really, that was symbolized to me by the Greek 
Theater affairs. There, he was supposed to present his position to the students, 
and Savio blew it up. 

12-00:56:35 

Koya: And Savio himself dragged off the stage. 

12-00:56:38 

Ulman: Yes, I guess so. I don’t remember that. But it was typical. 

12-00:56:43 

Koya: Okay, good. We’ll come back to it next we meet. Thanks so much. 

12-00:56:47 

Ulman: Yes, and the Faculty Association. 

[End of Interview]  
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Interview #7 October 6, 2011 
Audio File 13 

13-00:00:06 

Koya: Okay, today is October 6, 2011. This is the seventh interview, the beginning 
of tape thirteen, with Dr. Lloyd Ulman. We’re going to go back to the Free 
Speech Movement, which we left off last time. I wanted to go back to the 
Heyman report really quickly. There was an issue there that we didn’t discuss. 
Clark Kerr noted that the report that you made had been sent to the academic 
senate and not to Chancellor Edward Strong. Was that a deliberate decision? 
Do you recall anything about that? 

13-00:00:40 

Ulman: I have no recollection of that. 

13-00:00:46 

Koya: You mentioned also last week that perhaps Chancellor Heyns was more 
capable than Edward Strong had been at dealing with the— 

13-00:00:55 

Ulman: Chancellor Heyns? Oh yes, no question about that. I’m not talking about 
scholarly work here, but Heyns was an outstanding administrator. He was a 
leader. Clark said that he furnished leadership when we needed it. 

13-00:01:14 

Koya: Did you have any particular interactions with either Chancellor during the 
course of the Free Speech Movement? 

13-00:01:23 

Ulman: Not with Strong. I was just doing my normal work as a faculty member and 
over at the Institute. With Heyns, though, yes, a good deal, when I was the 
chair of the Senate Policy Committee. Before that, I was a member of the 
Senate Policy Committee, and there was a lot of work arranging meetings and 
stuff like that. I worked mostly with [Earl] Budd Cheit, who was the vice 
chancellor. 

13-00:01:56 

Koya: What was the character of the conversations? Do you remember any specific 
interactions about your work on the Senate Policy Committee? 

13-00:02:04 

Ulman: I remember one time, there was a problem of when to schedule a certain 
meeting of our committee—an open meeting. Everything was open in those 
days. One of our members was Herb McClosky, in political science. He was a 
good friend of mine, and had been Hubert Humphrey’s first campaign 
manager. I knew him from Minnesota. Herb thought that the administration 
would just cave after the students objected to what we arranged, and we would 
be hung out to dry. So I said, “Let’s go speak to the chancellor.” 
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13-00:03:13 

Koya: This was Chancellor Heyns at this point?  

13-00:03:14 

Ulman: Heyns. So we did. I aced him, “Well, Roger, if we go through with this 
meeting,” which we knew would be difficult, “will you stand by us?” He said, 
“Absolutely.” I said, “Well, Herb, that’s good enough for me. How do you 
feel about it?” He said, “Well, I don’t feel too comfortable about it, but let’s 
do it.” We had the meeting. The meeting was attended by 300 people. It was 
supposed to be just a small committee meeting. It lasted three hours. It was 
quite a mess. 

13-00:04:10 

Koya: So students had come into the meeting? 

13-00:04:12 

Ulman: Yes. We held it at a lecture hall that was large enough, and they were 
crammed into the thing, and kept whistling and booing. Budd Cheit attended 
it, and Ray Sontage, who was a professor of diplomatic science. At one stage, 
he whispered to me, “Lloyd, I’m feeling the weight of every one of my sixty-
five years.” I said to him, “Patience and fortitude.” That’s what Mayor 
LaGuardia used to say to everybody. “Patience and fortitude, Ray,” I said. 
“I’m feeling the weight of your sixty-five years, too, when we get through 
this.” We did. We got to the resolution, and we passed the resolution to a 
chorus of boos. 

13-00:05:14 

Koya: What was the resolution? 

13-00:05:18 

Ulman: When we’re going to have this public meeting. Some nonsense. 

13-00:05:22 

Koya: Procedural. 

13-00:05:31 

Ulman: They were obviously going to try to break up the public meeting. They did 
their best with us, but I kept on bulling it through. But sure enough, Heyns 
caved in. 

13-00:05:51 

Koya: How did he cave in? 

13-00:05:53 

Ulman: He let them do it. We wanted something done, and we had passed the 
resolution. I can’t remember it. It was just the usual FSM [Free Speech 
Movement] junk that everybody made a big fuss over, including some left-ish 
faculty members who were there. Anyhow, that was—  
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13-00:06:24 

Koya: Some of the work with the Senate Policy Committee. Do you remember any 
specific meetings with students over specific crises or anything during your— 

13-00:06:34 

Ulman: It was one long crisis and one long series of meetings, formal, informal. 

13-00:06:44 

Koya: In the context of your work with the Senate Policy Committee, we talked a 
little bit about Bettina Aptheker and Mario Savio last week. There were some 
other prominent student leaders I thought I might mention. Maybe you had a 
recollection of them. Someone like Steve Weissman? 

13-00:07:00 

Ulman: You bring back a very familiar name, but I can’t remember right now. 

13-00:07:03 

Koya: Jack Weinberg? 

13-00:07:04 

Ulman: Yes, he was the original guy in the car, who pissed in the car, and they used to 
hand him stuff to piss in. He remained in the car. I didn’t know him at all. 
That was before I was on this committee, or maybe the Heyman Committee, 
around that time. 

13-00:07:20 

Koya: Yes, it would have been at the time of the Heyman Committee. Art or Jackie 
Goldberg? 

13-00:07:27 

Ulman: Also familiar names, but I don’t— 

13-00:07:33 

Koya: I happen to know of one student who was involved in the protests, Bob 
Flanagan. 

13-00:07:38 

Ulman: Oh my. Yes, sure. They had called for a third world strike, so-called, on the 
campus. In the meantime, at the Institute, our faculty research assistants had 
formed a union of their own and demanded that we meet with them. So I met 
with them once a week. If they had good suggestions—and some were 
intelligent and good—they got what they wanted. We were going along all 
right. But they announced that they were going to participate in the— 

13-00:08:35 

Koya: Third world strike? 

13-00:08:36 

Ulman: In the third world strike. That just pissed me off. So I said to them, “Look, all 
right, go ahead. But remember, let’s have an adult strike instead of a sandpit 
strike.” They said, “What do you mean?” I said, “When adults go on strike, 
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they lose pay.” Of course, these were research assistants. One of them 
muttered, “How could they tell the difference?” Somebody said that during 
the Communist occupation of—I guess it was Czechoslovakia— 

13-00:09:13 

Koya: That was in 1968. I’m thinking of Prague Spring. 

13-00:09:20 

Ulman: The joke went around, when the Czechs go on strike, who can tell the 
difference? I then thought, well, let’s see, I’ll try to give them a choice. I 
phoned my trusty counsel, Dave Feller, and read him what I proposed. He 
said, “You can’t say that. It’s unconstitutional.” I asked, “What constitution?” 
Dave said, “The U.S. Constitution.” I said, “Well, what would you have me 
say, then?” He said, “Just say, check one of the two: I am continuing to work 
on the job for which I am paid, or, two, I am on strike.” I circulated that. The 
next day, Bob Flanagan passed me on the stairs, and he was furious. I thought, 
this must be what a black Irishman looks like. He said, “I’m not talking to 
you.” I said, “Why not?” He said, “That’s an insult. You should assume we’re 
on strike.” Well, anyway, another week or so went by. I showed up for the 
regular weekly meeting with our unit, but nobody showed up. I went to the 
president and asked, “Why wasn’t anybody at the meeting?” He said, “We 
have no more union. You’ve broken it.” So that was the episode with Bob 
Flanagan, who, of course, wound up, ingloriously, as the associate dean of the 
Stanford Business School. 

13-00:11:33 

Koya: We were talking, just for a moment there, about Chancellor Strong and 
Chancellor Heyns. 

13-00:11:43 

Ulman: Go ahead. 

13-00:11:51 

Koya: Did you discuss the policies of either of the chancellors with Clark Kerr? 

13-00:11:56 

Ulman: No. I told you, though, that Kerr had called me up after the Heyman report 
came out. 

13-00:12:01 

Koya: Right, right. We talked about that. Do you think that Chancellor Strong had 
overreached when he had banned the student organizations in the fall term of 
1964? 

13-00:12:09 

Ulman: Yes, sure. That was conceded pretty early in the game. Even by Kerr. There 
was no question about it. 

13-00:12:17 

Koya: Then he further reinstated it— 
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13-00:12:19 

Ulman: I don’t know what the hell he did. 

13-00:12:22 

Koya: Or why? 

13-00:12:23 

Ulman: Yes, I just told you he was out to lunch [when answering his office phone]. 

13-00:12:42 

Koya: He had taken some pretty strong stances. He also was reinstating disciplinary 
actions against Savio and Weinberg. Do you think that Kerr dealt strongly 
enough with Chancellor Strong during this period? Should he have asked 
Strong to kind of pull back on some of these disciplinary actions? 

13-00:13:06 

Ulman: Things were getting rough, or unruly, on the campus. The demand was 
coming from Sacramento, even from the first governor, Pat Brown, that Kerr 
call in the state police. 

13-00:13:27 

Koya: Maybe the National Guard. 

13-00:13:28 

Ulman: The National Guard, that’s right. He refused to do that, and then they fired 
him.  

13-00:13:38 

Koya: They fired? 

13-00:13:39 

Ulman: They fired Kerr. 

13-00:13:41 

Koya: That was in 1967. As far as Kerr handling Strong during this period of the fall 
of 1964, as president— 

13-00:13:51 

Ulman: I don’t know. Strong was eliminated from the scene pretty— 

13-00:13:57 

Koya: Pretty quickly. 

13-00:13:58 

Ulman: Pretty early. 

13-00:14:18 

Koya: You were talking also last week about the role of the faculty in the free speech 
movement. If I understand correctly, you were arguing that the administration, 
and not the faculty, were ultimately responsible for meeting student demands, 
or arbitrating student demands? 
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13-00:14:35 

Ulman: No. What I said was, in general, the faculty is a poor hand when it comes to 
governing, doing anything collectively except reproducing itself. This place 
has done that very, very well—and of course doing their own individual 
teaching and research, and they should be free to do that. They do that very 
well over here, too, which has largely made Berkeley the place it is. 

 I remember once, this committee that I had chaired had student members on it, 
one or two. Even though I was regarded as pretty tough and undesirable by the 
left, I always got along somehow or other, with my own individual students. 
Trying to keep them out of jail and stuff like that. 

13-00:15:44 

Koya: Although you believe that faculty are best at those strict core competencies, 
certainly many faculty did get involved— 

13-00:15:55 

Ulman: Yes, you’re damn right. 

13-00:15:57 

Koya: With the Free Speech Movement. Did you have any arguments or discussions 
about faculty involvement with faculty? Did that raise issues? 

13-00:16:10 

Ulman: The first term that I served as a member of this Senate Policy Committee, we 
certainly argued about that. I used to argue with Howie Schachman and Larry 
Levine and Herma Kay. There was no question about that. We talked about 
that sort of thing. 

13-00:16:33 

Koya: What was the nature of those conversations? 

13-00:16:35 

Ulman: I think this episode now lies in well-merited obscurity. It hurt the university. 
But I did think of one thing last week. There’s a similarity between the FSM 
and the Occupy Wall Street protest movement that’s going on here, in the 
sense that, with the exception of the initial demand for free speech, as it were, 
neither one of these episodes have involved a decently-formulated, concrete 
demand. Yet I’m more sympathetic to what’s going on now than I was to the 
earlier movement, because the other, whatever benefits it had, it incurred a 
heavy cost to the campus. That, to my mind, is the first priority. And the 
Occupiers have their own skin in the game. I told some of our FSM radicals 
that when they received their Berkeley degrees they could look forward to 
successful careers. Not so with the present Occupiers. Theirs is a real tragedy. 

13-00:17:56 

Koya: So a heavy cost to Wall Street doesn’t disturb you quite so much? 

13-00:17:59 

Ulman: Not a bit. They merit a heavy cost. 
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13-00:18:04 

Koya: I was reading, actually—Lloyd Fisher had written an essay in a book by Bruce 
Kaufman about the development of the discipline of labor economics. He 
made a really interesting statement about his generation of labor economists, 
which includes Kerr and Dunlop, and you’re following right on that 
generation. He talked about the Depression as something that shook the faith 
of young people in existing institutions. He noted, then, as you’ve noted when 
we were talking about Columbia in our first interview, that students really 
took to radical politics during the Depression. You had, in your cohort, a split 
between Socialists and Communists, not between Republicans and Democrats, 
like we might have on campus today. What do you think happened with this 
generation of students in the 1960s? Had they also lost faith with institutions? 

13-00:19:07 

Ulman: It’s something that I wonder about. Not in terms of the students. I think a lot 
of people in general, their faith has been shaken. Not to the point of doing 
anything—until this Wall Street protest thing— 

13-00:19:32 

Koya: I’m talking more about the 1960s, though. 

13-00:19:34 

Ulman: In the 1960s? 

13-00:19:43 

Koya: Had the Free Speech Movement generation lost faith in institutions in a way 
that’s analogous to what your generation experienced vis-à-vis the 
Depression? Was it the war? Was it the civil rights movement? Were those 
causes enough to shake their faith in institutions? 

13-00:19:55 

Ulman: The big thing in the 1960s was the Vietnam War. That’s the big thing. They 
were against that sort of stuff. I don’t think they joined any significant radical 
activity that I can think of. 

 Lloyd Fisher, incidentally, was one whom I’ve always greatly respected. I 
didn’t know him very well. He was ahead of my time. He was Clark Kerr’s 
most intimate intimate. Kerr would call him up at all hours of the day or night. 
He was originally with the longshoremen’s union, and probably a Communist, 
but a very able guy. His work on agricultural labor was really excellent. Truly 
excellent. 

13-00:20:59 

Koya: We were talking about what was it that motivated these protests. We had the 
anecdote of Bob Ash saying, “Nobody’s hungry, so what’s really”— 

13-00:21:29 

Ulman: That’s the reaction of the Depression generation, you see. 
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13-00:21:33 

Koya: So there’s a break at that point. 

13-00:21:35 

Ulman: Why are they talking? What’s going on? 

13-00:21:39 

Koya: Historians address this period as a kind of break between an old and a new 
left. So a new left emerging around the Free Speech Movement, the war, civil 
rights, gender politics, and so forth. Some of those politics didn’t have the 
same kind of resonance in terms of hunger or redistribution. There were other 
kinds of concepts of social justice that may have been extant among the 
students. Do you have a feel for what the significance of that break was 
between the old and the new left at that period? 

13-00:22:20 

Ulman: The old left was pretty simple. It was Communist, Socialist, Social Democrat. 
It was Marxist. In the new left, the Marxist tradition had all but died out. 
There was a little flicker left in some of the academics. They were, again, the 
existing order of things, but I’m not an expert. I don’t remember that very 
well. Also, they had their own view, some of them, and some of them were 
good students of Dunlop. Not that he was at all a member of the new left! 
Their view was that collective bargaining reached its peak in the 1950s with 
what they call the Treaty of Detroit. It referred to the first three-year contract, 
I think, that was a long-term contract with the industrial union, UAW. This, 
they said, was America’s social compact, on the European model. Beginning 
in the late fifties, I guess, as the union movement declined and employers 
broke unions whenever they could and so on, this was depicted as an 
employer repeal of the social contract. I never believed it really was a social 
contract. 

13-00:24:27 

Koya: Why not? 

13-00:24:28 

Ulman: Because I don’t think there ever had been one in the first place. They did sign 
that three-year contract, but they had to sign the three-year contract. They 
were bargaining in a normal, adversarial relationship with the unions, and they 
did not want to strike. Simple as that. So I don’t believe there really was one 
[a social compact]. I think the employers kept on pushing, and their power to 
push increased for a number of underlying reasons. American employers 
never really accepted collective bargaining, to the extent that, for example, 
German employers have done. 

13-00:25:02 

Koya: So this undermined the increased power of the employers and the reduced 
political power of the unions? That diminished the old left? 
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13-00:25:14 

Ulman: Oh, the old left? The old left was sort of finished in the fifties, in the early 
fifties. The country got prosperous very quickly. We did not have a post-
World War One-type Depression after the war. We did have problems with 
inflation, but that wasn’t the same sort of thing. You always have to look, it 
seems to me, behind any social upheaval, social movement. You have to look 
at, relatively speaking, external circumstances. They began to turn 
unfavorable from the viewpoint of labor in this country beginning in the 
fifties. You had more and more international trade and that sort of thing. 

13-00:26:20 

Koya: And competition. 

13-00:26:21 

Ulman: Competition, and inflation, and government intervention a little bit. Not much 
here after the steel price episode that we discussed earlier. It almost is a, not 
Marxist, but materialistic interpretation that I’m giving you. 

13-00:26:47 

Koya: I was going to say structural. 

 Why do you think the Free Speech Movement became so explosive, then, if it 
wasn’t around the hunger issues, if it didn’t have a connection to— 

13-00:27:41 

Ulman: I think I mentioned last time that it was mostly the Vietnam War, even though 
that wasn’t always given as the primary casus belli. But the Vietnam War was 
always there. Don’t forget that while our Free Speech Movement was the first 
of its kind, it was followed promptly by unrest on all the major campuses in 
the country. Mike Reich was involved in Harvard, for example. He was a 
graduate student. It was part of a wider thing. The big thing in the wider 
protest was Vietnam. 

13-00:28:32 

Koya: Do you think the university could have done something better to kind of 
protect itself from the harm that you feel was inflicted on its reputation? Were 
there steps that could have been taken— 

13-00:28:43 

Ulman: There are people who felt strongly that Kerr should have called in the cops or 
the state police or whatever they were. Kerr felt that this was just going to 
invite real riots. 

13-00:29:06 

Koya: What do you think? 

13-00:29:10 

Ulman: I never felt too much one way or the other about them. It would be very bad to 
see them here. On the other hand, we had plenty of local police, and we had a 
lot of teargas being helicoptered around the joint, so I don’t really know. If he 
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had done that and there had been a bigger riot, then Reagan would probably 
have won by a bigger majority. 

 Well, I’ll tell you where I think the first mistake was made. The mistake was 
made appointing Ed Strong in the first place. That was Clark’s mistake, and 
Clark wanted, I think—this is an interpretation—to keep ultimate control. He 
wanted a chancellor whom he could control on the Berkeley campus, in part 
because he had himself a very strong rival on the UCLA campus. I can’t 
remember his name. That’s the mistake. The mistake was having a weak 
chancellor in the first place, and with a tacit assumption that everything would 
be smooth. Although this place had experienced a bitter loyalty oath episode, 
which, incidentally, turned out to be Kerr’s own springboard to the Berkeley 
chancellorship. 

13-00:30:50 

Koya: Were there steps that could have been taken? We know, on the one hand, that 
there were strong positions to involve the police more quickly, and that it 
could have been tamped down through disciplinary action. Were there other 
steps that could have been taken from the other side to kind of channel the 
energy of the students more constructively, to engage with them or— 

13-00:31:16 

Ulman: I really don’t know. There were all sorts of suggestions, of course. There were 
interminable faculty meetings that went on and on and on and on. Everybody 
had to talk. Every faculty member had to talk. And talk. And talk. That’s why 
this policy committee was formed, in order to sort of minimize the need to 
keep on calling full senate meetings. It did that, I guess. I couldn’t really tell 
you that— 

13-00:32:08 

Koya: In a sense, the Senate Policy Committee was the faculty response to— 

13-00:32:14 

Ulman: It was, yes. Heyns did work with it very closely, with the single exception that 
I mentioned. The student member threw up after that meeting that I described 
to you. I think Ray Sontag, one of them, had to go to the hospital for a while, 
and Heyns visited him in the hospital. You don’t know what it’s like to face a 
hostile mob. I don’t know how I did it, but I did it. Well, I was the chairman. I 
had to do it. 

13-00:32:56 

Koya: How was it that you came to be appointed first onto the committee and then 
the chairmanship? 

13-00:33:04 

Ulman: I don’t really know. They were all voted. I got along pretty well with the real 
radical left on the campus, not too badly, because I was always for letting 
people speak. I remember Owen Chamberlain, for example, who was the 
Nobel Prize-winning physicist, and Charlie Schwartz, who was also a 
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physicist. He was a professional sort of agitator on the campus, though a very 
brilliant guy, Charlie. He was always waiting for the bus in the morning, and I 
frequently gave him lifts in the morning. We talked about one thing and 
another on the way to work. They knew that I was on the [committee], and 
they phoned suggestions to me. I just kept going at it.  

 I do remember one bit regarding Howie Schachman. My cousin, who visited 
us the other week, who’s a year younger than I am and with whom I grew up 
practically together as kids, lives in Woods Hole in Massachusetts, which is 
the Mecca of biologists in the summer time. A lot of them go to Woods Hole 
and take their vacation there. There’s a Woods Hole Oceanographic Institute 
or something like that. Howie Schachman would go there, and he was a friend 
of my cousin’s late husband, Harry Ginsberg, who taught—used to be P and 
S, Physicians and Surgeons, at the Columbia Medical School. He was the 
chairman of the Biology Department there. We used to vacation in Martha’s 
Vineyard and take the ferry from Woods Hole to Martha’s Vineyard. Marion 
once said to me, “Lloyd, Howie Schachman called you a son of a bitch.” She 
mentioned, “Maybe you know my cousin, Lloyd Ulman.” He said, “Is Lloyd 
Ulman your cousin? He’s a real son of a bitch.” She said, “I never heard 
anybody use that kind of language about you before.” So I said, “Well, 
Marion, the way I feel about things now, you’ve made my vacation.” But we 
got along very well afterwards. So anyway. 

13-00:36:24 

Koya: There were a number of people out of that tradition of industrial— 

13-00:36:29 

Ulman: Of course, since I was the director of IIR at one time, it was assumed that I 
must know something about this type of conflict. 

13-00:36:36 

Koya: Conflict mediation. So Clark Kerr comes out of that tradition. Budd Cheit 
comes out of that tradition. You’re in that tradition. Arthur Ross is also active 
in this period as well. All having kind of leadership roles on the faculty or 
administration. 

13-00:36:53 

Ulman: Although I never paid too much attention to the senate. I never used to attend 
the meetings, but I did go every once in a while out of a sense of duty. 

13-00:37:10 

Koya: I was talking to one of your colleagues about free speech as a phenomenon, or 
the Free Speech Movement, and that person said that you believed that free 
speech couldn’t be what you would call a bottom line. Can you explain 
what— 

13-00:37:36 

Ulman: Free speech couldn’t be a bottom line in the sense that it wasn’t a bottom line. 
After the campus administration’s ban on political leaflets, posters, etc. inside 
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Sather Gate was withdrawn, the protesters continued on their merry way. I 
may have been referring to a point that we have already touched on: my 
failure in personal conversations with a variety of protesters to elicit a set of 
specific demands which, if granted, would constitute a sufficient condition for 
ending disruptive activities on campus. Ultimately I believe that the draft for 
the Vietnam War did satisfy such a necessary condition: when it was ended, 
campus protests all over the country subsided. 

13-00:40:53 

Koya: What were your feelings about the Vietnam War in this period? 

13-00:40:56 

Ulman: That we should get out of it. 

13-00:40:59 

Koya: When were you feeling that? When did you note that, that we should get out? 

13-00:41:04 

Ulman: Well, I began thinking it was a good cause. That it was a Truman type of 
thing, and so on and so forth against Communism. Then, after a while, I 
thought, this is not going to work, and we better get out. Just the way people 
are thinking about Afghanistan now, and we should [get out]. 

13-00:41:34 

Koya: Again, there’s some amount of consensus, getting back to Clark Kerr’s point 
about maybe there’s a difference of tactics and not of substance. You agree on 
free speech. You agree on Vietnam. 

13-00:41:47 

Ulman: To that extent. He didn’t say on Vietnam. 

13-00:41:51 

Koya: I’m saying for you. 

13-00:41:53 

Ulman: To me, yes. That’s true. That’s when we had the Bob Flanagan episode. Then 
I figured, what the hell is going on here now? What did it have to do with our 
meetings about conditions of work at the Institute? 

13-00:42:16 

Koya: How did you feel when Kerr was ultimately dismissed by the regents for not 
having called in the National Guard? 

13-00:42:26 

Ulman: Everybody felt that action was pretty awful. But I’ll tell you one thing. We 
were the only outfit on the campus who offered him an office when he was 
out. 

13-00:42:38 

Koya: Do you think he could have done more to preserve his position at the 
university? 
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13-00:42:42 

Ulman: No, I don’t really think so. If he had called in the Guard, etc., what would 
have happened then? I don’t really know. If you do that, you can just make 
matters worse for yourself. Look at the Arab Spring attempts. You put people 
down with violence, and they respond with more violence, even though a 
rational person would say, okay, I’ve had enough of this. 

13-00:43:27 

Koya: Did he show enough leadership on campus? Do you think he had done enough 
to establish the— 

13-00:43:34 

Ulman: There was a real question as to whether the president should be doing this at 
all, but he had an incompetent Chancellor for a while. Then we had Martin 
Meyerson, who came from Buffalo, I think. He was a very able man, a smart 
guy, but he was only going to serve for a short period. 

13-00:44:03 

Koya: Did the attacks on Kerr and on the overall reputation of the university, did that 
have consequences for the Institute during this period? 

13-00:44:18 

Ulman: I’ll tell you the whole episode had consequences for the campus and the 
university—there’s no question about that—from which it did not wholly 
recover. The university suffered politically, which was its only ultimate source 
of support. That is, the people. When difficulties arose, it didn’t get the 
support that it used to get. Then, of course, you had financial troubles and so 
on. But there’s no question that it harmed the university, which is the real 
reason why I actively objected to it. 

13-00:45:08 

Koya: To the Free Speech Movement. Were there attacks also directed, though, at 
the Institute of Industrial Relations during this period? 

13-00:45:15 

Ulman: Us? 

13-00:45:16 

Koya: Yes. 

13-00:45:17 

Ulman: No. I did mention one episode of the Institute and our minority students. 

13-00:45:24 

Koya: Yes, we did talk about that. 

13-00:45:27 

Ulman: They were just looking for somebody to demonstrate in front of. 
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13-00:45:31 

Koya: I understand that there have been, historically, some attacks from the state 
assembly, or maybe the governor’s office, on the specific funding of the 
Institute of Industrial Relations. Were there struggles over that? 

13-00:45:46 

Ulman: I don’t believe so. Beginning with Reagan, there was not a good relationship 
between the university and the state. When Jerry Brown took office, he was 
not friendly. I remember this thing was going on, and he was making various 
snide remarks about the campus, the faculty, and so on and so forth, that got 
us all pretty pissed off. There was one member of the School of Education 
who was advising him, and he told him he should meet with a group of 
faculty, just to talk to them. He grudgingly did. I was one of those. There 
were, I guess, about a half a dozen, or maybe ten of us, or something like that. 
We met in the Faculty Club. They criticized him, and he said, “As governor, 
I’m a member ex-officio of the Board of Regents. Do you want me to sit there 
like a dummy?” I lost my temper. I said, “You got a law degree at Yale 
University, and you know how private universities operate.” I did my graduate 
work at Harvard, another private university. I recall the time I was sitting in 
the library when Dean Acheson spoke about the Marshall Plan—whatever 
they called it—at their commencement sort of thing. 

13-00:48:09 

Koya: At Harvard’s commencement? 

13-00:48:10 

Ulman: Yes, at Harvard. He was introduced by the chairman of the Board of Trustees, 
and this fellow took time out to say, “I don’t really know what my duties are 
as chairman of the Board of Trustees, except to keep my mouth shut and my 
wallet open.” Then he introduced Acheson. Acheson said, “Before I make my 
remarks, I would like to tell the chairman that his duties as the Board of 
Trustees are precisely to keep his mouth shut and his wallet open.” I said, 
“You are the governor. A public university is a weak institution. We have no 
active source of support outside of the tolerance of the community. You are 
what stands between us, and always, a potentially hostile legislature and 
community.” Brown replied, “Well, I might have taken a few cheap shots.” 
That was the end of that conversation. 

13-00:49:31 

Koya: Just a couple of wrap-up questions just to get out of Berkeley, as it were, or 
get out of all these student movements and so forth. Any recollections of the 
specific—there was the Cambodian episode in 1970, or— 

13-00:49:55 

Ulman: No. 

13-00:49:56 

Koya: People’s Park protests. 
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13-00:50:00 

Ulman: They were sort of wrapped up in my mind with the Free Speech Movement. 
There still is a People’s Park on the other side of this new building that’s 
going up. 

13-00:50:12 

Koya: The third world strike, you opposed that at the time, when you were 
discussing it with— 

13-00:50:18 

Ulman: I don’t remember much about events outside the Institute. 

13-00:50:22 

Koya: Okay. Let’s go quickly to the Berkeley Faculty Association, then. 

13-00:50:26 

Ulman: Yes, I’ll do that very quickly. In a way, it grew out of all of this. There always 
are a number of issues raised by different groups that will be aired when there 
is a general, more or less undifferentiated uprising type of thing. In the case of 
the senate, there was, and probably still is, a movement of non-tenured faculty 
to be represented in the faculty senate, which is composed exclusively of the 
tenure-track faculty. Of course, there are always members of the non-tenured 
faculty who would support a change like that. This began to get discussed. I 
recall referring to Dave Feller and Jan Vetter at the law school. We got 
together and were talking about this. Of course, we were against it. We 
wanted the senate to be a tenured institution, or tenure track institution. 

13-00:51:39 

Koya: So that would include assistant professors? 

13-00:51:41 

Ulman: It would include assistant professors, but not lecturers, for example. 

13-00:51:46 

Koya: What year do you recall this happening? 

13-00:51:51 

Ulman: In this FSM [Free Speech Movement] period. A little after, maybe. Al 
[Albert] Bowker was the Chancellor at this time. We said, let’s have a union. I 
spoke for a motion in the senate and said, “Elementary economics. You tell 
your classes, if there is one group that’s immobile, and another group that’s 
highly amorphous around it, and bad things happen to everybody, then the 
pressure is on the one restricted group.” 

13-00:52:51 

Koya: The faculty. 

13-00:52:52 

Ulman: I said, “And that’s us in the senate.” There are things that the senate can’t do. 
Either it’s not permitted to do or it can’t do. This would be one of the things 
that I think is a good idea to vote for, the establishment of a faculty 
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association. That passed. Everybody voted in favor, including members who 
favored admitting non-tenured. Then we had to decide on the type of union. 
Once, incidentally, word got around, many unions in the Bay Area offered 
their services. 

13-00:53:43 

Koya: Were they ringing your phone in particular? 

13-00:53:45 

Ulman: They were ringing my phone and Dave’s phone. We had a little steering 
committee, like the executive committee of a union, that was set up on the 
strength of this resolution, with myself and Dave and Jan Vetter and Dave 
Blackwell, our great statistician. You knit your brow. Have you heard of Dave 
Blackwell? David Blackwell. He retired about the same time that I did. He 
actually is a black guy, I’ll mention in a moment. And the poet-in-residence, 
Josie [Josephine] Miles, a wonderful person. Everybody wanted a union to 
protect the—I called it a senate protective association, to protect the senate. 
Others wanted a union that would be more inclusive, and also to generally 
represent the faculty for things like economic affairs. 

13-00:55:29 

Koya: So bargaining over contracts and steps. 

13-00:55:32 

Ulman: Yes. We had these differences played out right in our little committee. We 
used to meet in Dave Feller’s home once a week, every Thursday night or 
something like that. Drink beer and talk about it. Dave Blackwell was elected 
treasurer, because he was a statistician. Josie Miles, I recall, was a 
quadriplegic, and she was transported in the arms of—she had a student, a big 
guy, who would lift her up and put her in the chair. She’d have a small glass 
of beer, like that. Short beer, she used to say. Short beer. We decided that the 
thing to do, since everybody was calling us up with different ideas about a 
union, we would hold open hearings. I was always in favor of holding these 
hearings, even though they were really tough. We held hearings on the 
campus at night for a couple of weeks, I guess. Everybody’s idea of what a 
union should be. They would come and object. When one industrial union, 
and another one, like a craft union, which would be more restricted to— 

13-00:57:14 

Koya: So an industrial union potentially could include the lecturers or— 

13-00:57:18 

Ulman: Non-tenured. I’m not sure it’s still an issue in the senate today, but the future 
of tenure, it’s an issue, as I’m afraid you’ll find out pretty soon. I remember 
Owen Chamberlain would call me. He had phoned colleagues in Chicago 
about the setup they had. So we took note of all of the issues raised in our 
hearings. Finally, we decided that we wouldn’t have an outside union. The 
UAW had wanted to represent us. The clerical workers had wanted to 
represent us. So had the teacher’s union. We decided to be unaffiliated. So 
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we’d have two votes. One, shall there be a union at all, and two, what kind of 
union. Dave Blackwell was willing to go for a faculty union, on a temporary 
basis only. Why? Because his father had been, I think, a miner in southern 
Illinois. Black. His father, as so many of them did, got a living in the North, 
originally as a strikebreaker. Dave was against unions in general, but he felt 
that something was necessary in this case. 

Then we prepared to hold an election on the campus. Dave Feller, the former 
chief counsel to the Steelworkers, whom he had represented before the 
Supreme Court on many occasions, became our spokesman in Sacramento on 
questions pertaining to the legislation of the appropriate bargaining unit. He 
favored an industrial union, but wanted separate campus representation 
elections. He argued that the Steelworkers had followed that course until they 
were able to establish a national union. Marty Morgenstern, who is now the 
labor secretary for Governor Brown, had held the same position in Brown’s 
first administration. He and Dave used to argue about that. Dave would say to 
him, “Morgenstern, if it were up to you, the Steelworkers of America would 
never have been formed. We couldn’t have formed it. It couldn’t have been 
formed any other way.” They did carve out a unit for us, an electoral unit, in a 
lobby type procedure. 

13-01:01:16 

Koya: So the state had to kind of recognize the jurisdiction of the unit? 

13-01:01:21 

Ulman: They had to say who can be included. You always have to do that. They still 
do. This was after all our hearings, etc. A lot of faculty came to those sessions, 
inflamed as usual. But just before the faculty vote, Al Bowker, who was then 
the chancellor, and who had been John Lindsay’s chancellor in New York, 
which transformed CUNY, City College of New York, indeed, into an 
industrial-type situation. Bowker himself was an old lefty. A real lefty, I think. 
I have no way of knowing that, but I think he really was a lefty. 

13-01:02:18 

Koya: Let me just ask you to hold that thought, because we’re going to have to go to 
a tape break here. 

 

Audio File 14 

14-00:00:06 

Koya: Okay, we were picking up with the formation of a union by the Berkeley 
Faculty Association. 

14-00:00:16 

Ulman: Anyway, they took a vote on the campus. A state-sponsored election. And just 
about a few days before we took this vote, [Albert] Bowker, then the 
Chancellor, wrote a letter to the faculty, saying he did not think that a union 
would be a good idea for the Berkeley campus. Dave Feller was furious. He 



206 

knew Bowker. He thought he knew Bowker. He felt betrayed. Bowker’s own 
past, he was a pretty leftwing character in the past, though he was mostly a 
cynical character, if you ask me. Bowker himself had been a mathematical 
statistician at Stanford. We used to meet with him before this vote. Dave 
Blackwell said to him, “You’re only in this business because you were a lousy 
statistician.” Blackwell said, “That’s true.” I said to Dave, “Dave, he’s the 
boss. What do you expect bosses to do?” He was against. In any event, we lost 
that by a margin of twenty votes. 

14-00:01:57 

Koya: This was the decision to form the union?  

14-00:01:59 

Ulman: Yes. Tenure track faculty, there was about 1,200, I think, and we lost by about 
twenty votes. Pretty close. But we continued. It continues to this day as a 
faculty association, mostly for lobbying purposes. It sort of disappointed me 
because its places were rapidly filled up by the kind of faculty who are always 
on committees. There were always great committee men on the faculty. I 
wanted our association to function without bureaucracy. We only had one 
person at that time, he doubled as a representative in Sacramento. I thought it 
would be nice to just have a flexible, informal kind of active representation 
body. But later I believed that it became just another committee. It fit in to the 
thing. So I lost interest in it. Dave remained chair and kept it alive through his 
work with the legislature and the Governor’s office. 

14-00:03:25 

Koya: Of the Faculty Association? 

14-00:03:26 

Ulman: Of the Faculty Association. That was fortunate, because he was very strong 
and he knew how to lobby, and he knew his way around Sacramento pretty 
well. So he did well in that. But outside of that, I lost interest. Ultimately, 
Dave told me that he needed a resignation. He wanted to have somebody else 
on the board, so I said, cheerfully given, and that was the end of my real—I 
kept my dues going, but—  

14-00:04:02 

Koya: So you thought a union would be more adept at representing the faculty’s 
interests in Sacramento? 

14-00:04:14 

Ulman: You can’t do a lot in Sacramento, and the campus did have a representative, 
who was pretty good. 

14-00:04:30 

Koya: Was that for the campus or for the faculty? 

14-00:04:31 

Ulman: For the campus. 
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 I think I’ll just transition into this by saying that all during this period of 
upheaval, there was a sort of pall over the campus. Yet people kept on 
working. Somehow or other, you kept on teaching, examining, and doing 
research. Mine was going to be centered, for a while, in Europe on European 
labor movements and related policies. Indeed, before the free speech thing 
began, and before I took over the Institute, in 1962, I was designated as a U.S. 
delegate on a committee of experts for OECD’s working party number four, 
on manpower policy. 

14-00:05:55 

Koya: OECD, can you remind us— 

14-00:05:57 

Ulman: The Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development. The nice part 
about that was it met in Paris. This also brought up, briefly, the topic of 
manpower policy, which the Council had always included in its mix of 
policies designed to secure full employment with a reasonable degree of price 
stability. 

14-00:06:34 

Koya: This was the Council of Economic— 

14-00:06:35 

Ulman: Yes, that was the Council of Economic [Advisers] when I was there. I 
received this OECD appointment shortly after I left the Council. I didn’t know 
about it until it arrived in the mail. The Council believed that meeting the twin 
objective of full employment and price stability assigned to incomes policy 
the task of retraining union demands, primarily, and also prices. That would 
contain inflationary pressures. 

14-00:07:31 

Koya: This is like the guidepost that you were recommending?  

14-00:07:33 

Ulman: Yes, those were the guide posts. 

14-00:07:34 

Koya: That was an incomes policy. 

14-00:07:35 

Ulman: Yes. Then you’d come up with something that would give you a certain level 
of employment and unemployment. Then, further than that, if you tried to 
pump up demand beyond the point of “equilibrium employment,” you’d get 
inflation. This was the way we saw it in general. It was the only policy 
instrument that we had to handle “structural unemployment.” It could not be 
handled with aggregate demand policy and wage restraint alone. That was to 
reduce unemployment further by making labor markets more flexible. 
Eliminating bottlenecks through training and retraining programs. I had been 
on, and remained on, a manpower commission, which was the president’s 
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Manpower Commission. It was actually started originally under Eisenhower. 
They furthered— 

14-00:09:04 

Koya: You were on the policy taskforce in 1969. Is that right, or are you talking 
about an earlier period? For the National Manpower Policy Taskforce.  

14-00:09:12 

Ulman: Yes. 

14-00:09:24 

Koya: You’re discussing these manpower policies with the OECD in Paris. 

14-00:09:27 

Ulman: Yes, and I had actually done a little writing on this field. My interest was how 
to translate the implications that manpower policy had to make, what they 
were for, economic stabilization. I did some writing on this. This was set apart 
from the neoclassical economics, etc. They would say that neither the attempt 
at wage restraint would be effective, nor would any government training be 
necessary. If an increase in demand occurred in one sector of the economy, 
then wages and prices would go up there, but that would put pressure on the 
other part, and you’d get a transfer of resources from there, from the non-
bottleneck sector, into the bottleneck sector, and wages would go down again. 
The short run would be over, and you’d get a long-run equilibrium back to 
about where you were before you began, but at a higher level of employment 
and wages. But as I said, we Keynesians didn’t buy this, so we used this twin 
policy. 

14-00:11:17 

Koya: Just to clarify here, the policies were the incomes policy would restrain 
inflation and get to some kind of a balance of unemployment and inflation. 

14-00:11:28 

Ulman: Yes. 

14-00:11:29 

Koya: But there would be a structural unemployment that might remain, because you 
would have these bottlenecks where there were industries that were becoming 
redundant, and the people who were in those industries didn’t have the skills 
to transition over to the place where there wasn’t any demand. 

14-00:11:49 

Ulman: And if they didn’t, then wages would adjust. 

14-00:11:53 

Koya: And if they didn’t, their wages would drop. 

14-00:11:54 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right. 
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14-00:11:55 

Koya: So the manpower policy was to give those individuals the training they needed 
to train up to a better wage and into the industry where there is demand? 

14-00:12:10 

Ulman: That’s right. 

14-00:12:11 

Koya: Then, for Friedman, any of these interventions are disturbing the natural 
marketplace. 

14-00:12:18 

Ulman: Right, exactly. The OECD, which reflected American influence very heavily 
in those days, and also British influence, had two main divisions. One was in 
connection with economic stabilization policy, fiscal and monetary policy. 
The other one was the Manpower and Social Affairs division, and that’s 
where this taskforce that I was put on came in. They wrote a report on wages 
and labor mobility, which you might have had reference to. It’s pretty old, but 
what they were doing was to say, well, we don’t think that the relative wages 
are that flexible or were so appropriate to begin with. That was the general 
thrust of the report. 

14-00:13:43 

Koya: For the OECD. 

14-00:13:43 

Ulman: Yes. That was really the thinking behind the whole thing. It was largely a 
statistical investigation, but in the early sixties there weren’t too many reliable 
statistics available. But we had a very, very excellent econometric staff 
technician. His name was Bevan Stein, a Jewish Irishman. 

 Or, as he used to say, Stein, Stine, Shteyn. He was a Jewish Irishman and 
lived in Paris. He was a polymath. Really, he was a very gifted man. About 
that time Japan joined the OECD, so Bevan promptly studied Japanese. He 
was a violinist, too. The story was that, one day, on a warm day, his little boy 
was playing in the garden underneath their apartment house in Neuilly. A man 
came by and said, “Who’s that playing the violin?” The kid said, “That’s my 
father.” So he said, “Well, give your father my card. If he ever wants to play 
in the Paris Symphony, tell him to look me up.” He was the director of the 
Paris Symphony. 

 The general conclusions were you couldn’t find too much evidence of the 
flexibility in the labor markets in these statistical investigations. 

14-00:16:18 

Koya: So the labor markets weren’t flexible to adjust to new forms of demand. 

14-00:16:23 

Ulman: Right, right. 
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14-00:16:24 

Koya: There wasn’t an elasticity in the labor markets to move— 

14-00:16:28 

Ulman: That’s normally assumed by the neoclassical economists. 

 Sweden, which is where we’re going to now, was a country which denied 
having incomes policy. Still, it was a country which, in the 1960s, at least, 
until the 1960s, had a good approximation of full employment and reasonable 
price stability. They had some inflation, but their balance of payments was 
very satisfactory. They had a good surplus in the balance of payments. They 
were regarded as a very successful economy. Sweden did have a strongly 
centralized bargaining system. They went in heavily for manpower policy, or, 
as they termed it, “active labor market policy.” The heavily forested north was 
relatively declining, while in the south, near Stockholm, the export economy 
was growing very rapidly. 

14-00:18:42 

Koya: In the north, it was the timber industry that was in decline? 

14-00:18:44 

Ulman: Yes, timber. 

14-00:18:46 

Koya: Then there was manufacturing around Stockholm? 

14-00:18:48 

Ulman: Around Stockholm, which was growing. They wished to facilitate the 
relocation of labor. They subsidized training for the lumber workers, as it 
were, for manufacturing jobs in the south. They would also subsidize their 
movement. They would subsidize their upkeep while they had to move their 
families down. The idea was to avoid having any expansion of wages, relative 
wages, in the south, and any contraction of wages in the north. 

14-00:19:43 

Koya: So the labor from the north— 

14-00:19:46 

Ulman: You shift the curve instead of going down the curve. Actually, the task was 
made easier because of the fact that the wages in the south were already 
higher than wages in the north. The policy makers didn’t want relative wages 
in the south to be forced further upwards by increased demand because, the 
unions would then insist on raising wages in the north more rapidly. Such an 
upward spiraling process could arise under the Swedish centralized bargaining 
system as the unions sought to implement a solidaristic wage policy of 
maintaining or indeed minimizing wage differentials. 

14-00:20:35 

Koya: Raising wages in a declining industry? In the timber industry? 
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14-00:20:40 

Ulman: Yes. Well, they all raised, but they raised together. The idea was to avoid this 
type of change in relative wages in line with the solidaristic wage policy. 

 The way in which they set wages formally was that the two sides would meet, 
the employers association and the union federation heads. They would meet 
every year in a resort town in Sweden. After they had finished their business, 
then they would row out together in a rowboat to the middle of the lake, and 
then row back and announce they had an agreement. This was the way in 
which—  

14-00:21:49 

Koya: Quite solidaristic.   

14-00:22:49 

Koya: Did you get in the rowboat? 

14-00:22:51 

Ulman: I didn’t get in the rowboat. I got behind the rowboat, as it were. I became 
good friends with both the chief economist for the employers association, 
Karl-Olaf Faxen, and the chief economist of the LO [Landsorganisationen], 
the union federation, who was, at that time, Clas-Erik Odhner. And especially 
with Gösta Rehn. He pioneered the study of economics of labor markets. Jim 
Duesenberry of Harvard called Gösta “the mad manpower genius.” 

14-00:24:46 

Koya: In Europe?  

14-00:24:51 

Ulman: The theory of it, as it were, roughly, such as it is. He was a fascinating guy. 
I’ll tell you about him in a minute. 

14-00:25:03 

Koya: Are you over in Sweden here during the context of your Guggenheim 
fellowship? You had a Guggenheim fellowship in 1966. 

14-00:25:17 

Ulman: It sounds right. The fact is that those two fellows, the two chief economists, 
really settled the overall wage increase every year between them. Faxen—this 
is the kind of social compact that some people were talking about in the 
United States, which we never had—always insisted that it was his high wage 
policy, as well as the union’s, the LO [Landsorganisationen]. Once, he said, 
towards the end of the fiscal year, the LO economist suggested, “I think so 
and so much for the wage increase.” Faxen claimed that he replied, “I think 
we can do better than that.” 

14-00:26:40 

Koya: So there’s a social compact here. Management is desirous of providing for 
labor in a way that— 
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14-00:26:53 

Ulman: Good relations. 

14-00:26:54 

Koya: And good relations that didn’t prevail in the U.S. 

14-00:26:57 

Ulman: No, I don’t think we ever had that. 

14-00:26:59 

Koya: That’s the social compact there? 

14-00:27:01 

Ulman: Yes. Faxen felt that it was partly due to the way in which, as you said, the 
modern Sweden was formed. A group of Swedish “Baltic barons” who lived 
in Russia, and were effectively absentee landlords of Sweden agreed to get 
together and try to salvage their hard-pressed country. This is the time when 
Sweden was losing population as many of their citizens left for the Middle 
West. 

14-00:27:38 

Koya: We’re talking about the nineteenth century? 

14-00:27:40 

Ulman: Yes. Faxen himself was the descendant of a Baltic baron. Lived in a 400-year 
old farmhouse in the suburbs of Sweden. 

14-00:27:57 

Koya: Of Stockholm. 

14-00:27:59 

Ulman: Stockholm, yes. I had some wonderful times talking and talking and talking to 
those fellows. We were talking together. By the way, in these early days, the 
LO economists were the highest-ranking economists in Sweden. The most 
prestigious. More so than in Stockholm and other universities. Of course, the 
system was working very well. 

14-00:28:52 

Koya: What was working? 

14-00:28:53 

Ulman: The system was working very well. Although I should note that a centralized 
system, at least in Sweden, was always subject to decentralizing pressures 
from within, one way or another. In one case, there was a strike of the 
coalminers up north. They were a Communist-led union. The establishment in 
LO was Social Democrat. They effectively broke the strike. More serious, 
probably, was the pressure on wages in the service sector of the economy, 
including the public sector. This sector, of course, did not face the 
international economic pressures exerted on the tradable sector. 
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14-00:30:30 

Koya: The public sector itself doesn’t have competition from global industry, but— 

14-00:30:34 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right. That’s always true, wherever they are. During this period, 
during the 1960s, the Swedes first permitted the teachers to unionize and 
strike, and they promptly did. That sort of set things off. Ultimately, the white 
collar workers formed their own association. There was this famous book with 
Gösta Edgren, who was the president of the white collar workers, and Faxen, 
who was chief economist for the private sector employers, SAF [Svenska 
Arbetgivaresföreningen], and Odhner of the LO. There was always restive. 
Ultimately, the system did break apart, but the economy was working very 
beautifully in the sixties.  

14-00:32:03 

Koya: So the decentralizing forces were the more Communist-leaning trade unions in 
the north that were pushing wages higher than relatively— 

14-00:32:14 

Ulman: Yes, and they were skilled workers. They were the skilled workers. 

14-00:32:19 

Koya: The miners were. 

14-00:32:19 

Ulman: Yes. 

14-00:32:20 

Koya: Also, then, the public sector unions were also putting pressures on wages. 

14-00:32:25 

Ulman: Yes. 

14-00:32:26 

Koya: Those were the kind of decentralizing factors. 

14-00:32:29 

Ulman: Tendencies, yes. The LO and the SAF tried to keep them down. Ultimately, 
they didn’t succeed, but throughout the sixties, they did operate this peculiar 
system. I should mention Gösta Rehn in this context. Gösta was a good friend. 

 He was also a good friend of Bent Hansen, who was the chairman of our Econ 
Department. Gösta was a free spirit. He believed that the active labor market 
policy was the key to everything. He visited Berkeley a number of times. He 
would sort of bunk all around the place. Sometimes in my Econ office. Bent 
and I would pick him up at the airport. He packed only a little bag and his 
guitar, a big guitar. He used to sing to us songs. During the Russo-Finnish 
War, there was a Swedish legion that was formed in defense of Finland. 

14-00:34:11 

Koya: This was during World War II?   
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14-00:34:12 

Ulman: World War II, yes. Just before 1939, I think. Something like that. What 
separated the two, Russia and Finland, was a huge lake, which froze over in 
the wintertime. Later, of course, it melted. When it froze solid, then the 
Russian tanks could cross the lake, and that was the end of Finland, pretty 
well. During the wintertime, when they were camped on their side, the 
Russians would sing their songs. Gösta would sing for us here at the Institute. 
He was a brilliant guy. A natural. 

14-00:35:22 

Koya: Were these folks songs? 

14-00:35:24 

Ulman: Folk songs, yes. He had a very good voice. His great friend was Rudolf 
Meidner, Rudy Meidner. They developed this policy with Gösta. 

14-00:36:00 

Koya: The manpower policy? 

14-00:36:01 

Ulman: Manpower, or, more accurately, Active Labor Market policy. I had a 
wonderful time. His successor in LO was Clas-Erik Odhner. Clas-Erik 
Odhner, a descendant of the Odhner calculator family. Another fine 
economist, with a quiet but lively sense of humor. 

 He lived in a beautiful house in one of the little islands off Stockholm. About 
three or four of us would sit around in his kitchen, and he would make dinner 
for us while we would chat about wage restraint and other problems. Great 
times. Just wonderful times. 

 Sweden, as I mentioned, was a country which always denied having an 
incomes policy—they claimed to do nothing to restrain wages—as a matter of 
fact, once they were in an upswing in the cycle—and I was walking with Rehn 
and Rudy Meidner. Rehn observed, “Yeah, real wages have begun to go up.” 
He was nervous about wages going up too rapidly. But Meidner said, 
“Hallelujah. Real wages should go up sometime.” He said, “Let the employer 
be the employer.” Let Reagan be Reagan. He added, “Let them resist the 
unions, and if they can’t, let them give them more,” even though he knew that 
the system didn’t require faster wage growth for stability purposes. Leave 
wage restraint to employers in collective bargaining. Indeed, I believe that 
Rudy was a bit more socialistic than the others. 

14-00:39:38 

Koya: These informal meetings, I guess, between—is it Odhner and Rehn or Odhner 
and Faxen in the rowboat? Those are not state-sponsored incomes policies at 
that point? 

14-00:39:52 

Ulman: No, no. They did not call them income, but they obviously were thinking— 
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14-00:39:56 

Koya: But they had the effect of an incomes policy. 

14-00:39:59 

Ulman: Yes. 

14-00:40:03 

Koya: But it wasn’t something where the state was setting guide posts— 

14-00:40:05 

Ulman: No, nobody did. 

14-00:40:07 

Koya: Or imposing wage freezes like we’ll talk about with Nixon. 

14-00:40:12 

Ulman: The union was very ticklish, just as our unions had been, about the state 
coming in, as it were. And the employers were exercising wage restraint as 
required. 

14-00:40:25 

Koya: They were imposing wage restraint upon themselves? 

14-00:40:28 

Ulman: No, they were bargaining with the employer. Formal bargaining usually took 
place after the two economists had agreed on a number. And they both used 
SAF statistics! This was supposed to produce that kind of restraint. 

14-00:40:53 

Koya: Is that a time when the Swedish state should have stepped in to establish a 
stronger incomes policy? 

14-00:41:00 

Ulman: No. We’re talking about the sixties, really. Through the sixties, they were 
okay. Shortly, in the seventies, they began to change—as I said, the white 
collar classes were getting restive. There was a famous “parade of the 
pinstripes,” as it was called, in Stockholm. That is the executives. The only 
way in which the executives felt they could really make money was to join— 

14-00:41:46 

Koya: A multinational— 

14-00:41:47 

Ulman: A multinational corporation, go abroad, get promoted. They were doing that. 
As a matter of fact, by that time, Karl-Olof Faxen said to me, “I paraded. I 
paraded with the pinstripes, because the game was over.” 

 While the Swedes denied they were having a formal incomes policy, and, in 
fact, they were enjoying very satisfactory economic performance, the British 
were talking about nothing but an incomes policy. They were suffering a 
dismal economic performance. In fact, what they called this thing of wages 
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spiraling up and down, was something the economists termed—what did the 
economists term it? Stagflation. Yes, stagflation. While the Swedes also 
enjoyed high growth and productivity, which is the real way out for 
everything, potentially, the Brits were putting in a dismal productivity 
performance in the 1960s. I was over there a good deal of the time. Until quite 
recently. We spent vacations and sabbaticals in England. That’s where we’re 
going to be when we resume. 

14-00:44:15 

Koya: Sounds great. We’ll stop the tape and pick up with this when we meet, 
hopefully next week. 

[End of Interview]  
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Interview #8 October 20, 2011 
Audio File 15 

15-00:00:00 

Koya: Okay, we’re here with Lloyd Ulman again. This is October 20, 2011. And you 
were going to begin with the OECD [Organization for Economic Co-operation 
and Development], which we were talking about last week. 

15-00:00:20 

Ulman: Yes. I’d like to go back to that for the personal reward that I experienced with 
the working party, some of the personalities involved. My fellow participants, 
members. I was the U.S. member and then one from Britain and France and 
Canada. 

15-00:00:49 

Koya: The various economically developed countries. 

15-00:00:51 

Ulman: Yes, some of them. And the chair of the working party was a Dutchman, 
Pieter de Wolff. De Wolff was the head of the Social and Economic council in 
the Netherlands and a professor at the University of Amsterdam. He was a 
very prominent economist and an early econometric economist. I remember 
the first time that he came into our first meeting. We were all seated, about 
seven of us, I guess. Pete came in preceded by a panoply of functionaries from 
the Dutch embassy in Paris. He’s not a bashful guy. He strode right in. He was 
quite formal it seemed. What first impressed me was that he replied to every 
question in the language in which he was addressed fluently. Italian, French, 
Dutch, of course, Swedish and English, which is— 

15-00:02:26 

Koya: Wow. 

15-00:02:26 

Ulman: So he was a formidable guy and an extremely nice man. And, in fact, he and 
his wife Hilly and Lassie and I formed a long friendship. 

 To me the outstanding member was Henry Phelps Brown. E.H. [Ernest Henry] 
Phelps Brown, later Sir Henry, who was at that time a professor at LSE 
[London School of Economics]. One of the most well-known labor 
economists in the post-war period, well, especially in British labor. But he 
also did write a theoretical book. There was a year, I can’t remember which, 
actually, the Phelps Brown and the de Wolffs visited us here in Berkeley at 
the same time. Henry gave a lecture on, one of our name lectures for 
distinguished lecturers. Lectureship on the British labor movement. But it was 
mostly on wage development. [NOTE: content removed during editing 
process] Lassie found them a house to rent while they were here for about a 
quarter and a car. The car that he picked out was the biggest American car that 
he could find. It was a big Chrysler and there was Pete driving the Chrysler 
with his head barely going up to the windshield—[laughter] 
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15-00:04:37 

Koya: This was Henry Phelps Brown? 

15-00:04:39 

Ulman: Henry Phelps Brown. And I still remember one time when Henry and his 
wife—Evelyn and Henry and Pete and I were out on the tiles one evening and 
they began to break into wartime songs together. And to hear them both 
singing, I think they even sang snatches of the Horst Wessel song and some 
Dutch. Treasured friendships. Lasted a long, long time.  

15-00:05:23 

Koya: And you’re going through Europe. I remember in Sweden there were wartime 
songs in Finnish, right? 

15-00:05:28 

Ulman: Oh, yes. That’s right. 

15-00:05:30 

Koya: So your colleagues were very affected by this war. 

15-00:05:34 

Ulman: Oh, every European was affected and the British especially. I remember 
another friend of mine that I worked with later on, David Soskice, with whom 
Bob and I wrote a book. David called us up later on and he said, “Lloyd, 
would you and Lassie be very cross with me if I left Oxford for a job in 
Germany?” It was a good job. He was going to be the director, I think. I can’t 
remember the institute. But that would be in the book. 

15-00:06:20 

Koya: Is this the wage restraint book that you wrote in 1971? [Wage Restraint: A 
Study of Incomes Policies in Western Europe]. 

15-00:06:23 

Ulman: Yes, with Bob Flanagan. 

15-00:06:24 

Koya: Great. 

15-00:06:25 

Ulman: And so I said, “No, why should I?” As a matter of fact, he left for a 60 percent 
rise in pay, which showed you the level of academic pay in Britain at the time. 
But some of their labor friends were cross, as he put it, with him and Phelps 
Brown just wouldn’t talk to me about him afterwards. He knew David, of 
course, from Oxford. After Henry’s retirement he and Evelyn moved to 
Oxford. Of course, he had been to college in Oxford, Phelps Brown, and he 
just wouldn’t talk about David going on to Germany. 

15-00:07:13 

Koya: And this was the legacy of the war here, not just the pay issue. 
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15-00:07:15 

Ulman: Oh, yes, the legacy of the war. And he referred to the Hun. He still talked 
about the Hun. 

15-00:07:23 

Koya: Wow. 

15-00:07:24 

Ulman: Although very, very strong for the European Union and things like that. Of 
course, we must never have another war. 

 Today you probably know you can visit virtually any small village and find on 
the village square a monument to their World War I dead. “Yes, we must 
never have another [Battle of] Passchendaele,” Henry said. That’s why he was 
originally for the European Union. 

15-00:08:01 

Koya: This is Phelps Brown who was saying this about the Union? 

15-00:08:05 

Ulman: Saying to me we must never have another Passchendaele. That was in World 
War I [1917], where the British lost the cream of the officers. 

15-00:08:13 

Koya: Right. The officer corps. 

15-00:08:14 

Ulman: Yes. And also another member with whom I became friendly, though he was a 
younger fellow at the time, was Clas-Erik Odhner, whom I mentioned last 
time and who was the Swedish delegate and Odhner was the fellow in whose 
kitchen we used to congregate in Sweden later on. 

15-00:08:54 

Koya: So this was a very important appointment for you in terms of this is happening 
right as you’re leaving the Council of Economic Advisers or just afterwards, 
right? 

15-00:09:03 

Ulman: Yes, just afterwards really. 

15-00:09:05 

Koya: And you were at this time thinking about Europe as a new kind of— 

15-00:09:08 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right. 

15-00:09:09 

Koya: And these connections came. 

15-00:09:10 

Ulman: Yes. 
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15-00:09:11 

Koya: The further publications and— 

15-00:09:13 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right. No, it just happened to fit in. Now, how I got appointed to 
that— 

15-00:09:20 

Koya: That was my next question. 

15-00:09:21 

Ulman: I hadn’t heard of this working body that was being formed. But, of course, my 
field of emphasis on wage restraint and union wage policy in general came in 
very handy. 

15-00:09:41 

Koya: In some ways the labor movement’s much stronger in various European— 

15-00:09:47 

Ulman: Oh, yes. 

15-00:09:47 

Koya: —European countries and it’s more, as it were, domesticated here in the U.S. 

15-00:09:51 

Ulman: Oh, certainly, certainly. 

15-00:09:52 

Koya: So was there an aspect of you imparting to your European colleagues this is 
how you get to wage restraint or— 

15-00:10:00 

Ulman: Not how you get to wage restraint but there was great curiosity, of course. 
And it was the U.S. Since I was the U.S. member of the OECD, the U.S. was 
the dominant country. The only person, incidentally, who did not speak in 
English at our meetings was the French member, of course. That didn’t bother 
Piet de Wolff. 

15-00:10:46 

Ulman: And when we were talking about Sweden, I mentioned Gösta Rehn, with 
whom I formed a deep friendship. He also came and, as I mentioned, visited 
the Institute. Whenever possible I’d pull these people back. 

 And as far as Sweden was concerned, there was a natural tug because the 
chairman of our department of economics in Berkeley at the time was Bent 
Hansen, who was Danish. A very interesting fellow himself. He was Danish 
by birth and then he sort of left the farm. He was a farm boy. During the war, 
he wasn’t still in his teens but not much out of them. And he was one of the 
Danes who helped to ferry Jewish refugees from Denmark to Sweden, which 
was neutral. After a while the Swedish threw Bent in the clink, where he 
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remained for about a year, reading economics. That’s when he began to read 
economics.  

 I should also mention Erik Lundberg, an early authority on business cycles. 
He was not a social democrat; he was a member of the Liberal Party but he 
was a very good economist and a very liberal liberal. Bent Hansen met 
Lundberg shortly after the end of the war, with some questions.  

15-00:13:13 

Koya: Do you know what he was reading? 

15-00:13:14 

Ulman: Yes, he was reading Lundberg’s book on business cycles. [Business Cycles 
and Economic Policy (1957)] 

15-00:13:16 

Koya: Oh, okay. 

15-00:13:17 

Ulman: And Lundberg asked, “Where did you get my book from,” he said, “that you 
read my work?” So Hansen said, “I had to. It was the only book in prison that 
they had in academics.” 

15-00:13:45 

Koya: So this exchange is happening in Sweden? 

15-00:13:46 

Ulman: Yes. I remember one time, I guess it was later on, he celebrated his sixty-fifth 
birthday. The Swedish employers from the Federation, the SAF [Svenska 
Arbetgivaresföreningen], threw a birthday party for friends and international 
people. They invited Clark Kerr and Walter Galenson and me. We went to this 
lovely resort outside of Stockholm, a forest sort of place. It was a small, three-
day conference of economists were there. Paul Samuelson was there, Jim 
Tobin, Walter Heller, Nicky Kaldor from Cambridge, Alec Cairncross then at 
Oxford, Piet de Wolff, Gösta Rehn, Rudy Meidner. 

15-00:14:47 

Koya: They were all at the 65th birthday? 

15-00:14:50 

Ulman: It was a small conference, very liquid. And, I should add, all the guests from 
foreign shores were flown first class, on SAS [Scandinavian Airlines]. 

15-00:15:24 

Koya: So the Institute has become quite important for you by this period for 
facilitating this exchange, as well. 

15-00:15:29 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right. I could facilitate their coming over here and also the 
department could facilitate their being here in the United. So that was really 
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good. And I felt that it also helped me be a good citizen of the department by 
getting some people over here. Whether or not all my colleagues agreed I am 
not sure but they should have. 

 What we were saying is that to wind up on Sweden, first question is why did 
the Swedes always deny that they had wage restraint policy? My own reading 
was that they did have wage restraint. And the LO [Landsorganisationen], 
their federation, which was a powerful federation, denied that the government 
was giving them any kind of guidance or orders, if only because they claimed 
independence of the Social Democratic Party. This is generally true of labor 
movements, at least in my time. They were aligned with social democratic, 
Labor, or Democratic parties or their descendants while at the same time they 
would assert their independence. When attempts at wage restraint failed, the 
unions were apt to be most vociferous in asserting their independence of party 
and/or government. 

15-00:17:19 

Koya: So you were talking about some of the miners’ unions in Sweden demanding 
higher wages and that that had set off an upwards wage spiral for Sweden. 

15-00:17:34 

Ulman: Well, this was true. And my second question is why did they object to wage 
restraint policy as such awhile supporting the Swedish labor policies, which 
were about the wage structure. Because when you have centralized wage 
setting, which they did have— 

15-00:18:09 

Koya: Although not governmental. 

15-00:18:09 

Ulman: Yes. Not governmental. They did have centralized wage setting. That, 
however, tended to exert a decentralizing influence within the labor 
movement, within the national unions which I had written about and studied 
over here [in the U.S.]. There could be local breakaways. And two I 
mentioned in Sweden. There were the coalminers in the north, who 
incidentally were also a communist dominated group. And the socialists and 
the communists, of course, hated each other. And that was true generally 
speaking, except partly in Britain. The other decentralizing strain came from 
the white collar workers especially in the public sector, the  public service 
workers. And that also ultimately led to a severe strain and their formation of 
a separate federation. 

 It began in this period that I was interested in the late sixties and the early 
seventies. As I recall this, the Swedes, like other countries, had passed 
legislation permitting teachers to strike. So the teachers promptly struck, and 
this led to a big upheaval which could upset the apple cart. In a purely 
economic sense, it would mean that there was always a strain, especially say 
in the north and the south in Sweden. A strain on the wage structure. Now, 
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neoclassical economists would say there’s no strain, let the growing sector of 
the economy raise its wage rate until they pull enough away from the others 
and then the wage rate will collapse. 

15-00:20:50 

Koya: Go back? 

15-00:20:50 

Ulman: Not all the way back maybe but it will collapse to a new equilibrium that’s 
lower than in the short run. It’s the long run equal that Milton Friedman made 
a great deal of in class, I remember, and later on. One other thing about the 
white collar federation. It ultimately wound up in a famous “parade of the 
pinstripes,” or business executives in Stockholm. 

15-00:22:24 

Koya: You mentioned the parade of the pinstripes last week. And many of the white 
collar workers were absconding from their public service jobs and going to 
work for multinationals to get much higher wages, as well. 

15-00:22:37 

Ulman: No. Multinational executives were leaving for foreign branches. 

15-00:22:50 

Koya: Oh, I see. 

15-00:22:51 

Ulman: This is the way they could get promoted and be paid much more than they 
could back home in Sweden. 

15-00:22:59 

Koya: It’s part of the story in that it puts pressure on the public’s— 

15-00:23:00 

Ulman: Yes, of economic stabilization. 

15-00:23:03 

Koya: The public sector workers are also seeing these comparative wages in the 
private sector. 

15-00:23:06 

Ulman: Yes. 

15-00:23:08 

Koya: And that’s driving some of their wage demands, I would guess. 

15-00:23:08 

Ulman: And you see, one of the implicit requirements of this policy of wage restraint, 
was that wage increases in the public sector not exceed wage movements in 
the tradable area. 

15-00:23:41 

Koya: Non-trade? 
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15-00:23:42 

Ulman: Yes, they were foreign trade. 

15-00:23:44 

Koya: Okay. 

15-00:23:47 

Ulman: In other words, that their trade has a satisfactory balance. 

 I might add as a result of my visits in Sweden to both the employer’s group or 
the other group, that was about the time that I later on received— this Swedish 
citation. The Order of the Polar Star, I think it is. 

15-00:24:43 

Koya: Wow. 

15-00:24:44 

Ulman: This was in 1979. 

15-00:25:26 

Ulman: The award was made by a prince, one of the Swedish princes, on behalf of his 
nephew the king and it was in the Swedish consulate. 

15-00:25:45 

Koya: Here in San Francisco? 

15-00:25:47 

Ulman: The Swedish consulate in San Francisco. So we made a little expedition of 
foreign born members from the economics group, including Bent Hansen, 
then chair, Gérard Debreu, who was wearing his Legion of Honor decoration, 
and Carlo Cipolla, the Italian economic historian, very good old friend of 
mine—he was wearing some Italian decoration. And then, of course, I 
received the Swedish award. And then we all went to— 

15-00:26:37 

Koya: You got a sash or— 

15-00:26:41 

Ulman: Yes, I have one at home I think. I did get to wear the lapel button at a do at the 
consulate because the Swedish Union delegation was visiting. They looked at 
me. Oh, yes, I remember that Gösta [Rehn] and maybe Rudy Meidner had told 
me, “No Swedish social democrat would accept a decoration,” because in the 
early 1920s, after the Social Democrats had won a majority in Parliament for 
the first time and could designate a prime minister, the king refused for a 
while to appoint him. Ever since, no Social Democrat would accept a royal 
citation. But they told me, “However, you being a foreigner, it’s okay.” 

15-00:28:13 

Koya: Just one quick clarification. You were talking about the spiraling wages and 
decentralization of the labor movement with teachers going on strike, miners 
demanding higher wages, public sector workers demanding higher wages. 
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What was the influence of these wage demands on the balance of trade for 
Sweden? 

15-00:28:35 

Ulman: Well, that’s a good question because the Swedes—we’re talking really about 
through the 1960s into the early 1970s. The Swedes, under this system of 
theirs, which one might call quasi-centralization, did very well without 
government controls. They had enjoyed high rates of increase in— 

15-00:29:21 

Koya: Productivity, right? 

15-00:29:23 

Ulman: —in productivity, low unemployment and relatively low inflation. A little 
more inflation but the main things were the balance of payments and growth 
in productivity. They did okay. And now we get to my work in the UK. 

15-00:29:49 

Koya: So under this system of— 

15-00:29:50 

Ulman: Until the seventies. In the seventies, then they had a big— 

15-00:29:57 

Koya: The wage spiraling led to a shifting in the balance of payments and so forth? 

15-00:30:02 

Ulman: Yes. And generally the system broke down. 

15-00:30:06 

Koya: And do you have a sense of why, beyond the wage issue itself? Were there 
other causal factors that broke the Swedish model, as it were? Or the Swedish 
model of the 1960s? 

15-00:30:18 

Ulman: Well, whether this is a causal effect or a result of other non-economic things, I 
really, at this stage of the game, don’t recall. The Swedes, though, always did 
manage ultimately to get their economy under control. They’ve done, one way 
or another, a good job of that, although the union influence has been 
weakened, definitely, as it has everywhere else. 

15-00:30:49 

Koya: And this emphasis that it was a non-governmental form of wage restraint in 
the 1960s— 

15-00:30:54 

Ulman: That was the way I sort of interpreted it anyway. 
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15-00:30:58 

Koya: —for the Swedish, was that an important contrast to kind of state socialist 
economies, say, in eastern Germany or Poland? Was it important that they did 
not have the state involved in that kind of policy or price fixing? 

15-00:31:14 

Ulman: Well, Germany is sort of a different story. 

15-00:31:20 

Koya: Just for the Swedes themselves. Were they contrasting their model to the 
Eastern European bloc, per se? 

15-00:31:27 

Ulman: No, no, I don’t think so. This was before German unification. 

15-00:31:42 

Koya: Coming to England then. 

15-00:31:41 

Ulman: Now we’re coming to England. Unlike Sweden, where they might have had de 
facto wage restraint, policies of direct restraint were talked to death all 
through the 1960s in the press and in parliament. 

 Wages and prices were spiraling upwards. Productivity growth was sluggish. 
Continual balance of payments crises. The authority of national unions over 
wage movements was reduced; two tier collective bargaining prevailed. In 
other words, national unions would conclude industry-wide, sector-wide 
agreements, but locals under autonomous shop stewards would go ahead and 
add on and then there would be a leap frogging process of catching up or 
pushing ahead of the other chaps. And since work rules were determined at 
the local level, local bargaining by shop stewards helped to restrain growth in 
productivity, if not wages. 

15-00:34:29 

Koya: This goes back to really your first book [The Rise of the National Trade 
Union] and the degree to which unions are centralized and the control of the 
national union over the local union as being a necessary factor in 
implementing a wage restraint policy. Is that correct? 

15-00:34:46 

Ulman: Absolutely. 

15-00:34:46 

Koya: So in the case of either the local unions and Britain competing with one 
another outside of the ambit of national union leadership to drive up wage 
structures, or you also talk about in Runaway Unionism the small book or 
pamphlet you published in 1976. You talk about the coal miner’s strike and 
the coal miner’s pushing again for wage increases that you felt had kind of 
broken the wage restraint policy or incomes policy for Britain at the time. 
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15-00:35:24 

Ulman: Well, that’s really true. At one stage of the game when I was over there, I 
wrote an op-ed piece in the Times of London in which I concluded that things 
weren’t working. From my parochial American perspective, the national 
unions in Britain didn’t have sufficient authority. And in my first long stay in 
England— 

15-00:36:27 

Koya: This was your Oxford sabbatical in 1973? Is that correct? 

15-00:36:30 

Ulman: No, this was in 1967 when we were in London. I did drop in on LSE [London 
School of Economics] seminars, and once was scheduled for a public lecture 
which had to be called off because of student unrest. My hosts were mortified, 
especially Henry Phelps Brown. I told them not to worry, it just felt like 
home. In 1967, a Royal Commission on Trade Unions and Employers 
Associations chaired by Lord Donovan; the Donovan Commission held 
hearings. What the Donovan Commission recommended and what they were 
sort of steered in the direction of doing, was to try to coordinate the local 
unions into more centralized bargaining and have employers recognize, take 
formal notice of the existence of this type of two tiered bargaining, which was 
de facto taking place. 

15-00:38:21 

Koya: I’m sorry. Can you clarify what you mean by two tiered? 

15-00:38:24 

Ulman: Well, at the national union tiers— 

15-00:38:26 

Koya: Okay. 

15-00:38:27 

Ulman: The industry-wide tier. And then— 

15-00:38:29 

Koya: So you want the local tier. You're advocating at this point in your op-ed and 
otherwise in your work a coordination of the national to the local? 

15-00:38:40 

Ulman: Well, I argued that U.S. national unions which bargained on an industrywide 
basis would not tolerate locals seeking to make side deals, even if locals got 
higher agreements on top of the national union agreement. In Britain shop 
stewards seemed to run wild. 

 At one time I had an interview scheduled with the head of the Transport and 
General Workers’ Union. And at that time the stewards on the docks—the 
dockworkers, pulled a wildcat strike, although they didn’t use the word 
wildcat strike. I wondered whether the president could see me,—but I showed 
up. And there he was. And I said, “I’m surprised to see you, that you were 
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able to make the appointment.” He said, “Well, why are you surprised?” I 
said, “I thought that you’d stay away from the docks, that you’re afraid of 
your stewards.” He replied, “Oh, no, nothing like that.” He said, “We have an 
agreement and then if the lads want to get themselves some extra, that’s fine.” 

 He continued, “When we do have meetings, whenever I have a meeting with 
the shop stewards, they always insist that I take the chair.” [laughter] But I 
wanted to refer to this Donovan Commission in another sense. A friend of 
mine, a well-known British labor economist, Hugh Clegg, arranged for me to 
sit in on the hearings of the Donovan Commission. 

15-00:41:45 

Koya: Very good. 

15-00:41:47 

Ulman: And so I would go day after day to the hearings of the Donovan Commission. 
I felt like a [Dickens character] Madame Defarge sitting and knitting while all 
this talk was going on. Not that there was any ill will like that. I said, “How 
are you going to get agreement out of this group?” Clegg said, or some other 
friends of mine from Oxford said, “Well, Hugh is the secretary so what he 
writes will be it.” Which it reminded me of something that my friend Sandy 
[Sanford] Kadish in the [Berkeley] law school used to say during the FSM 
[Free Speech Movement] period. “He who has the first draft has the last 
word.” And that’s the way it went. 

 At one time Donovan asked the president of the railway workers, or the 
secretary of the railway workers [National Union of Railwaymen], whose 
name, I think appropriately, was Sid Weald [Sid Greene, Lord Greene of 
Harrow Weald]. And he asked him what he thought of a proposed change in 
the law. And he said to him, “With all respect to you, My Lord, I would like 
to have as little to do with the law as possible.” This is what another one said. 
“Why should I worry about your troubles? I’ve got troubles enough of my 
own.” They just weren’t seeing it or didn’t want to. 

1967 was a wonderful year for us in London. It was still hard times for the 
British. It was great times for visiting Americans. The dollar was strong. We 
lived there for almost a year. We saw forty-three plays in London. One just 
walked into the theater. It was pretty cheap and simply great. 

 One person whom I got to know pretty well was a fellow by the name of 
Frank Chapple. Still remember his name. He was the secretary of the electrical 
workers union [Electrical, Electronic, Telecommunications and Plumbing 
Union] and he had led a successful rebellion against the communist leadership 
in his union. He really was strong, very, very strong against the communist 
leadership. His fellow officers in the Transport and General Workers’ 
executive didn’t have much use for him. They weren’t communists but they 
didn’t believe in being tough about it and he did. He was more American in 
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that sense. He said to me once, “Mate, we’re drowning to death in a bath of 
warm jell-o and we’re all so bloody polite to one another.” Tough times for 
them. In 1979, they suffered a “Winter of Discontent,” which was strikes all 
over the place and led to the downfall of the Labor government of James 
Callaghan. 

 He [Callaghan] was a very pleasant and friendly fellow. I remember my old 
boss from the C.E.A. [Council of Economic Advisers], Walter Heller, came to 
visit in London, in connection with the promotion of his new book. His 
publisher scheduled a cocktail party. This was when Callaghan was the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer at the time. Walter, still protocol-conscious, 
complained to me, “You know, Jim Callaghan didn’t lay on a car for me.” So 
Callaghan personally drove Walter to the party in his little Mini. No side at 
all. At the party, he came up to Lassie and me, stuck his hand out and said, 
“Callaghan.” [laughter] 

 Anyway, in 1979, 1980, there had been so much labor unrest, combined with 
a severe balance of payments problem, that the Labor government was 
obviously on its last legs. London effectively shut down parts of the week due 
to power shortages. It was darkened after 3:00. It can be pretty bad after three 
o’clock in the winter anyway there, but now it was black. They couldn’t 
operate full time. And it was miserable. That year we were in Oxford, at All 
Souls College on a visiting fellowship. Like living in the, I guess, late 
medieval times. All Souls had faculty fellows and plenty of money, but no 
students. They’d do most anything to avoid taking in students in those days. 
Including installing a costly program for visiting fellows. Their hospitality 
was, and I suppose still is, lavishly generous. 

15-00:51:06 

Koya: Like an advanced study institute? 

15-00:51:07 

Ulman: In a certain sense. And the College’s traditions were rigorously maintained by 
the warden of All Souls, John [Hanbury Angus] Sparrow. As a schoolboy at 
Winchester, he published a slender volume of literary criticism which 
established his academic reputation. He also became a barrister and he served 
on the British legal team at the war crime trials at the end of the war. 

15-00:52:13 

Koya: At Nuremberg? 

15-00:52:15 

Ulman: Nuremberg, yes. Sparrow became well-known in the City of London. All the 
other colleges wanted them, needless to say. They were much worse off than 
All Souls but didn’t make any difference to All Souls. They prided themselves 
on their tradition, on their conservatism. 

15-00:52:50 

Koya: And their tradition then of not teaching? 
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15-00:52:52 

Ulman: Oh, absolutely, although I must add that the permanent faculty has always 
included splendid scholars, including at that time J.R. Hicks, the Nobel 
Laureate economist. That was vital. I remember one day, it was a miserable 
cold day and it was pretty dark during this winter, and I had to get a haircut, 
which was never too successful in Oxford for me anyway. So I went down to 
the center of town where there was a barber shop, one of the two main barber 
shops. And there were these three miserable barbers huddled together around 
a heater. 

15-00:53:49 

Ulman: And there they were. One of them wore gloves. I walked in, and he cut my 
hair. 

15-00:54:11 

Koya: With the gloves on? 

15-00:54:13 

Ulman: He took off one glove and cut my hair with the other. I returned to my room in 
college. It was in a modern building specially built for these fellows. In my 
room it was aggressively hot, so hot that the frost was running down the 
windows. So at lunch I went up to the warden. I said, “Warden, I was out 
having a haircut this morning. The barbers were miserable, freezing cold and 
everybody else—I came back and our rooms were just so hot.” I said, “Do you 
think that’s right?” He said, “Well, Ulman,” he said, “now you know what the 
class war is all about when you’re on the right side.” [laughter] 

 They also had the “London fellows” who would come up for the weekend on 
their way to their country houses, many of them. All Souls was regarded as a 
convenient stopover. They could invite guests, too. And one of them was a 
fellow named Lord Hailsham, formerly Quintin Hogg, a prominent 
conservative intellectual who was then Lord Chancellor. 

 Once Sparrow said, “I’m sitting you next”— this is for dinner. “I’m sitting 
you next to Hailsham.” He said, “He’d be interested in what you’re doing.” So 
it was a weekend so one wore under your gown tuxes, the dinner jackets. And 
there was Lord Hailsham. He was stewed. He wore a dinner jacket that had 
seen fresher days. But he could still speak clearly, if slurringly. A 
disconcerting conversationalist. 

 Britain was suffering from what they called “stagflation”—a combination of 
wages outrunning productivity, growth, and unemployment, and the unions 
were widely blamed. Hailsham asked me why our situation and policies in the 
States seemed better than those in the U.K. I said something about strong 
national unions. He replied, Oh, we’ve tried that.” I mentioned something 
else. “We’ve tried that too.” And again. Finally, I said, “Well, it looks to me 
now as if you’ve tried everything.” “Oh, no,” he said, “my young friend. 
There’s one thing we haven’t really tried yet. UNEMPLOYMENT.” 
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 Typically, of course, Oxford was a liberal place, is a very liberal place. Phelps 
Brown, who himself was then a fellow in Wadham, which had been his own 
school. One moonlight evening, he pointed up from the courtyard and said, 
“Lloyd, I was an undergraduate there.” Sparrow knew Phelps Brown, of 
course. They all knew each other. And so these were some impressions that I 
tried to distill. I spent a lot of time in England and really up until the last few 
years we spent time there. We spent many vacations in Britain, in London, 
especially. Good friends. Good beer. 

Audio File 16 

16-00:00:06 

Koya: We are finishing up with Britain. Did you have more to say about— 

16-00:00:24 

Ulman: No. Now we go back to the States, as it were. 

16-00:00:30 

Koya: Yes, okay. And we’ll be coming back to some of the— 

16-00:00:33 

Ulman: And also [Washington] DC. 

16-00:00:35 

Koya: And we’ll come back to some of the issues here that are raised about the 
British experience when we’re summing up in our next interview then. 

16-00:00:43 

Ulman: Well, we’ll see how we do on that next time. 

16-00:00:45 

Koya: Okay, good. So let’s come back to America and DC. 

16-00:00:50 

Ulman: Yes. And finally a very brief unifying thread. 

16-00:00:56 

Koya: Okay. 

16-00:00:57 

Ulman: First I’d like to refer to my presidential address for the then Industrial 
Relations Research Association in 1986. I called it “Who wanted collective 
bargaining in the first place?” It was a brief exercise in “American 
exceptionalism” in the labor movement. In general, but with notable 
exceptions, American unions have been characterized by the absence of a 
dominant anticapitalist ideology. Also by a relatively low degree of unions in 
the private sector, in the U.S. In Europe, on the other hand, employers could 
be found who wanted collective bargaining in the first place—or possibly 
second place. Because collective bargaining in those countries was viewed by 
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employers as an acceptable alternative to socialism or some departure from 
the capitalist order. 

16-00:03:34 

Koya: Did it also mean that it was a departure from the influence of socialists or 
communists on those labor movements in Europe, as well? 

16-00:03:42 

Ulman: Yes. 

16-00:03:42 

Koya: Okay. 

16-00:03:44 

Ulman: There were threats, especially this was true around World War I or even 
before, of general strikes, big strikes being held and then the unions would 
come and demand recognition. What we would call recognition. And the 
employers, through their associations, would say, “Okay, let’s have some 
collective bargaining and talk about wages.  

 In the U.S., an attempt could be said to have been made, and I wrote about this 
in my book on national unions [The Rise of the National Trade Union (1955)], 
by the union leaders, especially Samuel Gompers, to see if he couldn’t wrest 
some recognition from the leading industrialists and bankers in the country. 
There was something called the National Civic Federation before World War 
I. I actually had an uncle who was a boy messenger for that outfit. 

16-00:05:51 

Ulman: Of course, Gompers got nowhere but his pitch was that when A F of L unions 
sign a contract, that’s sacrosanct. The contract is sacrosanct. We’re not like 
the socialists or the communists and especially the IWW [Industrial Workers 
of the World]— 

16-00:06:54 

Koya: Oh, you’re talking about the Wobblies.  

16-00:06:56 

Ulman: The Wobblies, that’s what I’m talking about. The Wobblies’ motto was “No 
contract.” If one of their affiliates got involved in a strike with the employers, 
like the Western Federation of Miners, which was a very strong union, and the 
employer said, “Well, we’ll settle. Go ahead and sign the contract.” The 
Wobblies replied, in effect, “We’ll settle this and return to work, but we will 
not sign the contract because we might be back next month for more. Can’t 
tell you. And we don’t recognize the capitalist order,” and so on. Implicitly 
the answer to Gompers was, “Well, Mr. Gompers, that is very interesting. But 
we don’t really take the threat of radicalism that seriously. And since we don’t 
take the threat of radicalism that seriously, why should we recognize your 
unions? There’s no radical threat to us in this country. And we don’t want the 
cost and pain of collective bargaining. We’re not going to bother with you.” 
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16-00:08:18 

Koya: So can I ask here, is it true also that the employers had both legal and 
extralegal means of constraining radical movements in the U.S.? 

16-00:08:29 

Ulman: Oh, sure. They had all sorts of means of putting them down. 

16-00:08:31 

Koya: Pinkerton detectives, proverbially speaking, right? 

16-00:08:32 

Ulman: Oh, yes, sure. Absolutely. 

16-00:08:34 

Koya: Or the FBI.  

16-00:08:36 

Ulman: Yes. Everything.  

16-00:08:37 

Koya: Right. Right. 

16-00:08:42 

Ulman: And it was not, really, until the New Deal and the National Labor Relations 
Act that legally speaking they could no longer refuse to bargain. Not until that 
time. 

 In my address I contrasted this American experience with the German and 
British experience and experiences in some other countries. I never made 
anything more of that address afterwards. I’m sorry in a way that I didn’t, but 
I became heavily involved with Bob Flanagan and David Soskice, whom I had 
met in Oxford, on a Brookings project which ultimately materialized in Wage 
Restraint: A Study of Incomes Policies in Western Europe (1983). While 
working on this project, David Soskice and I were invited to give back-to-
back talks to Ezio Tarantelli’s class in labor economics in Rome. My topic 
was the role played by collective bargaining as a second-best choice when 
employers were confronted by an existential threat to the capitalist order. It 
just so happened that Italy was experiencing considerable unrest and inflation 
at the time. Furthermore, Tarantelli, our host, was attracting a good deal of 
attention as an advocate of moderating the Scala Mobile, the national system 
of wage escalation which was regarded at the time by many as an important 
generator of inflation. Which made him a prime target of the Red Brigade on 
the far left. 

16-00:10:38 

Koya: Was the Scala Mobile between the laborers or employers or was the state also 
involved? 

16-00:10:41 

Ulman: Laborers and employers. 
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16-00:10:42 

Koya: No state intervention here in Italy? 

16-00:10:47 

Ulman: More of a neo-corporatist arrangement. 

 Ezio Tarantelli was a very accomplished and very intelligent, imaginative 
fellow. So he invited David and me to give twin seminars in a single meeting 
of his class one day. I spoke about the threat of radicalism as an employer 
inducement to bargain collectively. He regarded it as very provocative, as he 
put it. That evening he took Lassie and me out to dinner. David had something 
else to do. And so in the usual Italian style, we ate at about ten o’clock. The 
restaurant was quite empty. There was a couple across the room and Lassie 
noticed they were looking at us all the time. Later, Tarantelli said, “Look,” he 
said, “when I was a student, I was a guide, a tour guide, and I’m now going to 
drive you through Rome in the moonlight.” It was an enchanted, lovely ride. 
We said goodnight and spoke about getting together soon again. 

 The next morning I had a meeting with the head of the non-communist labor 
federation at the time, the CISL [Confederazione Italiana Sindacati 
Lavoratori or Italian Confederation of Workers’ Trade Unions]. Someone 
broke into our discussion and then left. The CISL head said, “Excuse me, but 
a friend of mine has just died and I have to see some television people.” Then 
we learned that Tarantelli had been killed by members of the Red Brigade. 
That morning when he came to class, somebody shouted, “Professor 
Tarantelli!” He turned around, and they shot him. That was the most 
horrendous episode in my life, I can say. 

16-00:14:53 

Koya: So the provocation? 

16-00:14:56 

Ulman: What? The provocation was that he was on the wrong side. That’s the 
provocation. That evening a small group of us had a meeting. David’s friends 
in the academic community met at the home of Ida Regalia, a well-known 
labor economist. We all brought over some bottles of wine and we sat around 
talking all evening and that was that. 

 Everything has a comic side to it, I guess. The next morning I had to get a 
haircut. My previous barber was an Oxford product, of course. The Italian 
barber took a look at me, walked all around me, my head, and said, “Atsa a 
bad haircut.” Later I walked back and Lassie and I met with David. I said, 
“David, sit down. I must tell you something.” I told him the story. It was just a 
horrible thing. 

16-00:16:31 

Koya: Oh, wow. 
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16-00:16:33 

Ulman: So the next thing that— 

16-00:16:40 

Koya: We’re going to come back to Washington. 

16-00:16:42 

Ulman: Yes, come back to Washington. First in 1970 or 1971, when the Nixon 
Administration was considering—this was early, of course— wage and price 
policy. In those times a Republican administration could have politically 
moderate economists on its Council of Economic Advisers. Paul McCracken, 
from Michigan, was the chair. The other two members included Herbert Stein, 
who was a very good economist, and Hendrik Houthakker from Harvard. And 
so they had originally called me in to talk about European experience with 
wage policies. I said, “If you want to talk about this very frankly and 
informally, pro and con, I know very knowledgeable people in Europe and 
you could get them together for a small conference, off the record, and quiz 
them about their experience and their opinions on this subject.” 

16-00:18:46 

Koya: And this was on incomes policy, on wage and price control? 

16-00:18:48 

Ulman: This was on wage and price. Not called controls. 

16-00:18:53 

Koya: Okay. 

16-00:18:54 

Ulman: So they said, “A good idea.” But then, remembering my old previous Council 
experience, I said, “Don’t you want to speak to George Shultz first?” We went 
over to Shultz’s office. I think he was the Secretary of Labor at the time. He 
said, “It’s bad to have a public meeting.” So I said, “The idea, George, is that 
it would not be public at all. It would be off the record.” And he said, “Lloyd, 
there’s no such thing as an off the record meeting in Washington.” I said, “We 
could do it at Berkeley.” He said, “Why not send Lloyd over there to write a 
report?” That was the origin of the book on wage restraint, written with Bob 
Flanagan [Wage Restraint: A Study of Incomes Policies in Western Europe 
(1971)]. And you notice that it owed itself to some sort of subvention by the 
Council. 

16-00:20:05 

Koya: It was commissioned by the Council of Economic Advisers. 

16-00:20:08 

Ulman: Yes, it was commissioned by the Council. 

16-00:20:11 

Koya: Okay. So that explains the Council’s taking interest in European incomes 
policies. 
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16-00:20:19 

Ulman: Yes. It was on the one hand, on the other hand, balanced, the book was, as he 
was trying to balance it off. And Herb Stein said, “Oh, I’m using your book 
when we discuss this.” But the Council members and George Shultz were 
against government intervention in this area. 

16-00:20:51 

Koya: So Shultz was more aligned with a Friedmanesque position? 

16-00:20:51 

Ulman: Oh, yes, absolutely. Of course he didn’t have the same type of personality that 
Friedman did. Shultz is a genuine—he had a liberal personality with a 
conservative cast. We had been graduate students together. He at MIT and I at 
Harvard.  

 Then the talk about some sort of wage policy began to boil over as inflation 
was increasing. 

16-00:21:46 

Koya: Why do you think inflation was increasing at this time? 

16-00:21:52 

Ulman: One of the things, of course, was the war. Johnson’s economists could not get 
Johnson to— 

16-00:22:09 

Koya: Cut bait on the war. 

16-00:22:09 

Ulman: Oh, to cut back on the war was one thing. Or to raise taxes to pay for the war, 
sort of like during the war with Iraq. Herb Stein called me up and he said, 
“I’m still quoting from your book, only different pages.” And awhile later, 
McCracken said, “The President [Nixon] would like to talk about this and so 
we’d like to have a small meeting and schedule you with that.” And I really 
felt badly about it. I felt to talk to Nixon—Nixon really had an awful 
reputation. This was long before— 

16-00:23:06 

Koya: Before Watergate. 

16-00:23:07 

Ulman: Before Watergate. Should I do it? But if you’re asked, you must accept. So I 
went there. It was a small group. It included two members of the Council. 

16-00:23:28 

Koya: Stein and McCracken? 

16-00:23:29 

Ulman: McCracken and— 
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16-00:23:33 

Koya: Stein. 

16-00:23:34 

Ulman: Stein. Plus Milton Friedman, my old teacher. So you see, we’re circling back 
a little. 

16-00:23:42 

Koya: Full circle. 

16-00:23:45 

Ulman: And George Katona from Michigan; a pioneer in combining economics with 
psychology. And a couple of banker types— 

16-00:23:53 

Koya: Do you recall what banks? 

16-00:23:55 

Ulman: One was U.S. Trust. I think O’Leary his name was. Another was Pierre 
Rinfret, whom I never heard of, a banker in New York. I remember that he 
wound up running as the Republican candidate for [New York] Governor. I 
think he probably got the votes of his immediate family. Friedman and I 
walked over together from the Executive Offices Building over to the White 
House. I said to Friedman, I said, “I’m not sure why I’m here except maybe to 
howl a little about the guide posts.” He said, “You howl, Lloyd. You howl.” 
So I said, “Well, there has been research by Herb Perry,” who had been with 
the Kennedy Council and later at Brookings. He did an econometric study in 
which he did find some restraining influence of the Kennedy the guide posts.  
Friedman said to me, “Oh, Lloyd,” he said, “that’s just econometrics.” He 
said, “And that just predicts the past. That just tells you what happened in the 
past. Doesn’t tell you what’s going to happen in the future.”  

16-00:25:56 

Koya: That’s very interesting. 

16-00:25:57 

Ulman: I was amazed. Here was my old teacher who had said, “I am an empirical 
economist.” Of course, Friedman was correct. Nothing does tell one how to 
predict the future. 

16-00:26:16 

Koya: He believed he could predict the future through monetarist policies? 

16-00:26:20 

Ulman: No. I thought it meant that you could have had predictive models. But in any 
event, he said, “Oh, that’s nothing.” It occurred to me this is really a weird 
kind of conversation to have with my old teacher while walking to the White 
House.  
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 So we get into the White House and we finally get in there for the meeting 
with Nixon. Nixon was seated in this corner of this office and I said to him, I 
said to myself, “Gee, everything is blue around here.” Of course, it was the 
blue room. The first thing that Nixon said, “Milton,” he said, “I got your last 
letter. I didn’t want you to think that I neglected it but I haven’t had time to 
reply.” And I thought, “Well, this is what I would call influence.” Nixon 
wanted to hear about experience in the European countries. Someone was 
standing behind my chair and occasionally chipped in with pretty intelligent 
remarks. I though, “This guy, he must be a secret service agent. Could they be 
specialized according to academic interests?” 

16-00:28:23 

Koya: The labor economist secret service detail, right? 

16-00:28:27 

Ulman: The secret service agent turned out to be John Ehrlichman. 

 Nixon himself urged us all to treat the session as an informal seminar, but he 
failed to give the impression of being relaxed himself. Not the pipe and 
slippers type. 

16-00:29:12 

Koya: Uncomfortable. 

16-00:29:13 

Ulman: Yes. But brilliant. Very quick to seize the point. At one stage, he told me, 
“Well, if I can characterize your testimony, it’s that this is not a very reliable 
policy.” So I said, “I think that’s true.” Then he said, “Well, why not do it 
anyway?” An interesting question. It reminded me that income restraint could 
be catsup to conservative politicians as well as liberal Keynesians: if the 
policy failed, the unions might be made to shoulder the responsibility for any 
ensuing inflation and slowdown. Thus, during Britain’s “crisis years” in the 
first half of a moderate Conservative government in the first half of the 
Seventies, the cry was raised, “Who governs Britain?”—Parliament or the 
trade unions? 

 But if wage and price restraint could be catsup for politicians, it was anathema 
for principled conservatives. While I was excused by the president from 
replying to his question, which presumably lay outside my narrow economic 
jurisdiction, Milton Friedman—a principled laissez-faire man if there ever 
was one— jumped right in. He said, “Mr. President,” and he figuratively bled 
all over the carpet, “if this country goes communist it won’t be because of the 
strength of the communist party or the strength of the socialist party or the 
trade unions. It will be because of wage and price controls.” And I watched 
Nixon, who had been so respectful to Milton, but he regarded him cooly. 
Didn’t say anything. After about an hour, our meeting ended. And Ehrlichman 
had wanted to end earlier, but Nixon said, “This is interesting, this is 
interesting.” I think he felt it was like an academic seminar. 
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16-00:31:17 

Koya: For the president. 

16-00:31:19 

Ulman: And as I was filing out, Nixon suddenly called out, “How’s Cal? How’s Cal 
doing these days?” But before I could say anything, Ehrlichman shoved me 
through the door. 

 I remember going home on the plane. I just was sitting there wondering what 
was this all about for about three hours.  

16-00:32:32 

Koya: So just to clarify here. With Nixon, when he says, “Why not implement it?,” 
and of course he does, what do you think he was going for when he did? 

16-00:32:41 

Ulman: Oh, then I said to him, “Well, I’m afraid you’ve taken me out of my range, 
Mr. President.” He said, “That’s true. That’s an unfair question and I 
withdraw it.” And then Milton went into his act. And as we got out into the 
anteroom there, wherever it was where they had some press, Friedman said to 
me, “I think that went pretty well.” I said, “Well, you were very eloquent but 
you heard him say, ‘Why not do it anyway?’” “Oh,” he said, “yeah.” And he 
said, “Anybody got change? Change of a dollar?” He then phoned, I think he 
phoned Business Week, where he wrote a column. 

 The next week I attended a meeting in Brookings so I was back in 
Washington. Again, I was sort of ashamed. There I was with friends. What am 
I going to tell my friends? “Maybe they don’t know,” I said. It was off the 
record. 

16-00:33:59 

Koya: So they knew? 

16-00:34:02 

Ulman: So a small bunch came over to me at once. “What were you doing? What were 
you doing?” [laughter] 

 And then, of course, they [the Nixon administration] did it. Then shortly 
afterwards they did announce wage and price control. Temporary. 

16-00:34:24 

Koya: So a couple of questions about that. When he went ahead and he did it, do you 
think he was doing it with political intent or did he believe in the economic 
effects of it? 

16-00:34:35 

Ulman: Well, with most politicians political considerations are never absent—and it 
was introduced as temporary, remember, and it was. It didn’t turn out to last 
too long. Remember, the New York Times ran streaming headlines on the first 
page, one, “Nixon, wage and price controls,” words to that effect. And don’t 
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ask me. I’m sure econometricians didn’t find any lasting benefit from the 
thing. 

16-00:35:13 

Koya: From Friedman’s position, I would guess he would suggest that the price 
controls, wage and price controls, had constituted an interference in the 
natural marketplace.  

16-00:35:25 

Ulman: Oh, absolutely. 

16-00:35:27 

Koya: And that that leads to the subsequent increased inflation following the lifting 
of the price, wage and price controls.  

16-00:35:36 

Ulman: Well, yes. But I think really it could lead to that, although don’t forget, 
Friedman said inflation is always a monetary phenomenon. 

16-00:35:52  

Koya: Yes. 

16-00:35:55 

Ulman: And one could suppose influence is exerted on the—as I once asked him—on 
the Federal Reserve. He replied, “Oh, no, that’s not the way to look at it. The 
Federal Reserve has authority but they’re going to cave in.” Anyway, that 
itself was a restraint.  

16-00:36:22 

Koya: Now, Arthur Burns is the chairman of the Federal Reserve from 1970 to 1978. 
And as I understand it, there was some pressure on him from the Nixon 
Administration to constrain the monetary supply. That he was thought to be 
too expansionist and that that expansion of the Federal Reserve policy, not 
bringing up the interest rates but keeping them low to foment growth— 

16-00:36:53 

Ulman: That’s right. That’s absolutely true. 

16-00:36:54 

Koya: So that would be anathema for Friedman. 

16-00:36:58 

Ulman: That would be confirmation of his worst fears. 

16-00:37:01 

Koya: So Burns is the fellow for Friedman who’s really stoking inflation. 

16-00:37:06 

Ulman: Friedman was very much like Ron Paul today. Every time I listen to Ron Paul 
I sort of feel that I was back in the classroom with Friedman except that Ron 
Paul doesn’t have Friedman’s brains. 
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16-00:38:23 

Koya: So there is a conflict that you recall then in this period between the Nixon 
Administration and the Federal Reserve over Burns. 

16-00:38:31 

Ulman: It could be. You said that they thought that Burns sort of was too liberal, but 
not for the AFL-CIO, when George Meany said, “That Arthur Burns, he ain’t 
human.” 

16-00:38:48 

Koya: He ain’t human meaning? 

16-00:38:49 

Ulman: Meaning that he holds interest rates too tight. Restrains the economy. 

16-00:38:56 

Koya: Questions of perspective. 

16-00:38:58 

Ulman: Yes. 

16-00:39:00 

Koya: The implementation then of the wage and price controls, this is now the 
second time where the U.S. has imposed such controls, although you did 
guide posts under the Kennedy Administration, right? 

16-00:39:14 

Ulman: Right. 

16-00:39:32 

Koya: Would you consider this an example of [wage and price controls] outside of 
wartime? I guess we’re in Vietnam at this point, so it’s not—wage and price 
controls are being implemented. 

16-00:39:40 

Ulman: Well, wage and price guide posts in one form or another lingered on through 
Johnson. And then had this brief flicker, not even a flicker under Carter. 

16-00:40:34 

Koya: So let me just see if I have one more question here. Let me ask this. When the 
Nixon Administration is deciding to impose those wage and price controls, 
certainly labor would have opposed it, right? 

16-00:40:56 

Ulman: They certainly weren’t going to bargain with labor, even attempt to. 

16-00:41:07 

Koya: Nixon wasn’t, the Administration wasn’t? 

16-00:41:08 

Ulman: No. And George Shultz wouldn’t have let them do that. George Shultz, I’m 
sure, never favored this policy. 
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16-00:41:21 

Koya: Okay. So he was not for the policy but he also wouldn’t have then helped to 
implement the policy once it was decided upon. 

16-00:41:30 

Ulman: I don’t know about that. 

16-00:41:31 

Koya: Okay. 

16-00:41:32 

Ulman: He could have resigned. 

16-00:41:37 

Koya: And this will really be our last question. Is there a certain political feasibility 
to imposing these kinds of wage controls given that, one, labor’s political 
power is diminished and then, two, that the Nixon Administration pretty much 
isn’t relying on the support of labor for forming its own kind of coalitions to 
support it? 

16-00:42:04 

Ulman: Well, Nixon, as I said, was a very sophisticated politician and he always had 
lines out to labor leaders. I remember he said that George Meany was very 
helpful in settling a postal strike. “These kookies,” as he put it. And he 
mentioned that. He said, “He’s no political friend of mine but—“  

16-00:42:41 

Koya: Interesting. That is sophisticated.  

16-00:42:43 

Ulman: Just based on this conversation, he was an extremely intelligent guy. 

16-00:43:28 

Koya: Okay, so that concludes our interview.  

[End of Interview]  
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Interview #9 October 27, 2011 
Audio File 17 

17-00:00:05 

Koya: Okay, we’re here on October 27, 2011. This is our ninth interview with Dr. 
Lloyd Ulman. 

 There was a National Manpower Policy Task Force that you were apparently 
on in 1969, and then the Manpower Advisory Committee in 1970. Do you 
recall any work with those? 

17-00:00:47 

Ulman: I know that I was, and that I did do a book [Manpower Programs in the Policy 
Mix (1973)]. There was also a symposium on manpower policy that I was the 
moderator for that, which is a brutal job, I might add. You listen all day long, 
and then you have to write it up at night, when participants tossed notes over 
the transom. 

17-00:01:47 

Koya: Judging from some of the Institute publications, you’ve played that role for a 
long time around here as well. 

17-00:01:55 

Ulman: Here, it wasn’t so hard, but those Washington shindigs could be lively. 

17-00:02:02 

Koya: Was the Council of Economic Advisers involved with this particular project? 

17-00:02:06 

Ulman: No, they weren’t so much. Oddly enough, my most serious excursion was my 
graduate paper for Slichter’s course, shortly before I was mobilized in the 
Navy. What I was trying to do was to link up the contribution that so-called 
manpower training policy—in other words, government training—could play, 
was supposed to play, in achieving high level employment. I think the last 
time, I mentioned to you that the difference, very, very roughly, was that—
and this does relate to the Council a little. The Council posted a so-called 
“interim” full employment target. The interim target is what could be reached 
with aggregate demand management. If that interim target is estimated at four 
percent, as I believe to have been the case in the early 1960s, but one aimed at 
a three percent unemployment rate, the lower rate might be achieved by 
training programs. The latter would hopefully increase labor mobility and 
hence the output potential of the economy. That would ideally be the role of 
so-called manpower policy to supplement fiscal-monetary policy. 

17-00:04:32 

Koya: So in this case, the shift in the supply curve would be shifting the labor 
supply? 

17-00:04:37 

Ulman: Yes. 
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17-00:04:38 

Koya: By training up the skills— 

17-00:04:40 

Ulman: And eliminating bottlenecks. That way. 

17-00:04:44 

Koya: Can you give a couple of examples of bottlenecks that you might have tried to 
eliminate? 

17-00:04:48 

Ulman: A bottleneck would occur if you had an excess supply of labor in one section 
of the economy and a shortage in the other. So you could shift labor from the 
excess to the shortage field, without inflationary wage changes. This is very, 
very crude. That’s really what the goal was, and I guess why I found myself 
on this Manpower Policy Task Force. I remember Eli Ginzberg was the big 
guru for that. This was in the Eisenhower administration. 

17-00:05:42 

Koya: This was a task force for the Eisenhower administration that you were also 
on? 

17-00:05:49 

Ulman: Well, maybe it was. Ginzberg always said—he had written a book. He was 
sort of the guru in this area at Columbia. That was the one book that Ike kept 
by his bedside, according to Eli. Then the purely private one was this other 
policy and the manpower commission. That was really a private thing. I was 
on the board. Then, finally, we dropped each other, because I really wasn’t too 
active in it. I did do work on these publications. I was interested in the 
interplay between government training and macro policy. And we do need 
more training. We need more education. We always have. Now, apparently, 
we need it worse than ever. It’s a slow-acting policy. That’s why, I suppose, it 
never gets— 

17-00:07:33 

Koya: The support that it might. 

17-00:07:34 

Ulman: Yes, or deserves. I’m not sure. But it was of some use. 

17-00:07:42 

Koya: Just sticking with manpower policy for a moment here, I guess one of the 
premises for labor economists as well is that workers themselves have had, or 
tend to have, insufficient knowledge of the labor market, and that the question 
would be giving them sufficient education to match them to the best economic 
opportunities. Is that correct? A good characterization? 
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17-00:08:08 

Ulman: Also training them in a profession. Actually, think of an apprenticeship 
program, for example. That sort of thing. The government could do it, or it 
could help private groups do it. 

17-00:08:38 

Koya: Was there a sense at this time that certain industrial occupations were 
beginning to phase out? Was there a concern about that by the seventies? 

17-00:08:54 

Ulman: In the Kennedy administration, some people began to worry about 
“automation.” That was the big scare, automation. They’re going to make 
everybody obsolete. It never really worked that way. It never really did. While 
I’ve always been for a type of policy that would do training, I thought the 
more important policy was in basic education; also that the employers can do 
a lot of training, specific training themselves. The neoclassical economists 
stressed investment, human capital investment, and that sort of thing. To 
them, there wasn’t a need for government intervention. That would be in the 
interest of the profit-maximizing principle, according to the maximizing 
principle, that employers would do as much as they needed. If you did any 
more, then you weren’t doing the economy any good. You were just getting 
too much government. That sound familiar? 

17-00:10:19 

Koya: It’s not Adam Smith, but it’s familiar. 

17-00:10:22 

Ulman: If you do get mismatches and so on, then that would be due to too much 
regulation rather than too much government intervention in some parts of the 
labor market, or something like that. 

17-00:10:54 

Koya: In the book that you helped to bring out, Manpower Programs in the Policy 
Mix—that’s from 1973—there’s an interest in questions of discrimination 
against the young, the poor, or members of racial and ethnic minorities. How 
did this become apparent for labor economists during this period? 

17-00:11:21 

Ulman: Discrimination would keep people from maximizing their potential. It would 
deprive them of education, deprive them of training. Employers would say, 
well, they’re not qualified. Economists interested in discrimination would 
subsume that under, well, the market is not as clear and smoothly working as 
it could be assumed by economists. 

17-00:12:10 

Koya: So this was a kind of interference or imperfection among— 

17-00:12:13 

Ulman: Yes, it’s an imperfection. 
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17-00:12:16 

Koya: Were manpower policies successful at shifting, say, minorities and women 
from low-wage or underemployed sectors to high-wage employee salary? 

17-00:12:25 

Ulman: There were experiments with those things. I haven’t kept track of them. 

17-00:12:31 

Koya: You mentioned earlier, just now, that interim target of 4 percent. When you 
were referring to that as an interim target for unemployment, was what you 
would regard as the figure of 4 percent, or even getting down to 3 percent, a 
kind of structural unemployment? 

17-00:12:55 

Ulman: Yes. Anything presumably below that would be due to structural factors. 
Discrimination could be one. 

17-00:13:06 

Koya: How does the concept of structural unemployment relate to what Milton 
Friedman would call a natural rate of unemployment? Are they two different 
concepts or are they similar? 

17-00:13:19 

Ulman: The natural rate of unemployment is the rate—or the rate of employment—is 
the rate at which the market is cleared without any intervention. That is the 
natural rate. It’s an equilibrium rate of unemployment. Of course, Keynesians 
are skeptical about the existence of equilibrium, or else they talk about 
multiple equilibrium, which is a different thing. 

17-00:13:55 

Koya: Keynesians would also push for full unemployment. Isn’t that the case? 

17-00:14:00 

Ulman: Yes, full employment. 

17-00:14:02 

Koya: Full employment, right. When you look at this interest that you were having in 
this period in the anti-discrimination questions, was there a continuity for you 
for the importance of the issue back to your experiences with Truman 
integrating the military forces, or things that you saw vis-à-vis the unions 
trying to integrate in the 1950s? Was there an importance of it for you? 

17-00:14:40 

Ulman: No, that was in the past. The Truman reform, of course, occurred during a 
great conflict. It was an interest to me in the Navy. Toward my last days of the 
Navy, practically, that’s when Truman issued his order. That’s why people 
say, and I think they’re absolutely right, that the best policy engine for ending 
discrimination in the country is the military, because when Truman gave an 
order that was it. That was it. 
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17-00:15:21 

Koya: In both cases that we were talking about earlier in the interview, both 
Truman’s order and then the role of the national unions in enforcing 
integration of union membership for local unions— 

17-00:15:35 

Ulman: Oh, that was John L. Lewis. There were a lot of unions which were 
discriminatory. They had two types of membership, class A and class B, for 
example, in the Mine Workers, which was something that Lewis did away 
with. 

17-00:15:54 

Koya: Again, these are impositions from above, as it were. Integration coming from 
above, from the national leadership, for the unions. 

17-00:16:01 

Ulman: Yes. 

17-00:16:04 

Koya: Do you have any thoughts on that? Just integration, in both instances, seeming 
to come from more an executive command than— 

17-00:16:16 

Ulman: I think where it occurred, it did. You didn’t have, let’s say, class A members, 
whites, saying, let’s be more democratic and open this thing up. On the 
contrary. There were the so-called insiders and outsiders. Insiders are insiders 
by definition. I told you that story, I think, about Lewis, who said, “My price 
for settlement is ten cents a head, and I don’t care if it’s a black head or a 
white head.” That was Lewis doing it. The white heads didn’t like that too 
much. You can bet your boots on that. 

17-00:17:10 

Koya: Yes, and we’ve seen, subsequently, quite a bit of pushback against integration 
in the seventies and eighties. 

17-00:17:17 

Ulman: Yes, but there wasn’t too much pushback in the United Mine Workers. I don’t 
know whether I did tell that story, when I was a graduate student. Returned 
from the Navy, and I had a friend who was in the Trade Union Fellowship 
Program at Harvard. A black guy. We were taking a walk and chatting about 
something. I complained about John L. Lewis. I said, “He was a very 
autocratic, undemocratic unionist.” He said, “Listen, no black man in this 
country will hear a bad word about John L. Lewis.” He said, “Just remember 
that.” 

17-00:18:10 

Koya: That’s good. Just a couple more quick questions about Nixon and the meeting 
that we were at when we were meeting last week. We were talking off camera, 
actually, after the interview, about how surprising it was that Nixon went 
ahead and implemented a policy, because so many people in the room, 
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including the members of the Council of Economic Advisers, were pretty 
much against the policy. Friedman was— 

17-00:18:39  

Ulman: I should add that there were two bankers there. They both said, “We’re for the 
policy. We’re for it.” I guess they had read Nixon, and they said, “Oh, we 
think it’s a good idea.” Nixon had his mind made up, I’m pretty sure. 

17-00:19:00 

Koya: Going into the meeting? 

17-00:19:00 

Ulman: Yes, going into the meeting. Although I believe that he really, genuinely was 
interested in the discussion. 

17-00:19:11 

Koya: That’s pretty surprising, given the context of the advice that he’s being given 
by Friedman and by the members of the Council of Economic Advisers. 

17-00:19:20 

Ulman: Yes, but he was a guy who had a big enough mind to make it up himself. 
When he said, “Why not do it anyway?” he was conceding that this may not 
be a reliable policy, a good policy. Possibly even dangerous. But he was 
thinking, well, what happens if it doesn’t work? I’m imputing this. If it 
doesn’t work, you can blame the unions for the inflation. That’s when I told 
him that he was taking me beyond my range, and that’s when he withdrew the 
question. It certainly didn’t take Milton out of his range. It was just red meat 
for him. That’s when he just went into his eloquent statement about these 
things leading to—and they still do it today. A lot of conservatives do it today. 
Anything that’s government policy of most any kind in the economic sphere is 
bad. By definition, it’s bad. It’s just has to be. 

17-00:20:52 

Koya: We were talking about, too, those members of the Council of Economic 
Advisers, Paul McCracken and Herbert Stein. Both of them went on to work 
with the American Enterprise Institute. You also— 

17-00:21:05 

Ulman: Did Stein? 

17-00:21:06 

Koya: Yes. They both had, actually. 

17-00:21:08 

Ulman: Stein had been at Brookings. 

17-00:21:11 

Koya: Was he at both? Okay. 

17-00:21:12 

Ulman: He had been at Brookings before that. 
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17-00:21:20 

Koya: Just for the purpose of the question, you were talking about your colleagues at 
the Brookings Institute, and you were kind of hoping that they hadn’t heard 
about the meeting, but of course they had. 

17-00:21:32 

Ulman: Well, everybody heard. 

17-00:21:34 

Koya: Was there a sense, then, that the discipline of economics, or the field of 
economics, was becoming more ideological? That there was a break in the— 

17-00:21:44 

Ulman: Oh, Friedman had made it almost—a tremendous influence, he had. He had 
made it more ideological, in my opinion. A lot of people today would disagree 
with that and say he was just a good economist, and that the others—Keynes 
today has got a bad name with them, anyway. 

17-00:22:15 

Koya: But the field is clearly kind of split between people who were following the 
Friedman—any consequences that you saw for further debates on economic 
policy, as we’ve been kind of talking about that throughout— 

17-00:22:27 

Ulman: There was a book, which consisted of a debate between Friedman and Walter 
Heller, who had been the first chair of the Council under Kennedy [Monetary 
vs. Fiscal Policy (1969)]. Friedman wrote a lot of popular work in the area.  

17-00:22:47 

Koya: Including Capitalism and Freedom. Just a couple quick questions on a couple 
more of your books, and then we’ll pick up on the Carter administration. 

 As regards your book Challenges to Collective Bargaining [(1967)], there’s a 
sense in the book, just from looking this over, that unions aren’t being quite so 
effective at representing their rank and file, or solving industrial wage or 
manpower problems. Was this symptomatic of kind of more of a break 
between labor economists and unions at this point? Saying collective 
bargaining is a challenge to reaching these certain ends like manpower 
problems and solving— 

17-00:25:07 

Ulman: Yes, sure, always. I’m sure Dunlop didn’t believe that, particularly. 

17-00:25:15 

Koya: Were labor economists, by this time, becoming more concerned with unions 
in terms of, say, their effects on cost-push inflation, rather than the older 
problems of labor peace, that someone like Clark Kerr would have worked 
on— 
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17-00:25:30 

Ulman: That is true, yes. There were two big problems at the end of the war, and one 
was labor peace. That spilled over to the Communist problems at the time. 
The other was inflation. The labor peace thing was settled pretty quickly, after 
a very bad period in 1949. 

17-00:26:08 

Koya: So the inflation question is still onboard for you with this debate over wage 
and price controls, and then the book that you’re involved in, the Wage 
Restraint volume, with Robert Flanagan, right? 

17-00:26:25 

Ulman: Yes. 

17-00:26:27 

Koya: You’re doing a kind of comparison of wage and price controls throughout 
Europe, as well as the United States, and making these comparisons, which is 
what was of interest to the Council of Economic Advisers. Was there a sense 
that there were new kinds of data sets that were becoming available to make 
these kinds of comparisons? 

17-00:26:56 

Ulman: No, it was a policy question. This was the Nixon administration. They got 
interested in it, too. 

17-00:27:10 

Koya: You note in the book that incomes policies are kind of questionable in terms 
of their ability to control for inflation. Nixon goes ahead and implements 
them. This begins to set us up for Carter— 

17-00:27:25 

Ulman: You notice that he went for full-throated controls. 

17-00:27:29 

Koya: Not guidelines. 

17-00:27:30 

Ulman: Not guidelines. The Democrats were afraid of controls. Nixon just slapped it 
on. It was supposed to be temporary. It proved to be temporary. 

17-00:27:51 

Koya: It was a ninety-day freeze. 

17-00:27:52 

Ulman: It was a big thing at the time. Just screaming headlines in New York Times, the 
first page, about Nixon goes to control. 

17-00:28:08 

Koya: That policy being controversial at the time, has there been a sense that that 
was partially responsible for the subsequent runaway inflation that affected 
the country? 
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17-00:28:19 

Ulman: No, I don’t think so. I don’t believe so. 

17-00:28:25 

Koya: A last question about the book Runaway Unionism. You were in Oxford in 
1973, is that correct, on a sabbatical? 

17-00:28:40 

Ulman: Yes. 

17-00:28:44 

Koya: At that point, there’s the big strike by the coal miners unions, correct? What 
were the risks for you in what you call runaway unionism? What was the fear 
of the unionism running away? 

17-00:30:03 

Ulman: That was the general bad times in Britain, which were heavily blamed on the 
union movement. Even friends couldn’t defend it too much. 

17-00:30:16 

Koya: Friends in Britain? 

17-00:30:17 

Ulman: Friends of the union. People were sympathetic, deeply sympathetic, to that. I 
had friends who had to agree, in order to maintain their friendship, they 
wouldn’t talk about the coal miners strike. Things were difficult then. It’s the 
end of the seventies. People began to leave the Labour Party, which, in 
Britain, was a really serious thing. Phelps Brown and his wife, Evelyn, left the 
Labour Party and became Liberals. They all felt very traumatized by this. You 
were labor, you were a labor family. You were a conservative family, and you 
were a labor family, going all the way back. I just happened to recall, one day, 
a group of some union people—this was in Oxford—chatting about that. 
Somebody said something about Phelps Brown—to him—that they just didn’t 
make people like him anymore or something like that. He protested, “But I’m 
a Tory now. I’ve become a crusted Tory” and he walked off. The union guy 
looked after him fondly and said, “There goes the last of the gents.” 

17-00:32:13 

Koya: Out of the Labour Party.  

17-00:32:13 

Ulman: He couldn’t get them sorted, but he felt terrible about it himself. 

17-00:32:25 

Koya: Is there a sense, then, that the coal miners union is pushing so hard for—you 
mentioned, in the book, there’s a 29 percent wage increase. This is an instance 
of the decentralizing tendency, where you can’t get the kind of wage— 

17-00:32:46 

Ulman: It was partly that. That strike was never called by the entire union. Arthur 
Scargill was the president of the coal miners. He was a radical. In fact, he was 
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sympathetic to the Maoists. He called the strike. The strike was a bitter strike. 
It was the strike that made Thatcher—of course, she just took the strike—put 
Britain on shorter hours, working hours of the week. Blackouts had to be 
imposed. It was a grim sort of period. People would say to me—I played a 
little game. They’d say, “Do you think we’re in a crisis, Britain is in a crisis?” 
I would say, “Well, I don’t think so.” One would say, “But we really are, you 
know.” Someone else would say to me, “Do you think we’re in a crisis?” I 
said, “It looks as if you are.” Said, “Oh, no, we’re not in a crisis.” And as I 
told you what Frank Chapple had said. “We’re drowning to death in a bath of 
warm water and jell-o, and we’re all so bloody polite to one another.” And so 
they couldn’t say whether they were in a crisis or not, I guess. But they were 
really lovely people in general. 

17-00:35:07 

Koya: Let’s transition here into the Carter administration. 

17-00:35:14 

Ulman: Well, we had inflation again. I might say that wage policy, of one kind or 
another, the guide post-type policy, lasted through Johnson. Then Nixon. He 
did this to it and dropped it. Then Carter came along. 

 We had big problems in the Carter administration. There was unemployment 
and there was a lot of inflation. The president appointed [Paul] Volcker [as 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve].  

17-00:36:16 

Koya: In 1979. 

17-00:36:18 

Ulman: Yes, in 1979, and that was throwing in the towel, more or less. I think he 
raised the interest rate by 200 basis points. Two full points. I believe that was 
the Council, who had, still, the Keynesian cast to them, and who probably 
complained to Carter. Carter said, okay, we’ll have to appoint a President’s 
Commission. 

17-00:36:59 

Koya: Was it the President’s Pay Commission? 

17-00:37:01 

Ulman: Pay Commission, yes. We’ll have a commission, then, to talk it over, and 
come back with a report. John Dunlop was the chairman. He appointed 
Dunlop chair. The unions controlled that decision. That was Dunlop. Then 
Charlie Schultze [Chair of the Council of Economic Advisers] called me at 
home here in Berkeley, and he asked me, “Will you please become a public 
member?” He said, “I know it’s very hard and difficult.” I didn’t want to do it 
at all. I knew that no good could come out of this thing. 

17-00:37:51 

Koya: How did you know that? 
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17-00:37:56 

Ulman: The Volcker appointment, if no other reason, and just the economic situation. 
This was a sort of Hail Mary pass, and a feeble one at that. I said, all right, I’ll 
do it. When the White House called and said the president would like to meet 
with the commission in the introductory meeting in the White House on 
Monday, and it was Friday, and I said “I can’t make it.” And they said, “why 
not?” I was a little irritated with them. They were the hostage situation, and 
you felt that Carter was just, I guess, the way some liberals are with Obama 
today, although I was never that way. He was too much of a pacifist. She said, 
“Why not?” I said, “I have an important class.” She said, “I can’t believe what 
I’m hearing.” Who would turn down a photo-op with the president? I didn’t 
go, but I said I’d show up for work. When you have the first working meeting, 
I’ll be there. So I went to the meeting. John Dunlop was there, of course. He 
was the chairman. He said, “I want to talk to you.” He said accusingly, 
“You’re here because of the economy.” He controlled everything except the 
appointment of the neutrals. The unionists didn’t want any think like wage 
controls part of that. Dunlop said, more or less, “Don’t worry. I’m the 
chairman of this, and we’re going to fold it up fast.” At the first meeting, he 
said, “This is very interesting. You have to get into this fast. It’s an interesting 
problem,” he said, “because of the emergency. But you’ve got to get out of it 
fast, too.” That’s not, of course, what I was there to do. 

17-00:40:43 

Koya: What did he mean, get out of it fast? Get out of the meeting or— 

17-00:40:46 

Ulman: Get out of the committee. Fold it up before you even unfold it. 

17-00:40:53 

Koya: Was that his mission because of what he wanted, or was he being directed? 

17-00:40:59 

Ulman: Yes, and what labor expected from him. John was always a labor guy. Not a 
subtle academic, let’s put it that way. I remember one time, we got a report. 
Alfred Kahn of Cornell was appointed inflation czar. He had been originally 
appointed to begin an extensive program of deregulation. Airlines, etc. He 
wasn’t happy with this type of macro policy, particularly, but he was a very 
able and intelligent economist. He presented the administration’s defense of 
their policy to our committee. John said, “Okay, do we want to hear anything 
more about the economy?” He was seated on my right. I put my hand up. He 
clamped my hand down. So I raised my left hand. He said, “Oh, shit, Lloyd.” 
Which, presumably, went over TV. I don’t know. That’s the way it was. 

17-00:42:51 

Koya: Did you get to speak? 

17-00:42:52 

Ulman: Oh, yes, I did, sure. 
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17-00:42:53 

Koya: What did you say? 

17-00:42:55 

Ulman: I was defending the administration’s policy and their analysis. 

 I would call on Charlie Schultze at the Council before each of the committee 
meetings, and we had a lot of meetings, and we couldn’t agree on anything. 
Whenever you have a lot of meetings in the committee, you know the 
committee is in bad shape. I was going to Washington once a week. 

 

 There were two other public members. One was Phyllis Wallace at MIT 
[Massachusetts Institute of Technology], who was an authority on minimum 
wages. She was, I guess, an early female economist and academic. She was 
wonderful. And black, which is really not relevant. The third neutral was Bob 
Nathan, who was an authority on the steel industry. Formerly with the Steel 
Workers Union, but Bob believed that there had to be some restraints on 
wages as part of a full employment policy. He was sore because nothing was 
happening, and John, he felt, was blocking things as they came along. Ray 
Marshall was the secretary of labor at the time. Very excellent person, a 
Berkeley Ph.D. So that was really that story. It wasn’t very much. Nothing 
really came of it. We tried to force a meeting in private. I remember one time, 
before one of the meetings, one of the TV fellows asked me, “How come 
nothing is happening here?” I replied, “We’ve got the sunshine laws, which 
you wanted.” 

17-00:45:47 

Koya: Freedom of Information Act? 

17-00:45:48 

Ulman: I said, “You can’t expect people to negotiate in full sunshine.” He didn’t like 
my answer at all. We did get Dunlop to call a luncheon meeting that was 
supposed to be off the record, but nothing came of that. That fizzled out pretty 
quickly. 

17-00:46:22 

Koya: The Carter administration was trying to implement, then, wage and price 
controls at this juncture, and Dunlop and labor shut it down? 

17-00:46:30 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right. They were trying to get it going, I guess. 

17-00:47:01 

Koya: They wanted more and didn’t get it? 

17-00:47:02 

Ulman: Yes. 
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17-00:47:05 

Koya: Volcker’s appointment, was that a white flag for you that the Carter 
administration— 

17-00:47:10 

Ulman: To everybody. 

17-00:47:12 

Koya: What do you mean by that? 

17-00:47:13 

Ulman: Volcker came into the Fed [Federal Reserve Bank]. He was going to end the 
inflation. He did, at the expense of a lot of unemployment. As far as he was 
concerned, that was his job. 

17-00:47:30 

Koya: Does that connect—you were talking about the gentleman—was it Lord 
Hailsham?—that you had— 

17-00:47:36 

Ulman: No, nothing to do with him. 

17-00:47:39 

Koya: Just on the idea, we’ve tried this, we’ve tried that; next, we’re going to try 
unemployment. Was Volcker trying unemployment to— 

17-00:47:49 

Ulman: Not to hold down wages, but he wasn’t trying unemployment. He was trying 
restrictive monetary policy. He could even deny that any unemployment was 
due to that. I don’t know whether he did it or not. In shorthand, though, people 
of my ilk would say, yes, sure. 

17-00:48:14 

Koya: He was, in a sense, employing a Friedman-esque policy of trying to control 
inflation through the money supply, rather than the Keynesian position, which 
might—  

17-00:48:25 

Ulman: Which would be less restrictive on money, yes. Through incomes policy they 
sought to modify union behavior directly. 

17-00:48:29 

Koya: There’s that tradeoff between inflation and unemployment for the Keynesians, 
right? The idea of following the Phillips curve, if I understand this correctly. 

17-00:48:39 

Ulman: That was the Phillips curve, which, of course, was a flawed concept, really. 
But people were following it. Even very good economists, like Bent Hansen, 
in our own department, would say, “Well, the Phillips curve may not make 
any theoretical sense, but it works.” 
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17-00:49:07 

Koya: Was it working at this point? With stagflation, I guess that’s something a bit 
new, as I understand it, for economists. That you have high unemployment 
and high inflation, so the— 

17-00:49:22 

Ulman: That sort of thing began with Johnson, when Johnson wouldn’t raise taxes 
during the war. Sort of like, in a way, you might say, Bush wouldn’t raise 
taxes. The outcome then was inflation. With Bush, it was more of an asset 
price inflation, mainly stock market and real estate booms. 

17-00:49:51 

Koya: And real estate. 

17-00:49:52 

Ulman: Yes, and real estate. 

17-00:49:57 

Koya: So the Phillips curve would have suggested that you wouldn’t have high 
inflation with high employment. That growth in the economy eventually, with 
those prices, would lead to further— 

17-00:50:08 

Ulman: If you accept the Phillips curve, then what guide posts or wage restraints 
should do, would be to shift the Phillips curve downward and inward—to shift 
the whole thing. Or, in Friedman’s terms, it would be to reduce the natural 
rate of unemployment, although Friedman never dreamed that that the concept 
would be used for that purpose. He felt reducing the natural rate would be 
something like eliminating minimum wages or something like that. It was 
government control that should be reduced, rather than union preferences. 

17-00:51:01 

Koya: Reading just a little bit about what the monetarists have suggested about the 
development of stagflation, they seem to pin the crisis on that inflationary 
expansionist monetary policy that Arthur Burns carried under the Nixon 
administration, and then on the wage and price controls as excessive 
regulation of the market. Do you believe that these were causes for the 
stagflation of the 1970s, or did the monetarists get it wrong? 

17-00:51:35 

Ulman: I think everybody, more or less, can see that that was getting to be a real 
excess demand inflation. If you’ve got excess demand inflation, analytically, 
it wouldn’t be very much good to try voluntary, or even regulatory measures. 
But nevertheless, you can be sure, at the time, the Carter administration—that 
is, the Council. After all, the administration did include Carter, who appointed 
Volcker. That was not Charlie Schultze’s thing, because he complained that 
Volcker’s approach was too draconian. Realistically, the game was over. 
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17-00:53:05 

Koya: This ushers in, with Volcker and stimulating the interest rates, the Reagan 
revolution, as it were. He comes into the office in early 1981, and it leads to a 
great deal of unemployment. The high interest rates, the constricting 
economy. Lots of de-industrializations. Steel workers suffer quite a bit in 
1981, 1982, in that recession, if I recall correctly. 

17-00:53:34 

Ulman: Yes. So did the unions. So did the air traffic controllers, if you recall that 
strike. That recalls my disastrous and extremely short-lived debut on national 
TV. 

17-00:53:59 

Koya: I did not know. This was not on your CV. 

17-00:54:02 

Ulman: It was right during the strike, actually. This fellow, Ted Koppel, in 
“Nightline” asked whether I would appear briefly, talk about the strike, the air 
traffic controller strike. Koppel asked me, “Well, what can the union do?” 

 I had never been on national TV before. I didn’t realize that I couldn’t see 
Koppel but he could see me. A little strange to me. He got on briefly during 
the commercial to tell me how—so he said, “Well, what can labor do now?” 
sort of thing. Reagan said to them— 

17-00:55:33 

Koya: “You can’t strike.” 

17-00:55:34 

Ulman: “You can’t strike. You’re violating the law.” So the air traffic controllers went 
ahead and struck. Then we’re waiting for somebody to say, okay, fellows, 
let’s settle it. That’s what always happened. This time nobody came. No 
message came. You just broke the law, that’s all. You better get back to work. 
Koppel wanted to know what can be done, so I said, “Well, the union can 
either go back to work or they can remain on strike and use their economic 
resources, their economic strength.” He asked, “Well, what about the labor 
movement? What could they do about the AFL-CIO?” I said, “Our labor 
movement doesn’t have any power over their national unions. They don’t 
have power to order them either back to work, or to order other unions out in 
sympathy.” The history of the labor movement in the U.S. records that we did 
see big general strikes, although nothing on the scale of a nation-wide general 
strike. He said, “Well, what can it do? What can it do?” I just didn’t say 
anything. He finally said, “Well, thank you very much, Professor Ulman.” 

 

 I did get some mail. Some Communists would write in and say, “Yes, we did 
have sympathy strikes.” On TV I had said, “These unions have their contracts. 
They can’t go on sympathy strikes.” That’s not what he wanted to hear, 
Koppel. He wanted to hear that they should be doing something. 
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17-00:58:00 

Koya: Was this a big upheaval for you, for labor economists, for labor unions, the 
Reagan revolution? Did it just change the equation entirely to go that hard for 
punitive action against unions? 

17-00:58:15 

Ulman: It had a big effect. Apparently the Reagan administration weren’t going to 
monkey around. I think George Shultz was labor secretary at that time. 

17-00:58:27 

Koya: He was secretary of state. 

17-00:58:31 

Ulman: Well, yes, but he was everything [during his career]. 

17-00:58:33 

Koya: Pretty much. 

17-00:58:34 

Ulman: First he began with labor. That was fairly early in the Nixon administration. 
He began with labor, and he became [director of the] OMB [Office of 
Management and Budget], and then he became [secretary of the] treasury, and 
then under Reagan he became [secretary of] state. He had an amazing career. 

17-00:58:58 

Koya: He did. For you and your colleagues, with this kind of change in the equation, 
this willingness to kind of push to firing the air traffic controllers, the— 

17-00:59:12 

Ulman: Shultz was a liberal employer-type. He also had been an arbitrator, 
experienced arbitrator. Employers could take strikes. They would say to the 
unions, strike. Shultz could understand that. Here was a case which, to him, 
was open and shut. There was a law. These guys broke the law. As a matter of 
fact, this union wasn’t too powerful inside the AFL-CIO, because they had 
supported Reagan in the election. 

17-01:00:07 

Koya: That’s interesting. 

17-01:00:09 

Ulman: Well, anyway, that was that. Should we move on? 

Audio File 18 

18-00:00:00 

Koya: Okay, this is the beginning of tape eighteen, interview number nine, with Dr. 
Lloyd Ulman. Today is October 27, 2011. We were finishing with some of the 
dynamics of the Reagan revolution. Did you have anything further you wanted 
to say on that subject? 
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18-00:00:26 

Ulman: No, no. Just the meeting. That’s all. 

18-00:00:350 

Koya: You have a couple of books that are still—you’re still quite productive 
academically. The book on unionism, economic stabilization, and incomes 
policy [Unionism, Economic Stabilization, and Incomes Policies: European 
Experience (1983)]— 

18-00:00:46 

Ulman: Which I did with Bob Flanagan and David Soskice. That was a big book. 

18-00:00:53 

Koya: Right, and a lot of research. You were traveling to various countries. 

18-00:00:59 

Ulman: We split up the countries for writing, but we all traveled together to all of 
them. That was a lot of traveling. 

18-00:01:11 

Koya: How were you collecting your data for the project? 

18-00:01:14 

Ulman: Well, of course, you begin with all the available written and numerical stuff. 
Wage data and so on. When you get some idea of how a country looks, as it 
were, we more or less, especially in the second book—this was my second big 
book. The first one was on national unions. This one was not on American 
experience, but on European experience. The anecdotes that I’ve been telling 
you have been basically offshoots of this research that took place in Europe. 
We were over there a lot. 

18-00:02:11 

Koya: Austria, Netherlands, Norway, West Germany, Sweden, United Kingdom, 
Denmark, Italy, France. 

18-00:02:19 

Ulman: The ones that I mainly wrote were, I guess, Britain, the U.K., Germany, and 
Sweden. 

 

 [And] we spoke to government officials. Actually, the way in which the 
project was set up originally was that Chancellor [Helmut] Schmidt of 
Germany was visiting George Shultz, and he invited some economists from 
Berkeley and Stanford to his home. We had a conversation with Shultz, and 
then I asked him for a little help, on whom I could see in Germany, for 
example. Germany was the most important union movement in Europe. The 
most powerful one. He referred me to his advisor. 

18-00:03:42 

Koya: Did you also speak with trade unionists during the— 
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18-00:03:47 

Ulman: Trade unionists, employers, and government officials. It was a good deal of 
work. 

18-00:03:54 

Koya: The book begins with this quote. It says, “This book is about trade union 
power and efforts to restrain its use in the general economic interest.” Then 
you also note in the book that there’s a great deal of variability in the success 
in implementing incomes policies because of— 

18-00:04:14 

Ulman: The usual line. 

18-00:04:16 

Koya: Trade union militancy and what have you. Is there some irony in that now that 
we have the union movement so weak and wages so— 

18-00:04:27 

Ulman: It’s not irony. 

18-00:04:29 

Koya: Slow growth? 

18-00:04:30 

Ulman: Yes, what happened was that—we talk about this meeting that we had, which 
is about the last thing that we can talk about, in a way—was that it was 
actually true in the book on—in 1992, Labor and an Integrated Europe, which 
I worked on with Barry Eichengreen, our department, and Bill Dickens, who 
was then in our department and is now in Brookings, Mel Reder, and others. 
There, the question was, what have been the effects of globalization and 
expansion of market areas? So this, in a way, takes me back to my first book, 
which was on national unions [The Rise of the National Trade Union (1966)]. 
What happens when the market outgrows the boundaries of the jurisdiction of 
the union? 

18-00:05:48 

Koya: Here, we’re talking about European integration with respect to Labor and an 
Integrated Europe, right? 

18-00:05:54 

Ulman: Yes, we were talking about it, because the irony of all of this is, is that world 
seemed to comprise America and Europe; this was before the great Asian 
uprising. So now you sort of forget about this sort of thing. I worked with Mel 
[Melvin] Reder on the U.S. chapter in this book, Labor and an Integrated 
Europe. Reder was, and remains, a very dear friend of mine. He’s a year older 
than I am. He taught at Stanford and Chicago, and originally was a Berkeley 
undergraduate. He retired from Chicago and moved to Palo Alto. So this work 
was a pleasure. In the nineties, these two books were really a pleasure to work 
with colleagues. The other one was Work and Pay in the United States and 
Japan. 
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18-00:07:16 

Koya: I’ll try to refrain. I do want to ask, I had noticed that, with respect to Labor 
and an Integrated Europe, that there was the continuity to the first book, The 
Rise of the National Trade Union, on this jurisdiction question. 

18-00:07:35 

Ulman: Either the unions would expand their sphere of authority as the market 
increased, or they would begin to lose it within their original jurisdiction. 
They’d get weakened. That is, of course, what’s happened, especially in the 
United States. The rise of international competition, which took place over 
this entire postwar period, and especially after the sixties, seventies, meant 
that they were confronted by dealing with nonunion competition from other 
countries, or nonunion competition at home. 

18-00:08:21 

Koya: The jurisdictional boundaries of their own unions didn’t extend to the same 
reach that a market might be integrated, or that money might be transferred, or 
a company might be formed and have multiple offices. 

18-00:08:34 

Ulman: Either de jure or de facto. 

18-00:08:41 

Koya: I think there’s an interesting topic that you talk about in this book, where the 
unions become attached to certain kinds of social benefits that derive from 
their national citizenship. So participation in social insurance programs and so 
forth. That then puts them at odds with the nonunion employment, or 
immigrant labor, or what have you. 

18-00:09:05 

Ulman: Exactly, exactly. That was what Mel and I did in that book. 

18-00:09:12 

Koya: Any further thoughts on that problem? We talked about, I think, a little bit 
with— 

18-00:09:16 

Ulman: No. A little more when we talk about this thing later on. 

18-00:09:22 

Koya: We’re referring here to “Problems and Policies in the Wake of a Global 
Downturn,” which— 

18-00:09:30 

Ulman: A conference in 2002. 

18-00:09:50 

Koya: In the context of this, maybe you want to say a little something about your trip 
to Poland in 1989. You visited Poland with Clair Brown. 
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18-00:10:00 

Ulman: Yes. It was interesting. This was shortly after the Solidarity movement had 
taken over. [Lech] Walesa was still president. I guess they got the word in 
Washington that we were a lively place, and then they got in touch with Clark 
Kerr. They wanted us to send some people from the Institute over there to tell 
them what a union is like, what do you do, how do you set it up, and so on and 
so forth. I went down there to the president’s office. It was then in Oakland. I 
don’t know where it is now. 

18-00:10:54 

Koya: The UC [University of California] president’s office? 

18-00:10:56 

Ulman: UC president. I spoke to a vice president. 

 It was interesting. He said this was very interesting to him. Apparently he had 
never really conversed with faculty members. That’s what we had descended 
to. 

 We got together, our little group of Clair Brown and Michael Reich and Don 
Vial, from the center, and Marty Morgenstern, from the Center [of Labor 
Research and Education]. Marty Morgenstern was then, at that time, one of 
the successors to Don Vial who, I guess, was out by that time. I guess he was 
in the state government.  

18-00:11:55 

Koya: He was working for the state government of California? 

18-00:11:59 

Ulman: The first Brown administration. So he went over there. 

 They wanted us to check their working conditions and things like that, so we 
went through a number of industries’ plants and other installations. One of the 
places that we went was a coal mine. That’s where Clair saved my life! We 
went down into this coal mine in Poland. They boasted it was the oldest coal 
mine. I think sixty-year-old coal mine, which showed how primitive Polish 
industry was. One doesn’t boast about an old facility in industry. We had to 
change into heavy clothing, including boots. Went into the elevator, down a 
quarter of a mile, and walked around. They probably showed us their big 
borer, coal borer. We couldn’t really say very much, because it was a noisy 
place. We walked almost a quarter of a mile, I guess, to the head of this pit. 
Then walking back, I flopped in the sludgy water. I couldn’t get up. Clair 
came along and she yanked me to my feet and she said, “If I knew it was 
going to be like this, I never would have let you come along!” 

Another episode: we visited a chemical plant. The stench from that place was 
so overpowering that I could not walk in. The others all did, but I couldn’t do 
it, because I had a bronchial condition. I coughed all during that trip. Then at 
the end of the visit, we did meet with a group of Solidarity people, and they 
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proudly told us that their contract called for them to take two weeks vacation 
in the summer, and a summer sanatorium. 

 They were proud of that. But Don said to them, “Why didn’t you tell the 
employers to make conditions healthier instead of accepting this extra cash?” 
They didn’t understand that, because they thought they got a good deal. Then 
we met with them. They wanted us to meet with them. We said, we’ll meet 
with a local union. They wanted us to meet with a larger group. It was more 
like a central labor council. We met with nearly a hundred people from the 
area. They didn’t understand the principles of organization and so on. We 
couldn’t really do an awful lot with them. We certainly covered a lot of 
ground on that trip. We went from Warsaw to Gdansk in a week. Don and I 
had to leave early to return. Clair and Marty stayed behind. They actually met 
Lech Walesa. 

18-00:17:10 

Koya: So you missed him? 

18-00:17:11 

Ulman: We missed him. As a matter of fact, we were busy getting mugged in the train. 
We boarded the train early because we didn’t want to lose it, and some young 
men got on. Don was at one end, and I was getting on the other end of this 
empty car. Then they left him and they came down to my end. Don shouted, 
“They got my wallet. They got my wallet.” They began to brush past me, and 
I said, “Okay, go, go.” But they didn’t want to. They wanted to get my wallet, 
too, but they couldn’t get it, so they finally left. Fortunately, Don had his 
passport. 

 That was our trip. It was an experience. Let’s put it that way. On Sunday we 
thought we’d get a day off, because they had really worked us. But they said, 
“Tomorrow, we’ll take you through Auschwitz.” For a day off, we went 
through Auschwitz, which was a horrible experience. Just horrible experience. 
They wanted to show us that a lot of Poles were involved, as well as Jews. 
Conditions were so primitive. As we drove through the country, we could see 
farmers with horse-drawn stick plows. It was really back in almost the Middle 
Ages. We were supposed to get in touch again, but they didn’t. It was an idea 
that they had. They liked talking to us, but we really couldn’t enlighten them 
much about organization. We tried to teach them a bit about union 
organization, but all they wanted to do was to unite politically to build up the 
country, rather than how to negotiate with employers, etc. 

18-00:19:51 

Koya: Do you want to say a little more about Auschwitz? What did it mean to you to 
take that— 

18-00:19:55 

Ulman: Just awful. 
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18-00:19:56 

Koya: Awful tour. 

18-00:19:59 

Ulman: Marty Morgenstern got outside and he put his head between his legs. He 
thought he was going to throw up or faint. Terrible things like seeing a whole 
collection of false teeth. Auschwitz was—well, what everybody says. Just 
horrible. I still remember the photos of Eisenhower at the end of the war when 
he first saw—I think it was Auschwitz and the inmates. The horror on his 
face. We all felt such horror ourselves. That was what they were still living 
with.  

18-00:20:58 

Koya: Were they still living with the Holocaust in Poland? Had they come to terms 
with it? Did you have any feel for that during your visit? 

18-00:21:08 

Ulman: It’s just that they wanted to show it. They knew that Westerners were 
interested in those things. Of course, this was something that they felt they 
had a hand in overthrowing, although of course it was the Allies that did it. A 
horrible experience. 

18-00:21:33 

Koya: Did it put your war service in any kind of perspective for you? 

18-00:21:37 

Ulman: No. One read about those things later, really. Although, the Jewish guys in the 
service, they knew what they were there for. Myself included, of course. 
Although, let me say one thing. This is not particularly on the record, not 
particularly off the record. When I moved from the Atlantic and 
Mediterranean theaters to the Pacific, the feeling against a different enemy—
was now the Japanese—seemed to me to be more intense than the feeling 
against the Germans. Of course, Pearl Harbor was the main reason. The 
Marines were there, and they had done the worst fighting. We had a Marine 
detachment on our ship. I remember one thing. We saw a scrawl and a 
message on some wall. “With the help of the Lord and a few Marines, 
MacArthur took the Philippines.” Anyway, we went to see Auschwitz, and 
went down a coal mine. I still have some mementos of the coal mine at home. 

18-00:23:42 

Koya: A lump of coal? 

18-00:23:43 

Ulman: Like a souvenir that you had. A little banner of the coal mine. As I said, they 
said this is the oldest mine. That’s the kind of criticism that the British used to 
get after World War Two. The Economist once wrote about a British 
businessman who boasted about some ghastly Edwardian relic, as they put it, 
which was still working, not realizing that it was economically obsolete. 
That’s about where the Poles were in those days. 
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18-00:24:45 

Koya: Can I ask you just one quick question about Japan? You were talking about 
the intensity of feeling against the Japanese. Was there a poignancy for you 
returning to Japan for the research for the Work and Pay in the United States 
and Japan volume? 

18-00:24:59 

Ulman: No. I told you that one story about Professor Takanaka of Doshisha 
University, which whom I shared recollections about Hiroshima during the 
war. But no, there was certainly no feeling of antagonism. Of course, there 
was the American treatment of the Japanese in the States, but since I was not 
at home during that period, I only learned how disgraceful it was afterwards. 

18-00:25:32 

Koya: For your generation, though—I’m thinking aloud here a little bit—there were 
these very—World War Two, we’ve been talking about—kept cropping up 
about the strong feelings your colleagues in Europe had about it, in Britain, in 
Sweden. Then, for the United States, which wasn’t enmeshed in Europe in the 
same way that inter-nation rivalries there, but Germany was certainly an 
enemy, and Japan was certainly an enemy. But the postwar developments 
were such that, in terms of economic relations, both of those countries became 
very close to the United States. Do you have any thoughts on that for how 
your generation came to terms with those subsequent developments? The 
transformation from enemy to ally. 

18-00:26:28 

Ulman: It wasn’t difficult, because we won the war. Roosevelt took the Ulysses Grant 
approach. Unconditional surrender. Okay, you win. 

18-00:27:04 

Koya: You’re saying the unconditional approach— 

18-00:27:09 

Ulman: Which could mean that after you’ve licked somebody, you may not hate them 
so much afterwards. 

18-00:27:18 

Koya: Which Europe hadn’t accomplished so well after World War One. 

18-00:27:22 

Ulman: The Second World War was the last war we won. I guess the great thing that 
Truman did, together with Acheson, was the Marshall Plan. That was 
probably their greatest diplomatic accomplishment, and it certainly helped to 
transform German attitudes. 

18-00:28:12 

Koya: And American feelings are transformed in the process. 

18-00:28:14 

Ulman: And American feelings, yes. 
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18-00:28:20 

Koya: The grudge wasn’t held by Americans because Americans had won. Is that 
what you’re suggesting? 

18-00:28:23 

Ulman: Yes. You know James Thurber? You know the writer James Thurber? 

18-00:28:29 

Koya: Yes. 

18-00:28:37 

Ulman: He wrote a lot about his ancestors, or his immediate ancestors. His mother’s 
parents’ family and so on. He had an uncle by the name of Mahlon Taylor, 
who was the strongest man in the county, and who, incidentally, had a great 
shock of white hair. He owed the condition of his hair to the fact that he 
washed it once a week with Brillo. At the end of his life, somebody asked him 
if he wanted to forgive his enemies. He said, “I don’t have any enemies. I’ve 
licked them all.” I think that’s the way people felt. 

18-00:29:43 

Koya: Let me ask a general question that goes back to some of the things we were 
talking about, Sweden as well. One of the observations in the volume is that 
Japan has a lot less income in equality than is the case for the United States. 
That was certainly true of the Sweden of the 1960s that we were talking about 
as well. There seems to be a sense in both— 

18-00:30:06 

Ulman: Sweden in the sixties was more equal. 

18-00:30:09 

Koya: More egalitarian. There seems to be a sense, in both societies, that there’s 
more economic egalitarianism, as it were, and more of a possibility for a 
social compact between labor and employer, right? 

18-00:30:25 

Ulman: Certainly true in Sweden. 

18-00:30:26 

Koya: Certainly true in Sweden with those negotiations we were talking about. 

18-00:30:29 

Ulman: Just speaking of—in Japan, it was a social compact by virtue of the fact that 
the unions were very weak. They really were what we used to call yellow dog 
or company-dominated unions. In retrospect. That’s quite different from 
egalitarianism. But there was not antagonism, or an adversarial relationship. 

 General [Douglas] MacArthur, when he was the proconsul or whatever he was 
in Japan after the war, got the employers to recognize the unions but also to 
kick the Communists out of the unions. They kicked the Communists out and 
didn’t put very much else in. That’s why I say Japanese unions resemble 
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company unions. Of course, the union people wouldn’t like to hear that. I 
think that’s really the fact of the matter. They haven’t been used to striking or 
other forms of hell-raising. At a conference at our Institute, a Japanese union 
representative said “we’ve had a lot of unemployment, and wages have been 
soft, and so we’ve tried to protest!” That’s the way he put it. 

18-00:32:31 

Koya: He’s talking about Japan’s last decade? The 1990s, then. 

18-00:32:34 

Ulman: Yes, that’s right. That’s really a different sort of thing. 

18-00:33:07 

Koya: Why don’t we proceed with your discussion on some of these conferences. 

18-00:33:22 

Ulman: I mentioned these two books. I retired in 1990. These were the two projects 
that I worked on. It was a pure pleasure working with my friends and 
colleagues. That was the main thing that I did. 

18-00:35:14 

Ulman: Let me talk about the two conferences with the German and Japanese union 
people that we had. These were sort of the last public conferences that I 
participated in. As I said, George Strauss and I, after we retired as— 

18-00:35:41 

Koya: Director and associate director. 

18-00:35:43 

Ulman: In my case, it was, I think, 1980. We continued and were heavily involved in 
the Institute. I hope that the Institute continues, under a different name now 
[Institute for Research on Labor and Employment], and that we will have set 
an example that way. I think it was a good thing. It certainly was true in my 
case, and with George’s. He kept on attending seminars, labor seminars, and 
other gatherings.  

 There were two conferences in particular that I worked on, which took place 
in 2000 and 2002. Both involved trade unions and academics from Germany 
and Japan as well as in our own bailiwick. In Japan, the academics came from 
Doshisha University in Kyoto. They included Yoshifumi Nakata, who was a 
Berkeley Ph.D. Clair has continued to work with him on some of her projects. 
I saw Yoshi. Yoshi came to my house recently on a visit here, showing 
pictures of his family. From Germany, the chief academic spirit was Knut 
Gerlach from Hannover. He’s a very well-known labor economist. One of the 
fathers of econometric labor analysis in Germany. He adopted our Institute. 
He came over on many visits and used to stay at the Berkeley City Club. I 
remember he called it his monastery. He was with his wife, too, several times. 
He’s a great friend and a stimulating man. In fact, we exchanged a phone call 
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recently on work that I’ve been doing. Not work, but reading that I’ve been 
trying to do, in Britain, and also Germany in the nineteenth century.  

18-00:38:59 

Ulman: He tried to set me straight on Bismarck. He was more of a straight arrow type 
than I, but an excellent scholar. Just an amazing scholar. The most cultured 
guy I think that I’ve ever come across. 

 We had two meetings, in 2000 and 2002. In 2002, we added someone from 
Berlin, from the Wissenschaft Center [Wissenschaftszentrum für 
Sozialforschung]. The Wissenschaft Center was the place that David Soskice 
left Oxford to direct. It’s an excellent research place, and very hospitable. 
They did the editing and did some inserts for the volume. 

18-00:40:51 

Koya: The tables and so forth? 

18-00:40:52 

Ulman: The table, yes. We, incidentally, in the second one, our delegation, the 
American delegation, as it were, included Katie Quan. 

 She’s an old hand at the Institute and has really done splendid work on China, 
and has so many grants to do work there. We had the Assistant Secretary of 
the California Federation of Labor, Tom Rankin, and one member, Larry 
Martin. Of course, there were German unionists, and also faculty members 
from Germany as well. I was proud of him [Martin]. He was a student, and he 
was the president of one of the big local unions here. 

 The conferences were concerned with the union problems. In the first place, in 
2000, they were heading into a downturn. In 2002, they were moving up from 
the downturn. We wanted their views on how they were meeting the economic 
problems and so on, and what was happening. Germany was of particular 
interest to me because Germany has always been the most powerful industrial 
federation in Europe. 

18-00:43:53 

Koya: Union federation. 

18-00:43:54 

Ulman: Union federation, and also, for that matter, in the West. One of the questions 
which I naturally raised was, what about wage restraint? The Germans were 
characterized by a very, very strong central bank, the Bundesbank at that time, 
which morphed into the ECB, the European Central Bank. It played a role in 
wage-setting, which the unions didn’t particularly appreciate. Namely, the 
Germans always were very strong on fiscal and monetary orthodoxy and on 
international competitiveness. The bank was always suspicious of the unions, 
thinking that they were a likely source of wage inflation. What they said was, 
in effect, if the unions settled on an increase which we regard as inflationary, 
and the employers try to raise prices in response, then don’t count on us to 
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ratify that with a softer monetary policy. We warn you in advance that you’re 
not going to get it. 

18-00:45:55 

Koya: This is softer meaning that they’re not going to allow— 

18-00:45:57 

Ulman: There’s got to be a more permissive monetary policy. 

18-00:46:00 

Koya: So they’re going to raise interest rates in response. 

18-00:46:02 

Ulman: No, they’ll try to keep them down, for purposes of competitiveness and the 
employment. But that is if they did that. Keep them down, but they’d also get 
inflation. It has to be sort of a cost-push type of thing. The union said the 
trouble with the damn bank is that—the big German union is IG Metall 
[Industriegewerkschaft Metall, Industrial Union of Metalworkers]—the 
trouble with the bank is that they sometimes don’t wait for us to conclude our 
wage bargains. They assume we’re going to raise wages too much, and they 
go right into their restrictive monetary policy before we do it. The 
representative that we had from IG Metall said, “The banks get away with 
murder.” That’s the way he put it. At the same time, the exposures common to 
all of Europe, and also Japan, the expansion of international trade and 
globalization—the wake of a global downturn, globalization, had been taking 
its toll, and the centralized bodies, wage-setting bodies, weakened, just as 
Britain led the way in that sort of thing all the way back. 

18-00:47:56 

Koya: Led the way when the labor militancy was overturning wage policies. 

18-00:48:00 

Ulman: It’s partly, in Japan, their famous lifetime employment policies, which 
companies had. You had a job, you had a job for life. Their lifetime 
employment policies became abandoned at the same time as they had an 
annual spring offensive, as they put it. In other words, they would set the 
wages on an annual basis, centrally, or negotiate. They got weaker and 
weaker, and they’re a thing of the past now, and the decentralization. 

18-00:48:46 

Koya: You’re referring to the shunto system of— 

18-00:48:48 

Ulman: The shunto. The annual wage offensive, yes. The Germans did show 
flexibility in that they began first in the single firm, which was largely 
Volkswagen. They’re a big company anyway. 

 What Volkswagen began to do was to give way on wage increases, on wages, 
and try to get job security in return. In other ways, bargain over both wages 
and employment—just as I had discussed in my thesis, in a certain sense, and 
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other writers, of course, had too. The general feeling was that unions might 
show wage restraint to save their own members’ jobs, but not necessarily for 
the purpose of increasing overall employment. 

18-00:51:36 

Koya: Increasing employment for others, as it were. 

18-00:51:38 

Ulman: Yes, for others coming in. 

18-00:51:40 

Koya: For the outsiders, not the insiders. 

18-00:51:41 

Ulman: That’s right, the outsiders. 

18-00:51:49 

Koya: Were unions also looking to things like non-wage compensation, such as 
health insurance, or— 

18-00:51:57 

Ulman: Well, they had that in Germany, and there was a lot of government—that was 
Bismarck. There are problems there, too, in their system. 

18-00:52:19 

Koya: There’s also an acceptance of shorter hours for these unions as well. 

18-00:52:24 

Ulman: Yes. They later did have a shorter workweek, I think. The employers were 
given greater flexibility in determining the hours, and it varied, so that they 
could keep an optimum number of workers. 

 I happened, the other night, to see an interview on PBS with the president of 
the UAW, Bob King. The UAW has done sort of similar things. They have 
accepted the employment of new workers at lower wages. They come in at 
lower wages in exchange for more unionized jobs, which is not too different 
from what the Germans have done. Of course, it’s a little late for herbicide, as 
the old expression went, in the case of the American unions, because they’re 
pretty well in tatters in the private sector. The Germans are still in better shape 
than that. 

18-00:54:29 

Koya: Let me ask you one quick question on this point. When we read about Europe 
from the perspective of the U.S. through the business pages of the [New York] 
Times or the Wall Street Journal or what have you, one is often hearing about 
European stagnation as a result of the power of its unions. That these 
programs of permanent employment, or long-term employment or what have 
you, contribute to Europe being more stagnant economically, and the U.S. 
having a more mobile labor market, meaning unions have a lot less power. 
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18-00:55:03 

Ulman: Oh, yes. Now they’ve lost so much power. The markets are very flexible. 
Labor markets are very flexible. Even the most conservative people do not 
blame unions nowadays, because there’s hardly anything left to blame. 
Although they do warn that if you don’t elect conservatives, then you’ll get 
more unions. This doesn’t mean the unions are powerless politically. There is 
still considerable power that they have on the political front, but the unions 
did not emphasize their political [role] in the U.S. They emphasized their 
bargaining activity. The old AF of L unions originally regarded minimum 
wages, for example, as competing with collective bargaining. Very politically 
conservative that way, our unions, until the New Deal and the CIO [Congress 
of Industrial Organizations]. 

I’ve been thinking, is there a unifying theme? The unifying theme did exist. It 
was Sherlock Holmes. My interest in the Master was always strong. 
Beginning when I was a kid: my grandmother gave me a set of Sherlock 
Holmes, when I was about twelve years old, I guess. I kept on reading those 
adventures and rereading them. When I was a commuter at Columbia, one day 
I carried a volume of Sherlock Holmes with me on the way to the campus. A 
fellow passenger said, “Oh, I see you’re a Holmesian.” Then he began to quiz 
me. His name was Gilbert Highet. He was a well-known public intellectual 
from Oxford. Taught at Columbia. I tried to answer his questions, such as 
naming the cases that were still too sensitive to reveal to the public, such as 
the case of a famous duelist who was found stark staring mad—staring at a 
box containing a worm hitherto unknown to medical science. 

I remember another time when I had just gone to Minnesota. Lassie and I 
accompanied my mother to a surgeon dentist in New York. I noticed a bunch 
of pictures, Sherlock Holmes pictures on the wall of the anteroom. Later on, I 
said to him, “I see you’re a Sherlock Holmes fan.” “Oh,” he said, “Are you 
one, too?” Then he said, “Here. Have a reprint of my latest article, ‘The 
Dental Holmes.’” He asked me where I lived. In Minnesota. He said, “Oh, in 
Minnesota?  That’s the Order of the Northern Star.” When I returned to the 
campus, my dean called me, and he said, “The graduate dean wants to see 
you.” Our dean was a very nervous guy. Didn’t know what I had done. 
Neither did I. But the graduate dean showed me a letter that he had received 
from my mother’s dentist. “Dear so-and-so, your powers of deduction must be 
failing, because there is young Ulman on your campus, who you should lose 
no time in recruiting.” But I didn’t enjoy the Northern Star, because I was 
busy working on my thesis. So I didn’t do that. Then, of course— 

18-00:59:53 

Koya: I’m sorry, this was like a campus fraternal order? The Order of the Northern 
Star? 

18-00:59:58 

Ulman: The Order of the Northern Star was the Minnesota state order of Sherlock 
Holmes readers. Their members once took a trip to Reichenbach Falls in 
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Switzerland, where Holmes and Moriarty grappled to apparent death. England 
was the home of the Master and the world center of Holmesians. A good 
friend in Oxford, Derek Robinson, a fellow labor economist, was a pretty 
good Holmesian fellow himself. Derek introduced me to the librarian at the 
Oxford Institute of Economics and Statistics, who was appropriately named 
John Watson. We struck up an acquaintance. Later, on returning sunburned 
from a trip to Scandinavia, Watson said to me, “Ah-ha. I perceive you’ve been 
to Afghanistan.” Those were the first words that Holmes ever spoke to Dr. 
Watson. John Watson had been a leftwing trade unionist in Britain. He was a 
member of the Oxford City Council and the secretary of the Sherlock Holmes 
Society of Britain. Our friendship lasted for fifteen years. We exchanged 
Sherlock Holmes cards every Christmas. I must add that he inserted a 
nameplate on the door of my room at the Institute that read: 

  Professor James Moriarty, Sc.D. 
Criminal mastermind 

 

 I left it there, although some of my unsophisticated visitors seemed confused. 

Audio File 19 

19-00:00:00 

Koya: Lloyd Ulman was finishing up on Sherlock Holmes. 

19-00:00:16 

Ulman: That’s the unifying theme. 

19-00:00:18 

Koya: It is? Sherlock Holmes. He was there the whole time. 

19-00:00:22 

Ulman: Yes, he was there the whole time, one way or the other. Still do take a look at 
Sherlock Holmes. I’ll take my leave of posterity.   

19-00:01:33 

Koya: I have to ask you about one more conference. It was in 2007, and it was a 
symposium in honor of Lloyd Ulman. 

19-00:01:41 

Ulman: Oh, yes, yes. I didn’t mention that. That was a wonderful thing, actually. The 
best things are always undeserved. That was a really great occasion. Just 
wonderful. 

19-00:02:02 

Koya: Full program of visitors, colleagues, friends. 

19-00:02:06 

Ulman: Yes. Don’t ask me to enumerate those. 
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19-00:02:11 

Koya: You didn’t have to write the summary for that conference. 

19-00:02:15 

Ulman: That was a gift to me. It was just great. We had a lot of fun. We really had a 
wonderful day. Clair and Michael were just wonderful. Especially Clair, in 
setting the thing up and going and doing all the work. And Myra [Armstrong]. 
Myra, incidentally, was at the Berlin conference. She should be mentioned. 

19-00:02:49 

Koya: I saw her picture there. 

19-00:02:53 

Ulman: Because we needed her. She did a lot of hard work in Berlin. It was a fairly 
big conference. It was held at the German Chemical Worker’s retreat. They 
had a chateau near where our inn was. It was a beautiful place, with a guy in 
charge of it, and a chef. The food was magnificent. Knut Gerlach, of course, 
was there, and his friends. You can see those pictures here [gesturing to 
pictures in conference volume], all of us. 

 As long as you’ve got that thing still on, I’d just like to mention that this 
proved to be something which I didn’t want to do, and proved to be a very 
pleasant experience, and I hope that I met a new friend. A good one. 

19-00:04:10 

Koya: You have. 

19-00:04:12 

Ulman: I hope that you keep in touch. 

19-00:04:14 

Koya: I will. 

19-00:04:16 

Ulman: Especially let me know how your thesis is doing. 

19-00:04:19 

Koya: You will get a copy. Any lessons for Occupy Wall Street, which you’ve 
brought up before? Occupy Wall Street. 

19-00:04:28 

Ulman: Occupy Wall Street. I mentioned that I was more sympathetic to them than to 
the FSM [Free Speech Movement] at the period, the reason being that 
Berkeley suffered from that experience. Nobody is doing Berkeley any harm 
now. 

19-00:04:54 

Koya: It’s next door in Oakland. Until there’s an Occupy Berkeley. 
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19-00:04:59 

Ulman: Until there’s an Occupy Berkeley. Which there could be. There is one thing, 
since we’re getting into the final moments, on which I agreed with our student 
protestors with, which was—their motto was “Question authority.” With one 
reservation, I’m all for that. Reservation being, what question? What is the 
question— 

19-00:05:50 

Koya: That you want to ask. 

19-00:05:51 

Ulman: —that you want to ask. When Gertrude Stein was asked on her death bed—
“Miss Stein, what is the answer?” She replied, “What is the question?” But I 
did agree with that. Also, I agreed with, never trust anybody over thirty. 
Because I was over thirty, and I told them not to trust me. Don’t come to me 
for solace. Question authority is always a good thing if you’ve got a 
competing answer. 

19-00:06:41 

Koya: Let’s ask the final question of the interview. That would be, now, after a long 
career watching the diminishing power of labor, having a remarkable 
influence over national policy vis-à-vis incomes policies and all these 
meetings at the White House and so forth, and then all of the work you’ve 
done from IIR and IRLE, what’s the question now? What’s our question now? 
From all of your experience, what’s the question we should be asking? 

19-00:07:27 

Ulman: Well, the object, economically speaking, is jobs. The question that the current 
administration is asking. And I personally bemoan the loss of so much of the 
labor movement. I never had quite as much sympathy with public sector 
unions as I did with the private sector unions, because the latter has always 
had to cope with the forces of competition. Although the public sector unions 
do deserve the rights of collective bargaining and representation, and they 
should be protected. 

19-00:08:20 

Koya: They shouldn’t be legislated out, like Ohio or Wisconsin. 

19-00:08:23 

Ulman: Not that sort of stuff. What will take the place of unions, of traditional unions, 
remains to be seen. I think what the UAW has been doing has been very good, 
although you might say rather late. They’ve lost an awful lot. They did try to 
bargain for neutrality by employers in future representation elections. I don’t 
know how they made out with that in the South, where they could try to gain 
the Southern plants and mills back. The odds are pretty heavy against that. 
They do know, and I know this, that they were disappointed in the current 
administration, but they’ve always been disappointed in every administration. 
They haven’t been disappointed in Republican—they knew what— 
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19-00:09:32 

Koya: They knew what they were getting. 

19-00:09:34 

Ulman: But in the Democratic administrations, if truth be known, I think, they all 
really thought that the unions were a pain in the neck. What can incumbent 
administrations do but lose if, for example, an important strike occurs? 
Francis Perkins wrote that F.D.R. never particularly cottoned to the new union 
people. The old ones, he understood. Dan Tobin and the [International 
Brotherhood of] Teamsters. But he never really understood bargaining. He 
didn’t see why it always took so long. He always wanted to jump in with an 
idea of his own, and that was not what mediators were supposed to do. Perkins 
appreciated unions, which was very unusual for social workers, who have 
tended to be more government-oriented. She appreciated unions. She also 
came to appreciate Tammany Hall. I told you that story about— 

19-00:10:59 

Koya: Tammany Hall getting things done. 

19-00:11:02 

Ulman: Yes, getting things done, and that when she met, as a still young— 

19-00:11:11 

Koya: No, you didn’t tell this story. 

19-00:11:16 

Ulman: Perkins met Charlie Murphy—Tammany Charlie Murphy—who was then the 
great sachem of Tammany Hall. She thought she should meet him, because 
she had just led the movement for a fifty-four hour workweek for women, 
something like that, which he had opposed. She came into his office, and he 
said, “Are you the young woman who got the fifty-four hour week passed into 
legislation?” She said, “Yes, I am.” He said, “I was opposed to that 
legislation, but I must say that we got an awful lot of support afterwards from 
that.” Then when she rose to go, he said, “Are you one of these female 
suffragists?” The interview had gone so well that she was hesitant to answer, 
but she felt she had to, and said, “Yes, I am, Mr. Murphy.” He said, “Well, 
I’m opposed to that, too. But I’ll tell you, if you should get the suffrage, 
remember, you’d be a good Democrat.”  

That is, incidentally, what I really should say, I guess. To the extent that 
we’ve lost the labor movement, we’ve lost a lot more than a bunch of people 
arguing for a bigger share of the pie. We’ve lost a lot more than the economic 
good, which I think, on the whole, they’ve done. But what we’ve lost is what 
Obama keeps bemoaning now. The loss of, in a way, civility. They might cuss 
you out, but they know how to strike a bargain. They know what compromise 
is. That should be the essence of our constitutional system, compromise. Dave 
Feller used to say that if someone ever tried to strain the constitution at three 
points at the same time, the whole thing could fall to the ground. You have to 
be able to give ground, in the interest of the constitution. That’s what’s sorely 
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lacking today, especially from the so-called Tea Party people. They just won’t 
see that. The Occupy Wall Street crowd is really a reflex of them. Even the 
conservative newspapers have been taking this very seriously. The Financial 
Times came up with a neat caption for their editorial: “America awakes to a 
din of inequity.”  

There is a real economic problem that’s involved. Unionism is not the most 
efficient way of rectifying inequality, because employers could always raise 
prices. If they don’t raise prices, unions get higher real wages. They may get a 
bigger share, but they could also get less employment. That’s possible, 
always. But if collective bargaining works the way it should work, the way 
I’ve seen it work myself in the past, at bargaining tables and even in some of 
these Washington things, then it’s a very good thing. You don’t need to love a 
guy in order to get along and get something for yourself. You just don’t hold 
out for all or nothing, and then call it ideological rectitude, which is what’s 
happening today. I don’t know whether we’ll get anything that will be 
replacing the unions, but we certainly lost and need to regain what the unions 
once tried to supply. 

19-00:16:36 

Koya: And that is? 

19-00:16:38 

Ulman: And that is a spirit of give and take. That’s it. 

19-00:16:49 

Koya: Thank you. Thank you for a wonderful interview. That concludes our 
interview.  

[End of Interview] 
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[Note: the following postscript was added by Dr. Ulman after the completion of the interviews] 

 Postscript: 

 May I add a very brief postscript to the transcript. My thanks to you Riyad, for 
a stimulating and at times provocative direct examination. My deep gratitude 
to my colleagues in labor economics: to Clair Brown, past director of the IIR 
and Michael Reich, illustrious director of the IRLE, who had to hoodwink and 
dragoon me into participating in what proved to be a pleasurable and 
rewarding experience. And to Myra Armstrong for tireless efforts in 
connection with this project. Myra went way beyond the call of administrative 
duty—and for her gift of friendship to Lassie and myself. 

 Finally, Posterity, I call your attention to the recent work of Katie Quan, in 
establishing an International Center for Joint Labor Research, a project of the 
Institute of Political Science at Sun Yat Sen University in Guangzhou, China 
and the UC Berkeley Labor Center. Its purpose is to “share best practices in 
industrial relations worldwide.” The latter include techniques of organizing 
and bargaining and the underlying values of solidarity, good faith, and 
compromise imparted by Katie and her friends and colleagues ever since my 
time as director of the old IIR. 
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The Council of Economic Advisers meet with President Kennedy in 1962. 
Lloyd Ulman is fourth from left, Barbara Bergmann stands midway between Ulman and 
Kennedy, Walter Heller (in glasses) stands to Kennedy’s left, Nobel laureates Jim Tobin and Ken 
Arrow are first and third from left, respectively, and Art Okun is behind and to the right of 
Kennedy. 


