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INSTITUTE OF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS

FEW AREAS in the domestic social life of the nation are vested
currently with greater public concern than the field of industrial
relations. The development of better relationships between organ-
ized labor and organized employers, and the integration of these
relationships with the interests of the individual citizens and the
nation as a whole, constitute one of the most serious problems
facing our economic and social system today.
The Legislature of the State of California expressed its desire to

contribute to the solution of this problem when, in 1945, it estab-
lished an Institute of Industrial Relations at the University of
California. The general objective of the Institute is to facilitate a
better understanding between labor and management throughout
the state, and to equip persons desiring to enter the administrative
field of industrial relations with the highest possible standard of
qualifications.
The Institute has two headquarters, one located on the Los An-

geles campus and the other located on the Berkeley campus. Each
headquarters has its own director and its own program, but ac-
tivities of the two sections are closely integrated through a Co-
ordinating Committee. In addition, each section has a local Faculty
Advisory Committee, to assist it in its relations to the University;
and a Community Advisory Committee composed of representatives
of labor, industry, and the general public, to advise the Institute on
how it may best serve the community.
The program of the Institute is not directed toward the special

interests of either labor or management, but rather toward the
public interest. It is divided into two main activities. investigation
of the facts and problems in the field of industrial relations, which
includes an active research program and the collection of materials
for a research and reference library; and general education on
industrial relations, which includes regular University instruction
for students, extension courses, conferences, and public lectures for
the community.
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FOREWORD

ONE OF THE OBJECrIvEs of the Institute of Industrial Relations is to
develop a better understanding of labor-management relations prob-
lems. To further this aim, the Institute sponsors lecture series on the
Berkeley and Los Angeles campuses for both students and the general
public. A preceding series set forth the views of leaders in the field on
"The Economics of Collective Bargaining." The addresses presented in
this volume on "Mature Collective Bargaining: Prospects and Problems"
offer suggestions for the sound development of this procedure.
The opinions expressed herein represent a cross section of thinking

among labor, management, and public officials. Mr. Wilson illustrates
his point of view by describing the agreement reached between General
Motors and the UAW-CIO; Mr. Stephens draws some conclusions about
the future of collective bargaining from many years' experience in the
steel industry. From the other side of the table, Mr. Hardman, labor
educator and editor, and Mr. Carey of the CIO offer observations based
on a thorough knowledge of the labor movement. Finally, Senator
Humphrey and Mr. Hartley examine the kind of legislation which will
best contribute to mature collective bargaining.
A stable national economy depends in large part upon the solution of

labor relations problems. Collective bargaining is a basic tool for work-
ing out agreements between different elements of our economy. The
wise use of this tool is a matter of vital concern to every citizen. It is the
Institute's belief that public discussion of the problems involved will
increase understanding and aid in solution.

CLARK KERR
Director, Northern Division
Institute of Industrial Relations

EDGAR L. WARREN
Director, Southern Division
Institute of Industrial Relations

[ vii ]



Hubert H. Humphrey

I APPRECIATE the introduction ofmy good friend, Dr. Prosser, formerly of
the University of Minnesota Law School, and now a "displaced person"
in California. He has made me feel most welcome, and also most uncom-
fortable as I realize that I had better perform well for you tonight. You
are not listening to an expert in the field of collective bargaining. You
are not listening to one who claims to have the answers to complicated
and controversial labor-management relationships. You are listening to
one who is seeking answers. There are, however, certain principles which
must guide our search for mature collective bargaining. To me, the most
significant of those is voluntarism.
Our nation must develop techniques of industrial peace. The choice

which has to be made is between voluntarism and government com-
pulsion. I do not believe in compelling people to agree. I am much more
interested in having people find areas of agreement themselves. My ex-
perience as a mayor of a large city and as a senator has strengthened my
conviction that this is wise public policy.

Dr. Prosser told you that I was mayor of a city of over five hundred
thousand people. I soon learned that the roots of peaceful collective
bargaining rested at the local level. I found that a mayor of a community
can be of help in labor-management disputes. The principles I learned
then guide my approach to national problems today.

I want to bring to your attention that Minneapolis has had a back-
ground of blood on the streets in many of its labor-management disputes,
and frequently-all too frequently-the mayor was called upon to send
out the police. One of my first acts as mayor was to call upon the busi-
nessmen and the trade union leaders of the community to learn to live
together peacefully. I informed all parties that the police department
was not engaged in the business of settling labor disputes; we had some-
thing else for it to do. I frankly told them it took two to make a fight;
and if I found a fight on the streets of Minneapolis, both parties would
be held responsible. I issued a bulletin of what I considered to be the
rules of fair play in labor disputes as they pertain to the use of enforce-
ment agencies of the city. I am happy to report that at no time in the
five years of my administration, in a city where we have many large in-
dustries, where we have a very vigorous labor movement, was it ever
necessary to use the police department to maintain order.
Now, anybody can send out the police. And the police can always use
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2 Mature Collective Bargaining: Prospects and Problems
clubs. But it appears to me that mature collective bargaining and mature
labor-management relationships require a good deal of perseverance and
patience and understanding and calmness on the part of all parties-
labor, management, and government.

It is against this sort of background that I have acquired my strong
conviction that unions and management can and must work out their
problems, with an absolute minimum of government intervention. And
throughout my talk tonight, I will be coming back again and again to
this theme of voluntary, free collective bargaining as the pillar of wise
public policy in industrial relations. There is a curious but understand-
able inconsistency in the fact that those today who are asking in the
loudest tones for free enterprise and are demanding that government
ought not to interfere with business are the very people who in the next
breath ask that government interfere directly in the field of labor-
management relationships.
Now, to achieve this use of voluntarism in industrial relations, the

public has some responsibility too. It has a responsibility to understand
that the public interest in mature collective bargaining goes beyond the
lurid headlines. And that means education.

I am sure that you in this audience have had a better education than
the members of my generation had. I am sure that you had a better edu-
cation at the elementary and secondary levels. I graduated from high
school without even knowing that there was such a thing as a labor
movement. And I want to submit to this audience tonight that the vast
majority of young Americans have gone on through colleges and uni-
versities without even knowing that there was a labor movement in
America; or if they heard about a free labor movement, they heard about
its abuses and not about its accomplishments, they heard about its bad
things rather than its noble and grand history. How equipped were we
as citizens to form intelligent public opinion on mature collective bar-
gaining?
Mature collective bargaining is impossible until our educators and

our educational system orient themselves to the realities and truths of
American life. We can start with the teaching of history in our schools
instead of the teaching of folklore. It is time we taught the history of the
American people, not just of the American armies and navies or of those
who are considered captains of industry. American history is incomplete
unless it includes the history of the toil and the labor of the pioneers
and of the men who worked in the shops and factories.
May I inject at this point a little of the kind of history I have been

talking about. Understanding what mature collective bargaining means
in the United States is impossible unless we understand also something
of the setting.
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Trade unionism is part and parcel of the American tradition. Trade

unionism was born with this country and it has been a part of it since
the first days of the Republic. The Shoemakers' Union in Philadelphia
and the Printers' Union of New York City were organized in the 1790's.
A host of city central trades councils along the seaboard states in the
early days of the Republic is a part of the pattern of American history.
We had workers then and we have them now.'We did not have an in-
dustrialized economy, but we had a growing number of craftsmen.
The record of trade unionism in America was one of constant struggle

to gain recognition. Here was a nation dedicated to the welfare of its
people, and yet organizations of working people, such as unions, met
obstacle after obstacle in attempting to organize. Our laws and courts
were frequently used to oppose their activities.

Let us look at the attitude, for example, of the judiciary of this nation
toward the trade union movement. The judiciary said in so many words,
in decision after decision, for many years that the formation of a trade
union was a criminal conspiracy and that to join a trade union was a
criminal act. For over 140 years, we had in America a constant hounding
of people who joined into free trade unions; we constantly held over
their heads the threat of court action, of legal action, and, of course,
frequently followed that threat with outright imprisonment. But despite
a hostile court system, despite the hostility of state legislatures, trade
union membership and influence grew.

It is not my function at this time to go into a detailed analysis and
careful tracing of labor history. It is possible for us, however, to declare
in summary that organized labor was born in strife; that organized labor
met continuous opposition from the agencies of government; that for
many years organized labor was considered to be a criminal conspiracy
and illegal, even as America became a great industrial nation.

It is interesting to examine the demands of the early trade unions.
What were these workers asking for? Their program included the ten-
hour work day, the abolition of child labor, a modicum of sanitary con-
ditions in factories and shops, and a few measures which they, as citizens,
felt the community ought to adopt in order to prosper.

In this latter connection, we can state as a matter of fact that, were it
not for the early trade union movement, free public education systems
in America, divorced from the stigma of the pauper's oath, would have
been a much more difficult achievement. It was the trade union move-
ment which fought many of the "respectable elements" of the com-
munity in favor of free public education. Today, millions of Americans
enjoy the benefits which resulted from the pioneer work of that small
but active band of union members who saw a free public education as
the birthright of every citizen in the American democracy.

3



4 Mature Collective Bargaining: Prospects and Problems
Let us examine further the factors in history which today color the

labor-management picture in America. The injunction is an outstand-
ing example of government tyranny, yet the injunction has been used
again and again against unions and against workers.
Today, of course, the injunction is less prevalent than it was, but my

reading of labor history tells me that in the early days which molded the
character of the present labor movement, the use of the injunction was
as common to cure the ills of labor-management problems as the use of
Ward's liniment for the ills of the family. Such is the history of labor-
management relations in America-a history of conflict, a history of
brutality. Can we expect the labor movement today easily to forget not
only the techniques of government, but the techniques of management
in importing all kinds of cheap labor into America for the sole purpose
of undermining trade union organizations?

It is today difficult for us to imagine, but it is nevertheless true, that
the Railroad Brotherhoods at one time were thought to be revolutionary.
Not only was the injunction used against railroad workers, but our gov-
ernment, to its shame, supplied federal troops against them. We might
ask ourselves, why did the government go to such drastic lengths? The
answer would be, to compel them to go back to work, so that the mails
could run. We might ask, in turn, work for whom? For the government?
For the nation? No, the answer would be, for a private employer. As we
look back upon that era in American history, we should do so with
shame. There can be no excuse for compelling any man, against his will,
to work for another man for that man's private gain and profit.
Let us explore into history a step further. When we do, we find the

courts using the antitrust laws to curb the legitimate activities of trade
unions. The Sherman Antitrust Act was passed in 1890. It was passed
because we wanted to curb the bigness of big business. It was an anti-
trust act, but how was it actually applied? An act designed to control
economic monopoly in America was first applied against workers. The
Danbury Hatters' Case, which is known formally as Loewe v. Lawler,
was an application of the Sherman Antitrust Act upon the Hatters'
Union. As a result of that case, the Hatters' Union was fined $252,000
and the payment of the fine was assessed against individual union mem-
bers. It is an interesting sidelight that when a powerful corporation is
today fined under our antimonopoly laws, the fines amount to $4,000,
$10,000, $25,000, or some other minor amount when compared to the
profits derived from monopoly.
We find the courts not only cooperating in applying the antitrust laws

against the labor unions, a practice never intended by the framers of the
law, but we also find the courts upholding "yellow-dog" contracts. I refer
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to the cases of Coppage v. Kansas and Hitchman v. Mitchell, where the
Supreme Court of the United States upheld the practice of requiring a
pledge by a worker not to join a union as a condition of his employment.

It is necessary that we keep this background in mind as we try to
understand labor relations in America today, because ancestry has a
direct bearing on current attitudes. Many books are being written today
demonstrating the direct relationship between the Civil War, and the
deep feelings engendered by that conflict, and the present sorry plight
of race relations in the South. Having lived in the South, including a
year at Louisiana State University, I know the truth of those observa-
tions. I would suggest to this audience, however, that if four years of
war can leave a bitterness in the South that still lasts in the year 1949,
how much more significant is the history of 140 years of unfairness, in-
junctions, troops, violence, in determining the emotional attitude and
the intellectual attitude of men of labor.
The history of many significant strikes in America was a history of

violence. Outstanding among these incidents were the steel strikes of
1892, which were characterized by goon squads, Pinkerton Detective
Agencies, and hired private militia. It has been said that up until 1937
there were only two private armies: one was in China with the war lords,
and the other was in a factory in the United States. The history of labor
relations in America is all too frequently one of private armies, machine
guns and hand grenades, poisonous gas, and other techniques of violence
to interfere with the freedom of workers who organize into unions of
their own choosing.
There are many men in the labor movement today who have jail sen-

tences on their records. Jail sentences for what? Because they organized
a union; because they picketed a plant; because they wanted better wages
so that they could provide better for their wives and their children; be-
cause they had the courage to resist the boss, so to speak. No man likes
to be ini jail. Yet there are hundreds and hundreds of men in the labor
movement today who went to jail, who were put in jail by the federal
government, by the governor of the state, by the mayor of a city. For
what reason? Because they had the courage to stand up and say that they
were not going to be exploited.
The labor movement in America opposes injunctions with every fiber

of its existence. Students of labor history understand this strong feeling
and agree with it. The injunction is an unfair legal tool. It has been
abused and it has been abusive. It has been a one-sided legal weapon. If
the employers of America continue to insist upon the use of injunctions
to settle labor-management disputes, there can never be labor-manage-
ment peace. So long as employers insist on taking refuge in this legal

5



6 Mature Collective Bargaining: Prospects and Problems
weapon, the labor movement will not trust their expressions of peace
and will instead remember the past. Labor-management peace can never
grow from a field sown with the seed of injunctions.
We have seen instances in the history of labor of the abuses to which

the labor injunction has been put. To those we could add many others.
We could add to the cases already mentioned the example of the railway
shopmen's strike of 1922, when the Attorney General of the United
States went to a Judge of the United States in Chicago, aroused him
from bed, and got him to issue a temporary injunction without even
hearing the facts or the testimony.
The result of instances such as those we have hurriedly and skimpily

reviewed this evening has meant hostility and mistrust within the ranks
of organized labor with regard to government and its activities in the
labor-management relations field. The noble leaders of the American
Federation of Labor-one of the great labor movements of the world,
founded by a great American philosopher and man of action, Samuel
Gompers-know from bitter experience the effectiveness of government
siding with management. In 1922 the American Federation of Labor
comprised 5,000,000 members. By 1929 only 2,000,000 were left. This
in the face of what we called "prosperity."
Labor could not hold its own in the "prosperity" of the 1920's. The

miners are as good a case history of this period as you can find. I urge
those of you who have not already been exposed, to investigate the
conditions in the mining towns of the 1920's and early 1930's. If you do
that, you will witness the shocking sight of misery, poverty, sickness,
accidents, and death due to silicosis. Today, those who are ignorant of
the history of the United Mine Workers of America, of the crying need
for their organization in the 1920's, and of the significant contributions
they have made to the morale and to the lives of the hundreds of thou-
sands of miners in America who spend their days in the bowels of the
earth so that we may have coal-many who are unaware of this past
say: "We ought to be tougher on these coal miners." I say in return:
"Life has been tough enough for them. Let us rather understand their
past, understand their problems and their perspective, and try to meet
them on common ground." If they do not mine the coal, will you? If
they do not mine the coal, will our troops? How many in this audience
would volunteer tonight to exchange a year of their present life with a
year in the life of a coal miner?
The period of the 1920's is characterized by one other interesting

development. The "good people," the respectable members of the com-
munity, looked upon management and capital as virtues in themselves.
They looked at those who had the big houses and the large bank
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deposits and they said, "These people must be God's chosen children.
Look how they are blessed." They forgot the plain, ordinary people-
the working men and women of America. I could get quite religious
about this, because if my memory serves me well, there were not many
of the high and mighty among those who joined up with the twelve
disciples, but there were many fishermen who did.
American labor found itself practically destroyed by 1932. Curiously

enough, not only was American labor in that condition, but business
and farms and homes and families were also practically destroyed. In
1933, the Government of the United States decided that positive, affirma-
tive action was necessary. Under the enlightened leadership of a great
President, who spent his life trying to make the American democratic
dream a reality, the American society haltingly, yet courageously, ex-
perimented. One of those experiments produced the NIRA, the National
Industrial Recovery Act. Section 7(a) of that law gave unions the right
to bargain collectively. It became the new Magna Charta of the labor
movement. It became the basis for the later Wagner Act which created
the National Labor Relations Board.
The National Labor Relations Act has been a controversial subject

ever since it was passed in 1935. Many have alleged it was one-sided;
that it put the weight of government on the side of the workers; and
that it failed. The record is clear, however, that it was both successful
and a vivid demonstration of democracy in practice. It produced results
in terms of fewer man-days lost through strikes, in terms of benefits to
large numbers of American men and women. It was most successful in
putting the plans of collective bargaining on a high level, which in turn
did much to correct the abuses between labor and management. A uni-
versity, a place of learning such as this, with its libraries, with its students
of economics, should be the vehicle through which these facts of accom-
plishment can reach the American people. In my judgment, any objec-
tive study will reveal that the Wagner Act succeeded in removing many
of the causes of strife and tension from industrial relations.

It took a long time for the Wagner Act to get accepted and to begin
to gain a foothold within our industrial structure, and yet today it has
already been supplanted by a statute whose resemblance to the industrial
anarchy and violence of the pre-New Deal days is frightening indeed.

It took two years before the Wagner Act was first upheld by the U. S.
Supreme Court. During that period employer associations took it upon
themselves to act as judges of the United States and proclaimed its
unconstitutionality. In reality what they were proclaiming-those who
participated in the American Liberty League and those who hired the
fifty-nine attorneys who signed their legal manifestoes-was their devo-

7



8 Mature Collective Bargaining: Prospects and Problems
tion to the chaos and brutality of the labor injunction and defeated
unionism. They advised employers that they did not need to abide by
the Wagner Act because in their judgment it was unconstitutional. Here
was indeed a brazen demonstration of lawlessness in the ultimate. Every
American citizen can go to the courts to test the constitutionality of
legislation, but no American citizen has a right to take the law into his
own hands and refuse to obey any law on the grounds of his own judg-
ment as to its constitutionality. I ask the young men in the audience
what they expect would have happened to them if, in connection with
the Selective Service Law, any of them had said to the induction officer:
"I think the law is unconstitutional. I refuse to go." They were expected
to obey the law until the court judged one way or the other. Yet in the
labor-management relations field, as the result of employer action, there
was complete turmoil and confusion for two years until the courts acted.
During this period, too, the LaFollette Civil Liberties Committee

conducted its monumental investigations. The LaFollette Committee
Report, as reported in a Brookings Institution study, says:
The strike services which the committee has examined fall into three cate-

gories. The first is the provision of so-called strikebreakers, who are commonly
understood to be persons who temporarily replace striking workers.

In some industries such temporary replacements have been, in the past,
competent and skilled workmen. In most cases, however, strikebreakers are
not qualified employees. The agencies engaged in the business of providing
such replacements have even advertised that their function was simply to pro-
vide industrial shock troops with which to break strikes and cause strikers to
return to work.
The second category of strike services is the provision of guards or watchmen.

The ostensible purpose of utilizing such guards, who are generally armed, is the
protection of the strikebreakers, the loyal workers, or the plant property.
Guards provided by the agencies must be distinguished from regular plant
police and the local police force of the community. Usually they are strangers
to the controversy and the locality in which they serve. In many cases these
guards have been deputized as local police officers. An analysis of the com-
mercial strike services reveals that men who offer themselves as guards in strikes
form a more or less distinct occupational group, and can be designated as
strikeguards.
The history of industrial disputes in this country indicates that the almost

inevitable effect of employing outsiders of either of these classes, in an industrial
dispute, is to produce resentment, bitterness, violence and bloodshed.

And we find further from the LaFollette Committee:
The utilization of any or all antiunion services, such as espionage, strike-

guards, or private policemen, involves the ultimate use of force. In the con-
sideration of such services the committee soon became aware of certain means
employed to implement such a policy. Chief among these was the use of firearms
and chemical munitions....
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The LaFollette Report demonstrated conclusively that right here in

the United States in the name of liberty, in the name of free enterprise,
even in the name of a free labor movement, we found armed guards,
private armies, vast arsenals, tear gas-all being used to disperse men
who gathered together for the purpose of organizing themselves into a
union so as to attain even a modicum of equality in bargaining power.
To review briefly, ladies and gentlemen, my message tonight is simply

to urge you to understand that no discussion of mature collective bar-
gaining can escape a recognition of the past in labor-management rela-
tions in America. With such a past, we cannot expect miracles. It takes
a long time to bind up wounds and then to go through the healing
process.
The Wagner Act did not put the nose of government at the conference

table of collective bargaining. It established regulations and it estab-
lished certain rules of the game. In a sense, we can say that it brought
labor and management to the door of the conference room, gave them
the key to the door, and then said: "The room is available. Go in and
negotiate."
But with the enactment of the Taft-Hartley Act we pushed the pen-

dulum back again in the direction of primitive labor-management rela-
tions. The Wagner Act, in establishing the rules of the game for collective
bargaining, says to the respective labor and management parties: "We
are not going to walk into the conference room with you; we give you
freedom to negotiate and what you negotiate about; we encourage you
to bargain collectively, since we know that collective bargaining is the
essence of mature labor-management relations." Contrast that to the
Taft-Hartley law which, under the guise of establishing "equal rights"
and "equal restraints," also sets forth a series of "thou shalt nots" for the
conference room agenda, most of them against labor unions.
As a member of the Senate Labor and Public Welfare Committee,

which held hearings on the Thomas bill to repeal the Taft-Hartley law
and heard full testimony on the operation of the Taft-Hartley law, I
commend to you the writings of Dr. William Leiserson, Professor Nathan
Feinsinger, and Mr. William Davis. Here are three prominent men in
America who have had as much experience as representatives of the
public interest in labor-management relations as any other men in
America.

Let me quote for you, as an example, a portion of Dr. Leiserson's
testimony before the committee:
But what are the possible choices? Broadly speaking, there are only the three:

(1) individual bargaining; (2) collective bargaining; (3) Government dictation.
The first leaves labor relations to be governed by individual contracts of em-

9
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ployment. This means, as the Supreme Court said as far back as 1898, "The
proprietors lay down the rules and the laborers are practically constrained to
obey them"; in other words, management dictation. The second policy requires
the rules to be made jointly by representatives of managements and the workers,
and embody them in collective agreements. The third is the policy by which
the Government determines the rules or terms of employment, or both.
The Taft-Hartley Act favors this third policy. Although it did not venture to

fix wages, it did decide by Congressional fiat vital issues of rules and working
conditions involved in labor contracting, under the guise of determining legiti-
mate rights. In doing this it purported to further the policy of collective bargain-
ing, but its concern that strikes and other forms of industrial unrest or concerted
activities [shall not] impair the interest of the public led it to prescribe rights
which had the effect of determining disputed issues and removing them from
the field of bargaining.

With regard to the Wagner and Taft-Hartley Acts he says:
The two laws approached the problems of employer-employee relations dif-

ferently, and they went off in different directions to find solutions. The Wagner
Act puts its faith in collective bargaining, but while the Taft-Hartley Act paid
lip-service to the principle of collective bargaining, its insistence on "legal"
rights encouraged individual bargaining and, to an even greater extent, Gov-
ernment determination of the labor bargain.

I ask you to follow with me portions of the testimony of Professor
Feinsinger on a philosophy of labor-management peace. He says:

I would state my conception of a sound labor policy for America as follows:
As a nation, we are dedicated to the ideal of a free society, through which indi-
vidual liberties may be exercised to the highest degree consistent with like
liberties for others. We endorse a system of free enterprise because we believe it
most conducive to a free society. We seek to promote industrial self-government,
through labor-management cooperation and self-discipline, because we believe
it to be, in the long run, most consistent with a system of free enterprise. We
adopt free, voluntary collective bargaining as the instrumentality best suited
to the practice of industrial self-government; to the protection of the liberties
of the individual worker; to the attainment of practical democracy within our
modern industrial society; to the achievement of industrial peace; to the mainte-
nance and increase of purchasing power; and, through all these, to the safe-
guarding and advancement of public interest.

If our national policy is to be effectuated through collective bargaining, we
cannot simultaneously encourage a competing system of individual bargaining.
If collective bargaining is to be free and voluntary, we cannot have govern-
mental intervention, except to insure the conditions under which free bargain-
ing can take place. (I use the term "governmental intervention" advisedly. I
have observed that the term used is "government interference" when it helps
the other fellow, and "government protecting the public interest" when it helps
our side.) If we are to have realistic bargaining, each side must be free in the
final analysis to say "Yes" or "No," which means the right to strike or to
lock-out if no agreement be reached. The exercise of the right to strike or to
lock-out entails the risk of economic injury not only to the adversary but to
neutrals. Such risks are inevitable in a democracy. Only a democracy can meet
such risks, and take them in stride.
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I offer these statements by competent students of the point I empha-
sized a moment ago: that strikes are a price of freedom, lockouts are a
price of freedom. And people in America who think that we have to
abolish strikes by government fiat, by government edict, are people who
are willing to sell out freedom. I think freedom is more precious than
a hundred per cent on-the-job labor-management policy. I think freedom
is more precious than the complete elimination of absenteeism and of
all the hours and minutes lost in strikes. I want very much to minimize
the loss of time and difficulty, but I want that done through free proc-
esses, not through edict.

I oppose government seizure of labor, which is implied in the requests
of a great many people who say about a strike, "The government had
better do something about this," and which is implied in the use of
injunctions, just as I oppose government seizure of industry in America.
The price of freedom is a high price, but we should be willing to pay
it and to go through difficulties and inconveniences if that's what it takes
to maintain it.

I believe that the government has some responsibility in seeing that
labor-management disputes do not cripple our economy. But we cannot,
as the Taft-Hartley law now does, place the weight of government au-
thority completely on the side of management. We cannot permit gov-
ernment to function as a strikebreaker.
The restrictions on unions which the Taft-Hartley law imposes are

based on the assumption that there is now bargaining equality between
unions and management. They are not, as a matter of fact, equals in
America today. Let us look at the facts.
There are 3oo corporations in America that control over 6o per cent

of all the employment in America. Reports of the Federal Trade Com-
mission, which are available in your libraries and with which students
should be thoroughly familiar, tell a story that economic concentration
in this country is going on at an unbelievably high pace. A recent report
of the Federal Trade Commission indicates growing monopoly in the
thirteen top industries in America.
Looking at the American labor movement, we find a total of thirty-

seven unions in the whole country with a membership of ioo,ooo or more.
There are sixteen unions with less than i,ooo members each. Fifty per
cent of all of the trade unions in America have less than 200 locals.
Only six of the big internationals in America have 2,000 locals or more.
The trade union movement in America is only 15,000,000, spread over a
nation of 150,000,000 people and a working force of some 6o,ooo,ooo.
We are now in the midst of a serious labor-management dispute within

the steel industry, and many of you in this audience may be saying: "Yes,
all of that is true, but how about unions in the steel industry?"
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Let us look at the steel industry and its record. There was a steel strike

in 1919 in America over the right to have an eight-hour day. A wage
increase was not the dominant issue. It was primarily one of an eight-
hour day. Yet in that strike, the government of the United States lined
up with the companies and the union was broken.
Those who today talk about a strong steel union are operating under

a misconception. If they understand its relative strength compared to
the steel industry, they are. Here is a basic industry in America, the
heart of our industrial establishment. And yet the steelworkers' union
was nothing but a form, a skeleton without membership, until it was
organized under the leadership of Mr. Philip Murray in the 1930's.
So-called Big Steel, so-called Little Steel have both been subject to anti-
trust action by our government. Let those who are today agitated by a
steel strike or a threat of a steel strike remember the days of Mr. Girdler
and Mr. Weir, the bitter strikes of Republic Steel and Bethlehem Steel
and Jones-Laughlin Steel and Inland Steel. Let us remember the reports
of the LaFollette Civil Liberties Committee on the strength which the
steel industry mobilized to persecute workers interested in forming
unions in the 1930's. The United States Steel Corporation is one of the
biggest industries in America. Whether we disapprove of its bigness
or approve of its efficiency and productivity is immaterial. Whether we
have questions about its ability to produce, its profits, or its investments
is immaterial. What is relevant to our discussion is the comparative
picture of a steelworkers' union, relatively recent in organization, match-
ing up to such a major and vast industry which at every turn, up until
recent years, has resisted union activity with every power at its command.
To say that labor is as big as corporate wealth is to perpetuate a myth.

To say that the Communication Workers of America is a match for the
seven billion dollar American Telephone & Telegraph Company is to
perpetuate a myth. It is indeed a wonder, with the background and
history of labor-management relations in the steel industry, that that
union has produced as statesmanlike and as public-spirited a leader as
Mr. Philip Murray.

It is well for us also to look at the facts of economic strength in
America. According to the report on the Economic Report of the Presi-
dent transmitted to the Congress in January, 1949, this is the record of
corporate profits: Corporate profits, after taxes, in 1940 were $6.4 billion;
in 1941 and 1942 they were $9.4 billion; in 1943, $10 billion; in 1944,
$i o.8 billion. In 1945, the last year of the war, conditions were becoming
bad. The corporations' profits were only $8.7 billion. Up to 1945, the
corporations made a total of $6o billion profit, after taxes, after reserves,
after plant replacement, after business thrifts. After all these things
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there were about $6o billion of profits, and all during that time the
American workers were on the job producing.
The labor-management record of American labor during the war was

phenomenal, and I think we ought to remember that. Union after union
was decorated for heroic service to the country, and I know very few
industrial workers who ended up having a seat on the Stock Exchange.
I know very few of them who ended up by buying for themselves $50,000
or $6o,ooo homes. As a matter of fact, the record reveals that the workers
have spent almost all their war bonds already.
Then comes 1946. Corporation profits, after taxes, in that year were

$12.8 billion. Then we cut off price control. In 1947 corporation profits
were $i8.i billion; in 1948, $2o.8 billion. Add them all up and we have a
total of $io6 billion net profits for corporations in eight years.

I submit to you that the hue and cry that has gone up in this nation
about what is happening to business and the power of the trade union
movement is a hue and cry which cannot be properly substantiated. How
many of you know, for example, that General Motors is doubling its
dividend payment this year over last year? Take a look at the record.
Take a look and see what U. S. Steel is paying even though they have
a strike on their hands. Unprecedented dividend payments! Profits in
1949 are as great as in 1948, and in 1948 they were the greatest in human
history. And yet they are "losing their liberty," "things are tough."
The government is "grinding them down," and labor is "too strong."

In the meantime, what has happened to the industrial worker? Well,
the other day I read that the cost of living had gone up another half
of one per cent. And when the cost of living goes down, the decline is
fractional. The facts are quite clear. I do not want to burden you with
any more facts, but I think you ought to read them for yourselves. I
think you ought to get the annual economic report to the Congress of
the Joint Committee on the Economic Report. I think you ought to
get the facts from the Bureau of Labor Statistics, from the Federal Re-
serve Board, from the Brookings Institution. From those facts, I ask you
to make your own decision. I am not attempting to make the decision
for you. Just be honest with yourself. Look at the facts in silent medita-
tion for a moment and ask yourself whether or not there is equality in
labor-management economics in the United States. My conclusion is
that there is not equality.
The working men and women expect a share of the proceeds of indus-

try which they help produce. The American laboring man's only prop-
erty is his job. Unfortunately, all the law of this land is based upon the
forms of tangible property: stocks and bonds, land, houses, factories,
shops. But there is another kind of property right. It is the property
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right in a job. That may sound a bit idealistic to some people, but all
the property that millions of Americans have is their skill and their
ability to work. That is why they are conscious about security.
Many a man who has physical property, a building or a shop or fac-

tory or a farm, wants to be sure that that property is going to be pro-
tected; he wants to be sure that the law of the land protects him. He
wants to be sure, for example, that if he has a mortgage on that property,
he can't be dispossessed immediately. He wants to be sure that he is
given full protection of "due process of law."
What about the worker? What does he have? The only property that

he has in this modern America is his ability to work, and yet he can lose
his job tomorrow morning. That is why he is interested in seniority, in
pensions, health insurance, and job insurance, why he wants an annual
wage. That is why mature collective bargaining has to face up to facts.
The modern industrial worker is no longer willing to bargain as a

day laborer. He wants to know about tomorrow, he wants to know what
he can plan for his children two years from now. If he buys a home, he
has to make commitments. He wants to know whether or not he can ful-
fill those commitments. Industrial management has to be able to give
commitments to industrial workers, just as workers have to give them
to management. That is what we mean by the collective bargaining
agreement-the two-year agreement, the one-year agreement, or the
three-year agreement, with a wage reopening clause.
We are maturing, we are developing. Things are much better than

they used to be. Ninety-nine per cent of all industrial disputes are settled
amicably. The only disputes you hear about are the ones that end up
in a strike. Ninety-nine per cent of all the airplanes in the air fly safely.
The only ones you ever hear about are the ones that crash. The vast
majority of Americans live together in peace and harmony, but every
once in a while when someone in Southern California gets a divorce,
you see it in the papers. We emphasize the unusual. It is news. Yet all
over America people are at work.

I want to point out that the people who are alarmists about strikes
and lockouts ought to consider the facts again. You cannot have a $240
billion a year gross national income and have every worker indolent,
apathetic, lazy, nonproductive, and on strike! By the same token, I want
to say to the workers: You cannot have plant expansion, you cannot have
capital improvements, you cannot have more tools provided for you,
unless industry is permitted to make a profit and is able to reinvest that
profit in plant expansion.
The time has arrived in this country when we have to make up our

mind as to what kind of a system we do want. I know the kind I want. I
want the kind of system where management has the right to invest; I
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want the kind of system where that investment is assured of a reasonable
amount of protection. Today it has all kinds of protection. If it gets into
real trouble, it can go to the Reconstruction Finance Corporation. I
want to be sure that American management can depend upon labor to
fulfill its contract. Then by the same token, I want to be sure that man-
agement will permit labor to have the kind of contract that will provide
some of the benefits of modern industrial production to labor.
We need the acceptance of unionism in America. We need to have

preachers, teachers, doctors, lawyers, and politicians proclaim from the
housetops that the trade union movement is part and parcel of the
American way of life for once and for all. We should be proud of what
it is. We should be proud that the labor movement even at this hour is
cleaning its own house. We should be proud that the labor movement is
developing its own type of leadership and is producing the kind of
leaders who have a great economic and political understanding of the
world we live in. It is dangerous to talk about a few, but I wish to com-
mend such men as David Dubinsky of the International Ladies' Gar-
ment Workers, Walter Reuther of the United Auto Workers, Emil Rieve
of the Textile Workers' Union, and Philip Murray of the Steelworkers'
Union. These men are labor statesmen. Labor statesmen of this caliber
have no love for the Communists and neither do I. They realize that the
Communists are a menace to the American labor movement. I respect
that judgment and, in fact, reiterate that we cannot have mature collec-
tive bargaining with people of a dictatorial mind. We cannot have
mature collective bargaining in a free country with people who have no
love for the democratic way of life, but who rather follow a doctrine of
expediency toward a totalitarian end.
The American public needs to understand the economic facts of cor-

porate power, and we need to understand that one of the best ways we
have for checking the ever-growth of monopoly is by a free trade union
movement that has equal bargaining rights and can compete with cor-
porate, concentrated economic power.
What should the role of government be in this picture? The role of

government should be to protect the rules of the game-in this case
collective bargaining-not to dictate the plays or the score. One of the
most important ways of promoting the ground rules of collective bar-
gaining by government is through conciliation and mediation. I want
here to pay my respects and congratulations to the Federal Mediation
and Conciliation Service for its work over the years. I want to say to the
Congress of the United States that we have pauperized, we have bled
white, the Mediation and Conciliation Service by reducing its appro-
priations. We have never given the Service the manpower it needs, the
appropriation it needs, or the facilities it needs. Even today we would
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rather give that to the General Counsel of the National Labor Relations
Board so that he can enforce injunctions. The only thing that the 8oth
Congress was extravagant with was the enforcement of the Taft-Hartley
law. They really increased the budget of the NLRB for that.
There will be bargaining problems in any system of mature collective

bargaining. Labor must, of course, obtain for itself an intelligent under-
standing of the economic interrelationships of profits, prices, and wages.
Labor must, of course, in negotiating contracts, concern itself with the
relationship of wages to prices in spite of the fact that wages are only one
factor in determining prices.
But government also has a responsibility in this economic picture. If

we are to expect labor unions to perfect their economic understanding
and economic responsibility, the government of the United States has an
obligation to ensure the conditions of competition within industry. Too
often labor has found in recent years that price increases have no re-
lationship to the wage increases they have received. This is due to the
fact that too many prices in America are monopoly-administered prices.
Mature collective bargaining, therefore, must include a vigorous en-

forcement of our antitrust laws and a strengthening of our Department
of Justice. It means we must not legalize basing point operations in
America which permit discriminatory price fixing and encourage
monopolistic growth. The basing point legislation which the Congress
of the United States in the next year will decide upon has a very direct
relationship to mature collective bargaining.
There is one other point that I wish to mention with regard to mature

collective bargaining. I do so without any intention of being unkind to
my friend, the Dean of the Law School, or to the legal profession. A
statement I once made in connection with this point was criticized by
the Minnesota Bar Association, but I will say it again clearly. Attorneys
have a very important role to play in interpreting rights and privileges.
The essence of a labor law, however, must not be an insistence on the
letter of rights and privileges. It must rather be a conference table pro-
cedure.

I have had enough experience in some twenty major labor disputes in
the City of Minneapolis to know how disputes are settled. I think it is
fine for labor to have its legal counsel. Labor must have it. To be sure,
management must have its legal counsel. But I am of the mind that most
lawyers are not equipped, either by training, background, mentality, or
emotion, to settle economic disputes. In the long run, the collective
bargaining agreement must be arrived at by the parties directly involved.

I think the job of legal counsel is, as the name implies, to counsel, to
give legal counsel to those who are in the policy-making, decision place.
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But I have watched all too often absentee negotiation. I have watched
all too often management give its powers of negotiation to its attorneys
and the union give its power of negotiation to an attorney. I have seen
many major disputes settled, in major industries, where the actual man.
agers of the plant, the people who were entrusted with the responsibili-
ties of operating the plant, and the actual officers of the union got to-
gether, and they resolved their conflicts on the basis of understanding.
I emphasize the importance of direct labor-management conciliation
and collective bargaining.
Mature collective bargaining is not something that can be considered

in a vacuum. Mature collective bargaining is but a means of arriving at
a decision for a worthy end-in other words, to settle a dispute.
We then need to look at the causes of industrial disputes. Frequently

in a negotiation we treat only the symptoms, and the causes keep coming
back to plague us. The only way we can treat the causes is to go way back
into society.

Let me in a very cursory manner just outline the things that I think
are the causes of industrial disputes:
The fact that the average worker today does not feel that he is a part

of the industrial organization.
The fact that he is lost in the bigness of the plant.
The fact that the grievance machinery procedure in too many plants is

not sufficiently intimate and personal to make the worker feel that his
"gripe" will be heard.
May I, as an aside, say tonight: Every American should have the right

to "gripe." That's a sacred right. Every American should have the right
to "tell the boss off." Every American should have the right to "tell the
politician off." Those are basic rights for the American people. And not
only to tell them off in the darkness of the night, but to tell them off so
that somebody hears, or at least they think somebody hears, so that some-
one is going to do something about it.
What else causes industrial discontent? Poor housing. I want to ask

any average American: How do you expect industrial workers to be
happy, to be content, to think that they are getting a fair break out of
industry or a fair break from their labor, when they live in slums, in
tenements, in the blighted areas of the major industrial cities? It is a
national disgrace. I do not think we can have industrial peace in America
when vast numbers of our workers live in conditions that are totally
unfit for human habitation. I think the government of the United States,
working with the people and with private industry, must do something
about this. Here is a problem for management as well as government.
The social services of this country are important also for mature col-
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lective bargaining. When there is a lack of playgrounds and parks, when
there is a lack of public health facilities, of medical services, of educa-
tional services, the modem American industrial worker becomes discon-
tent; he feels he is not getting a fair break. Let us remember that we all
get the Sears, Roebuck catalogue; we all know that there are many nice
gadgets in the world; we all see Collier's, The Saturday Evening Post,
Time, Life, and Fortune (at least some people can afford to see Fortune);
we see the ads, we know what the potentialities and the possibilities of
American life are.
The American people have some rather uniform desires. The average

industrial worker has a desire to have a new suit of clothes. He has a
desire to have his two weeks' vacation. He wants to have his children be
a part of things in the local school. He wants that school to be as good as
the school where the boys of the supervisors or the foremen go. In
America he has a right to expect these things. Poor educational facilities,
poor housing facilities, poor health and recreational facilities are part
and parcel of the cause of our industrial discontent.
Those of us who are not industrial workers as such likewise have a

responsibility. We need to develop a type of social-economic environ-
ment in which free collective bargaining can operate. We need to de-
velop in America the type of social insurance system so that men will not
worry about their old age, they will not worry about unemployment, so
that they can go forth to their job with a desire to perform and with the
ability and the capacity to produce.

I think all of this will contribute to mature collective bargaining. Let
me tie up what I have been trying to get across. Mature collective bar-
gaining means bargaining between equals, with the role of government
reduced to a bare minimum. We have gone a long way toward mature
collective bargaining considering the violent history of labor-manage-
ment relations, but we would have gone much further if the Taft-Hartley
Act had not set the clock back to the era of industrial barbarism.

I have been asked: What are the prospects for mature collective bar-
gaining? I think the prospects are good. I am one of those who have
confidence in today and faith in tomorrow. I think we are just beginning
to learn how to live in America. We have been literally skyrocketed into
industrial greatness. We have not learned as yet how to master this great
machine age that is a part of us. Many of us are just from the farm; many
of us are from a small home town. We did not grow up in the paved
streets and the hurly-burly of the modem industrial city, and there are
many personal adjustments to make. There is a quality of lonesomeness
that many people have-the feeling that they are not important, the fact
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that they are not wanted. All of those things have their effect. To be sure,
they are minor, but in a real sense they add up to be important.
We know that the American people are learning; they are learning

about the processes of democracy; they are learning every day how to
take care of themselves; they are learning every day how to use the tools
of government and how to use the art of cooperation. The trade union
movement and modern industrial management in America have made
great strides, considering that the code of the jungles prevailed less than
ten years ago.
We have moved a long, long way. I am of the opinion that we are

going to prove to the world that we are capable of self-discipline, that
we are capable of assuming responsibility in our industrial relations. I
hope so, I pray so, because if we should fail, there is only one other
way-just one other way-and I am not for it. It is the way of govern-
ment dictation, it is the way of labor-management peace through com-
pulsion. I do not believe that the American people want that kind of
formula. I do not believe they want to use that type of methodology. At
least I don't. I prefer to suffer from the abuses of irresponsibility on the
part of private individuals rather than to suffer from the abuses of dicta-
tion on the part of government.
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I CONSIDER it quite an honor to be invited to join the many distinguished
persons who have had the privilege of speaking to this audience. I am
going to discuss a very controversial subject tonight, and at the con-
clusion of my remarks I understand we are to have an open forum. Hav-
ing spent some twenty-four years in public office, I am by no means
thin-skinned. I recognize an honest difference of opinion; and I hope
that anyone who wishes to challenge any statements I make or who
wishes to ask any questions, no matter how pointed, will fire away. Let
me assure you, I have been heckled by experts.

I want to go back with you for a moment and recall to your mind the
fact that organized labor first received its right, by legislative action, to
organize for the purpose of collective bargaining under Section 7(a) of
the National Industrial Recovery Act. When that Act was declared un-
constitutional, the Congress then proceeded to write the Wagner Act,
which has been called labor's Magna Charta. At the outset, I want to
make it perfectly clear that I have no complaint and I agree completely
that labor has the right to organize for the purpose of collective bargain-
ing, and anyone who thinks that that right is ever going to be taken away
is just doing so much wishful thinking. I believe, however, that the
Wagner Act failed primarily because it was written in a most lopsided
manner, a most one-sided manner; and further because it was adminis-
tered, particularly in the early days, in a very arbitrary manner. As a
matter of fact, I recall the legislative representatives of the American
Federation of Labor coming to me as a member of the Labor Committee
and complaining that the agency was being used as a recruiting agency
for the CIO instead of protecting the right of labor to organize for col-
lective bargaining.

It was because of those deficiencies and because of the widespread
wave of strikes immediately following the war that there arose a demand
on the part of the American people for a reexamination of our labor
laws, and in the 8oth Congress we set about to write a new labor relations
law. In passing I might point out to you that President Truman's state-
ment during the 1948 election, that the 8oth Congress was next to the
worst Congress in history, has really been substantiated. I would remind
you it was next to the 8ist Congress. But be that as it may, and I assure
you I do not mean to make a political speech here tonight in spite of my
conservatism, we set about to write a new labor relations law. It finally

[ 20 ]
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became known as the Taft-Hartley law. I do not believe there has been
a piece of legislation in the last fifty years that has been more grossly
misrepresented or misunderstood than this legislation. It has been called
a great many things-and I might add, so have its authors. Mr. Green,
President of the American Federation of Labor, called it a "slave labor
law." Mr. Murray, President of the CIO, sometimes, in my judgment,
given to a little overstatement, called it a "diabolical monstrosity."
Others have called it "punitive" and "drastic," and some have alleged
that in writing this law we were trying to wreck the organized labor
movement.
Tonight I want to try to show you that we had no such intention and,

as a matter of fact (and this, in my judgment, was unique in the history
of the writing of labor legislation), we had no particular bill before the
committee when we started our hearings. It was only after those hearings
that we wrote a line of the measure. I might add that my committee
alone listened on the House side to over two million words of direct
testimony. Because the labor leaders of this nation refused to give us
the benefit of any suggestions as to how we might amend the Wagner
Act, my committee did something that is rather unusual. I had subcom-
mittees investigate labor disputes which were then current to find out
their cause and try to find their cures. In addition to that, as chairman of
the committee, I sent individual members of the committee out to inter-
rogate workers at their benches, so that we might find out what the rank-
and-file members of labor unions thought about labor legislation.

I want to make it clear at the outset that at no time did I ever take the
position that the Taft-Hartley law was perfect or that it never need be
amended. We recognized that we were dealing not merely with one but
with many complicated problems, that we might write into the law
something that might prove to be drastic, might prove to be unworkable.
As evidence of that position, may I point out to you that we set up under
the law a joint committee, composed of seven members of the House and
seven members of the Senate, whose job it was to study this law in actual
operation and to make its recommendations to the Congress for what-
ever changes appeared to be in order. That committee made its study,
made its recommendations a year ago last September, and, in my judg-
ment, answered practically all of the legitimate complaints against the
law.

I would also like to make it perfectly clear that I am not one of those
who contend that we are going to achieve complete industrial peace by
legislative action alone. I merely contend that we made a step in the
right direction in the Taft-Hartley law by trying to make the rules of
the game fair to both sides, fair to labor as well as to management. In
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addition to that, I would like to point out to you that for the first time
in the history of labor legislation we also tried to take into consideration
what was in the public interest.

I make the further contention that as a matter of fact the individual
workers, the rank and file in the labor movement, today have more pro-
tection under the Taft-Hartley law than they ever had before under the
Wagner Act. All we did in writing this law was to curb abuses that have
crept into the labor movement and curb the power of some of the labor
bosses who have failed to realize their responsibility not only to their
own members but to the general public as well.

I should like to recite the main provisions of this law tonight and
present to you specific case histories to show you the type of abuse that
we tried to correct in the Taft-Hartley law. It is true that I am going to
give only one or two instances to illustrate the various abuses that we
tried to correct, but if I had the time I could recite them by the dozens,
perhaps even by the hundreds of cases. I do not want you to assume that
because I am going to select only one or two examples, they are very
isolated cases.

I would like to mention in passing that just because this law bears the
name of Senator Taft and myself, some have considered it to be a parti-
san measure. It is by no stretch of the imagination a measure that was
adopted through a partisan vote. It became the law of the land by a
majority of both of the political parties, and the vote to override the
President's veto, which made this the law of the land, was the largest
vote in the history of the United States Congress ever to override a
Presidential veto.
Now let us look at the law. First of all, we ban the closed shop. I am

quite familiar, I believe, with the arguments on both sides of the closed-
shop issue, and I readily concede that this issue is by no means a one-
sided proposition. There are many good arguments on both sides. But
we permit, in the place of the closed shop, a modified union shop under
these conditions: when the majority of the employees of any employer
vote for a union shop, it may then become the subject of negotiation;
and if agreed upon, then the employer does the hiring, and the person
employed becomes a member of the union after he has been employed
thirty days.

I suggest to those in the labor movement who are critical of our ban
on the closed shop that they first stop the practice of having closed
unions. Let me give you a specific case to illustrate what I mean by that.
On Long Island there was a news deliverer, a small employer, who had

twelve employees who were not members of the news deliverers' union
but who wanted to join. He wanted them to join. But they couldn't,
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because under the constitution of this particular union its membership
was open only to the sons of its members.

I suggest also that should the time come when the ban on the closed
shop is removed, you will find the Congress regulating the internal
affairs of the unions to such an extent as to require that any person be
admitted on the same basis as those who are already members of the
union.
Here is something else that the law does. And, by the way, this par-

ticular provision is the most restrictive one in the Taft-Hartley law. It
bans the jurisdictional strike. Now let me give you a case history on a
jurisdictional strike.

In my home state of New Jersey, for eight solid months prior to the
passage of the Taft-Hartley law, we had a jurisdictional strike holding
up over fifteen million dollars worth of heavy, new construction and
interfering with the construction of hundreds of veterans' homes under
the federal government's own building program. What was the issue
involved? Wages or hours? Not at all. The sole issue that kept all of
those skilled craftsmen away from their jobs for eight solid months was
a dispute between the laborers and the carpenters as to who would carry
the lumber from the truck to the job and who would dismantle the
forms.
The men at the local level wanted that strike settled. Some of their

local leaders told me that they would like to have the thing settled. They
couldn't settle it, solely because Mr. Hutcheson, the international head
of the carpenters, and Mr. Moreschi, the international head of the
laborers, refused to sit across the table in Washington, as they could
have, and settle it in twenty-four hours, if they had the will.
When Mr. Green was before my committee, he said, "Let the house of

labor alone. We'll settle these problems within the house of labor."
Well, may I say, ladies and gentlemen, that was just the trouble. There
was illness in the house of labor and it refused to take its own medicine,
and so it became necessary for the Congress to administer it in the form
of the Taft-Hartley law.
Now, let us see what the result of this most restrictive provision has

been. Let us see if it has done some harm to the individual worker. And,
by the way, when I think in terms of labor, that is the fellow of whom I
think. I am not thinking of the labor boss who wants to throw his weight
around, though I have respect for a great many labor leaders.
As a result of the Taft-Hartley law and also as a result of what I con-

sider to be more enlightened labor leadership on the part of Dick Gray
and Bates and others in the National Council of the Building Trades,
they have set up agreements with contractor associations all over the
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United States incorporating machinery for the settlement of jurisdic-
tional strikes without any work stoppages whatsoever-something that
was almost totally unheard of prior to the passage of the Taft-Hartley
law. And may I add, if it had not been for that law and for that provision,
labor would have lost millions of dollars otherwise through these juris-
dictional strikes, where labor alone suffers.
You know that they had a jurisdictional strike out here in Hollywood

in the movie industry. It lasted some twenty-seven consecutive months.
The AFL sent a three-man committee, three vice-presidents, as I recall,
out to Hollywood with authority to settle that jurisdictional strike-but
to no avail. And I sent a committee out to investigate the cause and find
out why it was that this strike lasted twenty-seven consecutive months
and had the movie industry in a terrible state of affairs; hundreds
arrested because of violence and one thing and another; lots of people
injured, and so forth.
While the committee was out there one day, I had lunch with Mr.

DeMille at the Paramount Studios. He told me of some practices in the
movie industry that I should like to pass on to you, to show you examples
of what I consider to be utterly ridiculous situations which we tried to
correct.
For example, when a make-up artist comes on the set to make up the

characters for a movie, one make-up artist makes up from the forehead
to the Adam's apple, and another makes up from the Adam's apple
down. When a hook and eye has to be sewed on a dress, one person may
sew on the hook and eye, but another person has to come on the set and
hook it-believe it or not! He mentioned the following specific incident.
And, by the way, he gave his testimony to the committee in Washington
under oath. This happened during the making of the film "Uncon-
quered." I ask you to visualize this scene:

Mr. DeMille, his assistants, the technicians, the cameramen, the stars,
and the extras are all ready to shoot a scene. He tells the property man
to move a bale of alfalfa to another position on the set. The property
man starts to move the bale of alfalfa, but the greenhouse man steps
forward and says, "No, I move bales of alfalfa." They argued back and
forth, back and forth. They could not come to an agreement. Finally,
they had to send downtown, over to Los Angeles, for a negotiator. The
negotiator arrived on the scene and, after four hours of pulling, hauling,
and tugging, he decided that if a bale of alfalfa was green, the green-
house man would do it; if it was brown, the hothouse man would do it.
It is a good thing that bales of alfalfa don't come in technicolor!
Now, that is an utterly ridiculous situation. But the sad part is that

it cost Paramount $8,ooo for the delay as the result of that jurisdictional
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dispute as to who was going to move a bale of alfalfa. And so we stopped
that kind of business under the Taft-Hartley law.
There is something else that this law does. It bans the secondary boy-

cott. We all know the common example of the secondary boycott. We
have had examples like this by the thousands in the metropolitan area
around the City of New York. Very often the AFL electricians will refuse
to install an electrical fixture that has been manufactured in a CIO or
a nonunion plant. They have insisted, for example, that the fixture be
completely dismantled and then reassembled before they install it. Other
very common examples can be cited, but I want to show you just how
far the secondary boycott can go. And by the way, it happened right here
in California. I am referring to the "hot" milk cases, where the teamsters
refused to cart what they called "hot" milk. Why did they refuse to cart
it? Why was it "hot" milk? Well, because it came from cows that had
been fed feed that the farmer delivered to his farm in his own truck and
not by an organized teamsters' truck. And so we banned the secondary
boycott. May I add that that section, with one minor exception, is work-
ing out, in my judgment, very well and to the advantage of labor as well.
There is something else this law does. It bans strikes against the

federal government. It also requires that when labor and management
sit down across the table to negotiate a contract and then sign that con-
tract, labor as well as management shall be held responsible for the ful-
fillment of that contract-something that wasn't so under the Wagner
Act.

In addition to that, we also require that any labor organization, to
have standing under the law, must have its officers sign statements that
they are not members of the Communist Party or any other subversive
group. I have been challenged on that section. I have been told that that
is a violation of a political right. I deny that the advocacy of the over-
throw of this government by force and violence is a political right. But
if there is doubt in the mind of some as to the wisdom of that provision
in the law, I invite you to drop me a note in Washington; then let me
send you the testimony and the history of the Allis-Chalmers strike-a
strike that was dictated by Moscow when the company's products were
sorely needed in the war effort. If that is not enough, then I ask you to
cast your eye across the waters and see what is happening in France, in
Italy, and in Czechoslovakia as the result of infiltration of Communists
into key positions in the labor movement.

I should like to point out to you that every protection that the indi-
vidual worker ever had under the Wagner Act against abuses by em-
ployer bosses we retain completely intact in the Taft-Hartley law. All
we did was to give the individual worker additional protections, and
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they are protections against abuses by labor bosses. Maybe that is why
some of the labor bosses do not like the Taft-Hartley law. You might
say, "What are those protections that they never had before?" First of
all, today every member of the union is required to receive a financial
statement showing how the money which he has contributed in dues is
being spent. In addition, no longer can the head or any official of the
union who may dislike one of his members for one reason or another
rip up his card, toss it in his face, and say, "Now you're out of the union,
and therefore you are out of a job." Because under the Taft-Hartley law
a person who has been fired out of the union loses his or her job only if
he or she has been fired for nonpayment of dues.

In addition to that, today if a worker has a grievance and he wants it
to get to his boss, and the grievance committee will not bring it there, he
can take it to the boss himself-something he could not do under the
Wagner Act.

In addition to that, no longer can fines and assessments and initiation
fees be excessive. You may say, "Well, do they get excessive?" The Labor
Committee of the Congress has evidence showing that some labor organ-
izations had charged as high as $1,500 as an initiation fee. As to fines and
assessments, this is a rather extreme case, but nonetheless factual: there
was one local that fined seventeen of its members who went back to work
during the course of a strike a total of $277,000, the smallest individual
fine being $10,000 and the largest individual fine being $20,300. They
cannot do that under the Taft-Hartley law, and, in my judgment, that
is prolabor and not antilabor.
Here is something else this law does. It prohibits the use of union

funds directly in a political campaign. I should like to make it perfectly
clear that this provision does not in any way interfere with any labor
leader's right to endorse or oppose a candidate for political office, nor
is there anything in the provision which interferes with the labor press
or prevents the creation of a voluntary fund to be used in a political
campaign. All it does is to apply the same restrictions to the union funds
as the Corrupt Practices Act already applies to corporate funds in a
political campaign.
Another thing the law does is to ban featherbedding, the payment of

money for work that is not done. I want to tell you how we first learned
about this question of featherbedding. Dr. Joseph Maddy, Professor of
Music at the University of Michigan, appeared before the committee.
I am sure that you will all recall that Dr. Maddy taught music to students
from all over the United States at Camp Interlaken, and every year when
they reached a certain degree of proficiency they gave concerts over the
radio, concerts which we all enjoyed and which did not take away the
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job of a single professional musician. But finally there appeared on the
scene Mr. James Caesar Petrillo. And I trust if there are any musicians
in the room, they will note that I announced the name with due awe
and respectl Mr. Petrillo announced that unless Dr. Maddy paid tribute
to the American Federation of Musicians for a stand-by orchestra, which
would merely hang around in the studio while the musicians performed,
those concerts would have to be discontinued.

Well, Dr. Maddy paid, but finally he had the audacity to announce it
over the radio. He wanted to let the American people know he had to
pay tribute. Whereupon, although he had been a paid-up member of
the AFM for thirty-seven consecutive years, he was tossed out of the
union lock, stock, and barrel.
You know, in music, when we say "fortissimo," we speak of loud

music; and when we say "pianissimo," we speak of soft music; and when
we say "Petrillo," we speak of no music!

I want to be fair to Mr. Petrillo about this subject. To be very frank
with you, since the Taft-Hartley law has been written, Mr. Petrillo has
become much more reasonable. He has got the "new look," and on him
it looks good. I should like to recite to you the controls that this one
great labor leader exercises over so many segments of our economy, ask-
ing you to keep in mind how excited we get when business grows large
and tends toward monopoly and vast controls.

First of all, when mention is made of the makers of phonograph rec-
ords, we usually think in terms of just a half dozen: RCA, Columbia,
Decca, and a few more. Actually, there are over five hundred makers of
phonograph records in the United States, employing several hundred
thousand workers, nearly all of whom are organized. They stay in busi-
ness solely by reason of Mr. Petrillo's license. When that license expired
a year ago last December 31, he said, "Never again will there be a record
made in the United States," because someone had told him that he could
not have his welfare program under the Taft-Hartley law. When he
found out that he could and he was convinced, they started making
records after a delay of some seven or eight months.

In addition to that, we depend on Mr. Petrillo for live music on the
radio, and until the Taft-Hartley law was written he refused to permit
a live musician to be seen or heard on television. He interfered with FM
broadcasting. And I wonder how many here tonight know that until an
agreement was arranged by one of the subcommittees of the Labor
Committee just about the time of the enactment of the Taft-Hartley
law, our own Army, Navy, and Marine bands could not even make
records of their own music without his O.K.
You know, when I think of Mr. Petrillo and his controls, my mind



28 Mature Collective Bargaining: Prospects and Problems
naturally turns to a real czar-a real czar-in the labor movement. Need
I mention the name? You obviously know that I am thinking of the No.
1 oil-burner salesman of this nation-John L. Lewis. I have yet to learn
what the middle initial stands for, unless it is "layoffs."
The reason I am concerned about Mr. Lewis, and the reason I bring

his name into this picture, is because there may be doubt in the mind
of some of you as to whether or not the Taft-Hartley law failed in the
recent coal crisis. I do not believe the law failed at all. In the first place,
I feel that it should have been invoked at least two to three months prior
to the time that it was. But if I am wrong in that and if the law did fail,
it only supports the contention that I have made for some time. That is
that this provision of the law is not as tough as it should be. Instead of
being too tough, it is not as tough as it should be.
Now, let us see just how moderately we handle a strike that affects the

national public health and safety in the Taft-Hartley law. We provide
that when such a situation prevails, certain procedures must be followed.
And, by the way, the reason I said the President should have invoked
the law two or three months before he did is because the law does not
require that the economy must be in a terrible crisis. It merely provides
that when the public health and safety are threatened he is authorized
to appoint a Board of Inquiry, that board to report to him within fifteen
days; and then he is authorized to direct the Attorney General to seek
an injunction in the courts, that injunction lasting sixty days. During
those sixty days the representatives of labor and management are to
negotiate and try to have a meeting of the minds. If they fail at the end
of the sixty days, then the employees of each individual employer vote
on their employer's last offer. And if they decline to accept, there is
nothing in the Taft-Hartley law or any other law which will enable the
President to deal with a situation of such serious consequences. Please
keep in mind that I am thinking of a situation that threatens the safety
and the security and the health of this nation.

In my judgment, while I do not believe the law has failed up to the
moment, it is not as adequate as it should be. I would suggest (and I
believe sooner or later we are going to come to this) that we ought to
apply the antitrust laws to a labor monopoly in restraint of trade just as
we apply them to a business monopoly when that restraint of trade
threatens the national public health and safety.

I know there is great disagreement on this proposal. It is not some-
thing new. It was in the original House bill. May I suggest to those who
may think that that is not adequate or that it is too drastic, let us see
what you have got to suggest as to how we can protect the people from
that kind of irresponsible leadership.
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There is something else the law does. And this is another provision

which in my judgment is not as tough as it should be. I am referring to
the provision that attempts to deal with mass picketing and the use of
force and violence in the conduct of a strike. I am a little sensitive on the
subject of this particular provision because on about 75 per cent of the
occasions where I have spoken throughout the United States (and I have
traveled some 8o,ooo miles in the last two and a half years or so) I have
been picketed by reception committees of anywhere from 6 to 6,ooo. My
home has been picketed; my office has been picketed. I have been
picketed by experts. If I am a little bit sensitive, I hope you will under-
stand.
Now let us see what the Taft-Hartley law does about this. It provides

that if a worker is going to his job and if there is a mass picket line in
front of the place where he works and he has his nose broken and his
eyes blackened, he can go into court and get a cease and desist order.
"Don't do that again." I do not think that that is adequate, because I
think every worker has a right to expect more protection than that.

I should like to give you an example of what I mean, because this
question of mass picketing is not just a case of big business versus big
labor. I have seen mass picket lines in front of delicatessen stores, haber-
dashery shops, butcher shops, in an effort to force the workers into the
Teamsters' Union, for example. Out in Detroit I saw armed squads
going from one service station to another, beating up workers who went
back to work during the course of the strike. Also, I saw private citizens
abused who had the temerity to go in and purchase a few gallons of
gasoline.

In the little town of Clinton, Michigan, at a small plant employing
about three hundred people, a strike was called. After four or five days a
back-to-work movement started, and all but twenty or thirty of the
workers went back to work. Whereupon, the United Automobile
Workers called in pickets from Cleveland, from Detroit, and from as far
away as Buffalo, until finally they had more pickets in the little town of
Clinton than there were inhabitants in that community. And, by the
way, not only were they strong-arm men, but strong-arm women, believe
it or notl Women who had been trained in the art, if you wish to call it
that, of creating violence on the picket line. My committee had sound
records of the leader of that picket line demanding that they go in and
tear the building apart, brick by brick, and bring out the workers who
had to barricade themselves in the plant once they got there.

I do not think that the American people intend to tolerate that sort
of situation on the American scene. I am speaking now of the use of
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force and violence and mass picketing in the conduct of a strike. And in
my judgment the law should be amended and improved to this extent:

1. I think we ought to define in the law what is peaceful picketing.
2. I believe we ought to confine the picketing to those who were em-

ployed in a place that is being picketed.
3. And if that does not do the job and provide a little law and order,

then I say we ought to give the worker who has been kept from his job
the right to sue for the wages that he has lost as a result of mob action.

I know that someone is going to say that is nothing more than an
attempt to interfere with every individual worker's right to strike. I
recognize the right of the individual worker to strike, but I think that
we have confused the right of the worker to strike and the right of the
worker to quit his job. In making that proposal, all I am trying to do is
to protect what I believe is an equally fundamental right of every worker,
and that is his right to work and his right to go to that job free from any
harm or threat of harm to himself and the members of his family. What
I want to do, furthermore, is to see respect for law and order estab-
lished-yes, even in the conduct of an industrial dispute.
There are some other things in this law. We have separated the func-

tions of the NLRB, which used to be investigator, prosecutor, jury, and
judge, all rolled into one. We have made the General Counsel the in-
vestigator who presents the evidence to the NLRB, which acts as a quasi-
judicial board.
We have also restored the right of free speech to employers-some-

thing they did not have under the Wagner Act. And may I say in passing,
in my judgment, there are many employers who have failed to avail
themselves of that restored right of free speech. I think they have been
entirely too timid.

I want to allow plenty of time for questions tonight. But let me say
that those of us who wrote the Taft-Hartley law tried to embody in it
such philosophy as was expressed by Abraham Lincoln, who, speaking
to a labor organization in New York City, once said: "Property is the
fruit of labor. It is desirable; it is a positive good in the world. That
some may be rich shows that others may become rich and, hence, is just
encouragement for industry and enterprise. Let not him who is house-
less pull down the house of another. Rather, let him work diligently and
build one for himself, thus assuring that his own will be safe from
violence when built."
That is the type of philosophy we tried to write into this law. In other

words, what we are trying to tell labor is this: You can have a strong,
organized labor movement in this nation, yes, but only as long as you
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maintain and conserve a strong system of free enterprise-a system of
free enterprise which, I may add, is proving to be the salvation of not
only this land of ours but of an entire war-torn world.
You hear a lot coming out of Washington about increasing wages and

reducing prices. We have been able to do that in the past. We have been
able simultaneously to reduce prices and raise wages, but only so long
as we were able to increase the productivity of the individual worker.
And, in my judgment, there is no other way. But in recent years there
has developed the philosophy among some of our labor leaders which,
in so many words, says, "Get as much as you can for doing as little as
possible." May I point out that while that philosophy prevails, you can-
not increase wages and reduce prices. Whether we are in the labor move-
ment or whatever our calling happens to be, I think we would all be
better off if we followed the line of thinking which says, "If you want to
get a little more for the dollar you spend, give a little more for the dollar
you earn." Now, I do not contend that this law is perfect or that it will
not be amended. It will. As conditions change, it will have to be amended
from time to time.

Let me say in passing that all the talk about repealing the Taft-Hartley
law is just so much wishful thinking. They could not repeal it in this
Congress, and, in my judgment, they are not going to repeal it in suc-
ceeding Congresses. Oh, they may change the name. The new chairman
of the House Labor Committee is Mr. Lesinski of Michigan, and Senator
Thomas of Utah is the new chairman of the Senate Education and
Labor Committee. They may call it the Thomas-Lesinski law. While I
have some pride of authorship, that is all right with me. They changed
the name of Hoover Dam to Boulder Dam, but the same structure is out
there.
Let me say this in all seriousness: Admitting the law's imperfections

(and there are some, though I do not think very important ones) and
realizing that all legislation is the result of compromise, a sincere effort
was made merely to write equities into the Taft-Hartley law.-And in my
judgment, if labor and management will just give this law a fair trial
and an honest trial, it will contribute toward the greatest era of under-
standing and industrial peace that we have experienced in this nation
in many and many a decade.



John A. Stephens

I AM GRATEFUL for the opportunity to present tonight some thoughts on
"Mature Collective Bargaining" to men and women interested in labor
and business, and to students in industrial relations and the social
sciences. I hope that what I say will be consistent with the philosophy
of your Institute and help to point a way to better understanding and,
hence, solution of some of the problems in the industrial relations area.

Before making any observations as to how we may bargain collectively
in a more mature sense, I want to recall some remarks by Dr. Sproul at
your March, 1947, conference. All Americans, he said, must be aware
of the need to get at basic causes of industrial strife because they are
affected by it too frequently. How does one get at basic causes? He
suggested that rather than getting all hot and bothered emotionally, we
should dig a little, and develop "right" attitudes toward labor and man-
agement. How? Well, as a guide to adopting a right attitude, he posed a
question: "Do we see the entire picture clearly and draw our conclusions
solely from the facts?" On the basis of my experience, I would give pretty
long odds that an honest answer would have to be that we see only part
of the picture in too many cases-and in many more, if we do see the
facts, we fail to understand or properly evaluate them.

It's a good idea to try to see the whole picture-and clearly. It is
equally good to base conclusions and actions on facts. Failure to observe
these two simple propositions is, in my opinion, one major cause for less
than desirable management-labor relations.
Tonight I shall make some assumptions, present some facts, and in

closing, offer some suggestions which to me seem important in connec-
tion with "Mature Collective Bargaining."
Now to my "assumptions." I believe that those of us who take time to

think about it are concerned with the development of mature collective
bargaining as a means to some end. What end, or perhaps I should say,
ends? Most of us would, I believe, answer that one end is industrial
peace, avoidance or minimization of strikes. Undoubtedly, this is a desir-
able end, but desirable, perhaps, only as the bargain made reflects con-
sideration of the stake of the public and is consistent with its interest.
We would, I believe, say tjhat while we engage in collective bargaining
because of the particular interests of each of the parties, we really intend
that it shall serve as a means by which living standards of all are raised,
thus making for a better society. But we might be inclined to add that

[ 32 ]
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collective bargaining would become more mature and, perhaps, serve
better its purposes when the parties can, while not forgetting their own
particular interests, give more consideration to the broader problems,
such as a more determined effort to produce more to divide, as con-
trasted with mere division of that now available.

I proceed tonight on the basic assumption that we intend mature col-
lective bargaining to serve as a tool in a free society to build those proper
structures and relationships which each member of society hopes to erect
or achieve.

I assume, also, that there is but little, if any, difference between most
of us, be we managers or workers, as to what we want out of life. We are
concerned with an opportunity to spend a useful life; to build as we go
along; to be able later to conclude, in good conscience, that we have
played our part well, whatever it may have been. We seek happiness, a
chance to prove our worth, to do that which we can best do, to move
ahead on merit.
We hope for good health and as good if not better educational oppor-

tunities for our children than were available to us. I take it, too, that we
are concerned with working out the right proportion between work and
leisure to satisfy our conscience that we are constructive, contributing
members of society, holding our heads high with pride in self-depend-
ence, as contrasted with those who may look to others to hold them
above the surface in society's stream. And, were we to give much thought
to it, we would also want to do our part toward adjustment to others,
regardless of race, creed, or color, and thus contribute to the full measure
of opportunity for all, a principle rooted deep in the foundation of
American society.
We want, you and I, the necessities of life with something left over for

those things which are today the natural desire of every family-a car,
radio, or some other product of the union of invested savings, labor
know-how, and managerial skill. We want to be free to continue to bring
dreams to realization. In short, we want "happy lives," lives of responsi-
bility and relative security.
These are, I believe, common desires consistent with the welfare of

society. There can be no real difference as to objective. I wish, however,
that I could add that there are no differences as to how to accomplish
this objective. It is in this area in which our difficulties arise.
Having made these assumptions, I believe we should move into the

area of "facts" with a look first at some definitions. What do we, or
should we, mean by "mature collective bargaining"? Webster's Diction-
ary defines "mature" as "that which is brought by natural process to
completeness of growth and development." This would not permit
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describing as "mature" anything forced as to growth, pressured to com-
pletion, or developed artificially.

"Bargain" is defined as "the discussion of terms of agreement" or "an
agreement between parties settling what each shall give and receive in a
transaction between them." A subordinate meaning, now obsolete, is
"contest, struggle, fight."
The Labor-Management Relations Act of 1947 defines "collective

bargaining" as the performance of the mutual obligation of employers
and unions to meet at reasonable times, confer in good faith, negotiate
an agreement, execute a written contract incorporating any agreement
reached-but as not compelling either party to agree to a proposal or
to make a concession which either may in good faith believe should not
be made.
A joint committee of the President's Labor-Management Conference

in 1945 tried unsuccessfully to agree on a definition of "collective bar-
gaining." Employer members proposed that "collective bargaining" be
regarded as the negotiation by an employer and the freely chosen rep-
resentatives of workers of a transaction-mutually advantageous to the
employer, the employees, and the public. Some labor members would
not accept the word "freely," offering "duly" instead. There is a dif-
ference.
A few years ago, George Taylor, the last Chairman of the War Labor

Board during World War II, published a book, Government Regulation
of Industrial Relations. He wrote that an objective of the Wagner Act,
which protected employee organization and bargaining, was assistance
to employees in creating an organized strength to take care of their
interests in dealing with employers, so as to assure that the determina-
tion of employment conditions would be retained in private hands.
"Industrial self-government was the ideal that was sought," said Taylor.
Congress reasoned collective bargaining a good thing for the country-
the Wagner Act was a kind of enabling legislation; employers were
subjected to a number of legal restraints, the organizational rights of
employees guaranteed-the Wagner Act could be "viewed as a sort of
protective tariff to help an infant industry."

It seems to me that while the Wagner Act intended to protect em-
ployees by law in the exercise of what should have been a natural right,
its passage threw up a bunker on the course of mature collective bar-
gaining and unwittingly diminished the prospect for natural and sound
growth. Attainment of industrial self-government by a route marked
by legal restraints on employers, government direction and control, and
any concept of protection to "an infant industry" could not fail, as I
see it now in retrospect, to tend to mire us more and more in the field of
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politics, pressures, and government dictation, the direct opposite of the
"self-government" sought.
A sensible man confronted with the statement that we are united on

an objective, but dissatisfied with progress toward it, might ask: "Do
we know for a fact whether or not we are reaching it? Can we learn
better to use the tools we are employing to attain it?"

Let's look at the record. Should we be dissatisfied? Are we progressing
toward happier lives-better balance between work and leisure, more
facile command over necessities with a plus for other things?
A few weeks ago, I scanned an anniversary issue of the Monthly Labor

Review, the official publication of the Bureau of Labor Statistics of the
United States Department of Labor. The first article by Ewan Clague,
Commissioner of the Bureau of Labor Statistics, offers an opportunity
to make an objective appraisal. It is entitled "The American Worker
and American Industry-Milestones of Economic and Technical Prog-
ress: Their Effect on the Worker and the Home."
Writing that the first fifty years of this century have been a period of

spectacular and far-reaching economic, social, and other changes involv-
ing a great expansion in industry's productiveness and a corresponding
rise in the standard of living, Clague asks whether these achievements
were due to luck and concludes: ". . . the chief source of national strength
in the United States has been and is our industrial power-the wealth
and productiveness of American industry."

In 9goo, for instance, we produced about 1,500,000 wagons and bug-
gies and 4,200 motor vehicles; but the Census of 1950 does not list any
buggy industry and in its place is an automobile industry, employing
directly about 8oo,ooo workers and producing about 7,000,ooo cars and
trucks a year. Few homes had telephones in 9goo, but in 1950 there are
40,600,000, with the great majority of American homes equipped and a
total of 6o8,ooo persons directly employed.

In 1937, says Clague, ".. . American labor was supplemented by ap-
proximately 40 per cent of the world's available energy." These and
other changes "have had a marked effect upon the structure of American
industry." Corporations in 1goo produced about 65 per cent of our
manufactured output. Today, they produce about go per cent of the
total. "The corporation," he writes, "has grown in economic significance
because it is the form of business organization best equipped to achieve
maximum efficiency in production."
The changes, says Clague, in the American economy are apparent.

What are the results? "In 1948, the United States, with 6 per cent of the
world's population, produced 43 per cent of the world's economic in-
come. The American people have the world's greatest productive ma-
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chine, and they have the world's highest income." Why? Because "in
constantly increasing ways we have found it possible to use mechanical
energy to supplement and extend our limited human resources. As bet-
ter and newer machines have been devised, our man-hour productivity
has risen," with each small annual increase, cumulating to produce
great changes, carrying American output per worker and the American
standard of living to the highest levels in the world.

In a section captioned "Capital and Labor," he writes, "The enormous
savings and profits which have been reinvested in industrial plant and
equipment, decade after decade, constitute another factor of great im-
portance to American industry. It is one thing to invent the machines
and methods for efficient production; it is something else to raise the
large amount of investment funds necessary to purchase and install
them ... it was the high-savings investment economy we actually had
which produced the rapid technical progress the United States has
achieved. Increasing productivity in the future will depend in large
part upon a continued high volume of capital investment."
Turning to the American workers, he appraises the effect of the indus-

trial system upon them. In igoo average earnings in manufacturing
were about 22 cents an hour, approximately $13 per week. At the begin-
ning of 1950, they were $1.42, slightly over $56 per week. ". . . there is
no doubt," says Clague, "that the standard of living of the average
American family is vastly higher than it was in igoo.... There never
has been a comparable period in the history of the United States or of
any other country in which the material well-being of the people was
advanced so rapidly ... the American people have today about 36i/2
million automobiles; on the average, 4 out of every 5 families in the
United States own a car."

But, says Clague, "Not all the potential gains of rising productivity
have been taken by the American people in the form of more goods and
services." In igoo, the average work week in manufacturing industries
was fifty-nine hours, in excess of sixty for some workers. Fifty years later,
forty hours constitute the standard, with hours substantially lower in
many fields.

Elsewhere, gains in health, education, and other areas are detailed,
attributable, says Clague, to the fact that greater output per man-hour
has permitted the satisfaction of people's needs by a smaller percentage
of the working population, thus permitting others to shift their effort
into new fields. Ever larger proportions of American youth are attend-
ing high school and college. In 1950, for instance, about i,200,000 young
Americans were graduated from high schools, twelve times as many
as in igoo0, and 500,000 were graduated from colleges-a twentyfold in-
crease in fifty years.
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The impressive progress Mr. Clague records is emphasized by refer-
ence to another source. Purchasing power of an hour's work, says a
National Industrial Conference Board study of last March, almost
doubled from 1914 to 1948 because the average factory worker's wages
grew twice as much as prices. The factory worker in 1948 had to work
only about one-half the number of hours that his counterpart in 1914
did to pay the family bills. In 1914 a worker's earnings had to be sup-
plemented by earnings of some other member of the family to supply
the average amount of goods and services needed. But in 1948, a worker
needed to work only thirty-four hours to supply his family with a higher
living standard than that considered average in 1914.
Looked at another way, if the average hourly earnings of the wage

earner in manufacturing industries in 1914 was worth ioo units in
terms of the goods it would then buy, it was worth about 150 in 1929,
233 in 1939, and 234 in 1948. These figures of 233 in 1939 and 234 in
1948 make it clear that the increase in purchasing power occurred prior
to 1939. Between 1914 and 1929, for instance, the buying power of an
hour's work rose about 50 per cent and in 1939 bought over twice as
many goods as it did in 1914. From 1939 to 1948, however, the average
earnings of an hour's work in terms of the goods it would buy increased
less than one per cent.
A few weeks ago the Research and Policy Committee of the Committee

for Economic Development released a statement entitled "How to Raise
Real Wages." You perhaps know that the Research and Policy Commit-
tee, chairmanned by Sumner Slichter, initiates studies "into the prin-
ciples of business... and public policy which will foster the full
contribution by industry and commerce to the attainment and mainte-
nance of high and secure standards of living for people in all walks of
life through maximum employment and high productivity in the domes-
tic economy." The committee is governed-by the requirement that its
research shall be objective and from the standpoint of the general wel-
fare as contrasted with any special political or economic group interest.

I can take time for only some high spots, but I commend the report
for careful analysis generally as a guide to the kind of comprehension
so essential to sound action. Evidence points to the fact, says the report,
that a rise in people's earnings has been general and that, particularly,
in the last fifteen years small incomes have increased by considerably
greater percentages than large ones, and that wages can rise in the future
as rapidly as in the past. The great increases in the past are described
as attributable exclusively to a large increase in production per man-
hour. Output is defined as the joint product of labor and capital, from
which come employees' wages, interest, rent, and profits to the providers
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of the capital, and taxes for government. The past rise in output is the
result of four causes: revolutionary changes in processes of production;
much more capital, that is, plant, equipment, and material, available to
workers to help them produce; important advances in health, training,
and skill of the labor force; and great improvements in methods of man-
agement.

After an analysis of these contributing factors, the report concludes
that any further substantial rise in real wages can be achieved only
through an increase in productivity. National income is described as
divided roughly into three parts with a little less than two-thirds going
to employees, including executives, as wages and salaries, about one-
sixth going to the self-employed, and a little more than one-sixth to
owners of property as profit, interest on indebtedness, and rental on
real estate. It is obvious from the figures, says the report, that real wages
of employees cannot be increased greatly by taking income away from
either self-employed or owners of property and, hence, that any large
rise in wages can come only from more output per man-hour. To double
real wages in the next thirty years, output per man-hour must rise at
the average rate of 2.5 per cent per year and can be brought about by
the same formula used successfully in the past: better methods, more
capital or tools, better trained workers, and better management.
Improved methods are described as dependent largely on technolog-

ical research and progress. We are well off in these respects with industry
equipped with technical employees and laboratories, technological re-
search expenditures rising rapidly, new research areas opening up,
competition between industries making for progress, and important and
substantial research work done by universities and government agencies.
The prognosis, so to speak, is favorable for continued improvements in
methods.
As to capital, a rapid increase in the amount available is necessary for

further increases in output per man-hour, and to get this needed capital
there must be a lot of saving. Over the past fifty years, the nation has
saved and invested or risked about one-tenth of its total net product.
If this practice is continued, the outlook is favorable. However, current
trends and events made prognosis on this point difficult and speculative.
As to capable workers and improved management, the outlook is

good. But, says the report, the rising influence of government, the num-
bers employed therein, and the large quantities of labor and material
consumed mean that efficiency in government is a factor too. It recog-
nizes that as society becomes more complex "the functions and respon-
sibilities assumed by government increase," but cautions that "when
government undertakes functions which can be conducted more effi-
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ciently by private measures, real incomes and the general welfare are
adversely affected, and there is need for a more general understanding
of this fact."

In concluding my reference to this report, I want to point out that it
lists ten areas as worthy of intensive study to help bring about increased
output per worker and greater satisfaction of the objectives I earlier
defined. Among them are continued growth of industry and jobs, avoid-
ance of recessions and seasonal unemployment, tax reform to make
risk-taking more attractive, and improved incentives to encourage em-
ployee efficiency. There are also some comments worth noting about
straight seniority versus ability and efficiency, how best to draw upon
the knowledge and training of the labor force, and how to bring about
abolition of make-work rules, featherbedding, and other drags on output.

Perhaps, at this point someone might like to observe, "What has all
this to do with mature collective bargaining?" It has a whole lot to do
with it, I believe. You will recall that I promised some assumptions and
some facts. I made an assumption as to objectives-rising living stand-
ards, proper balance between work and leisure, happy lives. And now
I have given you some facts, facts as to progress toward those objectives;
facts not labeled as such simply because they are opinions which I have
developed, but because they are also the conclusions of many, supported
by statistics and arrived at by subjecting many influences to critical and
objective analysis.

It is because I am concerned with development of mature collective
bargaining that I suggest courses of action in light of fact. A few years
ago Congress enacted the Employment Act of 1946. Section 2 declares
it to be the policy of the federal government to use all practicable means
to promote conditions under which opportunities for useful maximum
employment, production, and purchasing power may be created and
maintained, and in a manner calculated to foster and promote free
competitive enterprise and the general welfare. This is sound policy.
Its implementation requires understanding as to how this may be done.

Prior to the Korean War the federal government was spending in
four days more than it spent for the entire year of 1902, paying out the
equivalent of the 1929 budget every twenty-five days. In early 1950,
government in the United States was buying $20 worth of goods and
services for each $ioo bought by individuals and private business. In
1929 it bought only $9 worth per $ioo of private purchases.
In 1goo, federal, state, and local governments employed about one

million people, and for every government worker there were twenty-two
in private industry. Today, there is one public employee to every seven
in private industry. Governments, federal, state, and local, now pay out
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in wages and salaries and for other purposes such as welfare benefits,
pensions, social insurance, and interest about one-sixth of all the per-
sonal income of all the people. Forty years ago these payments repre-
sented one-twentieth.
Are these facts relevant to mature collective bargaining? Yes, for

they define a trend leading ultimately to conditions quite different from
those existing during the past half century of progress. They deserve
appraisal in light of the fact that what government distributes it takes
from you and me and future generations.

I assumed earlier that mature collective bargaining was one tool in a
free society by which to reach society's objectives and that if there is
dissatisfaction with progress, we must learn better how to improve that
tool and to use it to greater advantage. You may recall, too, that from
a Conference Board source it was pointed out that the bulk of the in-
crease in purchasing power in the last fifty years occurred prior to 1939.
These facts, if properly regarded, should make clear that collective
bargaining has no magic power to increase wealth and that if employed
in an emotional, pressuring, negative, and political fashion, it may, in
fact, retard further expansion of production which might, as in the past,
continue to accrue to our benefit. The facts reported also seem to point
to the conclusion that if leaders of industry, labor, and government are
concerned with raising real wages, reaching the objectives I have as-
sumed, they will plan with foresight and be guided by understanding of
facts.

I agree with the statement attributed to Mr. Walter Reuther in pro-
ceedings of a lecture series here in 1948 that "economic decisions must
be based upon economic facts and not based upon economic power."
Both labor and government are in position today to wield great eco-
nomic power. Understanding of the facts that explain past achieve-
ments should receive careful consideration by those whose power (by
collective bargaining or otherwise) can be used to alter the course of our
future.
Once we grasp the facts and understand the basis for past accomplish-

ment, it cannot but engender sobering thoughts as to our plan to move
even farther ahead and use wisely the collective bargaining tool. Of
course, we have not yet fully attained the objectives we seek. The CED
report makes that clear. But we have made great progress. There remains
an almost unlimited future for those who can discriminatingly appraise
the route and select the means by which to advance.
My first suggestion, then, is that we try to understand the facts of our

system, to find out how it works best toward our material welfare, how
its potential may be realized. Mr. Reuther was also reported as saying,



Mature Collective Bargaining: Prospects and Problems 41
"I think that one of the really serious problems in America is the eco-
nomic illiteracy that prevails." I agree. We must have the full, impartial
truth and understand it, else it would be better to observe Josh Billings'
caution, "It is better to know nothing than to know what ain't so."
There is a job to be done in getting the facts to high school and college

students and to the public generally. A large part of the job of education,
it seems to me, is related to objective presentation of facts. Facts associ-
ated with our economic and industrial development and the competitive
enterprise system should rank high on the priority list. To the extent
that this job is well done, the prospects for mature collective bargaining
should brighten because in a democracy an informed people should be
qualified to direct their leaders in ways designed to preserve the good,
even while they may engage in fashioning the refinements in our system
which are calculated to assure even greater responsiveness to need.

Schools and universities and each of us as individuals have the obli-
gation to stimulate thinking to the end that we may continue to progress.
Perhaps, for instance, objective consideration and instruction concern-
ing "bigness," the rallying point of some whose purpose is not clear,
might be helpful. What makes "bigness" in business? If it results from
the satisfaction of customers, is it bad? In this connection, the Secretary
of Commerce demonstrates the kind of objective, factual approach which
I urge generally. He was reported recently as asserting that while he
neither defended nor opposed bigness as such, facts should be deter-
mined if it is proposed deliberately to interfere with the process of a
corporation's growth. The facts he would look for were set forth in
some questions. If concentration of power is interfering with our lib-
erties, what liberties are being destroyed? Is small business being crushed
out? If so, where and what businesses are they? Is industry failing to
maintain or raise the standard of living? Is it selling its products at a
fair price? Is it considering the welfare of its employees? Is it earning
money for its shareholders? Is it contributing its fair share of taxes to
the support of government? Is it doing its part in time of war?
There is an area in which imagination runs wild in not so mature

collective bargaining sessions. What are costs? What are reserves? What
is a fair profit? It is surprising how much heat is generated in collective
bargaining by some union economists in theorizing as to how manage-
ment improperly keeps its books. Education can help in this area.
And there is need for better understanding as to what makes jobs. Is

it any influence other than demands of customers? Is the corporation,
then, or the customer, the employer? Someone has said, "Man's material
welfare equals natural resources plus human energy, multiplied by
tools." Do we really understand the implications of this? And surely,
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there is something worth pondering in the fact that strong nations are
those having the biggest stock of tools, that tools come from savings and
the pledging of anticipated savings, and that savings taxed away mean
fewer tools for productive enterprise and the easier satisfaction of men's
needs.

Should we not examine the proposition that history fails to disclose
a single instance in which tools have been operated as efficiently by the
state as by private individuals? And is there a lesson to be derived from
our development as pictured by Mr. Clague, which leads to the conclu-
sion that past economic growth is accounted for by the enterprise of
both management and labor, energized by individual initiative?

I suspect that all of us are too prone to look to government to improve
living standards and protect us against all hazards. So, it would seem
desirable to have our college and high school curricula include studies
as to just what is government-its purpose. Does it have anything mate-
rial to give or if it does give, must it not first take from its people that
which it gives?

In the past, perhaps our thinking on how wealth is produced and
distributed has been somewhat fuzzy. Some of us may have looked upon
"freedom from want" as a right rather than something that has to be
earned-something earned by more production and a fair participation
therein, not something brought into being through collective bargain-
ing pressure or legislation.
In 1947 your Governor remarked in connection with this Institute

that ". . . we shall never have good industrial relations by choosing up
sides and fighting things out to the bitter end.... Our relations must be
bettered by forums of this kind, where in good spirit we can exchange
ideas, philosophies, and aims." And so I suggest, let's bring to forums
and to classrooms the facts concerning economics over which many
quarrel, in the hope that through better understanding quarrels may be
minimized.

So much for my first suggestion. It is directed to all of us, and especially
to those who teach others to think, to discriminate, and to assume their
responsibilities in the workaday world.
My second suggestion is directed to those in labor and management

to whom it may apply. It is-don't call names, don't go around with a
chip on your shoulder; instead bone up on how to make friends, not
antagonize people.

I mentioned earlier that an obsolete meaning of the word "bargain"
was "contest, struggle, or fight." Let's make it obsolete in fact. Much too
frequently collective bargaining is conducted as though this subordinate
meaning was the specification governing what we were supposed to do.
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Long before bargaining conferences start, ballyhoo begins. Promises are
made as to what will be demanded from extortionate, greedy employers.
Some might call it rabble-rousing and might wonder whether we had not
matured to the point at which such approaches are unnecessary, un-
worthy, and inimical to cooperative action.
Such approaches and some union publications definitely militate

against mature collective bargaining. Perhaps the best that can be said
for these methods is that they are residual habits carried over from
experiences of the past, and that those responsible for them fail to.
recognize that labor organizations and collective bargaining are a way
of life accepted in the country today. And so my suggestion, to those to
whom it applies, is, calm down and bring your thinking up to date.
Name-calling and exhortations which tend to align class against class
are out of place in our society.

I have spoken much tonight about facts versus emotional reactions.
An example of emotion versus fact is reaction to the Labor-Management
Relations Act of 1947, known as Taft-Hartley. It was, in my opinion,
inevitable that once government took the step of control over industrial
relations represented by the Wagner Act, that regulation would be
extended. From that day on, collec-tive bargaining, unions, closed shops,
and all that comes within the expansive term "conditions of employ-
ment" were in politics, and an attempt to redress the balance, to make
the law two-sided, not one, was inevitable. What are the facts regarding
this controversial law? Business Week some weeks ago carried an inter-
esting comparison of the facts of three years of operation under Taft-
Hartley as contrasted with predictions made by the President in his
veto message in 1947.
Most major provisions are working better than was anticipated. Strikes

are fewer; unions, and this is highly important, have been spurred to
eliminate Communists, not hindered; union membership is only slightly
less and losses are in industries where employment is down. Union
organizing appears as vigorous as ever. Unions have not been deluged
with lawsuits for contract violations; in fact, suits have been few. While
the closed shop has been ruled out as a matter of public policy, more
union members are covered by some form of union security than ever
before. However, there has been increasing government intervention in
labor-management affairs. In summary, Business Week concluded, and
I believe the facts justify it, that the Act has by no means proved as bad
as it was declared to be, nor as good as extremists predicted it might be.
It hasn't settled all labor problems, it never could, but it also hasn't
crushed organization, collective bargaining, nor moved in any percep-
tible way to the destruction of unions.
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In contrast, an Assistant Secretary of Labor, in a recent address before

a State Federation of Labor, called the Taft-Hartley law the "most
vicious of the hatred-born children of the 8oth Congress" and declared
that "President Truman and Secretary of Labor Tobin will continue
resolutely to fight for its repeal ... to remove this millstone from the
neck of labor. It is not necessary to tell you how this law has operated so
as to weaken you and your organizations. No details need to be gone into
because you know about this abominable law." This, to me, is a classic
example of avoidance of facts.
May I suggest next that maturity requires that agreements made be

observed. This obligation must be accepted by employees and those who
in their capacity as the legally designated collective bargaining repre-
sentative make an agreement. It just does not make sense to spend hours
negotiating and drafting precisely what has been agreed to, providing
carefully defined procedures for grievances with arbitration as a terminal
point, and then have strikes pop like firecrackers whenever an individual
or a group of workers feels aggrieved. Mature collective bargaining will
be enhanced when union members learn that having selected a union
and conveyed to it the right under the law to speak and contract for
them, they are bound by the agreement made, and for the period it
covers.

I should like now to offer a suggestion, not exclusively but perhaps
primarily, to management. It is that while facts are important in deter-
mining any course of action, don't overlook one of the most important
facts of all-that men don't react to fact or logic alone. Men by nature
are emotional creatures. They have likes and dislikes. Most men, how-
ever, will accept fact and logic when it is made clear to them that the
course dictated is in their interest and calculated to help them satisfy
their desires. Alert managements will recognize and take into account,
in the conduct of their affairs, the fact that one powerful influence
toward efficient performance will be the degree to which an enterprise
can, in addition to turning out tangible production, provide for the
individual the opportunity, security, and dignity he wants.
Another suggestion for all of us is to bring more intimately into our

daily lives the practice of Christian principles. In the past, too often,
religion has been confined within the walls of our church or temple.
Somehow we must realize that selfishness in an individual sense should
be superseded by unselfishness; that regard for others must influence and
guide our individual actions. Principles of human relations and old-
fashioned values must receive more attention even in collective bargain-
ing. There is always a place for such qualities as sympathy and kindness.
It would be well to give thought more frequently to the desirability and
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virtue of resistance to evil, shunning avarice, dishonesty, and falsehood,
and encouraging tolerance and humility, principles which through the
years have been recognized as the attributes of great men. So I suggest
that one guiding principle in the operation of business and labor organ-
izations be conscious adherence to and sympathy with a practical code
of Christian principles with reliance on God for guidance in our rela-
tionships between men.
Another suggestion to both labor and management might be avoid-

ance of mental rigidity. Leaders in management and labor have joint
responsibility to be aware of the ambitions and objectives of all society,
and to let a far-range point of view and a clear perspective work toward
the satisfaction of these desires. Unfamiliar suggestions must be con-
sidered on merit, without recourse to preconceived notions or prejudice.
The labor agreements in the steel-producing subsidiaries of United

States Steel set forth the intent of both union and company manage-
ments essentially as follows: The company and the union encourage the
highest possible degree of friendly cooperative relationships between
their respective representatives at all levels and with and between all
employees. They recognize that this goal depends not on words in a labor
agreement but primarily on attitudes between people at all levels in
their respective organizations, and that these attitudes can best be en-
couraged when it is made clear that company and union officials are
neither antiunion nor anticompany but are instead sincerely concerned
with the best interests and well-being of the business and all employees.

Following recital of procedures to bring the parties together from time
to time to appraise their problems, the agreements conclude that, by
acting as set forth, both management and labor will be giving evidence
of a sincere attempt to accomplish cooperative good industrial relations,
and thus, "as men of good will with sound purpose, may best protect
private enterprise and its efficiency in the interests of all, as well as the
legitimate interests of their respective organizations within the frame-
work of a democratic society in which regard for fact and fairness is
essential."
Are we making progress generally toward mature collective bargain-

ing? I think we are. We certainly will in United States Steel if we can
find what those words describe. The past fifteen years have been hectic,
fast moving, bringing rapid growth and organizational activities among
unions, great expansion of government influence, and, by government
edict, vastly increased areas in which unions may bargain. In view of
these happenings and the antipathy of human nature to violent change
and restriction of freedom and initiative, progress could not have been
other than uneven and turbulent. But with it all we have moved ahead.
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Will we attain still greater maturity in the future? Yes-and for at

least two primary reasons: First, our standards of intelligence are rising,
and as we become better informed we will more readily recognize facts
and be governed to a greater degree than now by them. Second, because
we must, for mature collective bargaining is a tool to use in working
together in a free competitive enterprise system, not only to increase out-
put and apportion it equitably, but to keep the system free.



James B. Carey

I AM GRATIFIED that you, as students of labor and the relations of labor
to the nation as a whole, have invited me to address you at this critical
stage in world affairs. As young folks, you for the second time in ten years
face a world of uncertainty, a world made perilous by the march of
another would-be Hitler. This time it is Joseph Stalin. And, as students
of labor, I know you are interested in the views of the trade union move-
ment on the crisis that has developed in the American mobilization pro-
gram, a program that must succeed so that we can contain this Com-
munist aggression for all time.
No one can deny that the mobilization program is in a crisis. When

the representatives of 95 per cent of organized workers, who with their
families comprise nearly 50,000,000 persons, decide they cannot further
be associated with the running of the program, you have a crisis-you
do indeed have a crisis. And we are well aware that the stand taken by
American labor does have a profound influence on the masses of people
in other nations of the free world, and among those particularly who are
subjected to Communist propaganda. We are well aware of the fact that
any criticism we of free American labor might voice of this program will
be echoed abroad.
But we of American labor had to make an honest decision. We had

become profoundly concerned about the drift in the mobilization pro-
gram. As persons responsible to our nation and to our millions of mem-
bers, we came to the logical conclusion that the action we took would
cause less damage than to have the present drift continue and require
more drastic action a year later or even a few months later.

Yes, we are responsible people. We are not only fully behind our
nation's determination to meet the menace of Communist imperialist
aggression, but we have been in action all over the world fighting that
aggression. Labor in America is neither a Johnny-come-lately to the
fight against Communism, nor are we armchair warriors. I was one of
those who participated in breaking the strangle hold that Communism
was attempting to establish over the world labor movement, and I helped
to break up the World Federation of Trade Unions, which had become
Moscow's instrument for that domination. The legitimate American
trade unions participated in founding a new world labor organization,
the International Confederation of Free Trade Unions, which is fighting
the Communists in every shop, every mill, every mine, every factory,

[47]
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every dock, and every farm-and that is where the conflict is most in-
tense.

I was instrumental in helping to blueprint the Marshall Plan through
the Harriman Committee, and today I serve as a member of the Presi-
dential Public Advisory Board which helps direct ECA's work. And in
every mission of ECA, representatives of American labor are working
with the non-Communist labor groups to help provide the economic con-
ditions and encouragement that will keep their nations free.

In this connection, although the arrangements with regard to labor's
role in ECA were not fully up to our hopes, they never provoked the
kind of crisis that we have had in the mobilization effort. For there was
the understanding on the part of those who led ECA's destiny-Paul
Hoffman, Averell Harriman, and now William Foster-that the menace
of Communism abroad came chiefly in its appeal to workers and the
underprivileged generally. Therefore, it was indispensable to have in
key ECA positions representatives of American labor, who could inter-
pret our policies to European labor, get their viewpoint and problems,
and help formulate ECA policies that would provide the maximum
effectiveness in our joint aims.
Now that sounds like a pretty common-sense approach to an impor-

tant and complex problem. Yet we will see in a few minutes how key
figures in our mobilization setup either had no understanding of it or
were opposed to it in basic principle.

I thought it important to deal with labor's basic approach to this
whole problem of defense against Communism, because there has been
a widespread, rather crude attempt to charge that labor "walked out" on
the mobilization effort. There is also an inference that somehow labor
has walked out on the fight against Communism. What American labor,
through the United Labor Policy Committee, did was to say that so long
as the present policies of the mobilization effort continued, American
labor could bear no responsibility for them. Therefore, it was withdraw-
ing from any official positions that we occupied. This did not affect the
production of defense materials, our determination to fight inflation, or
our basic support of the foreign policy of this nation.
The Bible says, "Let him who is without sin cast the first stone." I

would paraphrase that by saying, "Let him who has fought international
Communism as vigorously as has American labor step forward to judge
our actions."

Basically, the United Labor Policy Committee withdrew because it
saw a type of leadership of the mobilization effort and a type of policy
that to us spelled complete "big business domination" and the very
reverse of the equality of sacrifice on which the program was to be based.



Mature Collective Bargaining: Prospects and Problems 49
It was our view that if this type of leadership and policies continued,
the program would lose public support and eventually break down, with
incalculable damage to our whole defense effort. And that breakdown
might come at some critical period when we were engaged in a vast
global war.
We realized, of course, that the character of the leadership and policies

was simply the result of mismanagement. We knew our advice would be
sought and given due weight. We were certain that just as reactionary
political forces are seeking to use the present emergency to throttle free-
dom of thought and speech, so reactionary business leaders might at-
tempt to use this emergency to throttle American labor and spread their
domination over the American people.

So we had two things to do. First, we had to weigh the actions and
policies and, second, we had to analyze their end effects. Labor's with-
drawal was the result of this sober weighing of the implications of what
was happening in Washington.
Now let me be specific about these two major questions-the question

of leadership and that of policies-and the dangers to the nation that
they posed. It seems obvious, I think, to any freshman at college that a
football team to be successful had to have competent players who could
fill all the places on the team, and that any squad trained only to be
quarterbacks would quickly fold up. It is obvious, too, that for the team
to be successful there had to be confidence in the leadership and its pur-
poses. It is obvious that if the members of the team felt that the captain
was, for example, a grandstand player who wanted to hog this show, it
would be difficult to stir team enthusiasm.

Elementary common sense would have required that our mobilization
team be recruited from the best people to be found from all walks of life.
The idea would be to present to the nation a team that in its totality
represented the best streams of our national heritage, and composed of
people of unquestioned reputations. In that team each element-labor,
agriculture, business, and the general public-would have its due place,
but only its due place.
But let's look at the team that emerged. I think anyone who does look

at it impartially cannot help but feel that it violates every element of
common sense, of practical judgment, and of the desperate needs of the
task before us. It is a closed shop, an exclusive club of interlocked big
business executives, that forms the top team to run our mobilization
effort and appeal to the American people for sacrifices.

Neither labor nor farmers were asked to join this exclusive club.
Labor's request for a single place was rejected by Charles E. Wilson on
the grounds that he did not want "pressure groups" to be represented.
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And it was only when he was ordered by the White House, and when
labor had already made its decision to withdraw from the agencies, that
Wilson reluctantly agreed to offer to hire a man from labor.

In the major operating agency of production, the National Produc-
tion Authority, I know that whereas literally dozens of meetings of in-
dustry advisory committees have been held, where the major policies
regarding allocation of materials were discussed, labor people were per-
mitted to attend exactly three meetings-but our invitation said we were
to be only observers. In dozens of other meetings, questions vital to
production, employment, the life of small business, the kinds of products
to be produced, were all discussed. Yet labor was excluded to all intents
and purposes.

Yes, we were offered a few jobs with various agencies, but in our
opinion these jobs were meaningless unless behind it all there was a basic
teamwork in running the show. We refused to engage in "window dress-
ing." We took the view that just as business had its contribution to make,
so had labor, agriculture, and people from public life. Together we
could inspire and lead America, together we could develop policies that
would establish support and confidence. Yet the very opposite took
place, and we had a right to weigh and evaluate what this meant to the
direction in which the whole mobilization effort would move.
We maintain that in the ranks of labor we have people with the

ability, patriotism, vision, and integrity to match anyone in any other
field-even surpass in many cases. And in addition we have two things
that the Wall Streeter does not possess-we have a real understanding
of the nature of the Communist beast, and we have a grass-roots knowl-
edge of the desires, needs, and goals of the American people. That's
because we are part of the people.
Our concern over the question of leadership was reinforced by the

type of policies we saw emanating. To us they smacked of the same big
business, Wall Street club type of thinking. They were in direct conflict
with the concept of equality of sacrifice called for by President Truman.

Let me give a few examples. We saw the attempt to fasten a rigid,
unrealistic wage formula upon American wage and.white-collar workers
that would necessitate the tearing up of hundreds of contracts affecting
millions of workers. This formula-the so-called Regulation 6, the 1o
per cent wage formula-was in defiance of simple justice, of industrial
peace, of contracts negotiated in good faith. In effect it would have
frozen workers at a standard actually below that of January, 1950, at
the same time that prices were virtually uncontrolled, and the price of
foodstuffs could hardly be controlled by the Defense Production Act.
We saw many groups being exempted from price controls and we saw
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the retail trade given a built-in inflation through the automatic snow-
balling effect of sales margins as prices increased.
We saw the great corporations of America piling up unheard of profits,

but the kind of taxes proposed would leave them with the major share
of their profits at the same time the wage earner and white-collar worker
would bear the major burden of paying for defense. That is not equality
of sacrifice. We saw great corporations being bribed by the government
to increase production by the grant of billions of dollars of tax amorti-
zation privileges, while small companies were being forced to the wall
because they could obtain neither this tax privilege nor even the basic
materials to keep their current operations going.

I think the best way to illustrate what was at issue is to cite some facts.
During the four war years of 1942-1945 the profits of American corpo-
rations averaged $22.5 billion a year. But in the fourth quarter of 1950
their profits were equal to $48 billion on a yearly basis. Reflect on that
for just a moment-corporation profits soared to more than 113 per cent
over what they were during the peak war years!
The picture of profits after taxes is even more disgraceful. During the

same four war years net profits averaged slightly less than $io billion a
year. But with the fourth quarter of 1950 net profits were on a basis of
more than $26.5 billion a year. That means that net profits had sky-
rocketed to more than i65 per cent above the war years! Yet during this
same period our national income increased by only So per cent and
wages rose by only 48 per cent. Clearly, corporate profits were racing far
ahead and gobbling up an enormously disproportionate share of the
national income.

Let's take it from that viewpoint and see how the national pie was
divided. During the war years the "take" of the U. S. corporations, before
taxes, was 13.5 per cent of the total national income. But in the fourth
quarter of 1950 the "take" had boomed to 19 per cent. After taxes the
corporation "take" nearly doubled from 5.9 per cent of the national
income during the war years to 11.5 per cent in the fourth quarter of
1950.
But in that same period the share of the national income spent on

wages dropped from 62 per cent to 61.5 per cent. In other words, while
corporations were grabbing a 50 per cent larger slice of the national pie,
the wage earners' share of that pie actually decreased. And that occurred
despite the fact that our civilian labor force increased by nearly 7,000,000
since the war years.

Let's view the picture from another angle-that of the periods before
and after Korea. These are the periods used for determining wage, price,
and profit change by the Stabilization Agency. Between the first three
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months of 195o-the period before Korea-and the last three months
of 1950 the average wage in manufacturing increased by io cents an
hour. In the same period the profits made by manufacturing corpora-
tions on each hour of work by each production worker increased by 40
cents an hour, rising to an estimated $i. 10 an hour for each hour worked.
In other words, the corporation profits on each hour worked increased
by four times as much as the workers increased their hourly wages.

If we consider the picture after taxes and after increased living costs
for both corporations and workers, we find that in the last quarter of
1950 the workers had 3.5 cents less to spend for each hour worked than
in the first quarter, while the corporations had over io cents more to
spend for that same hour of work by every production worker.

I think these simple facts are a clear indication that it was not wage
increases that were causing inflation and rising prices, but rather the
gouging of the public by speculators and greedy corporations. Yet the
first act of the Wall Street mobilization setup was to attempt to impose
an unjust wage strait jacket on wage and white-collar workers. It was
this type of economic lunacy against which we were protesting.

I have already mentioned the matter of tax amortization privileges.
But it is important to call to your attention the fact that in the whole of
World War II only $7 billion of such privileges were granted. But in the
few months we have been engaged in this mobilization program already
$3.5 billion have been granted and some $io billion more requested.
Mind you, that's in a few short months.

I think you realize how valuable these privileges are. They permit a
company building a new plant to charge it off in five years instead of
twenty or twenty-five years. The result is that it is the government, or I
should say taxpayers, who contributed two-thirds of the cost of the plant,
but it remains the property of the corporation that built it. That $3.5
billion of privileges already granted will cost the American people per-
haps $2.5 billion in lost taxes.
As students of industrial relations you must be interested in the

present struggle over the powers of the Wage Stabilization Board and its
relationship to disputes. It would seem to be common sense that in this
period of national emergency industrial disputes must be settled as far
as possible by agreement rather than by the use of economic power. It
would appear from the newspaper stories that labor, having gone on a
so-called "strike" against the defense program, is the party that is hold-
ing out on this issue. Yet do you know the situation is exactly the reverse?

Organized business does not want the Board to handle disputes and
thus arrive at agreements through a tripartite board. Organized business
prefers that the dispute erupt into a strike and then the government
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clamp down on labor through the injunctive power of the Taft-Hartley
Actl Yet I wonder how many of your newspapers in California have told
you the truth about that startling situation-that it is the employer
groups who want to risk the danger of strikes, and it is labor that wants
to avoid that danger. That it is the employer groups and not labor that
is holding up the reconstitution of the Wage Stabilization Board.
There is one other important matter concerned with what I have

called the economic lunacy in the way the defense program is being
administered. I refer to credit controls. Probably you remember that
when Congress passed the Defense Act it gave the Federal Reserve Board
the power to regulate consumer credit and bank credit, but no power to
regulate the commodity exchanges. What has been the result?
The Federal Reserve Board's first act was to clamp controls on the

purchase of a house, a refrigerator, a washing machine, an auto. The
down payments were increased tremendously and the time for repay-
ment sharply reduced. This was done because we were told that the
credit used to buy these essentials would cause inflation; and we were
told that inflation had to be stopped right at the source.

So today, if you want to buy a $10,000 house-which is not very much
of a house-you have to put down 23 per cent of the cost or about $2,300
in cash. Presumably that would help stop inflation. But if you happen to
be a large contractor and own ioo houses, you can increase the cost of
each house by 23 per cent or 33 per cent, and that will be only the law
of supply and demand operatingl

If you should want to buy a house with only a io per cent down pay-
ment, because that's all the money you have, you are accused of wanting
to create more inflation. But you can take that same $i,ooo and walk into
a brokerage house and buy, for io per cent down, $io,ooo worth of
cotton or corn or wheat or tin or lead or copper or soybeans. You may
never have seen these products, never even wanted to raise them. You
simply make a down payment and wait for the prices to go up.

It is a fact that because of this sort of economic horseplay there have
been times since the start of the Korean war when the entire annual crop
of a foodstuff or of cotton, for example, would be traded back and forth
for profits of loo to 400 per cent. If you engaged in that sort of vicious
speculation you weren't aiding inflation! Oh no, you were a good citizen
simply assisting the law of supply and demandl

If you bought a refrigerator in which to preserve your food, you had
to pay for it within eighteen months. But by paying only io per cent
down you could buy huge carloads of food, such as corn, wheat, and soy-
beans, and they would be held for you as long as you wanted them held.
The money to finance you came from the banks. You didn't have to be a
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professional speculator, either, to do that. You could be the head of a
powerful and respectable corporation using bank credit to buy up large
stocks of critically scarce materials in order to hold them for a price rise.
And the very fact that these stocks were being purchased in itself helped
to boost the prices higher.
The Federal Reserve Board's own records show that whereas consumer

credit increased by $3.5 billion in the last year, the amount extended by
banks on loans increased by more than $10 billion. A great part of this
was to finance the speculation and hoarding of scarce materials and food-
stuffs. Now on top of everything we have the Secretary of the Treasury
proposing an excise tax of 25 per cent on essentials already under credit
control, such as refrigerators, washing machines, radios, and cars. The
consequences are obvious: fewer and fewer people of low and middle
incomes will be able to afford them.
That is the picture of Washington today in terms of profits and

credits. Clearly we of labor would have betrayed the trust the American
people have placed in us had we failed to separate ourselves from the
policies that make these iniquitous things possible.
We owe it to the American people, to the wage earner, to the con-

sumer, to the people living on small pensions, to the men fighting in
Korea, to let the truth be known. If we are forced to, we will let the big
business boys run the show-but without us. We will do our job on the
outside, loyally and militantly, to protect our nation not only against
the menace of Communist savagery but also against the forces of greed
and special privilege that would weaken our democratic strength from
within.

Organized labor in America eagerly awaits a sign from the defense
mobilization chiefs indicating they really want some teamwork. We are
willing to play our part. We know also that while many of the problems
are the result of a narrow leadership and bad policies, others are the
result of a Defense Production Act that simply cannot work if equality
of sacrifice is to have any meaning.

Therefore, we are undertaking a nation-wide campaign to have the
Defense Production Act revised in several important respects:

First, to permit effective price controls on a dollars and cents basis,
and quality control over the things the American people buy.

Second, to permit the farmer to get a fair return and yet hold prices
down through a subsidies program for foodstuffs.

Third, to regulate and cut down speculation in the essential com-
modities of defense and the cost of living.

Fourth, to control rents adequately.
Fifth, to have an equitable tax program based on the ability to pay.
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Under our program we know sacrifices must be made. We of labor are
prepared to bear our share, but we insist that every other group do like-
wise. The defense program is designed to help preserve our nation and
its people and our way of life. It is our contribution to help preserve the
freedom of like-minded people all over the world. As such, that defense
program must be the property of all the people and not of a few. And it
is to that end that the 15,000,000 wage and white-collar workers we
represent are dedicating themselves. And because we are fighting the
fight of all the people, I know we will win.



Charles E. Wilson

IT IS A PLEASURE to have the opportunity to speak to such a fine group of
men and women under the sponsorship of the University of California.
The subject assigned to me-"Mature Collective Bargaining: Prospects
and Problems"-is a big and important one. Big because of the many
problems, the millions of men and women affected, the lack of accepted
criteria, the conflict of selfish interests, the clash of personal and group
ambitions. Important because it will determine whether our country
is to have full production or be harassed by strikes, labor disputes, and
continued shortages-whether we are to achieve national unity and
successfully meet the challenge of a combined peace and war economy,
or whether we are to have labor-industry strife that will weaken our
nation in this critical emergency.
When our country adopted collective bargaining as a national policy,

the stated purpose of the Wagner Act was a very laudable one, but the
conception of collective bargaining, imported from Europe, was a most
unsatisfactory one. As a result of this Old World conception of collective
bargaining as a means for righting ancient social wrongs, many indi-
viduals with such a background and point of view promoted collective
bargaining as a class conflict, as a clash of economic and political power,
even as a social revolution.
Labor leaders suddenly were given great responsibility and power.

Union policies- and objectives were confused with the policies and ob-
jectives of those who advocated various forms of state socialism, and
even outright Communists achieved positions of leadership in some
labor unions. Such men and women advocated Communist doctrine as
union policy and used labor unions to promote Communism. Even the
Auto Workers and the Newspaper Guild, along with some other CIO
unions, went on record publicly as favoring the so-called Loyalists in
the Civil War in Spain. I remember thinking at the time that they were
going a long way looking for trouble.

Employers and businessmen resented this new law that apparently
took away, at least in part, their constitutional rights of free speech as
affecting their relationships with their employees. The law was inter-
preted as meaning that employers had to bargain with anyone who
popped up and claimed he represented some of the employees of that
particular employer. Some of these labor union leaders, in addition to
presenting legitimate demands of labor, advocated radical social doc-
trines that added to the confusion of employers.

[56]
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This condition certainly did not contribute to sound and responsible

collective bargaining. Looking back fifteen years, one realizes that prog-
ress has been made toward more mature collective bargaining and more
practical labor-industry agreements.

I remember my first experience with what might be called organized
labor. It was not, of course, my first experience with employees. After
the sit-down strikes in General Motors (this was early in 1937) Mr. W. S.
Knudsen called me into his office. He was Executive Vice-President of
General Motors, and I was his assistant at the time. He said to me: "The
men have gone back to work. We are going to negotiate an agreement
now, and I want you to take charge of it for the Corporation."

I said: "Mr. Knudsen, I will do whatever you want me to do. But why
don't you be the chairman? And I will help you."
And he said, "To be perfectly frank, you talk more than I do and you

have more patience."
And that is about where collective bargaining was in those days.
Stable and sound industry-labor relations and agreements are in-

creasingly important today because the Korean war and our defense
program require that the nation must have maximum and efficient pro-
duction. Today great masses of people in many parts of the world are
being subjected to hardship and violence to advance the principles of
collectivism and to further the ambitions of a few dictators. Through
the centuries of recorded history dictators, no matter how they may have
achieved their power, have been responsible for most of the world's dis-
astrous wars. I am convinced that the peoples of the world want peace,
not war. But it is becoming increasingly clear that since there are dic-
tators abroad in the world we must keep our nation strong in a military
sense and we must avoid dissension and labor-industry strife at home.
The promises made in the name of Communism by dictators espe-

cially appeal to people living in poverty and misery, whose pressing
animal needs seem to be more important than their spiritual welfare.
Since the dawn of civilization man has had to struggle against nature for
food, clothing, and shelter. And even in our time, not more than 2o per
cent of the population of the world have regularly had all they wanted
to eat, and most of this 20 per cent live in our western world.
Wages must be low and hours of work long and the standard of living

low when productivity is low. And productivity is low when tools and
equipment are poor, when horsepower per worker is low, and when the
work is not well organized. Under such circumstances, human backs
have to do what slaves of iron and steel do here in America.

Just why are the people of the United States so much better off than
the people of the rest of the world? Our high standard of living cannot
be explained on the grounds of natural resources, important as they are.
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Others, too, have great natural resources. Nor can it be explained by
claims of racial superiority. We have a common racial background with
many other nations, since most of our ancestors came from Europe. We
must look elsewhere for the answer to this important question.
The answer lies in the simple fact that Americans have accepted the

obligation of individual competition as a responsibility that comes with
personal freedom and for more than i5o years have had the opportuni-
ties to educate themselves, choose their own religions, select their own
occupations, compete for better jobs, accumulate capital, and invent
better ways of doing things. Thus, they have developed their individual
talents, energies, and initiative to the maximum, and through striving
to improve their own welfare they have raised the level of prosperity for
all Americans.

Therefore, our political system that permits and promotes individual
enterprises, personal responsibility, free competition, respect for the
rights of others, freedom of choice and decision, freedom itself, is the
final and important factor that makes the difference between our coun-
try and others.

In my fifty years of experience and memory I have seen the most amaz-
ing increase in the standard of living of a people ever achieved anywhere
in the world. I cannot understand how anyone who has witnessed all
of these developments, starting with the great improvements in modern
plumbing and electric lights and followed by the automobile, airplane,
household appliances, radio and television, the things that have added
so much to our standard of living both in cities and on farms, could
believe that our American free competitive system is fundamentally
wrong. Nor can I understand how anyone can feel that industrial
progress has been made at the expense of social progress. Look at our
churches, colleges, schools, hospitals, theaters, art centers, and recre-
ational parks. No American should suffer from the great delusion that
any form of Communism or Socialism which promotes the dictatorship
of the few instead of the initiative of the millions can produce a happier
or more prosperous society.
To continue this marvelous progress, labor and management must

work together. An American solution for the problems of labor and
industry must be found consistent with the basic principles on which
our country was founded.
We in General Motors hope that our recent five-year labor agreements

amount to fundamental progress in this direction, since they are based
upon experience, logic, and principle rather than on pressure, propa-
ganda, and force. The principles are important and, we believe, can be
applied generally. They are:
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i. That it is logical, fair, and reasonable to maintain the purchasing

power of an hour's work in terms of goods and services the employee
must purchase in his daily living.

2. That all Americans look forward to improving their conditions;
that workmen along with all other citizens are entitled to share in the
advancing prosperity of the nation. We call this the "annual improve-
ment factor" or the "productivity incentive factor."

3. That productivity is the only road to an economy of plenty; that
machines are the friends of man, and that to produce more with the
same amount of human effort is a sound economic and social objective.

4. That insecurity worries people and that it is reasonable for em-
ployers to assist employees in acquiring life insurance, sickness and
accident benefits, hospitalization, surgical coverage, and pensions, to
protect them to the degree possible against the individual hazards of life.

5. That cooperation and peace rather than industrial strife and strikes
will best promote the prosperity of the employees, the company, and all
the people of our nation.
The cost-of-living formula by which wages are adjusted each three

months in line with changes in the Bureau of Labor Statistics Con-
sumers' Price Index is a continuation of the principle first adopted in
our 1948 agreements and applied in the same way. This provision pro-
tects our employees against inflation and to some extent protects the
Corporation against deflation. In itself it is neither inflationary nor
deflationary. It simply adjusts the wages of our employees after the fact
to what inflationary pressures have forced on the national economy.
Inflation depends upon money supply, the tax and other fiscal policies
of our federal government, lack of production created by wars, strikes,
export policies, speculation, stock-piling and hoarding, or partial crop
failures, little of which can be controlled or even directly influenced by
the Corporation or its employees.
A study of the history of wages back through the years indicates clearly

that when the cost of living rises rapidly, wages have been adjusted up-
ward also. As a matter of fact, through the years wages on the average
have risen faster than the cost of living. However, where there are organ-
ized groups and frozen wage contracts are involved, crises are always
created if the cost of living rises rapidly during the period of such a con-
tract. Under such circumstances dissatisfaction and unrest mount, effi-
ciency declines, and a big issue develops when the contract expires. In
such situations wages are adjusted by pressure of bargaining, with a
great deal of antagonism in the process and frequently resulting in bitter
strikes.
No one should be so naive as to think that wages among organized
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groups will not be increased, under pressure if necessary, to make up for
increases in the cost of living, nor should anyone ordinarily object to
such adjustments. Our formula is designed to accomplish this inevitable
adjustment smoothly, in a manner which avoids the friction inherent in
the old method. We find that this method of adjusting wages in line with
the cost of living appeals greatly to our employees.
Some commentators and financial writers, conservative businessmen,

and radical labor leaders have criticized General Motors and UAW-CIO
for this cost-of-living agreement. It has been dubbed "built-in inflation,"
which of course it is not. Under the formula wages were reduced a total
of five cents an hour in the fall of 1949 and in the early spring of 1950,
when the cost of living was declining. It works both ways. And now that
the cost of living has been rising, some of these people are especially
critical. If they would take the position that they believe the standard of
living of American workmen should be held down and even reduced,
and then criticize General Motors and the Auto Workers for maintain-
ing and improving the standard of living of workmen, they at least
would be logical and I would better understand the criticism.
The annual improvement factor of four cents an hour is approxi-

mately 2.5 per cent of average wages. Perhaps it does not seem like much,
but it is a little like compound interest and really means that in a gener-
ation on the average every man will have twice as much as his father. It
is somewhat less than the nation's manufacturers have been able to
achieve on the average in the last fifty years. Furthermore, in those same
fifty years the standard work week has been reduced in our country from
sixty to forty hours.
The annual improvement in real wages to which we have subscribed

is about what we think is the average improvement the country can
make, and it is about what we have done in the past. Of course, we in
General Motors hope to do better than the 2.5 per cent in our oper-
ations, so that in addition to raising real wages we can continue our
policy of improving our products and giving the public more for their
money year by year.

Small businesses have just as great an opportunity to improve their
efficiency in their operations and take advantage of modern knowledge
and technology as large businesses have. The principle of annual im-
provement in real wages based on technology we also hold to be neither
inflationary nor deflationary. It does share promptly with workmen part
of the fruits of technology. Unit costs are not supposed to increase since
productivity is assumed to increase at least as fast as hourly wages. (I am
talking about the part that is the annual improvement.) Therefore, no
price increases should result from such wage increases. On the other
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hand, the purchasing power of the dollar would tend to be stabilized
instead of increased, as would be the case if wages were held down and
prices reduced and there were no inflationary pressures. Furthermore,
there is no good ethical or economic reason for asking workmen and
current producers to forego all economic gain in order to increase the
purchasing power of all the wealth accumulated in past years.

General Motors and the unions with which it has these five-year agree-
ments have been criticized for recognizing an annual improvement
based on technology. Businessmen, bankers, financiers, and some econo-
mists have taken the position that instead of increasing wages, prices
should be reduced, claiming that thus the benefits of technology are
spread more broadly.
Most students of the matter agree that the benefits of technology

should be spread three ways: (i) a part for the owners of the business to
compensate them for their initiative and their investment; (2) a part for
the employees to develop their willing cooperation in the venture, for
most people know that industry cannot exist without both capital and
labor; and (3) a third part in the form of a price reduction or a product
improvement to expand the business and obtain more satisfied cus-
tomers.
Most of those who criticize the General Motors wage formula do not

quite understand it. For it separates wages into two parts. Most people
think of a dollar as a definite thing, but this separates the wage dollar
into these two parts: (i) an adjustment which may be up or down, de-
pending on the cost of living; (2) an adjustment which is always upward
and which is based on progress and increasing knowledge.
This division and analysis of the factors affecting each part place col-

lective bargaining pressures on wages on a logical basis for the first time
in labor-management history. This is a rather simple idea. The principle
has been used many, many times for many, many years by engineers or
students of any problem when they try to analyze an end result and they
find that they can understand it only by breaking it down into the factors
that determine that result and then examining each of those factors
separately.
The union leaders who understood these principles and had the

courage to make a five-year agreement based upon them, and who in
addition were willing to make a positive statement favoring better
methods and labor-saving machinery, deserve a great deal of credit. As
far as I know, no union ever before went on record publicly and before
all its members favoring labor-saving machinery and the accomplish-
ment of more with the same amount of human effort, and subscribing
to cooperation in the process.
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The costs of manufactured articles depend upon the cost of raw

materials as well as labor. The prices of many raw materials do not
fluctuate directly with the labor cost of producing them but mainly
depend on immediate supply and demand. Witness the recent price
increase in nonferrous metals, cotton, wool, and rubber, which have
risen not 2.5 per cent or 5 per cent but from 25 to ioo per cent.
The benefits of technology in raising the standard of living of a coun-

try can be dissipated through strikes, work restrictions, featherbedding,
absenteeism, excessive military expenditures, inefficient government, or
an artificially short work week. You can always examine the influence
of important factors that affect any result by taking them to extremes.
For instance, if we went to an eighty-hour work week or more we would
all be working ourselves to death, and if we went to a ten-hour work
week we would all starve because we did not produce enough to support
the population.
These things about which I have been talking that dissipate the bene-

fits of technology are all negative and inflationary and must be avoided.
But if the people of our country really understand this principle of
progress through technology and are willing to work for the things that
they would like to have, I have no worries about our country being able
to stand the cost of pensions, insurance, high wages, and even a reason-
able rearmament program.
Both the insurance package and the pension plan were worked out in

order to assist employees in protecting themselves against the individual
hazards of life. Many people forget how hard it is for the average work-
man to save money for a rainy day or for his old age. We have millions
of salesmen abroad in our land trying to entice these same workmen and
their wives to spend every last dollar they can get their hands on and
go into debt besides. It is important that the nation's workmen should
spend for what they need or feel they should have and still have reason-
able security. Basically they are the customers as well as the producers.
In a progressive and prosperous society such as exists in our United
States, a diminishing portion of the national income is spent for sub-
sistence living. The balance is spent for the other things that make up a
higher standard of living, and the purchase and, hence, the production
of these other things depend on the desire, the confidence, and the ability
to buy.

If American workmen and other producers had been frozen in their
standard of living of fifty years ago, we would have had no mass market,
we would have been producing automobiles by the thousands instead of
the millions, and home appliances, radios, and television sets, if they
existed at all, would be great luxuries. Fortunately real wages have in-
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creased as Americans in their ingenuity invented new and better prod-
ucts and the means for producing them. Mechanical horsepower per
worker was greatly increased, and workmen as well as others were able
to purchase these products and make possible the mass market and our
American standard of living.
We put a great deal of value on the noneconomic provisions of our

agreements. They are very important in maintaining efficiency and order
in our plants and avoiding misunderstandings and work stoppages. They
provide for the establishment of fair work standards and for fair treat-
ment of employees. They recognize the basic principle that all indi-
viduals have a right to a hearing over any grievance they may have
regarding their work.

I heard a story not long ago that could be used to illustrate the point
of how difficult it is for executives to find out what is really going on
in the thinking of the men of what might be called the working level
of the organization. The president of one of the large oil companies,
whose company was very large in the retail end of the business, with
many filling stations, realized how important that was to his company,
and he got the idea that if he would go around incognito to the dif-
ferent filling stations he would find out more about what was really
going on. So he would drive into a filling station and ask to have his
oil checked, and while the owner or the station attendant was checking
the oil he would talk about the company's products and its policies.
And he found out a number of things that he did not like very well.
He tried to correct them from higher levels in the organization. He
kept this up for two or three months, and he started to get quite en-
couraged and thought he noticed quite a difference and improvement.
Then one day he happened to raise the hood of his own car and he found
a notice pasted inside, and it said: "Be careful of what you say or do.
This so-and-so is president of the company!"

After we completed this five-year agreement last May, we received
many letters regarding it. Most of them were quite favorable. I should
like to read one of them to you.
As the wife of one of your employees I am writing to thank you for the won-

derful thing you have done. I am glad you realize men don't want to strike
and that they do have to provide for their families and that insecurity worries
people. My husband said the next day after the good news the men were
happy and worked hard and well.

Incidentally, last year General Motors broke all production records
in all phases of its business. More than 3,8oo,ooo cars and trucks were
produced in the United States and Canada and enough more in Ger-
many, England, and Australia to make 4,ooo,ooo. And this could not
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have been done without the willing cooperation of approximately
500,000 employees. Many people forget that it is quite easy to define
a wage in so many cents per hour, but it is very difficult to define what
you get for that money, and unless the workmen in modern industry
are willing to cooperate with the management and work intelligently
and well it is very difficult to accomplish much.

I heard a story that came out of Denmark that illustrates the extreme
of that. When the Germans overran Denmark they took over the
General Motors plant at Copenhagen. They decided that they would
make airplane engine parts in the plant, and then shortly they decided
they would also make completed aircraft engines. And the record is
that in three years they never made one good engine in that plant.
Those Danes got "dumber" and "dumber." They spoiled the work.
All kinds of things happened. And finally the powerhouse blew up.
That is just an extreme, of course, when men are pressed hard by a
war condition. Not only Danes can operate that way either.
The question has been raised as to whether these five-year contracts

which provide for increasing or decreasing wage rates every three
months in line with changes in the cost of living and which provide
for an annual improvement factor, are sound in a period when our
nation will have to make substantial and even huge expenditures for
military materials. We believe they are. If workmen as well as all other
citizens have to temporarily accept some reduction in their living stand-
ards, they will do so more willingly if their share of the nation's tax
load forces them to do so than if they are forced to the same condition
by their employers holding down their wages in the face of rising
living costs. When workmen pay increased taxes, they at least have
the satisfaction of feeling that they are doing their share to defend
their country and are not just having their living standards reduced
to the apparent advantage of their employers. I think that is a very
strong psychological point.
We recognize the difficulties inherent in stabilizing the cost of food,

clothing, and shelter-the basic cost-of-living items-but it must be
done in order to remove the pressure of wage adjustments. If it is done,
the cost-of-living provision for wage adjustments in these contracts is
no problem; and if the cost of living cannot be completely stabilized
and should continue to creep upward, we still believe that these agree-
ments provide the best solution for the problem.

Historically, wars and threats of war have always developed in-
flationary pressures that have been hard to resist in any country. This
is because under such circumstances there is a great need for products
and services of all kinds, but a big part of these goods and services
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are required for the war effort and are not available for civilian living.
In the emergency the great need is for increased production and in-
creased efficiency of production so that human effort is not wasted.
Therefore, any sound agreements that lay a foundation for continued
industrial peace have enormous values to the community and the
nation.
The details of our five-year labor agreements and the factual data

we developed in analyzing the problem of how to determine fair wages
are too voluminous for me to present to you this evening. If any of
you wish copies of our labor agreements, together with other pertinent
data, I shall be pleased to send them to you, along with a copy of this
talk, if you will write to me at the General Motors Building, Detroit
2, Michigan.
Americans want industrial peace on the home front just as they want

international peace, and I am sure that an expansion of violent, antago-
nistic collective bargaining to all industries on the pattern of the past,
with strikes in coal, steel, and on the railroads about every year or every
other year, one after the other, interfering with all industry, certainly
will not contribute to the prosperity of our country and in the emergency
will weaken our military effort. I am also sure that good Americans can-
not accept the philosophy of class conflict imported from Europe.

Certainly General Motors believes in free enterprise. We believe
in producing more and better things for more people and in serving
our customers well. We also believe in fair treatment of our employees,
and we hold that this is not in conflict with treating customers right.
Any businesss, large or small, that expects to show good profits should
expect to earn them through efficiency and progress and not by paying
substandard wages.
We do not expect our labor agreements to set a pattern of so many

cents per hour or of so many dollars a month in the form of a pension,
or in the form of certain insurance benefits intended to improve the
health of the worker and his family. But it is our hope that these agree-
ments will set a pattern for bargaining based on principles that are fair
to all, that will minimize industrial strife, and that will insure indus-
trial peace and prosperity not only for General Motors and its em-
ployees but for our whole country.
As an example of procedures in collective bargaining I thought

you men and women would be interested in the letter that laid the
foundation and established the principles that made possible the first
two-year agreement. This agreement was reached Tuesday, May 25, 1948
(it seems like a long time ago now) as a result of the following proposal
made to the UAW-CIO the preceding Friday afternoon. And this is the
letter:
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We have had thirty-seven bargaining sessions with your committee in an

effort to resolve our differences and agree on a contract that would improve
the relations between your union and General Motors. We have frankly
presented our point of view and discussed the problems as we see them. We
have also listened to your presentation of your demands and the situation
as you men who represent labor see the problem from your point of view.
You have ably presented labor's case. We have carefully gone over and re-
viewed all of your presentations and demands.
We realize that time is running out, that you have dates that must be met.
Due to the developments in our country in the last few months it is now

clear that this group (you men representing labor on one side and the General
Motors management on the other) face some very important decisions not
only as they affect the equities of General Motors and the employees you
represent, but through example, the effect of our action on other industries
and labor groups, in fact, on the economics of the whole nation. This is true
whether the next few days' deliberations result in agreement or disagreement.

All of us have had first-hand experience with strikes and the effect and
aftermath of strikes. We know that you men have the power and responsi-
bility to authorize a strike of General Motors employees if you think that
this is the right and necessary thing to do. Likewise, you men know, as we
know, that big strikes have many of the same aspects as a war. Some day the
conflict will be over, and one party or the other may feel that they have won.
This is only a relative matter as both the employees and the employer lose. And
what is more important, the whole country loses along with them. Strikes create
additional shortages and result in more inflation.
During recent months in various bargaining sessions throughout the coun-

try, either labor's economic demands have been refused, no solution reached,
and work is continuing under a more or less temporary basis with labor dis-
satisfied, or large and important strikes have been authorized and are now
going on. It is clear that the men who represent industry are risking much in
their efforts to prevent further inflation-in some cases reducing prices and
saying "No" to labor on their demands for increased wages. We subscribe
to the importance of this point of view. At the same time we realize the very
real problems the employees face in the increased cost of living. We also know
that the negotiations just starting between the United Mine Workers and
the mine owners, if not peacefully concluded during the next six weeks, will
affect adversely all industry and the nation. Perhaps this group here has about
the last chance to reach a fair and realistic agreement of the right thing to
do and prevent another round of disastrous strikes such as occurred in the
fall of 1945 and the spring of 1946. Perhaps the easiest thing for us to do
would be to say "No" to your economic demands following the position gen-
erally taken by many other important employers and hope that with better
crops this summer the cost of living would go down, that in the meantime your
union and its members would be patient and would not precipitate a disastrous
series of strikes. This would be leaving all of the responsibility with you. We
believe that we should share this responsibility, and after a careful review of
the whole situation we have some ideas that we think might be helpful.
The union now and in the past has interpreted the worker's problem as a

dual one: (a) the problem of maintaining the purchasing power of an hour
of work-in other words, protecting the worker from increases in consumer
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prices; (b) the problem of assuring the worker that the buying power of his
hour of work will increase as the nation's industrial efficiency improves. The
union has indicated that its economic demands were designed to deal with
both of these objectives.
The facts, as reviewed, may be interpreted to support the union's con-

tention that General Motors workers have been placed at a disadvantage by
the fact that consumer prices have advanced more rapidly than their hourly
earnings.

It has been the record of the past that workers share in the nation's gains
of productive efficiency. That is how the standard of living of workers has
been brought to new and higher levels over the years. This trend has given
American workers the highest standard of living enjoyed by workers any-
where. His hour of work buys more things than an hour of work buys anywhere
else in the world.
What must be questioned and weighed quite carefully in the best interests

of all concerned-workers as well as other economic groups-is the approach
to a realization of these objectives. We have given careful consideration to
this problem and have reached certain conclusions on how it might be re-
solved. A broad outline of these conclusions follows:
The war and its aftermath have made our economy extremely sensitive to

influences of all types. What we need to work towards now is greater stability
as a foundation for future progress. The suggestions we have to offer for a
realistic and practical approach to the problem as it affects our employees
take into account both the need for stability and the desirability of future
progress. Specifically, we propose:

i. Reestablish the buying power of an hour of work on a fair basis-in
other words, what the worker has lost through increases in consumer prices
during and since the war to be made up on a sound basis.

2. Protect the buying power of an hour of work against changes in consumer
prices, by making cost-of-living adjustments periodically during the life of the
contract.

3. Improve the buying power of an hour of work so that over a period of
years the worker is assured of an improved standard of living.

4. That the relations between management and labor be stabilized over a
substantial period of time.
These proposals are a real step forward. They would strengthen and im-

prove the General Motors worker's economic position by: (a) making up losses
in the buying power of an hour's work; (b) protecting that standard against
fluctuations in consumer prices; and (c) holding out assurance to him of a
higher standard over the years.
These proposals are an effective guarantee of steadily increasing hourly

buying power for General Motors employees. We make them with the full
knowledge that we are placing our faith in the future stability and progress
of America.
What we propose can only succeed if we can be assured of stable and co-

operative relations with our employees. For this reason our proposals must hinge
upon your willingness to enter into an Agreement to remain in force for a long-
term period. Assurance of cooperation and stability over this period is essential
if our employees are to realize the benefits our proposals represent.
We sincerely feel that if General Motors and the UAW-CIO can reach agree-



68 Mature Collective Bargaining: Prospects and Problems
ment based on these objectives, it would not only be a tremendous forward
step in industrial relations but would also be a great force in promoting eco-
nomic stability and progress in the nation. It would be the type of industrial
statesmanship needed now when, in an uncertain world, it is the responsibility
of all citizens to help build the prosperity and strength of America.

In order to expedite exploration of these ideas as a possible solution of
our problems, we suggest that your group approve a much smaller committee
to frankly examine into these proposals as well as other matters, with an
equivalent small committee representing General Motors, to see if they pro-
vide the basis for a fair and honorable settlement. If this suggestion is adopted,
the committee representing General Motors will consist of four people.

During the two days' negotiation that resulted from this letter, we
offered to make a five-year agreement based on these principles, but
the union leaders said, "This is an entirely new plan and we don't
believe we can safely take it for more than two years, until we see how
it works out." The experience under the two-year agreement made the
present five-year agreement possible, and that statement about an un-
certain world has not changed except for the worse.

Following the outbreak of the Korean war and especially at the
time of the wage and price freeze last winter, there has been some
questioning of the soundness of the escalator-type labor agreements.

I recently wrote a letter giving my point of view regarding the
problem of wages, prices, and inflation to one of my friends. Since
I took the effort to do that, I thought I would just quote that letter
to you this evening. And here it is:

I think the controversy over the General Motors contracts and the question
of inflation comes about:

i. Because people cannot or do not agree on what really causes inflation
and wish to shift the inflationary pressures or effects from one segment of the
population to another.

2. Because we argue over who is responsible for inflation and over whose
responsibility it is to control it. Basically, the fiscal policies of the government,
especially its tax and budget-balancing policies and what it may permit banks
and all other credit institutions to do, have the greatest responsibility for
inflation and controlling it. At least these institutions are responsible for
the money supply per se, while producers are responsible for the goods and
services in total available for purchase. The desires, habits, and ambitions
of individuals determine the turnover. The savings habits of individuals and
corporations as well as other institutions are also a factor.

3. The problem is further complicated by the argument over how fair
wages should be determined, since fair wages and the attitude of workmen
influence production and prices. Wages to a considerable degree determine
the portion of the sales dollar available to labor. We still have collective bar-
gaining as a national policy and, unfortunately, no generally accepted criteria
for guiding such bargaining.

It is very clear to me that to either reduce wages or reduce profits tends to
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be deflationary. Therefore it must also tend to be inflationary to increase wages
or profits, if all other factors remain the same. The cost-of-living provision
in our labor contracts subscribes to the principle that wages will be adjusted
in line with changes in the cost of living and provides an orderly method for
doing it after the fact. Therefore I claim that this provision in itself is neither
inflationary nor deflationary. As a matter of fact it tends to resist inflation to
some extent since wages are only adjusted upward several months after the
cost of living has increased and the facts are known.
How the cost-of-living escalator functions in the event of a war still de-

pends on the tax and credit policies of the government more than it does on
anything else. I am sure your friend would agree that if the resulting increase
in wages were all taken out of profits and the dividends to stockholders were
correspondingly reduced, there would be no change in the total inflationary
effect on purchasing power. Also, the cost of living depends more definitely
on the cost of food, clothing, and shelter, and the war economy does not affect
these things directly as rapidly as it does the prices of commodities used directly
in the war.

I was thinking of rubber, wool, cotton, copper, and so forth.
Witness the recent rapid rise of nonferrous metals, rubber, cotton, and

wool at a more rapid rate than the cost of food. Basically, all wars and prepara-
tion for war are inflationary, and no nation in the history of the world has ever
fought a war and avoided inflation, that is, a reduced purchasing power of its
currency. This is a fact worth noting.
What actually occurs in time of war is that there is a shift in equities between

producers (those who have the health and strength to fight or work) and
those who have accumulated wealth in the past and who are dependent on
those who can fight and work for the protection of their accumulated prop-
erty. Perhaps this may seem to be an oversimplification of the matter and
not entirely clear, but in a general way it explains, at least for me, the phenome-
non of inflation in wartime.
Most people will agree that if productivity increases with wages, then the

increased wages are not considered inflationary. This is considered to be
true because the increased production would supply the increased goods that
those who have the increased purchasing power, that is, the increased wages,
might want to buy. However, I suppose it really depends on what is going on
in other segments of the economy. For instance, if workmen were paid increased
wages on piecework in a shell loading plant, when they loaded more ammuni-
tion, their increased wages, even though they had earned them through in-
creased production, would give them increased purchasing power for other
things which they wanted to live on, while the increased number of shells they
loaded would not supply any more material for the consumer market.
One of the great advantages of the General Motors escalator-type contract is

that it does provide for the fair compensation of employees. It does not itself
contribute to either inflation or deflation but goes with the trend, whatever it
may be, resisting to some extent but not to the point of disrupting industrial
relations. It is not nearly as inflationary as contracts, like some of those recently
negotiated, that provide for a substantial increase in wages in anticipation of
more inflation.
One interesting result of the General Motors type of agreement is that it has
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greatly improved employee morale and attitude toward work. We did achieve
an improvement last year in labor efficiency, as best we can measure it, that
somewhat exceeded the two and a half per cent we were committed to pay the
employees. We have a very satisfied working force and have not increased wages
any more in proportion on the average than have other corporations and other
industries. Due to the fact that we have done this in an orderly manner, without
strikes and threats of strikes, without loss of wages, General Motors employees
are better satisfied than the employees of some other corporations seem to be,
even though under pressure and in many cases after strikes and loss of wages
their unions have gotten even a little greater increase in wages for them.

There is another important psychological point I thought about, and
that is this: The contract gives to the workman as a matter of right this
maintenance of the purchasing power of his hour's work. It also gives
him as a matter of right an improvement every year in his real standard
of living. It is not something that the Corporation doles out in a pater-
nalistic kind of way; it is not something that was obtained the hard way,
by strikes; and the fact that the workman's equities in these two impor-
tant regards were recognized has had a wonderfully good effect on the
General Motors employees.
When we signed the five-year agreement eight or ten months ago, some of us

discussed the question of whether or not we should put in a provision setting
aside the contract in case of war. It was our considered opinion that we should
not. I think our contract only provides for doing in an orderly way what others
will find they will have to do finally anyway, and after a great deal of friction,
loss of efficiency and leadership, and loss of wages and production in case strikes
occur.

I am quite certain that the General Motors labor contracts had a very stabi-
lizing influence in 1949 and 1950, and that it will finally be found that they have
also had a stabilizing influence in 1951, even though there is a great deal of
controversy about them both in industry and labor circles.

I am personally convinced that if there were no unions and no labor contracts
like General Motors has in the automotive industry, the increase in wages would
already have greatly exceeded what has occurred.

Some of you may be surprised to hear me say that.
This increase to my mind would be much more comparable with the increase
that has occurred in commodities. For if we had a completely free labor market
with no unions and no contracts, labor on an individual basis would have been
able to sell its services at a rapidly increasing price just like the owners of com-
modities have been able to do. If this had occurred there would have to be a
big deflation in wages some day, as there will have to be in commodities and as
occurred after World War I.

That brought on a depression in 192o-21.
To specifically answer your friend's point that in wartime, since 25 per cent

of the national product may have to be diverted for war purposes, the cost of
living is bound to rise, and therefore to pay increased wages to workers based
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on cost of living would be inflationary because it would increase their purchas-
ing power which would put more pressure on prices, my answer to that is that
your friend is correct if nothing else happened. However, what actually happens
is that taxes are increased, workmen's savings increase, there is usually some
increase in total production, so that whether in total such action results in more
inflation depends on what happens in other segments of the economy. Actually,
whether in total there is an inflation depends on the tax and budget-balancing
policies of the federal government, and wages, profits, exemptions, and taxes
determine the distribution of the war burden. From my point of view this is
why there is so much controversy over the matter and why there is so much
disunity in Washington at the present time over what is the right policy regard-
ing wages, prices, profits, taxes, and inflation.

I thought this letter probably was the best presentation of what I
thought about the whole matter

Since the General Motors-UAW-CIO five-year agreement was an-
nounced on May 23, 1950, a number of similar wage agreements have
been made by others, and such agreements are now practically standard
throughout the automobile industry.

It was interesting to see what happened last summer after the first
settlements with the two big labor unions: the Auto Workers and the
Electrical and Radio Workers. Mr. Anderson, Vice-President of General
Motors in Charge of Personnel, and his staff had the job of working out
agreements with a number of other units. We call them splinter units:
small craft units like die sinkers, pattern makers, small unions in some
of our branches. Altogether, I think that Mr. Anderson said there were
forty-seven different small agreements that had to be worked out. Many
of them were AFL unions which did not understand this agreement of
ours and did not want any truck with it. Their business agents said:
"Oh, we don't want that agreement like you have made with the Auto
Workers." And Mr. Anderson said: "Well, you go back and talk to your
members." And they did, and by September every one of them had
signed a five-year agreement based on these same principles.
That encouraged me very much. It meant that the workmen in our

plants understood quite well what we had done. They understood better
than some of my business acquaintances outside of General Motors.
Some of them were quite critical about what we did. Some of our com-
petitors said: "Oh, we will never do that." But before the summer was
over they suddenly changed their minds.
Another interesting thing happened in Canada. In Canada they have

a forty-four hour week officially in the nation. Some of the manufac-
turers up there had already adopted a forty-hour week, and our em-
ployees at Oshawa, as one of their demands, wanted the forty-hour week
with forty-four hours' pay. The negotiation up there was a completely



72 Mature Collective Bargaining: Prospects and Problems
separate one from the one down here. It is a separate corporation in
another country.

Forty-four hours' pay for a forty-hour week is quite a trick to do in
one big jump. As a matter of fact, you can really take this annual im-
provement of approximately 2.5 per cent that we in General Motors
have subscribed to and expect to achieve through the use of better tools,
better methods, better ways of doing things, better organization, better
information on how we all can cooperate together, in more leisure time
or you can take it in a little more real wages every year.
We reached an agreement for the Canadian plants for the next five

years, the same as we did over here, and with an increase in hourly
wages, but dropping an hour off each year. So that the men have the
same take-home pay as the work week decreases year by year, but they
do not have any real improvement in total earnings as long as they have
the same job. They are taking their improvement in greater leisure time.
That is an interesting thing, too, to get established. Really, you can only
pay more real wages if your product output permits you to do it, and
you cannot do it artificially by working less.

I am sure that the principles established in these five-year agreements
and the fact that we now have some criteria in determining fair wages
will be found to be a very constructive thing, not only for General
Motors, the employees, and the unions that represent them, but for the
whole country as the principles are better understood and followed.
As a matter of fact, the recent labor walkout in Washington funda-

mentally resulted from a failure to recognize principles in wage stabi-
lization. There were other difficulties, of course, but I am sure that this
was the major one. The sooner sound principles for the determination
of fair wages are recognized and we make the effort to control inflation
by more fundamental means than trying to put the burden on the work-
men, the better off the nation will be.



J. B. S. Hardman

IN THIS CONCLUDING session of a series of presentations by several eminent
gentlemen, each of whom was able to report on an important area of
activity and personal experience in collective bargaining, it is perhaps
fair that I make a try at a bit of "theorizing" on the matter. In fact, I am
not a practitioner of collective bargaining, and my part has been only
that of watching the performance and trying, as would any other lay
person, to seek out the sense of the whole of this most significant phase
of human relations. What I bring is no more than the observations of a
student, perhaps a critical student, of management-labor relations and
of their relevancy to the evolving American social order.
Another qualifying circumstance attending my review this evening is

the fact that I am prolabor; that is, I generally incline toward giving the
labor side in a basic conflict the benefit of the doubt. That disposition
has come to me in consequence of a good deal of experience, direct and
through personal observation, and of thoughtful analysis of that experi-
ence. This orientation, far from precluding, indeed animates a keen
appreciation of the task of working out, in our social order, a give-
and-take arrangement of political and economic relations. As the inter-
play of social forces at this stage in our history indicates, our chances of
continuing whole and healthy as a free nation will be none too good if
we fail in that endeavor.

Industrial relations are much more than a within-plant matter. They
reflect and they involve the economic, the political, and the vitally
human aspects of the dominant civilization, and significantly tend to
make or to break the democratic potential of twentieth-century society.
They are that important.

Consequently, I view the current practices of collective bargaining as
the proving ground of the survival potential of our American industrial
and, in the last analysis, our political democracy. In what the collective
bargaining process turns out to be, or fails to be, lies an indicator of the
direction in which we are moving.
These observations will not, I hope, be construed as expressing a lack

of full appreciation of the immediate and tangible interests and realities
involved in each and every industry-labor dispute, and hence the great
momentary significance of the decisions arrived at via collective bargain-
ing by the parties at issue. The practical needs of the day must be met.

[73]
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But even so the theoretic implications of the day's work need not be over-
looked.
The series of reviews coming to a close this evening is headed: "Mature

Collective Bargaining: Prospects and Problems." What does the word
"mature" imply? Presumably, "mature" expresses that which is arrived
at and is guided by experience; in other words, an ordering of the present
by what the past teaches. The words of the late Mr. Justice Benjamin N.
Cardozo, inscribed over the entrance to the nearby Law School building,
express that thought eloquently: "You will study the wisdom of the past,
for in the wilderness of conflicts a trail has been blazed." These are wise
words. But wisdom is not absolute. In this instance, it is delimited by
the enjoinder of the other eminent member of the great liberal team on
the United States Supreme Court, Mr. Justice Oliver Wendell Holmes,
against "smiting the living with the bones of the dead." This would seem
to be the right frame of reference in analyzing collective bargaining
maturity: falling back upon experience without getting inextricably
stuck in it.

Collective bargaining is carried on by the bargainers, the representa-
tives of the sides. And there is the presiding chairman, sometimes repre-
sentative of the public interest. The mental equipment which the
practitioners must bring to the performance of the task is rather sub-
stantial. What is it to be?
A few years ago, Mr. Louis Stark, a very competent writer on indus-

trial relations, formulated, in an article in the New York Times Sunday
Magazine, the recipe for a good conciliator in a labor-industry dispute.
The man, said Mr. Stark, should have knowledge of "how labor feels;
how management feels; what the law of the land is; how human nature
operates." Although so modestly stated, it is a formidable bill of hows,
for involved in the operation are, as Professor John Maurice Clark put
it in his Guideposts in Time of Change-that's our time-the follow-
ing: in addition to equity interests, applied psychology, diplomacy,
power politics, and-poker. The latter is a grievously neglected disci-
pline, except in an extracurricular way, in extant college programs of
education in industrial relations. Certainly this idea administers the
coup de grace to the still remaining airtight between-faculties partitions
separating economics, industrial relations, politics, psychology, sociol-
ogy, and that is all to the good. But collective bargaining is not alto-
gether an intramural exercise. Professor Clark also includes in his
description of the bargainers' equipment "an accidental dose of violent
coercion." And that belongs there too, as is testified by Professor George
W. Taylor, a successful theorist and practitioner of the art of collective
bargaining, held in much esteem by labor, management, and govern-
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ment: "The collective bargaining function of strikes and lockouts-to
be allowed to run their course-is that of bringing about a meeting of
minds." Ours is not a society of angels. Collective bargaining is a tough
business. It is so much tougher because not the "wisdom of the past" but
the prejudices of the past have most of us in their grip.

Maturity in collective bargaining implies, on the part of the partici-
pants, a decent respect for the realities involved in the dispute to be
composed, and that relates to the eventual consequences likely to follow
a decision even as it does to the specific interests immediately at issue.
To be sure, the sense of any and all collective bargaining is to bring
about as quickly as possible peace in industry-the end of a strike if one
is in progress, or the alleviation of tension because a breach of the peace
is threatened. But in a great many instances more is at stake insofar as
the participants are concerned: it may be a matter of peace with honor,
of a just peace, and of a peace certain to last. And back of that lurks the
issue of the bearing the adjustment to be made may have upon the public
good: its economic and political consequences. The maturity which col-
lective bargaining attains in a given situation is determinable by the
attention which the bargainers pay to these consequences. A bad peace
may be preferable to a good war but a good peace is still better.
The national economic setting and the political climate very largely

determine the character of industry-labor relations and hence condition
the immediate character and the eventual shaping of the collective bar-
gaining process. The present state of affairs, in this respect, is a far cry
from what it was but a decade and a half back. Over these years the
economy has expanded enormously and the old trend of concentration
of economic power in a relatively small group, a handful of industrial
concerns, has taken a new leap onward. Also in these years labor union-
ism has made great strides. Indeed, percentage-wise, the growth of labor
organization and strength has been even faster: the nation's labor force
has grown to be a national social power. To be sure, that power is no
match, on a unit-per-unit basis, for the power of the industrial giants;
yet the coefficient of labor's political weight in the nation is very con-
siderable. It is good to see that the expansion of power resting in things
and property has not tended to depress the growth of social weight repre-
sented by and deriving from the free wills of men to secure rights and
keep them alive. The expansion of unionism in face of the onmarch of
power of the industrial and financial monoliths is eloquent testimony
to the vitality of American democracy.
The concentration of controlling economic power of business reached

a new high by 1947, as the latest ready data show, and the rise has con-
tinued since. In that year, the 113 largest industrial corporations, each
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with assets of $100 million or more, owned together $16,093 million in
net capital assets (property, plant, and equipment), or 46 per cent of the
total for all manufacturing enterprises. These corporations, constituting
not even one per cent of all corporate and noncorporate manufacturing
concerns, owned almost one-half of the nation's industrial plant. The
concentration of economic power is even more formidable in many
single, highly strategic and most vital units of national industry. Thus
in aluminum, three companies in 1947 owned the assets of the entire
industry (ioo per cent). In tinware and in copper, three companies in
each accounted for 95.3 per cent and for 88.5 per cent respectively. In
agricultural machinery, four companies owned over three-quarters (75.4
per cent) of the industry's assets; and four companies in each of the fol-
lowing industries owned the indicated assets in the respective industry:
in cigarettes, 77.6 per cent; in plumbing equipment, 71.3 per cent; in
distilled liquors, 72.4 per cent; and in rubber tires and tubes, 70.3 per
cent. By comparison, ownership would appear to have been "decentral-
ized" in motor vehicles-only 68.7 per cent; in meat products, 64 per
cent; and in basic or primary steel, 49.2 per cent. However, in dairy
products, in case you remember that farming was always the bulwark of
small ownership, three companies owned 55.8 per cent of the total assets
of the dairy products industry, according to the Federal Trade Com-
mission's report on the Concentration of Productive Facilities 1947
(U. S. Government Printing Office, 1949) from which these and the above
figures were obtained.
Union membership has grown from about 3,000,000 in 1935 to about

16,ooo,ooo in 1951. As estimated for 1946, close to one-half (48 per cent)
of the total eligible 31,000,000 workers, or 15,000,000, were employed
under collective bargaining agreements. Of these, 50 per cent were em-
ployed under closed or union shop agreements, and 25 per cent under
the maintenance of membership type of agreement; the rest under other
forms of hiring and employment.
An impressive phase of the growth of labor unionism is the rise of a

number of unions counting membership from over half a million to a
million and more. But what matters most is that in significant segments
of national industry unionization is the dominant and not infrequently
the exclusive state. Unionization of from 8o to ioo per cent of the workers
is the case in agricultural equipment, aircraft and parts, aluminum,
motor vehicles, cement, electrical machinery, meat packing, coal and
metal mining, longshoring, newspaper printing and publishing, basic
steel, maritime, railroads, telegraph, and so on. To indicate in a very
general way the extent of unionization: in eighty-four designations of
manufacturing and nonmanufacturing industry the percentages of
union area are:
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In 4-from i to 19 per cent
In 14-from 20 to 39 per cent
In 17-from 40 to 59 per cent
In 15-from 6o to 79 per cent
In 34-from 8o to ioo per cent

Thus, in a way, Big Business has seen the rise of Big Labor. Several
aspects of the drastically altered state of labor since the early 'thirties
are notable. One is that unions are now taken for granted in the major
national industries. They are bargained with as harshly as ever, efforts
to weaken them are not uncommon, but they are recognized as a fact.
Another phase of the enhanced state of unionism is that there is no
longer any serious doubt that most workers want to be union members.
That has been demonstrated in numerous NLRB elections held under
the Taft-Hartley Act on the issue of the union shop, the vote almost in-
variably favorable and with but insignificant negative percentages. Still
another consequence of the change is remarkable: strikebreaking has
reached the vanishing point, and strike-time violence has become a
lost art.
Concomitant with the expanded economic power of business and the

expanding economic strength and political power of unionism is the
rise of Big Government. There is no need to produce proof of that fact
at this time.

Collective bargaining is the process involving Big Business, Big Gov-
ernment, and Big Labor; however different, unequal, and variously con-
cerned each of these may be, they are all contiguous, often overlapping
segments of the nation's democratic unfoldment, the Big American Life.
I suggest that in these circumstances mature collective bargaining must
be Big Collective Bargaining, big in concept and perception of objective,
without impinging in any material way upon men's basic liberties, civil
and constitutional.

Let us take a close look at what goes on when the bargainers meet.
The representatives of both sides, workers and management, have

definite stakes to pursue. Each side, however, has to play the game, to use
Professor Clark's poker metaphor, not only against the opponent but
also against their own people, those whom they represent.
The employer, trying to maximize his return on the business or to

solidify and stabilize its position in the market, is also obliged, more
often than not, to consider many political aspects of his enterprise: its
status in the competitive field and in the local and sometimes national
community may be dominated by factors beyond price and cost consider-
ations.
The labor bargainers, on the other hand, trying as they are to secure
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the best obtainable bargain, are simultaneously concerned not to squeeze
the employer to the point where it might endanger his business solvency.
Thus they may be willing to make a compromise on some points, but
they must at the same time be mindful of a possible internal opposition
ready to exploit such compromise for what it may be worth politically.
The leader's mandate is nearly always challenged: someone is looking
out for a chance to displace the man in charge, or at least to trade silence
or acquiescence for an advance in power and position.
Thus it has lately become the fashion for labor bargainers to demand

a "substantial wage increase" rather than to specify from the outset just
what they are asking for. This less than specific approach is motivated
at least in part by fear of arousing confidence that a certain improvement
may be achieved and causing disillusionment when less is received. Also,
there is the desire to maintain members' readiness to wage battle, if it
comes to that, for a reasonable aim; most men will not fight willingly nor
very long for what they think cannot, under certain circumstances, be
secured. The labor representative seeks a safe way between arousing too
much confidence and not enough; even as he endeavors to improve his
own side's position without undermining the economic vitality of the
other side: they must live together if they are to live.

It is a fairly complicated task, as you can see.
In every industrial dispute, the central issue is at what price, on what

terms will the contenders settle. An impartial chairman of national
standing once observed: "As the spokesmen argue before me, I am not
listening to what they are saying, but try to figure out what it is that they
have on their minds and how much they will actually take without
getting into a scrap or prolonging the one in progress." The condition
of peace is the determination of how much one will give and the other
take. That involves more than arithmetic, however. Issues of prestige,
political considerations, the market and competitive outlook, union
jurisdictional motives, and other points of moment to one side or the
other enter into play. A "meeting of minds" may be brought about with
or without recourse to an "accidental dose of violent coercion." In the
last analysis, the decision that is achieved is in line with the power core-
lationship of the sides in conflict; power, of course, is a more complex
entity than the punch-potential of a pair of fists. However pertinent and
logical the decision may be to one side or the other or to both, it is not
eo ipso necessarily the best decision for the community or the national
good, and the measure of the latter is in the long run the measure of the
essential wisdom of the decision. No one has blasted more mercilessly
the absurdity of the current processes by which wage settlements are
made under collective bargaining than Professor Arthur M. Ross of this
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University who referred to them as "a maze of distinctions and differ-
ences ... the results poor and the lacunae manifold... the national wage
structure seems to consist of little islands of rationality in a sea of
anarchy."
We thus come to what is, I believe, crucial to the broad assignment of

the collective bargaining venture in our industry-labor relationship: its
incompleteness; it is not the tripartite industry-labor-public relation-
ship which it should be. And even when the public is involved, in most
instances only one aspect of the public interest is given consideration:
continuity of production or of service. Important as that aspect is, it is
not the whole matter, for the question still remains: continuity on what
terms, with what consequences to the public interest? This question
looms ever larger. Peace is not all, indeed; the public good is vital.
Whether or not the bargaining process pays heed to that invisible yet

ever-present question, and the extent to which bargainers grant it con-
sideration, measures the degree of that maturity for which we are here
tonight seeking a determination. The pragmatic bent of the American
mind and the creative impatience of the national type which account
for many impulsive and successful plunges toward discovery and in-
vention-along with an occasional unscheduled meeting with good
luck-militate against preoccupation with remote objectives and tend
toward concern with only the immediate, with "getting things done,"
"getting it over with." But in the turbulent circumstances of our time a
quick decision is not necessarily a wise decision.

In a recent piece in the Harvard Business Review, Mr. Frank Abrams,
Chairman of the Board of the Standard Oil Company of New Jersey,
writing, it seems, his carefully thought out ideas rather than voicing the
hired inspiration of a public relations expert, urges his colleagues in the
world of business to remember that a workable composition of conflict-
ing interests is achievable when they "recognize long-term interests as
distinguished from interests that may seem real because they are more
immediate." The advanced labor man of our time and circumstances
cannot help knowing that. If he does not know that much, he is less fit
for his assignment than he should be. And the modern business leader,
likewise, needs to know that there are no hard and fast partitions be-
tween today and tomorrow, and that investment of energy and resources
for momentary gain only is not always prudent business policy.
The-scope of issues involved in collective bargaining is expanding

rapidly and greatly. Jobs, security, and better pay are, of course, as im-
portant as ever, but a great deal more is involved today. The program
of negotiations includes expectancies on the part of the unions and
concessions on management's part which twenty-five years ago were un-
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thinkable. That is largely the product of broad democratization of
American life. Ortega y Gasset's "revolt of the masses" is a factor: ever
more people have become convinced that the better things of life belong
to them by right, and they no longer hesitate to try to get them by what-
ever means they know.
The "revolution of our time" is not merely the broadcaster's, the com-

mentator's, or the armchair philosopher's invention. Nor, for that mat-
ter, is it that old firearms proposition that a sufficient bloodletting and
shifting of frontiers would settle, at least for a time. The present revolu-
tion is more often than not a bloodless revolution, and perhaps because
of that it is farther reaching, continuous, and expanding. Its sphere of
influence and operation is as close to industry as it is to legislative halls
and other political power centers. The ups and downs of industry and
productivity are by far more crucial to the destinies of this revolution
of our time than were the barricades, the mass demonstrations, and the
other old means of achieving power shifts to the progress of the revo-
lutions of yesterday. The bearing of the "collective bargainers" and of
their progressive performance upon an orderly and prosperous demo-
cratic society is particularly significant in the United States, where
political and economic democracy has a broader mass basis than any-
where else.
Can the bargaining enterprise, then, be administered by the bar-

gainers alone with their, perhaps of necessity, unbreakable commitment
to their immediate concerns? And are these immediate concerns, the only
matters which seem to the bargainers to be real, to be the sole determi-
nants of the end-results?
Two arguments are advanced against active government participation

in the collective bargaining process. One is that the bargainers' readiness
to "bargain in good faith" is thereby hindered: anticipation of an even-
tual decision by the arbitrator or impartial chairman indisposes either
side to make a real effort to achieve free agreement. The other argument
is that granting government ever more elbow space and opportunity for
throwing its weight about only leads to the deterioration of democracy
and free venture. There is merit in both points, but hardly enough to
make out a convincing case for the unconditional acceptance of a "sea of
anarchy" as a satisfactory continuing arrangement.
The vital interests of all in the industrial process are interrelated: the

man who works in the plant; the man who manages the plant; the man
who runs the bus or the streetcar that brings the worker to the plant; the
office manager; the chemist, the engineer who works in industry's re-
search laboratories; and the scientist, outside of the immediate indus-
trial setup, but upon whose labors much of our technological advance
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depends. Life, liberty, and the pursuit of happiness are really dependent
upon the uninterrupted, effective operation of the productive process.
Collective bargaining is the social lubricant in that process. Keeping the
government out of it means, however, keeping ourselves out, leaving our
interests unrepresented.

I submit that the view of the role of government in collective bargain-
ing as that of nothing more than a traffic officer is archaic and does not
belong to the social system of which we are a part. We are undoubtedly
moving away from piecemeal collective bargaining, even as we are leav-
ing behind everything that is two-by-four. Big is the adjective of our
time, whether we like it that way or not.

Business, labor, agriculture, government, each and all have grown big,
continue to grow ever bigger. But is bigness in itself a misfortune? And
can we stop the process, redirect it backwards?

Bigness is no more a misfortune than smallness is meritorious. What
matters is not the fact of bigness but the problem of how to operate it.
The task which democratic statecraft faces is to develop the right way to
deal with and live in a big, growing world. The democratic system by
which we all say we stand, and which we consider preferable to anything
else so far known, must grow big enough intellectually to match Big
Government, Big Business, and Big Labor. We cannot escape bigness,
but we should make it tractable. That historic commission is our obli-
gation and challenge.
Our American economy is expanding and maturing. But Gopher

Prairie economic reasoning is not all dead. Some of our elder statesmen
love to keep to old verbalisms. It is so easy to dwell on the unbreakable
vitality of free competition, on the self-correcting genius of the market
economy, and on the old dependable law of supply and demand-but
one step removed from the verities "a penny saved is a penny earned,"
or "a bird in hand is better than two in the clouds." But we beat the
birds in flight capacity, and saving makes sense only when equated with
investment.
The logic of our maturing national economy leads to ever greater

intervention by government into the intra- and interindustry relation-
ships, collective bargaining not excepted. This intervention alters the
conditions of bargaining, considerably undercuts its independence from
the "outside," its self-sufficiency.
Time was when bargaining was in a sort of sporting relationship to

the over-all economy of the nation. A union leader could come into his
research office and say: "Look, this is what we have and this is what we
want. You go ahead and doctor up the statistics for the session." The
man on the other side advised his researchers accordingly, and the bicker-
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ing and maneuvering that followed was largely eyewash. And the end-
result that emerged from the settlement, if at all, settled matters for but
a short time. That manner of negotiation is becoming extinct, but that
is not true of its basic quality. The conduct of bargaining still remains
''cumbersome and crude" as a War Labor Board member characterized
"that excessively praised process of fumbling, bluffing and bulldozing
toward an adjustment which should be made with hairbreadth pre-
cision." If the process is getting to be different in some outstanding
instances, as for example in the latest General Motors-UAW-CIO agree-
ment with its cost-of-living escalator and productivity-improvement pro-
visions, which denote an improvement in approach, the old pattern still
holds more or less generally.

Characteristic of bargaining most anywhere is the attitude of non-
concern with where the chips may fall: if peace is achieved, that is good
enough; the public good will take care of itself. It is a rare settlement
where the cost is not passed on to the ultimate consumer, the selfsame
immediate recipient of the "gains" won in the settlement. But, as a start-
ing point in progress, bargaining is ever more frequently moving on
from local and trade operational bases toward industry-wide scope, and
pattern wage settlements are coming into practice. Both deviations from
what was good for grandfather are strenuously objected to by some who
find no reason for displeasure in pattern price setting. Consistency, of
course, is not a universally acclaimed virtue.
The logical way out of the "sea of anarchy" is in the direction of a

national wage bargain. That goes beyond a wage structure set by all
labor and all management of an industry, arrived at by themselves for
themselves. Such an arrangement, more sensible than what we now have,
would still be short of implementing the structure of the "peace" with
the protection of the "public good," the two basic conditions of eco-
nomic sanity. A national wage bargain, to clinch the matter, needs to be
a general, and over-all, wage bargain. It would not be uniform, would
not and need not be-in fact, could not be-the same wage for all
workers everywhere, in all occupations. However, its deviations and
differentials would be directed toward a healthy measure of workable
consonance with the considerations and the abiding logic of the economy
of the nation as a whole.
In the measure that union recognition becomes ever less a point of

contention in bargaining, the wage structure emerges as its cardinal
point, and hence its reform is of prime importance. What is more, labor
men are no longer content to judge wages merely by the number of
dollars they are offered; they want to know what the dollar is worth in
the commodities, rent, and services market. And they seek to- translate
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also into realistic dollars the equivalent of their newly grown sense of
social justice. If "fair shares" is a British Laborite slogan, "fairer shares
than heretofore" is the essence of the old Gompersian "more"-except
that now we have it minus the social inferiority complex that lined the
formula in the prehistoric days of labor, up to some thirty or forty years
ago. As time moves on we are bound to hear more of a realistic national
wage bargain that holds water-really one that is free of water-and
particularly so if our vocabulary and our daily thinking should be some-
what relieved of "cold war," "defense emergency," "inflationary spiral,"
and similar words and facts. Hope springs eternal.
Such an eventuality, tying the collective bargaining process to the

changing intricacies of the national economy, would in turn bring gov-
ernment into the picture as the keeper of essential and relevant eco-
nomic information and hence competent and capable of rendering
advisory service. The reference is not alone to such data as the Bureau
of Labor Statistics possesses-these are easily available-but to all that
government has at its disposal: the facts as assembled and the facts in the
making. Government policies, fiscal and monetary, and considerations
of foreign trade and domestic taxing realities are all relevant to the
national wage bargain. Only the government has these facts. There is
no escape from government.

I am not suggesting that all this is around the corner, nor that it will
arrive on a take-it-or-leave-it perspective. Our living realities are no
respecters of absolutes, except death and taxes, and there is considerable
leeway regarding the latter if one knows the right agent. That, however,
is the logic of our development.

In sum, the very complexity and the rapid maturing of our economy
compel, thus far primarily in theory, that our collective bargaining
practices break through their isolationist prejudice against "the cops."
As I see it, the essential features of collective bargaining-moving as it
is toward maturity, if slowly, haltingly, reluctantly--include:

i. Uninhibited postulation, by each side to the other, of unconditional
recognition of status of organization, with no sub rosa attempts to under-
mine it or to impede advance.

2. Noninterference by either side with pyramiding of authority, thus
moving the level of wage bargaining toward the international union on
labor's side, versus the nation-wide trade association or its equivalent on
the side of business.

3. Appreciation on both sides of the bargaining table of the fact that
closing one's eyes to the reality of the expanding role of the state in our
expanding national economy and international commitments is no part
of wisdom. "The cops" are with us and for more than merely to watch
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and keep the collective bargaining traffic moving. Cohering the contests
of economic interests with the lay of the economic land will give the
bargaining process a realistic rationale.

4. Clear-cut safeguards in law and in practice against "involuntary
servitude": the right of concerted union action and the right to strike
unimpeded within the law.

If I seem to be willing to assign so significant a place to government in
the operation of the nation's labor-industry relationship, so vital a part
of our civilization, it is not because I assume that government can do no
wrong. It can and it does. And the more power it gets the greater likeli-
hood that it will do more wrong. But powerful government is part of our
reality. What is most important and bears considerably upon the issue
before us is that in our time, under our eyes, the nature of government
has undergone much change and has greatly altered the individual
citizen's position in the Republic with regard to government. This fact
will bear examination in these closing remarks of my presentation.
American society has largely ceased to be the democracy of old, gov-

erned by a majority of the voters, a system in which power would be
determined by the counting up of 51 per cent or, in certain circum-
stances, by a plurality vote. We have gradually become, in effect though
not in theory, a confederation of groups or power blocs, each with spe-
cific interests and each seeking to impress its political, economic, or
social weight upon the government, which of course functions under
the voters' exercise of their electoral franchise. The groups or power
blocs coalesce or act singly in pursuit of their respective interests, and
the process of government is the motion resulting from the algebraic
sum of the power behind these contending pressures.
The duly elected officials of government, whether legislators or execu-

tives, take their mandates as general credentials to action; and some of
them also take them as a general, not very clear indication of what they
are expected to do with regard to a limited number of matters that
happened to be particularly stressed in preelection discussions. In the
actual operation of government business and in the solving of govern-
ment problems the voters are just so many forgotten men and women.
To be sure, many a voter may at a later date seek to assert himself by
joining with others in pressuring legislators or executives, but generally
he is then acting under the influence of a power bloc or group which
gives him stimulation, direction, and, in some instances when it is essen-
tial, also the fare to the capital of the state or nation. Our national legis-
lature and most of the state legislatures have an extralegal Third House,
as it were, of blocs and pressure groups, spokesmen who never meet as a
body, take no votes, have no standing committees or presiding officers,
and yet count in the nation's government process.
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The power blocs with which we are concerned include: business, or

rather certain groups within the general concept of business; labor, or
again to be realistic, the various alert and assertive groups of organized
labor; agriculture, if that is not considered a unit under the designation
business; and lastly and importantly, government itself, not only an
unincorporated, quite numerous aggregation of servants of the people,
but also a power bloc, indeed a number of power blocs for the sake of
what power is and brings-and that goes too for the political parties of
the government in office or those who intend to become the government.
These are the power components that form the superstructure upon the
body of our democracy, and it is perhaps not impossible that our con-
stitutional system may some day take cognizance of the facts of our
political evolution and actually furnish this Third House with formal
power-and democratic responsibility.

It has been noted by a political philosopher that "each generation
must think out anew the conditions of its freedom," and that goes for
democracy as well. We have not yet the most perfect union.
There is the fear that, power being the breeding area of tyranny, giv-

ing further recognition to government in an area in which at least it has
no constitutional standing, that is, in industrial relations, would simply
be an invitation to the undoing of democracy.
To which I suggest, first, that government is already thoroughly im-

planted in that area, whether invited or wanted or not, only its presence
is not properly utilized; and, second, that our having evolved into a
nation of groups, representatives of ascertainable interests, is not the
worst thing that could have befallen us-if we do not stand by and do
nothing about it. It would be tragically bad indeed if, in consequence
of our inattention to this event in our economic and political evolution,
we should neglect to stand up for our effective continuance as a nation
of free and political sovereign individuals. Should that occur the fault
would be ours, for it is not unavoidably implicit in the nature of the
functional interest groups and their power blocs that they must destroy
democracy. In fact, coexistence is possible and, in certain circumstances,
constructive: if democracy asserts itself realistic and alert.
These interest groups and power blocs did not come out of a clear sky.

They have evolved as the remedy-rough and surcharged with self-
seeking- to the incapacities that pure-and-simple political institutions
developed under the encroaching aggression of the technological revo-
lution. A corrective has been wanted, for under that revolutionary
impact upon our ways of living and our economic relations, the indi-
vidual citizen is not able to affect and does not know how to adjust
favorably the conditions of his well-being. The instrumentality of voting
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for candidates for office every two or four years. does not bring relief.
The congressman or the senator does not have the means of knowing
what his multi-interest constituents need, how to reconcile or coordi-
nate their oft-conflicting needs, and there is not much within the reach
of his powers and within his competence that he could bring to bear
upon their problems. Indeed, he does not represent their interest in any
determinable way. The engineers, scientists, industrial workers, teachers,
grocers, every category of people in his constituency, all vote in the same
district, but their interests run across precinct lines and beyond con-
gressional districts, and often beyond city limits and state boundaries.
The professional association, the business groups, the farmers' al-

liances, the political contrivances of labor unions, each arose in response
to the need for adequate representation of special interests. These
organizations moved into the power vacuums created by the demon-
strated inability or unwillingness of the purely political agents-repre-
sentatives to do the job of service to the constituents and meet their
functional requirements. The groups around the special interests have
been rendering service, at a price of course. They have taken over
representation; and the numerous quasi-legislative and administrative
agencies of our representative democracy all too often eat out of their
hands. The machinery of representative government has largely sur-
rendered the democratic birthright rather than work overtime to imple-
ment representative institutions so that it may continue effective in
a new era of complex, exacting living. Certainly our political represent-
ative democracy is not in a state of exuberant health. But only the
citizenry can prevent the dissolution or the dilution of our democratic
liberties and institutions. That requires a coordinated effort to bring
democracy up to date and weave the socially positive functions of the
power blots into a coherent and constitutionally responsible frame-
work of operation.
There is a major task for a generation. It is more than preparation

of a draft. It is collective bargaining with unfolding history. It is educa-
tion-big education, too.
This note on education-about 1935 or so, a group of New York

liberals and radicals, disturbed that the legislation promulgated in
1933, particularly the famous Section 7(a) of the NIRA which provided
the right of workers to organize and choose their own representatives
in collective bargaining, was not working well, went to see the Presi-
dent. They wished to talk with him about the possibility of issuing
supplementary, more elaborate, and clarifying statements on the point
in the law. The President said to them that conceivably a pamphlet
could be written about each one of the Ten Commandments, ampli-
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fying what is suggested in each, but, he added, more clarifications do
not of themselves make for compliance. Education is the tool, telling
people, advising people, arguing with people, presenting convincing
statement and proof. Democracy is an educative process. The American
people are not a timid people. They are not afraid to reach for things
when they want them badly, no matter what the obstacles, but they
want to be advised of what's up.

It may, at first blush, appear uncertain why all this is of significance
to the process of collective bargaining. Well, as long as that process is
viewed merely as an exercise in logrolling, and long-pull consider-
ations are cold-storaged, the answer is negative. But that, I have urged,
is a wrong concept of the place of collective bargaining in our society.
It has a distinct function in the national task of preserving a free,
dynamic society. And may I consider here the union's, the labor, part
in the issue. The standard phrase in use is that the union is the machin-
ery for collective bargaining. This is not entirely true. The purpose
of a union is to expand the opportunities and fortify the chances of
the people who constitute it. Collective bargaining is a means to that
end. Democracy is another means to that end of securing a better life,
more intelligent, more satisfying. Collective bargaining is in this sense
parallel action with democracy. It does not develop where there is no
democracy. It dies when democracy is dead. In turn, the survival of a
free society is conditional upon the interrelation which the union and
its members see between the immediate pocket-gain and the purpose of
securing a worthy, dignified living place in a community of free men.
The union has long ceased to be, indeed it never was, a pure and
simple economic institution. Its political and social proclivities are
neither secret nor inconsequential. The subversion of its broader inter-
ests by the overstressing of a point of immediate uneasy advantage
is possible, but it rarely enjoys a long life. The subversion fails to last
for, in the words of Professor Paul Meadows in Industry and Culture,
"perhaps the most ignoble illusion in the history of industrialism was
the myth that industrial men are only concerned with the satisfaction
of economic status." Collective bargaining that sidetracks the public
good for the attainment of "peace in our time" can succeed only in
gaining a truce, is no fighter for enduring, creative peace.

0

Am I overstating the case for the union? Even as overstatement is a
likely human error, there is the danger of fragmentizing a big thing.
Certainly, a close look at a union in a single instance, outside of the
broader context of which it is a part, will bring into view, here and
there, petty jealousies, undignified competition for jobs, for power,
and sometimes dishonesty. But that is not viewing the whole. For it is
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part of a great processional progress which brings improved living to
millions and relates them to the broad destinies of the world, even
as they are being cohered, often without their active will, for the at-
tainment of small objectives. Fragmentizing is no better than over-
generalizing. We need to see things and men in their entirety. We
would find little pleasure in seeing ourselves only in terms of what the
microscope discloses. The chemist or the bacteriologist when he arrives
home does not look at his wife or his children or his friends and see in
them the cellular structures he has examined through his scientific
exploratory instruments. He sees them as whole beings, life, without
spelling it out and translating it into the smaller bits of things.
And that applies to looking at social phenomena. The practitioner

of collective bargaining can choose one of two ways of looking at the
task. He can view only the details, the specific economic minutiae
which are part of the day's business, and to that extent lose sight of
the forest for the trees. Or he can look at his work in the perspective of
the whole process of evolving human relations, to which he is contrib-
uting a part. In the latter sense, the practitioner becomes a social en-
gineer; the student, a social thinker. The practitioner pays heed to
precedent and past, but he simultaneously writes the text of the history
of the future, for, to quote again the words of Mr. Justice Benjamin
Cardozo, "in the wilderness of conflicts a trail has been blazed." Col-
lective bargaining, maturing, becomes an ever more important and
more far-reaching part of the human performance.
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