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ORGANIZED LABOR AND NATIONAL STRENGTH U

7 November 1962

ADMIRAL ROSE: Each year we are privileged to hear from a distinguished
leader of the labor movement, about some of the problems that are his and gsome of
the preblems thav face the United States and the world. Mr. Hayes was just telling
me that he was recernily a: an 1LO meeting, and this is very much of an international
thing, and for Ja’ reason alone it's more Iimportant to this school than if would be,
even if we weren't members of the biggest country in the world. Mr. Hayes is also
a member, and a very distinguished member, of our Board of Advigors of the In-
dustrial College, the mari on whom we count for wise counsel each February.

This y=er we have asked Mr. Hayes {o speak io us on the subject of '"Organized
Labor and Naticnal S'irength. IU's a great pleasure to present him again to the Class
of 1963. Mr. Hayes.

MR. HAYES: Admiral Rose; General Stoughtor; Other Digtinguished Represen-
tatives of the Mililary; and Members of the Current Class of ICAF:

I appreciale the opportunity of again appearing before a class of the Indusirial
College to discuss the role the Admiral has told you, of organized labor, in relation
to national interest and ngtional security. This is the fourth time that I've had the
privilege of leciuring (o a class at this college. On the basis of previous experience
I know that many of you, perhaps most of you, have strong preconceptiong and ideas
about the labor movement and its relationship to what we call ""The American Way of

Life; " and also, perhaps, with regard to our national strength and security.




In mest cases, your ideas and preconceptions are necesgsgarily, I will say, neces-
garily based on what you have read in books and in the newspapers. Unfortunately,
however, mogt newspapers and other media of infermation, not only represent or-
ganized labor's opposition, but a8 a matter of profitable policy prefer bad news over
good news, and the gengational over the ordinary, and devote more time, space and
ink fo crooks thaxn they do to honest men. For these reasons most of you, perhaps,
are much more familiar with the black pages in organi zed labor's history, than you
are with the contributiong that the organized labor movement has made to our goci-
ety. You know much more about labor's scoundrels than you do about its heroes.

" And lest there be some misunderstanding, I tell you very frankly that we know that
there are black pages in la}:;Gr 's history; we know that unions have made mistakes.
And perhaps will continue to make migtakes.

But it seems to us that common gense should fell objective scholars at least,
that an ingtitution which is described as the newsgaipers describe organized labor,
could not have lagted through almost 200 years of American History, and could net
have enligted the loyalty and suppert of s6 many millions of good Americans through
80 many generations. You know, it appears tc be a paradox that otherwise intelligent
well-educated, and generally knowledgeable persons, have so little real understand -
ing of all of the facts about the labor movement in our kind of society.

One of the primary purposes of education is to reduce unthinking prejudice. And
therefore, although I know that we cannot change the thought pattevfz; of a lifetime in
" a few lectures or in a few books, we are nevertheless grateful to the Industrial Col-
lege for the opporiuniity to try. Obviously, we of the organized labor movement
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believe that the labor movement is not only good for our kind of society, but is a
necessary institution for the guccess of our kind of society. We recognize, however,
that unions in America are most often written about and tsdlked about at times of
siress; at times, for example, when collective bargaining between an employer, lz’md
his workers hag deteriorated into the bitterness and sometimes the violence of a
strike or a lockout. But unions play a far wider and much more constructive role
in American life than this. And today we intend to talk about the more positive as-
pects of the labor movement, the unadvertised activities of labor.

We know from our experience here in this college in the past, that many of you
may not agree with what we have to say. Nevertheless we believe that you should
kniow why a labor movement developed in the United States in the first place, and why
workers continue to support, tc build, and te join labor unions today. In this con-
nection I suggest that the igsuance of Presidential Executive Order 10988 establish-~
ing certainbargaining rights for government employees, makes the subject as far
ag you are concerned, more than of academic interest. {o many of you.

During the course of your career the chances are that any one of you may be
called upon o deal with repregentatives of labor unions. Furthermore, on the ba-
8is, again, of past experience - we have many examples today - it is more than
likely that sooner or later many of you will join up with private industry, and in that
capacity may have to know something about and deal with labor unions. In either or
both of these eventualities, it should be helpful to you to have more than a theoret-
ical or a one-sided knowledge of the American labor movement. It will help you
to know why, despite many obstacles, including the almost unanimous opposition
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of most of the nation's Press, the labor movement enjoys the support, the confi-
denice and the loyalty of some 17 million American workers in most of our basic in-
dustriegs. Thig is what we hope to make clear today.

Though I've been asked to discuss the relationghip between organized labor and .
national girength, I should like fo make it clear at the outset that in my opimion
national security involves much more than merely the kind of military security that
can be provided by Armies and atoms. America's struggle with communism is not
merely a clagh between economic and political interests; it is a collision of hasic
’ principles concerning the worth, the value and the place of the individual in society.
And I should make it clear that by individualism I do not mean the individualism of
the wolf. I do not mean the right of some individuals to plunder and to exploit
othersg. Rather, I am talking about basic principles of social organization, about
the rights of the weak as well a8 the rights of the strong, the rights of the poor as
well ag the rights of the rich, of the wage earner as well as the profit taker.

These principles no less than our physical safety are all at stake in the cold war.
In other words, national security involves not only lives and property, but the pres-
ervation and strengthening of those institutions that differentiate our form of govern-
ment - American democrscy - from communism. And I submit to you that organ-
ized labor ig one of these differentiating institutions. Not only are there no free
unions in the communist orbit, but unionism is, in fact, incompatible with any form
of totalitarian government. Conversely, no democracy has ever achieved industri-
alization without an effec(ﬁvé labor movement.

For this reason, the United States Governmernt, with the assistance and aid of
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the American labor movement, is, and has for a long time, been working to egtab-
lish free unions in the newly developing countries of Agia, Africa and South Ameri-
ca. The basis of this policy ig a recognition that without unions there is no sound
base upon which other democratic institutions can develop and prosper. It has also
been found in many couniries, that the best and most effective leadership against
communism - thig is important; may I repeat it -~ it has been found in many coun-
tries, including the United States, that the best and the most effective leadership
againgt communism comes from the free trade-union movement.

But we don't have to go to other couniries to findfa\,:(neasure of the value of
unions to the workers and to society as a whole. We need only look objectively at
our own history and at the pattern of exploitation that developed when our country
firgt entered the stage of mechanization and industrialization. This was g time,
whether we like it or not, when eémployers exercised complete autocracy in the work
place, and when workers had to accept whatever wages, hoursg or working conditions
that were offered by the employers. As a result., those of you who know your history
know this is true, wages were set at starvation levels. Hours were dangerously
long. And conditions of employment were hard and hazardous. These were what
many people even today refer to as the good old days, when a man received a dollar
for a 16~hour day, when women were paid $3 for a six~day week in the cotion mills
in Massachusetts, and when 4-year-old children received lé¢ a day in Slater's Mill
on Rhode Igland. These are all matters of history.

These were the so-called good old days to some people, when a few people lived
in wealth and a great many at the edge of semi-starvation. Had some of the {rends
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of the early Industrial Age continued, it is more than likely that our democratic
freedoms would have long since perished in the flames of a class struggle in the
United States. Class struggle and class haired as a general proposition have not
been a part of America's history, because our people - our workers - found a better
way to advance the welfare of workers without destroying the rights of private own-
ership and the evidence is here today. They found the answer in an institution that
hag been a part of America since itg earliesi days. The records show that there
were unions and there were girikes for higher wages in Philadelphia and New York

" as early as the 1770s and the 1780s.

We also know that in the 18208 the union movement in Philadelphia organized what
wag then called ""The Workingmen's Party, ' to try tc achieve through political ac-
tioni, objectives that could not be gained through economic action. The platform of
thig party is quite interesting. It called for free public schools, free public librar-
ies, a ten-hour day, the establishment of an effective sysiems of mechanics liens,
the end of child labor, the end of gﬁveatmshops, the end of convict labor, and the end
to debtors prisons. This was the program of that parfy. For their times these were
indeed radical and visionary proposals.

Who ever heard in thoge days, of the children of workers being educated at pub-
lic expense? What would the world come to if we didn't put debtors in prigson? How
could workingmen stay sober, to say the least, if they didn't work 16 hours a day?
This was the trend of opposition to the program of the Workingmen's Party way
back then. The Workingmen's Party was, of course, far-ahead of its time. But the
principles for which it stood have long since been incorporated into the basgic law
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and the policy of our country. And despite this early experiment in political action,
the American trade-union movement has generally been concerned with immediate
economic issues. It has been a practical movement ag compared to the free trade-
union movemenisof Europe and elgewhere, seeking mostly bread and butter objec-
tives. But most important, it has tried to raise the working and living standard of
the American people without injur¥y to the bagic political and economic institutions of
our couniry.

For example, the maingtream of the American labor movement - the labor move-
ment of Samuel Gompers, the labor movement out of which the current AFL~-CIO
hag grown - has not challenged the private ownerghip of the means of production. We
have not, contrary to propaganda, questioned the right of management to make a fair
profit. We have no quarrel with private wealth. Our fight has been for private own-
erghip with fair wages, privaie profits with shorter hours, private wealth with de-
cent working conditions. We not only believe that private owmerskﬁ.py profitg and
wealth are in harmony with good hours, wages and working conditions, but we he-
lieve they are absolutely dependent on them. We also believe that a prosperous work
force hag provided the nation with a firm foundation for national strength.

If you agree, or if you disagreq with this - and some of you may - {ry to imagine
the kind of country this would be today had workers not enjoyed the right and the op-
portunity to fight againgt economic exploitation through their own organizations. If
this had been the case we would not only be a low-wage society today, a low-wage
society with a chronically depressed ec onom.y, but our economy would lack the sta-
bility, the skill, the productive potential necessary to support what we call national
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power. For higher wages had a far'deeper and more fundamental effect upon the
economy than merely providing workers with a higher gtandard of living. Higher
wages for millions of workers supplied a new ingredient, one never fully developed
in any previous economy. That ingredient was, of course, mass purchasing power.
Without it, the markets for and the production of, indusirial goods was necessarily
limited. But with masg purchasing power the boundaries of production and the
boundaries of national strength were vastly expanded.

We need only to ask ourselves why the miracle of masgs production took root in
American soil and not in the older and more eslablished industrial economies of
Europe, to see how important this contribution really was.

Some economists, of course, have said that mass production was possible in the
United States because we congisted of a largs free-trade area. And although we
agree 'hat this was a necessary condilion and one which the Common Market now
seeks to egtablish in Europe, however, space, population and national regources
are not enough in themselves to provide a base for indugtrial development and gen-
eral progress. If they were, then India and China would be the foremost productive
nationg in the world, for they both have an abundance of land, of resources, and of
people. But obviously, something more is needed. Thal something is undeniably a
progperous, well-paid work force economically capable of generating more produc-
tion through a high level of corsumption.

Many observers believe that this has been labor's most important contribution
to the development of the American economy. But fair wages had yet another equally
significant effect on trends of technological development. Higher wages provided

8




the vital link necesggary to the development of the concept of labor -saving and high
productivity that has made our country with only 2 1/2% of the world's work force,
the producer of 50% of the world's industrial output. It seems to me that it stands
to reason that in any economy where labor is cheap, employers can't afford to use
it cheaply. Thus, in America when labor fought on the picket lines sometimes, and
elsewhere, to place a higher value on the human factor in production, management
wasg cempelled in most cages against their will to treat the human factor with a new
regpect and to use it with a greater wisdom.

In esgence, industry began fo conserve labor, to get as much as posgsible out of
it, not by sweat-shop exploitation, but by willing development of new machines, new
processes and new techniques. It would seem obvious that if the key to national
strength were a cheap and a docile labor force we in the United States would be
sending study teams to learn the methods of production in India and South America,
and not vice versa.

Now, there are many people, of course, who stand ready to belittle these accom-
plishments and who claim that ihe technological and the material progress of the
American people was automatic, and that it would have occurred with or without a
labor movement. But progress in ihe face of strong opposition is never automatic.
Employers, as a group, have seldom raised wages or shortened the work week vol-
untarily. And higstory bears this out.

Unions have been bitferly opposed in almost every effort they have made fo
break the wage and hour barrier. Wage negotfiations have historically been accom-~
panied by screams and alleged proof that higher wages would break industry's back.
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And our history shows us that thig dates back to the earliegt days of the labor move-
ment. Every request for ghorter hours, including the current one, has been met
with arguments alleging that it could not be done. In fact, it is quite amusing today
to read the arguments marshalled by employer organizations 50 years age when or-
ganized labor made the 8-hour day one of its primary objectives. They argued then
as 'they argue today, that an 8-hour day would not only wipe out profits and raise
costs and desiroy their markets and reduce wages, but it would also corrupt the
morals of the working class of cur country. Fortunately the labor movement refused
to be impressed by these arguments. And none of these dire prophecies have come
true.

While labor hag, of course, benefited from higher wages and shorter hours, man-
agement algo hasg benefited in the form of better markets and higher prefits. While
carrying out its primary resgponsibility of protecting and raising standards in the
work-place, the labor movement has become increasingly aware in recent years
that a worker's job does not exist in a vacuum. And that hig health, education,
housing and general welfare cannot be insured by collective bargaining alone. These
must be supplemented by broader action reaching beyond the limits of employer-
employee relationshipa. Therefore, unions have increasingly sought to reinforce
economic action with political ac¢tion., And here asgain we believe that we have fought
for goals that strengthen the country as a whole.

For example, higtorically, labor has led the fight for our system of free public
schoolg to ingure an educated and informed citizenry. They have led the fight for
child labor laws, to bring children out of the factories and into those public schools:
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f’or Social Security, including medical care for the aged so that retired workers may
be free from the age-old anxieties of old age; for generally expanded medical facili-
ties to bring prompt and proper medical care to all people according to their needs
rather than their pocketbooks; for unemployment compensation to protect workers
against one of the hazards inherent in a fast-changing technology; for minimum wage
laws to protect both employers and employees against unfair competition; for urban
renewal to e;“ase the slums that fester at the heart of so many of our great cities;
for other similar programs raising the general standard of health, education, sec-
urity and welfare; the standards for all of the people of the country, not only mem-
bers of labor unions. And through the achievement of such goals in the work-place
and in the legislatures, the labor movement has helped to lift the intellectual and the
cultural levels of tlie American people as a whole.

I can remember when books, art, music and higher education belonged only to
the small wealthy class in our country, and when travel and vacations were the
property of a relatively few. I can remember when the sons and daughters of the so-
called "workers'' in the United States were lucky to be able to finigh elementary
school. And when even the most brilliant had almost no hope of ever going to col-
lege. These are the changes that have taken place in a relatively short period of
time. Through collective bargaining and labor-supported legislation, workers can
now take vacations. Workers can enjoy a decent retirement. And the children of
workers can go on to high school, and, in many cases, to college.

Consider what this means for our country. Has this helped? Or has this hurt
the United States. Since 1920 the population of this country has grown by only 69%.
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But college enrollment has jumped 503%. No longer is higher education considered
to be the privilege and the property of a restricted wealthy class. Mill workers,
miners, machinists, carpenters, streetcar conductors, can now afford to send their
children to become engineers, scientists and technicians that our country needs in
this age of technology. Now, I venture to say that had organized labor not pafed the
way for thig general uplifting of life - education and culture - perhaps there are
some of you who would not be in this audience today. Though I realize when I say
this that you are rightfully proud of your own accomplishments and your own ability,
it ig likely that without a long higtory of unionism in America, those of you who have
come out of working class famili‘es - even several generations back - would not have
had the copportunities in employment and education to have put you where you are to-
day.

Now, admittedly 1 have stressed the positive side of trade unionism this morn-
ing; the gide that is little-known and seldom noticed in much of the Press of our
country. Unfortunately, as I have mentioned at the beginning, it is not for these
worthy human goals that labor is generally known. Far too many people apparently
think of uniong only in terms of sirikes. And many are opposed - perhaps some of
you in this audience - to both gtrikes and to unions unless you can dictate the manner
in which unions can operate, without any real understanding of either strikes or un-
ions.

So, I would like to discuss this question of strikes as well as the corollary ques-
tion of so-called "excessive union power, ' another issue which has been grossly
misinterpreted in various media of information and opinion. I recognize that many
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people are quiie sincerely concerned about the possible effect of strikes upon nation-
al security. As I have suggested, some even question the right of workers to strike,
altogether, contending that the exercise of this right endangers our position in the
weapons of the gspace race with the Soviet Union. Actually, only a very small per-
centage of all industrial disputes ever result in work stoppages. Over many years,
for example, the union that I represent - the Machinists - has negotiated between
97% and 98% of all of its contracts, without any interruption of work. This is neither
unusual nor surprising, since strikes are not the objective of collective bargaining.
To the contrary they are a failure of collective bargaining.

Admittedly, and this is propaganda notwithstanding to the contrary, no one likes
strikes. This applies to the union members who participate in them. But so long
as industry enjoys an unrestrained right to make profits - and we don't quarrel with
thig - no one can equitably say that workers should not have the right to strike. It
should be understood that no one, at least on the side of labor, takes a strike ],;;:Iélﬂy.
When men go out on sirike they have {o have more than superficial justification;
they must feel that the cause is just and that their grievances are deep. In a sense
it can be said that strikes are a sort of safety valve through which the steam of ac-
cumulated industrial relations tension may be released. But also the right to quit
work in concert with one's fellows is one of the most precious rights of free men.

The right of a union man to work or not to work is comparable {o the right of a
businessman to operate or not to operate a hysiness. And as I noted earlier, it is
always one of the first rights to be desiroyed in a totalitarian country. But, the
destruction of the right to strike, or the destruction of the labor movement does not
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golve our labor problems at all; it only conceals them, as both Khrushchev and
Franco have found out in recent years. While it's true that today we hear a lot about
the gso-called misgile gap, we also hear a lot about jurisdictional strikes at our mis-
sile bases. It seems that some people would like to take one missile gap, mix it
with one problem of jurisdictional dispute, and come up with a general recipe for
breaking unions in the United States. And lest there be some misunderstanding, I
should make it clear that I have no sympathy with jurisdictional strikes. And some
of us have worked very hard to find peaceful solutions to legitimate jurisdicticnal
questions. But anyone with a fair and objective turn of mind knows that our missile
lag, if it exists, has not been caused by jurisdictional disputes, but rather - I don't
say this critically; merely factually - by a fiscal policy which was described by Sen-
ator Symington as an effort to meet the enemy ai our bordf\ers with a balanced bud-
get,

To wrap up this particular point, it seems superfluous to riote that union mem-
bers are as much a part of the United States; that union members and their families
are as much a part of the '"'public' as you are or any other citizen of our country.
And they are in general as patriotic as any other group or segment in our society.
The workers in our couri{ry have never failed the United States in the past, and I pre-
dict that they will never fail our country in the future.

Another view of labor that has gained some currency in recent yemprs is that or-
ganized labor is generally too powerful. As a result, workers are receiving too
large a share of the gross national product. On the basis of this supposition the Na-
tional Association of Manufacturers is spear-heading a drive to weam\m the labor
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movement by subjecting labor unions to restrictive legislation including proposed
anti-monopoly legislation. Not only is the attempt to impose anti-monopoly legisla-
tion against the labor movement - not only is this an attempt to equate human labor
with commodities, a cynical denial of basic principles of our Judaic-Christian mor-
ality, but it assumes that human values will be safeguarded in a society of unchecked
corporate industrial power. This cannot be. Here again, any fair and objective
comparison of the strength of workers' organizations, with the already overwhelming
economic power of the nation's financial and industrial corporations, actually shows
" the absurdity of both the claimed evil and the proposed cure.

No union in the country, which include the stirongest ones, has the power or the
resources, or the wealth, or the income, of any one of the scores of large corpora-
tions that dominate the various sectors of American industry. It is actually ludi-- .
crous to compare the resources of the U. A.W. - Walter Reuther's U.A.W. - with
those of General Motors, or the resources of the Steel Workers with those of United
States Steel, or the resources of the Machinists Union with thoge of the major pro-
ducers in the Aero-Space industry. Moreover, corporate power a8 well as personal
wealth is actually concentrating in fewer and fewer hands every year.

Ag A. H. Rasgkin peinted out in a recent study of economic trends, and I quote
his statement, '""The concentration of private economic power has been accelerated
by two decades of war and readiness for war. The couniry's two hundred biggest
manufacturers increased their share of the dollar-value of production from 30% of
the national total in 1947, to 38% in 1958." And this concentration of power into fewer
and fewer hands can be seen in industry after industry. It is well known that three
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automobile companies control more than 90% of total production in that industry. It
is not so well known that control of production is almost as concentrated in many
other basic industries including steel, glass, rubber, oil and chemicals.

Asg for individual wealth, a recent study by Professor Lampman of the University
of Wisconsin, shows that 1% - 1% - of the families of America own 25% of our wealth
including more than 3/4 - 75% - of all corporate stocks. On the other hand, as
Leon Keyserling, an economist, has shown, 1/5 or 20% of all American families
still live in pwverty on total family incomes - this is the aggpegate family income -
of $4, 000 a year or less. And another 1/5 above that live in a state just above pov-
erty, but short of the minimum requirement for a modestly comfortable level of liv-
ing.

In view of these considerations it becomes quite clear that the labor problem that
faces the United States today is not that workers are getting too much, but that in the
face of concentrated wealth and power they are not able to get enough. Along with
technological development there must be a parallel development of purchasing power
among the people of this country. Unless such purchasing power exists, technolog-
ical development can result only in unconsumed surpluses, unemployment, and ulti-
mately, reduced production which is self-defeating.

As I have noted, one of labor’'s most important traditional functions has been to
insure a broad base of purchasing power. But today restrictive labor laws, the pub-
lic lack of understanding of the aims of labor, have handicapped union efforts to main-
tain the purchasing power that is needed for a strong progressing economy. And the
proil‘g can be seen in the fact that in the last eight years we have had three serious
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recessions; each one leaving a larger resgidue of unemployment and misery, than the
last. During the period when other economies, especially in Japan and Europe, have
been booming along with rising wages and full employment, our economy has been
developing what we call ''chronic' or "technological unemployment, '’ which has ri-
sen from less than 3% a few years ago, to more than 5%.

In the face of the fantastic revolution in technology that has taken place since
World War II, we have not adequately adjusted patterns of income and employment
to meet the .’ngew patterns of production. We have not adequately translated techno-
logical progress into human progress. Though we can produce more, workers are
not receiving the higher wages which would enable them {o consume more. Though
we can now produce in less time, workers are not benefiting with any reduction in
hours. And even though many of labor's problems today are rooted in spreading
technology, let me make it very clear to you that unions and most of the union lead-
ers in our country today do not oppose iechnological progress as such.

It is not technology at all, but the way we use technology, that causes our prob-
lems. We believe it would be catastrophic not only for the labor movement, but for
our free enterprise system and for our couniry, to permit technological development
to result in mass unemployment and spreading human misery. As many of you are
already aware, organized labor has proposed as a possible solution - and, if neces-
sary, a temporary solution to this problem - a reduction of the work week to a 35-
hour week. As a res$ult of this proposal we have been charged by industry, by the
newspapers, and by some politiciansg, with trying to destroy the free enterprise sys-
tem rather than trying to strengthen it. These are the same arguments that were
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used agains the 8-hour day, against the 10-hour day, and even against the 12-hour
day.

Let me make it clear to thoge of you who don't know, that we in labor recognize
that the 40-hour week is not physically cruel a8 were the 72 and the 60-hour weeks
that we fought against in the past. And we are not asking for a reduction of hours
on that basis. No, the purpose of the 35-hour week is to create more job opportuni-
ties to compensate for those that have been lost through technology. If there were
enough jobs to go around teday, if there were no problem of growing unemployment,
if we didn't have millions of people who haven't had a job for years, if there was no
danger of another recessgion every two or three years, labor would not be seeking to
expand job opportunities by reducing hours. In fact, we would even agree to leng-
then hours if this became necessary in the interests of the country.

But it is not enough to say that the 40-hour week is reasonable. The 40-hour
week is reasonable only so long as any wage-earner who needs employment and who
wants to work has an opportunity to secure it. Over many years workers have used
collective bargaining to secure economic and social justice in a rapidly changing
economy. Teoday, howewer, collective bargaining actually seems to be threatened
in America by what we congider to be a riging tide of anti-union sentiment. Natur-
ally this concerns ofganized labor. It should, however, concern management just
as much as it concerns us, because the alternatives to labor unions and to collective
bargaining are not compatible with our kind of society.

The firgt of these alternatives is {o return {o so-called individual bargadining.
This individual bargaining was not workable in a much simpler industrial civiliza-
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tion; it would hardly meet the needs of the impersonal, computerized, punch-card
industrial system that is developing in our country today. The second alternative to
labor unions and colleciive bargaining is to have the government regulate all of the
details of labor-management relations. This might successfully eliminate the need
for unions, but by the same token it would also eliminate the need for private manage-
ment. For, when government begins to regulate wages, hours and working condi-
tions, it is just a matter of time that itwill and it will have to, star t regulating
markets, production, prices and profits.

Throughout history, the road away from free collective bargaining has always
led to a dead-end of complete government control. For this reason, labor-manage-
ment-government, and the Press as well, and all other institutions with a genuine be-
lief in democratic free enterprise should be seeking to create a better climate for
collective bargaining, a climate in which free enterprise can become synonymous
with economic justice.

In conclusion let me say that it is our considered judgment that no country can be
militarily strong unless it is economically strong. Through its continuing effort to
strengthen the economy and 10 increase the stake of working people in the system of
democratic free enterprise, organized labor in our judgment has made, and will con-
tinue to make, an essential contribution to Amserica's capacity to protect its rights
and its interests in these days of continuing world conflict.

Thank you very much.

QUESTION: Mr. Hayes, concerning the retraining of workers who are displaced
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from out'm'b'éied jobs, do uniong either collectively or individually have retraining
programs, or is this consgidered primarily a responsibility of government and man-
agement?

MR. HAYES: Well, I guess how it's considered depends upon who you are asking
to congider it. I think that labor unions in general feel that this is the responsibility
of all of us; it's a responsibility of labor unions; it's a responsibility of management;
it's a responsibility of government. Some of the labor unions like the Plumbers'
Union, like the Electricians and a few others, do have retraining courses. Some of
our colleges are handling these courses for them. Marquette University in Milwau-
kee is handling a course for the Plumbers' Union. The I.D.W. has several courses.
But most of the labor unions do not, only because they do not have the money with
which to support this type of program.

There are other factors involved in the retraining progranms also, and that is
that we haven't yet found out what we retrain these people for. In fact, there is suf-
ficient evidence that if every one of those who is now unemployed and all those who
will be unemployed in the future, elther because they are new in the labor market,

,
because of our increasing population, or because they are displaced by machires,
that we would not have jobs or skills for which to train them, because after they're
trained we've got to find something for them to do.

Our biggest problem now is that we do not have sufficient job opportunities for
the people who are employed. It seems to me that if we could once create the job
opportunities and knew then what kind of skills and what kind of training was actual-
ly needed, that jointly we would find - jointly; management, labor and the country -
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the proper method for training or retraining for these jobs. Incidentally, I don't
know whether you know about this or not; U. S. Industries, which is a multiple plant
corporation in the United States, and the Machinists' Union have set up a foundation
for the purpose of exploring all of these areas. Ceornell University is collaborating
with ug in this endeavor. And thus far, the studies show that we would be hard-put
to find a type of training or retfraining program that would make all of the people who
are ngy unemployed or are who are working pai't-time, or who are working below
their potential ability or capacity, to give them job opportunities. Because, we just
do not have the jobs.

So, the big problem now is how do we create job opportunities for all of these
people, when the job opportunities are once there? It seems to me that we will find
a solution to the problem of fraining people for the jobs.

QUESTION: My question concerns the rising public resentment against labor
uniong, which you mentioned. If would seem that organized labor has, at least in
part, brought this upon itself, and that organized labor would have a responsibility
to eliminate some of the causes of this resentment. I have in mind such things as
featherbedding, jurisdictional sirikes, misuse of power when it occurs, corruption
at local levels when it does occur. The question is, is there any move on labor's
part to form a national policy on such practices, and to police such policy?

MR. HAYES: Well, of course, you haven't been reading the newspapers; and I
say this in due deference to you. Because, as you know, during the McClellan Com-
mittee investigations, the organized labor movement - the AFL -CIO - established
an Ethical Practices Committee. And through this Ethical Practices Commitiee
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it conducted intensive investigations into all of the alleged wrongdoing in the various
unionsg in the country. As a resulf, the AFL-CIO expelled the Teamsters' Union, a
number of other unions, and it brought about corrections of wrongdoing in a number
of other unions. In fact, the Teamsters' Union was the largest per capita taxpayer

in the federation, but notwithstanding that fact it was expelled.

As a result, the AFL-CIO now has what we call codes of ethical practices which
go way beyond law. In other words, under these codes of ethical practices it is a
- violation of AFL-CIO policy, subject to expulsion from the federation, for trade un-
ion officers or members to do many things which are still legal. To the best of our
knowledge we are the only major institution in our society that has such codes of
ethical practices; that has as an ingtitution taken effective action against those who
have been proved to be corrupt or those who have been guilty of wrongdoing.

The National Manufacturers' Association has not taken any action against the
corporations and the officers of corporations that were found guilty in our courts,of
misconduct. I don't think that it can even be argued but that the amount of money
involved in corruption in business and industry as compared to labor is much, much
greater than the amount of money involved in labor. And I'm not saying this to justi-
fy what's wrong in labor; I'm merely saying this for this purpose; that in our kind of
system we must take action against wrongdoing and corruption wherever it exists
and not only single out one institution in American society.

So, I say to you that the labor movement has done perhaps more than any other
institution with the possible exception of some of our churches to correct whatever
may be wrong with its institutions. We have done much more - and I say this with-
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out any fear of successful contradiction - we have done much more than the American
Bar Asgsociation, than the American Medical Association, than the National Manufac-
turers' Association. And we must continue to do more and we intend to continue to
do more.

QUESTION: Sir, the proposed reduction in the work week from 40 to 35 hours
will result in the reduction of possible output of 7 1/2%, of employees. Historically
the annual increase in productivity has averaged about 3%, and not all of this is at-

« tributable to Iabor.  The 9% deficit would have to be made up in some way. Would

. you give us your views omn it, sir?

MR. HAYES: Well, I think again you've got to consider what the overall effects
of a reduction in hours would be. First of all, it would provide, if we reduced the
work week from 40 to 35 hours a week for only 35 to 40 million people in our work
force, this would provide full time 35-hour a week jobs for almost 6 million people.
This would mean that we have the unemployment problem in our country licked. This
would mean that whatever reduction in production resulted from the reduction in the
work week would be made up by the additional people who now had jobs. Because,
this must be considered.

I'm not so sure - I cannot debate wi th you with regard to these figures - but I'm
not so sure that these figures would stand indefinitely, because we know that produc-
tion is increasing each year and these figures would be reduced each year. But
whatever we would lose in each particular plant or in each particular industry,
would be made up by placing that many people to work.

QUESTION: May I follow up on this question? What you say is irue fo;tthe total
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economy. But how about thoge industries that would loge the 9% in the short run?

MR. HAYES: I think that those industries would have to absorb some of the un-
employed people. And I suppose that some adjustments would be necessary. Idon't
suppose that all the pieces would fall into place immediately, but I think that in due
course of time they would fall in place and we would make the proper adjustments.
I think that under our kind of system we never have the ideal solution as an alterna-
tive, and therefore we must chooge the best of the alternatives that are available to
» us. I mean, it is our judgment that this is the best alternative available to us at
., this time even though it might temporarily discommode one p’artie ular industry or
one particular plant.

QUESTION: Say more than 6 million people in our work force are in the age
group 14 to 18 and over 65. Are the unions actively supporting any program to raise
the minimum age of entry into the work force and to force mandatory retirement at
65, to crack this problem?

MR. HAYES: Well, the answer to both is yes, but this is not a current policy of
the labor movement at all. The labor movement, as I have said - or at least im~
plied - in my talk before, has been encouraging higher education. Way, way back,
as far as our history goes, and we have also been encouraging early retirement,
again for the purpose of providing job opportunities for those of our people who are
being unemployed due to, strangely enough, progress. I mean, this is the type of
unemployment that cannot be justified in our kind of society because it furnishes to
our opposition, the communigts, an argument that I don't believe they have.

We in labor feel that the solutien to this problem is within our capabilities, and
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certainly is within our resources that we can find an immediate solution to the prob-
lem of technological unemployment in the United States. And we favor reducing re-
tirement age. We have negotiated such provigions in many contracts. And we do
favor postponing entry into the work force until opportunities for higher education
have been realized by more and more of our people.

QUESTION: Mr. Hayes, my question pertains to the Buffdlo, New York, area
where the unemployment rate is 7.9%, considerably above the national level. I

would like to get at the root of the labor reasoning - the union leadership reasoning -

. that permits such things as this to take place in an area where the percentage is so

high. First of all, the Allegheny Aluminum & Steel Corporation had to close its
Buffalo plant - 3%‘;0 workers - because of high costs. Take Peter Bendison - 3,000
employees - they had to close because they had 17 lockout sirikes in two months.
The New York Cart and Wheel Company spent milliona to improve the plant and then
had to close in 1958 because it went bankrupt because of a long strike. Just three
weeks ago the Buffalo Steel Corporation asked its 450 employees to accept a 15¢ an
hour decrease in pay. They voted against it. The company closed.

The steel workers' representative in the area said the company was responsible
anyhow and should go out of business even in this area where unemployment wasg so
high. What reasoning leads to this kind of decision and the way they used it?

MR. HAYES: I think this proves a very, very interesting point, and that is that
it's a lot eagier to blame a labor union for everything that's wrong in industry and
business in a community, and everything else, than it is to ferret out the real facts.
Actuall, I'm not qualified, information-wise, to discuss these particular cases. I
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don't know what all the facts are. I know what the union's arguments are, but I don't
know what all of the facts are. And I have learned over my few years of experience
that there are usually two sides to every question.

I just do not agree with the implication in the question - and if the implication
wasn't there you have my apology - I just do not agree with the implication in the
question that whenever a company finds itself in a financial dilemma, for any reason
whatsoever, even though it may be due to poor management - and we have much,
much proof of that - that the workers in the plant must make up the deficit. I just
. don't agree with this type of reasoning. And this has been argued time, and time,
and time again, that whenever a company finds that it's difficult to compete in the
particular industiry in which they are in, that the workers are supposed to take a cut
in wages and work for sub-standard wages. I don't think that our country could ever
prosper under this type of system.

I wish I knew more about the real facts and the facts on both sides with regard
to the Buffalo situation, but unfortunately I don't. But if you are suggesting that un-
der the circumstances that I must assume that the union or the unions are respon-
sible for these companies going out of business, and that the unions are responsible
for these companies moving their operations out of the Buffalo area, I just cannot
agree with this theory, because some of the companies move their operations to a
higher wage area than Buffalo. They're getting along all right and they're dealing
with uniong. We have had this experience many times in the past. And we happen
to know that there are many companies that have been responsible for thgir own fi-
nancial dilemma. We just don't agree that the workers who can least afford it, must

26




be called upon, then, to help these companies out of their financial dilemma.

And, strangely enough, if I'm permitted to make one more sfatement, in many
cases that we know of, and in one Buffalo case that I know of, at least, even though
the company went out of business it didn't affect the financial worth of any of the offi-
cers of the company at all. They've all got better jobs than they ever had before,
and yet this company expected its employees who can leagi afford it, to take a very
substantial cut in wages.

QUESTION: Mr. Hayes, in your very forthright presentation to us here you

. mentioned one factor about the primary right - the basic right - of a man to work,

or not to work, I would appreciate it if you would give us your views on this prim-
ary concept in relation to the Right to Work Laws.

MR. HAYES: Well, as a preface to what might well be a very, very long answer,
let me gay that it is my judgment and the judgment of most of the people in the labor
movement that Right to Wprk Laws are inconsistent with the basic concepts in our
kind of society. We think that Right to Work Laws which are designed and applied
discriminatorily to organized labor are actually laws that discriminate against or-
ganized labor because in all other areas we apply opposite concepts. We permit the
American Medical Association, the American Bar Agsociation, and all other types
of organization a freedom to make whatever contracts they prefer to make, provided
it is otherwise legal.

We feel that a union and an employer should have a right to agree to conditions
of employment that in their judgment does serve the interests of the company and
the particular union. A company can now enter into this kind of contract with
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another manufacturer, with a supplie';', or with anyonie else. Any other group may
enter into this kind of contract, and yet the so-called "Right to Work Laws' - which
are mis-named, as you know - preclude an employer from making a contract with
his own employees that in hig judgment is best for the company. We think it's in-
consistent with the basic concepts of our kind of government.

QUESTION: Mr. Hayes, with resgpect to this question, would you discuss with
us for a moment the implications of the recent elections in the aero-space indusiry
on the West Coast, against the closed shop?

MR. HAYES: First of all, there were no such votes on the West Coast or else-
where against the union shop. In fact, in each case thus far, at North American;
at Convair; and at Ryan Aircraft, there was a large majority in favor of the union
shop. Now, I should clarify that to begin with. For the benefit of those of you who
don't know, notswithstandmg the fact that our whole system is based upon majority
rule, here again is an example of discrimination against organized labor - against
labor unions.

A panel appointed at the request of the President of the United States has made
a recommendation; it recommended settlements in all of the areas of dispute in the
aero-space industry, or in the plants involved in negotiations. He has also recom-
mended that a vote be conducted to determine whether the employees in these par-
ticular operations want union security. And if 2/3 of the employees voting vote for
union security, then the panel recornmends that the employers grant it.

In the North American cage a little over 60%, which is quite a majority, if you
pleasge, voted for union security. In the Convair case a little over 54% voted for
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union security. But notwithstanding the fact that the majority rules in our kind of
country, in our Congresses and legislatures and everything else, we cannot have a
union shop in these industries because in our case we don't require a majority - a
simple majority - we require a 2/3 majority in order to have our way. So, I say to
you that the votes that have been cast thus far in these three operations - Convair,
North American and Ryan - I think have proved beyond any doubt that the majority
of the employees in those plants want union security.

QUESTION: Sol- Barkih/recently wrote a paper in which he recognized that
. the union membership in the United States is designed more absolutely and more
relatively to manipulate the total work force. What are the plans for organized
labor to recapture its earlier relationships, to tranquilize the labor force and to
lead them?

MR. HAYES: Well, of course, there are many - I might explain, first of all,
that we too in the labor movement are concerned about this; not because Sol Barkin
said so, but we 've been concerned about it for a long, long time. One of the factors
- well, there are two important factors, I believe, that dre responsible for this sit-
uation. First of all, the work force i most of the basic industries in the United
States is well organized. Those who have not yet been organized are those who are
the moagat difficult to organize. Then, in addition to this, we have the trend toward
" white collar workers, the gradual reduction in the numbe;' of so~called blue-collar
workers, and the increase in the number of white collar workers.

From the very inception of the labor movement, white collar workers, for
reasons which I'm sure you krniow very well, are much more difficult to organige and
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to keep organized, than are blue-collar workers. They consider themselves much
cloger to management, for one; they consider that it reflects favorably upon their
intelligence if they are opposed to unions; and this makes them more receptive to
management. There are many other factors that enter into this. But what are we
doing about it? First of all, I will say to you now that the organized labor movement
fully realizes that some of our own internal problems have placed obstaclesg in our
path ingofar as organizing ig concerned. We think that internal jurisdictional dis-
putes have been one of these factors. We think that competitive organizing cam-
paigns and the type of organizing literature and propaganda that has been used in
these campaigns has been another factor that has thrown obstacles in our path.

Recently an organizing committee has been established within the AFL~CIO, and
we have now ventured on a few pilot projects, trying out a new type of organizing
technique without organizing competition of any kind, with all of the organizations
that are interested in the unorganized plants in these pilot areas cooperating through
one joint organizing crew, to organize each of these unorganized plants into particu-
lar unions without other unions competing at all.

We have chosen the greater L.os Angeles area for our first pilot project. And
the representatives of all of the unions interested in the unorganized plants, reprej--
senting some 750, 000 unorganized workers, have al ready reached an agreement that
on the basis of jurisdictional grants etc., Union A will organize these plants; Union
B will organize thege; Union C will organize thoge. Then, this joint organizing crew
which may consist of a steel worker organizer, an automobile yworkér organizer,

a machinists organizer, a carpenters organizer, etc., will cooperate in organizing
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these particular plants into the union that has been degignated by mutual agreement
of all of the parties. This is one of the techniques that we're trying.

The other one is, of course, to try and do a better job public-relations-wise and
publicity-wise than we have done in the past. And we are constantly trying to im~
prove our public relations work.

MR. HILL: Mr. Hayes, we are in your debt on two counts. The first count is
your cooperation in bringing down with you 12 associates, who, with yourself, have
made a contribution which is, as we both know, a policy of the labor movement, to
our thinking. Secondly, we owe you a vote of thanks, sir, for coming down and
giving us a very frank and straightforward appraisal of labor's contribution to the
welfare of all of us.

On behalf of the Commandant, the faculty and the student bedy, we thank you.
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