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HISTCRY CF THE LABOR MOVEMENT

27 Jaruary 1949

COLONEBL BEGGS: There can scarcely be anyone in this day and age
ho is unaware that labor unions affect the daily life of each and every
ne of us, There are few of us, however, who understand how they came to
lay s0 important a role in our nationzl and economic life,

As Labor Editor of the RHesearch Institute of America, arnd from
is long experience in laber relations, Mr. Aaron Levensshein is well gual-
fied to speak to us this mcrning on the history of the Llzbor mevement.

Mr. Levenstein.

MR. LEVENSTEIK: I am a little hit disturbed about the topic I
ave been assigned. 1 am suppesed to give you in thirty to forty minutes
history of the labor movement, covering several centuries. I know you
ast be familiar with the theclogian who was asked to sum up, while stand-
ng on one foot, the whole substance of the Bible., He found 1t wvery casy.
e simply said, "Love thy neighbcr as thyself."™ I have to adnit at the
uatset that I can't sum up the whole history of the labor movcment in
1irty to forty minutes, even though I am standing cn two fect. I do know
1at the old theologian's summary of the Bible is hardly a rﬂsure ot
ibor!'s history.

You know, in the lon: series of labor conf;lcts that have taken
Llace in our histery and in the history of the world, there have been feow,
£ any, who have shown a capacitv tc love their nelulborc zs they love
iemselves. And even though I am going to svteaX dispassionately about
12t has happened in labor's hjstor vy, L have to confess thalt after exam-
1ing the incidents that have taken place I have been led, on oceasicn,
> abanden that basic virtuwe. There have even been occasions when I have
oked forward with eagerness to what I might firnd on the obituary page

the newsraper--and very often with a great deal of disappointment!

In talking 1o you about the history of the labor movement, there
"¢ two possible umvwoachts that I might make. Onr the one hard, I right
:gin by giving you a series of episodes and events, the conflicts
stwreen individual uricns and individual employers. But that approasch is
b only impossible in the spacce of thirty to fortj'mlnutcu, it is also
wesirable, I think it weuld be of greater value to follow a second
yurse; thet is, to spend our time *n,analyzing the conclusions and chser-
itions that emerge after & critical perusal of the evenits. Not the
sisedes and the incidents but the conciusions Lo be drawn from whem will
? my subject today.
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This is not a story of ideal social development. It is a story
of vioclence--in many cases physical violence; in all cases, esconomic
violence. It 1s a story of confiict between two basic arnd important
scclal groups within our community.

I Think it will be easiaw to urderstand the development that has
taken place if we divide it irte three broad pnases. First, we ought to
examine the origins, the birth of the movement. Secondly, we cught to
see what happened to it in its early develogment; and, thirdly, observe
this movemect in its present stage--a point that may or may not yet be
matarity, but z point that is certainly beyornd the stage of adolescence,

First 'of ali, tker, we have the birth or origin of this movenent,
T think it is fair to say that its birth was illegal but not illegitimate
This labor mevement came into our social world with a cloud of illegality
narging over it from generations that went before,

The early American law that related to laber uniconism was 2 relic
from British law. The first relevant statute that I know of in British
history was the Statute of Labourers, rassed in the fourteenth century
after the bubcnic plague had decimated the population. The ranks of the
working people had beer so reduced that there was a great.shertage of
labor.

Under those circumstances the working veople had a ssller's
market. By combining, they were able %o exact nigher wages, 4 Llaw was
therefore enacted, making it a crime for workers to combire, It becane
an 1llegal conspiracy to combine for the purposce of seeking higher wage
or improving working conditions. Mot ordy the workers who varticipated
in the combination but the employers, the masters, who were willing to
meet their terms, were subject to crimirzl penglties and answerahle to
the law,

That was the origin. Born in this atmosphere of illegality, the
labor movement that we kmow today nevertheless survived. T said that it
was legitimate, however, even though illeszl. It was lepgitimzte because
cur social and economic pressures made it natural for such a movenent Lo

&xe place. TU was legitimate because vhenever groups have commen inter-—
ests, they 1rev1tab1y turn to common action, The unity of interest nmakes
for the existence of a medium through which it can be furthered. That
was why it was natural for the labor urions o nake thelr anpearance and
te remaln on the social scene despite the efforts of law to erase them.
In the last analysis, nc law can erase what is sccially inevitabie.

We kave seen that irn still ancther arca, Fairly carly in the
development cf our great industrial civilization in the Unibed States
the antitrust laws wore enacted. But tho whole atmosthere, tha wiolc
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compulsion fer expansion of the American cconomy, was not consistent

z




e Ty
!

ri:th the antitrust laws, However undesirable it might lave been from an
sthical standpoint, the socigl and econcmic presswes lod to the develop-
ient of large business combinations despite the provisicns of law.

And so, %oo, with the uninns. Despite the law, therec was a basic
ompul sion irn the economic and social environment to which men responded
¥ organizing wnions. The unions were not the creature of a single mind,
‘he unions came about as a result of individuals, here and there, recog-
dzing thelr common interests and then linking themselves togcther.
Ntimately, these isolated groups, in different indusitries, in diffcrent
rarts of the country, decided that since their interests were held in
:ommon their varicus organizations ought to band together in one central-
.zed organization. Ultimately, this led to the orgarization of such move-
ients as the Xnights of Laber, the American Fedcraticrn of Labor, and the
:I0. Those were the origins.

What happened in the early development of this movement? (ne of
Jhe basic facts in the economic and social enviromment in which the Amer-~
.can iabor movement developed wass the existence of cur freontier. That
‘actor made a big difference, It is an interesting guestion to ask why
he laber movement in the United States developed at sucn a slcw pace in
ts formative years. In other countries labeor organization forged ahead;
lere in the United States it lagged behind, The reascon was that here in
Jhe United States we had a frontier. ’

Contrast our develomment with that of Great Britain. In England,
‘airly early, you had a drawing of economic iires. A man who was born
nto the family of a worker realized that he would never be a "gertleman®;
.hat he would never cross class lines. Here in the United States the
Xistence of owr frontier postponed “or & long time the congealing »i that
‘eeling in individwls., If conditions were bad in ithe East, there was
Wlways space out West., You zould go out there and start a new wventure.
t was an Englishman, James Idryce, who recogrized this disbinction and
winted out that the real test of our American demecracy would come when
he frontier no longer existed.

Now the physical frontier ceased to exist in Americe, bLeginming
ibout 1900. But there is a cultural lag--we dor't become aware of majer
;0cial changes until some time after they have occurred.

Vihen the depression of the thiriies broke upon us, we hegan to
.earn that there was no new frontier tc which we could escaps from the
lepressed local conaitions. That brought about the same kind of reaction
.hat you had among the British workers, Of course, some individuals can
:ress the line from poverty %o wealth, but the attitude has beccme: "By
ind large we are workers, and cur destiny is linked up with the welfare
I’ cther workers." COnce that changed oubtlnok develoved, it became desir-
ble for the worker, acting in his own self-interest, to joir hands with
ither workers,
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So long as an individual thought, "I may be zble ilo bulid my own
business. I may be able Lo become a milllona;re. John L. Pockeleiler
started out on a shoestring®-—as long as he thought that, there was no
rezson to join a wnion. But cnce a man accepts the idea that his status
is permanertly that of a worker, he says, "I want to join a unicn.m

It was at this p01nt in AmerWCan histcry bthat unicnism reaily
began to develop. But, I rmust add, it developed with certain diifer-
ences hacause, again, our atmosphere, our eulture and environment were
different frcm the rest of the world. Our urlons developed cor an irnci-
vidualistic basis, in keeping with our naticnal identity. For instance,
American unions-~the internaticnal unions like Jhe machinists, the auto-
roviie workers, the garment workers-—-still insist on mairntaining their
own autonomy. The American Federaticn of Lapor and the GIO have orly -
limited authority over the individual international unions. The Inter-
rational Ladies Garment Vorkers Union was in the AFL, then the $ID, then
vack ir the AFL., Lewis' miners have bzen in the AFL, the CIQ, then in
the AFL again--and are now independent. This is the result of the Ameri-
can individualistic atmesthere.

Or take another example of this individualisrm, manifested in a
phienomenon that is mueh more exaggerated anong the Amsrican unions than
you would find elsewhere, The jurisdictional disputes that frequently
tear industries apart are the result of the individualistic, competiiive
spirit that still characterizes our urions, even though the concepit of
the union is one of cooperation rather than individuzl offort, .

Or tzke still another facter into consideratior. Zecause our
unions sprang up in the atnosphere of American incividualisr, they were
very suspicious of Goverrment in their early years of development. They
were orposed to Government action ir any sphere related t¢ thelr inter-
ests. That attitude is explained by the fact that ir the early periocd
of American unionism, the irjunction was a weapon used by indusiry tc
get the Government 4o come into a labor-management disnute and exercise
the power of the state in behalf of maragement. That Ifixed lakor's
attitude toward Government. 3ut even in the ares where the Coverrment

could be of help to labor, the unions were cpposed Lo its interventicn.
Wny? Well, take this very illuminating fact from American lsbor history.

As Yate 25 the thirties tlie American Federation of Labor was on
record against unemployment insurance. That is & fact that we tend to
overiock now because of the change which has sirce tsken place. Grigi-
nally, the unions refiected irdividualistic attitiudes. After the
depression, however, the unicns turred Le Gevermmernt for assistancs;
they wansed legislation to help them meet thelr problems. S¢ We bLegan
tc get unemployment irsurance and the various deviccs of social welfare
coming through the state,
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T think that change was an impertant one., It was irmportant be-
zause it marked a new period ot orly in labor history but in cur
1ational history. Once the unions became aware of the fact that they
1eeded more than thelir own power, new forces were launched in American
iistory. You see, the trade unions originally had the idea that if
shere was a minimum-wage law, under which the Governmers would reguire
industry to meet basic wage demands, the unions would lose their Tunction,
That was an o0ld fear that was tc be found in AFL thinking: "why should a
vorker join the wnion if the Government is going to take care of wage
zonditiong?! ‘

That was ore of the reasons that lapbor legislation was slow in
coming, because labor itself was not pressing {or it,., But under the
impact of the depression in the thirtics, with the country confronted by
nany problems of great nmagnitude, labor found that it did net nave enough
resowrces, enough power on its own, tc meet the problems of its rank and
file. What could & wion do zbout unemployment? What could & urion-do
sbout relieving the economic distress of its merbers who had no Jobs and
vho, incidentally, were paying no dues? The business cyele was beyond
the reach of the unions, Consequently, they had to turn to a power that
zould, in some way, influence the operations of the business cjycle.

Now we could spend a great deal of time discussing the rightness
ind wrongness of, and the economics involved in, the decisions made. I
laresay that in any zroup of eight pesople you will find at lczast nine
>pinions on that subject. But putting aside the rightness and wrongness,
looking over the development that has taken place with an eye to analyzing
rhere we have been and what we have dore--and, consegquently, where we.ray
te going-~we find these facts:

In the early years of the devression, the economic thecry of the
Jovermment was that we could 1ift curselves cut of the trough by increas-
ing mass purchasing power. If we could zet purchasing power into the
handes of the people, they would begir to denand goods. And if they
demanded goods--'demanded" in the sconomic scnse, that is, backed up by
curchasing power-~-tien the wheels of industry would begin to turn sgain
and Jobs vould becorie available once mors.

Acting on that theory, the next question became, "How ¢o you in~-
crease the purchasing power of the masses?" YWell, one answer was o
strengthen trade-uniornism. The function of a wnion is to increase the
purchasing power of its members. In a peried when & large volume of
purchasing power is desirable, strengthen the trade unicns. 4And so we
iid it legislatively. There was the Xational Industrial Hecovery Act,
with its famous Sestion 7(a), which guaranteed the right of collective
bargaining,



when the National Industrial Recovery Act passed cut of the pic-
ture, it was followed by the Wagner Act. Again there was the machinery
for increasing purchasing power by strengthering the worker's W~hn to
collective bargaining. What the Wagner Act did, in effect, was thi
It said the workers are entitled to bargain ccliectively and have the
right tc select their representatives to deal with management. The law
rlaces management under & compulsicn to bargain with the union. That
was the basic objective of the Wagner Act,

It followed automatically that if we were going to reguire em-
rloyers to bargain with the majority representative of the workers, we
had to know who the majority representative was, So the law set up
adninistrative machinery by means of which eiections could be conducted,
when necessary, to find out whether or not a given union represented a
majority of the workers.

Once the idea of a free cheice of bhargaining representative was
introduced, the law had to take the next step, If we are to have freely
chosen representatives of the workers, there nust be no coercion or the
workers influencing their cheoice. Employers were therefore forbidden to
bring pressure on the workers as they yroceeded to make thelr choice of
a bargaining agent, The law therefore made it illegel for an employer
to use threats, coercion, or favoritism %o influence workers in their
choice.

The act did not reguire emrloyers to sign any specific type of
centract or grant any specific demands. It merely said the employer
must bargain with the union that represents a majority. It must bargain
on guestiors of wages, hours of vork, and working conditions.

The act was ore of the mest significant tiings thaet happened to
the Americar. iabor movement. It proved to be the instrument by mezns of
which millions of workers, formerly unorganized, could be bro=ght into
the trade uniors. Before the Vagner Act, the American trazde-union nove-
nent, as organized in the AFL, rever nunkered much more than three mil-
licn. Today the labor movement, represented by the AFL, the CIO, and
some large independent unions, numbers more than 15 million.

This high degree of organization was accomplished because the
Wagner Act gave the unions & legal instrument by meerns of wiich to go
about organizing--the legalization of collective Hargain 1rr °*d The
imposition of a duty on the emrcloyer to bargain, Before that, we fowd
considerable viclence in the labor scene as 2 rasult of M"recognition
strikes." The unions had organized the workers, but manzgenent refused
to sit down and talk with the unions and bargain with them. As a result
of the Wagner Act, recogrition sirikes were no longer nzcessary., As
soon as a urion has a majority, it is a legal duty on the pari of the
exployer te bargain with the urnion. The recognition strike was virtuall;
eliminated.
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When you couple that legislative policy with the economic develcp-
ents that took place during the war, you see why labor has gronn strong.
uring the Wagner Act days, preceding the war, unicns were given an instru-
ent by means of which te organize, 'When the war came along, having used
hat instrument, the unicns were in a pesition by virtue of the economic
onditions prevailing to entrench themseives as organizations that had a
ermanent life, :

During the war, you recall, a great deal of pressure was generated
¥y the economic conseguences of mititary requirements. There was a short-
ge of labor--as there was in the fourteenth century in England when the
irst combinations of workers began. The cost of living was going up--made
revitable by the prccess of war, Under the pressure of the rising cost of
iring, workers felt the need for higher wages. The organized workers had
n instrument at hand--the uniocr. The unorganized had no instrment,
ince wage and other employment guestions now had to be sebttled in govern-
ent bodies, there was an added incentive tc join a union. The organized
orker had a spokesman who could aprear for him hefore the War Labor Board.
he unorganized worker was at a disadvantage. Who would be his spokesman
n dealing with the Govermment? The necessity for all kinds of regula-
icns relating to wages made it quite advisable for the workers tc have a
nion representative. That was one of the main reasons why the uniens
ere able to entrench themselves during the war,

When the war was over, a great deal c¢f consideration was given to
ethods of whittling down the strength of the unions. But collactive bar-
aining was now a perménent institution. Very few people had any idea
hat it could be eliminated from cur economy. There are few today who
ould even argue that it is desirable to eliminate collective bargaining.

Hevertheless, in the development of the trade union, as in the
evelopment cf any social institution, some problems avppeared, There
ere many situations in which the general welfare suffered adversely as

result of a concern with the individual wellare, or. a concern with the
eifare of an individual organization. We began to run into a kind of
roblem that could be summed up in these terms:

Just as the individual businessman is preoccupied with raking
hcse decisions that will benefit his own business and, therefore, may
ell overloock the consequences of his individual de01u10*s on the commu-
ity as a whole, so, too, the labor unions, concerned with their own wel-
are as an orgarization and with the interests of their own rank and file,
ay overlock the welfare of the larger comnmunity. '

Such situations led to congressional action tc whittle down the
ower of the unions. The Taft-Hartley Act was passed. - Yow it seems
estined to take its place among those experiments in legislative history
hat failed. It failed not only by virtue of the events that took place
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on Election Day, but it failed also because of the fact that it was aime
at a condition which rneo lenger existed.

The Taft-Hartley Act, if it had been irn effect in the geriod whe
unions were organizing, might very well have prevented the large scale
crganization of unions. Feor instance, the Taft-Hartiey Act prokibits th
closed shop, the provision under which everybody who is employed must
btelong to the union. The institution of the closed shop grew up as a
weapon that the wnions used in organizing and building their membership.
But once everybody in the plart is irn the union, the closed shop is an
acadenic question.

To be sure, the unlons still do not want a law against the c¢lose
shop. In a period of organization, a ban on the closed shop can hurt th
union. Bul once the uniorn has beern well organized in an industry, that
kind of legislation can have no influence on it,

Or take the matter of the employer's free speech--the freedom of
an employer to criticize a union that is conducting a campaign in his
plant. That was impertant in the years of early organization. Tt
beconmes academic once organization is widespread In the economy. The
Taft-Hartley Act could not halt the development of unioniem. It came
too late--it came after the unions were already sntrenched.

This brings me now %o the impertant question of the future. All
of these events and developments out of the past nave no significance
except as they arc useful in terms of lecking ahead. What is geing to
happen next?

Mow I know how easy it is for pecple to meke Judgmernis about
social movements in terms of what they think is right or wrong., You are
for unions or you are against them, I think that the student of sccial
affairs has to take the same position towards unionism thab he takes
tcward ary other social institution.

First of ail, he has tc realize vwhat brought it zbout,  Secordly,
e has to realize where it is leading. And then he has to see wnat rela-
ionsghip it has toward the ultimate goals which we as a scciety have.

&
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Wher. you take the irade unions, a good deal depends on your own
personal prejudice and personal background. You hear that g unicn is do-
ing something. If you like unions, well, almost automatically you are
ready to suppoert what the union has done. If you dislike unions, no
matter whatl virtue is displayed, you are ready to criticize it.

Approach it, however, as a scientist would approach any phencmero
He does not ask himsslf whether oxygen is good or tad. He does not ask
himself, as his initial question, "Is a split atom a good thing cr a bad
thing?" 1Ir the last analysis, a split atom is a good thing if it is used




~

for good purposes. It is a bad thing if it is used for »ad purpesss.
The same thing Is true of social institutions. A unior is a good thing
if it is used for good purpoeses. A union i1s a bad thing if Lt Is used
for bad purposes. You have iilustrations of both,

In terms of the long-range histery of our country and the kird
of problems we will face in an emergency, what is a unicn? 4 unior is
an instrument by means of which a group of people get tegether for common
purposes, By virtue of getting together, they sometimes subject them-
selves to the pessibility of manipulation for purveses that nay not be
their own, That is true of any social group.

Today, people are concerned with the fact that aleng with the
existence of unions we find periodic conflict in the form of lsbor dis-
putes, There are some pecple who assume that the trade uniens caused
the grievarces and disputes. Actually, it was the existence cf these
grievances and disputes that brought about the trade unions.

When you examine the nature of the disputes, you begin to
apprecach what seems vo me to be the basic fact. You start out with a
trade union organization that has objectives, purgoses, interests. It
wants to serve the welfare of its members. Why dces it exist? Vhy do
the workers think it is necessary? They think it is necessary because
they think they have a claim that scomeone doesn't want to gran:.

Peovle ask, "What is the solutiorn to this problem of laber con-
flict?" We all know the consequences it has for the communi ty. Vhat
is the solution te labor disputes?

Well, the answer isn't simple. First of all wou have to aralyze
the nature of the dispute. Secondly, you have to reccgnize that you are
dealing with two parties who have adverse interests--a buyer and a
seller, The buyer wants to gel as cheap a price zs ne possiblr can,

The seller wanis te get as high a nrice as he possibly car.

YWhere you have hostile interests, you will have disputes. It is
inevitable. The astonishing thing is not that we have disputes between
lsbor and management, but that people try to pretend there is no reason
for disputes in the econcmic arena.

But threre is a hasic difference in noric outliack, Thero is a
basic difference, just as there is beiwsen sel 1er and buyer. In that
case, hoviever, we have learned how to arrive at an ultirate agreement
between the two parties without an expression of evidence. In the Cri-
ental market-places, for example, you will find the buyer and seller
cargairing with each other, and it very often looks as if they are coming
to blows, But even there they finzlly arrive ab an agreement. Ir our
civilizaticn, whatever difference exists between such parties is expended
verbally.
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When it comes to buying and selling in labor ralations, we have
bargain;ng for a union ceontract. Bub herc we often go beyond a verbal
clash. %e gt into the aresa of diresct economic confiist. The parties
try to bring to bear on each other whatever economic vressure they have
at their command: the worker, by wal king out of the plant and stopping
the manufacturerts flow of vrofit; the employer, by vutting pressurc on
the worker through cutting off the wages he WOULd otnerwise he recciving.

The labor dispute expresses itself in a more viocient form. The
reason is that the buying and selling rziationship here is & much more
serious one., In the case cf the ordinary buyer and seiler of a product
or an item, the parties can end their disagreement by deciding to have
no relationship wnatever. A&nd they separate., Bub in laver buying and
selling, the two parties cannot decide that they won't do busincss with
each other. They cannct separate. In a given swtwation, under present
circumstances, they may not be able to iive with cach other; bul they
certainly can't live without cach sther., Fossibly because they have to
live together they find it sc¢ difficult o come to an agrecement.

In that relationship, when vou get the oxpressicn of conflict, do
rot tzke the attitude that it is due ©o unreasonable imen. There is a
raasonable ground for hostility--diversity of intercst--betweeon thenm.
They have this differcnce over the price which must be setiled before
they can get together. Don't ignore that fact of conf{lict. You make 2
mistake if you do,

We malke s mistake if we pretend that there is no conflict bﬂ*Wﬂen
ther., Our problen is te {ind thc way to rasolve thie germine conflict by
nonviolent mothods. We have our system of courts of law, based on uhe
assunption that logical peoplc will have aifferences. ¥We do nob scl up
courts hecause we want the judpres to assure the part who come before
thar that there I1s no reason Jor them to cisag rec Cur covrts are bascd
on the idea that there is reason for people to disagres. Bub wo want
thosae disagreements settled in a nonviclent way. C

ar in -”bcr relations wiil not e found in pre-
interests.  The

So, too, the answ
tending that labor and nanagenent don't have nosti
answoer will 1lie In the development cf institutions resoiving in a

peaceful mannor the differeacces that exdist between therm. 1 surgpose our
soclety, ultimately, can dovelop in the direction of reconciling and
minimizing the differences., 1 do 2et believe it wi cver elimirnate or
vrase them completely.

Whot is the solutiorn, then? Gentlemern, there 1s no sclution.
There is only a vprocess of adjustment. This is nct tho sort of preblem
that ycu "arswer.® This is the sort of prokliem you work vith, It is a
process of living and gr That precoegs 1s one of making constont
ad justrents. ' '
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Gentlemen, I think 1 have exceeded my time. You are lortuncte.
‘here is so much more in my notes that I had intended fto talk about, bub
ontt. Just let me make one final observation before we gel into the
liscussion peried.

If you take the long view--and anybody who attompts ftec do @ his-
orical job has to take the long view--you come to the conclusion that ia
kis country we have been pretty fortunate. With 271 tho violcence we have
Ad in our background--a2 viclence born of 2 rugged, plonzcring community
‘aced with the hostility of MNature~-we have still been blessed with tre-
wndous resources walting for the labor and inteiligerce of men to bring
rem forth., And we have really had a minimum of violence. T think that
‘e can go on reducing the quantity of viclence, but we will dc 1t only on
he basis of ar honest cffort to undurstand the intercsts of the differcnt
ocial groups, and a patient effort fo adjust those interests lfor the sake
£ the whole community.

You kave been very patient. Thanks a Lot for listening.

COLOMEL BEGGS: Gentlemen, we are ready to start the gquestion
eriod.

QUESTION: I would iike to ask a guestion. Did I underastand wvou
0 state that the Taft-lHartley low is a failure duc to the fact that, as
ou pointed out, what it provides {for is now only of acacemic interest
nd for that reason it would appear to be harmless, My guestion is, vwhy

5 the Taft-Hortley Act a failure, if it is?

MR, LEVENSTEIN: Well, I think that you didn't get thz full weight
f the comment I was making. Vhat T was irying to point out was the
lcvelopment that had taken place. Any lemislative attempt, nade at this
ate date, to get rid of the institution of colleective bargairirg, cven
T it was to starnd on the beoks, could not be successiul,

Fur*hermo*e, az & result of what took ploce in the political
:lections, the Tafi-Hartley Act has no further opportuniiy to go _Ato
peration, I do not belicwve the Taft-Hartley Act is without infiuence on
ne future course of labor. Don't risunderstand me., I taink thore will
,qtur171y be moﬁifi01t*0“” in our lanor law--for inst:nchs with reference

o Jurisdictional aisputes 2nd te unfair lobor practices that unicns can
ommit,
In those pects, tho Taft-larticy Act will leave an offect,

ut in terms of an; “fort te ralt the growth of union povier, as such,
he Taft-Hartley Act could o7 S“CC“d any more than the wntitrust laws

ould halt the cxpansion ¢ large business eanterprise in this counbry.
QUESTION: Does it make any diffcreonce to the laber walons
ncther the Taft-Hartley Act is repealed in onc packags or twof
1
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MR. LEVENSTEIN: ince you are asking a personal judgment, I
think the trade-urion movement exaggerated the effects the Taft-Hartley
fet would have or its future, Because the trade union started out with
grave fears of the act, it is very vigorous in seeking its repeal.

In terms 2f the effect on union membership, or :the ultimate vower
of the labcr movement, it does not make the slightest bit of diffsrerce
whetner the Taft-Hartley Act is repezled and a new act substituted In the
form of one package, or whether it becomes a two-step propositicr—-simul-
tarecus repezl of the Taft~Hartley Act and re-enaciment of the Wagrer Act
arnd then subsequent amendment.

It!'s a strange thing about human beings. Ir any pericd of social
change we take slight situations and magnify them to the point where they
become all important. It's the end result that counts in the long run.
What difference does it meke if the step is taken in cne package or in
two packages? The goods will certainly be in labor'fs parior, anyway. So
what difference deces it make how it arrives?

At the moment the trade-union movement 1s expending a great deal
of energy to accomplish the desired reswit. But from the standpcint of
the historian locoking over the long-range developments, these little
details have no real weight,

I kxnow vhy the urions want it done their way. It would be evi-
dence of their nev-found, political prestige resulting frem the part they
played in the last eiection. It is a tcken that has value %o them. 2ut
the symbol is not sc important as the substance.

QUESTION: Vhat machinery in Governmert during wartime, or what
powers, would you suggest Lo resolve labor-maragement disputes when free
collective bargaining breaks down?

¥R, LEVENSTEIV: On the basis of what we kncw 5o iar in the area
T labor-managemenrt problems, I see no alternative other than the use of
he xind of machinery we had in the last war--a government body., I trirk,
that we cught to zive more study o the nature of the operation of

t & body.
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fihen voluntary collective bargairing breaks down, there are two
alternatives that are opened up to the partiss: One, to Fizht it out in
the economic arena, using whatever econonic pressures vossible to heat
the cther to his knees. That is one alternstive. In a war ecoromy, we
canrnot allow that to happen, because wilile one side is beating the obther
to his knees the Hation, as a whole, might find itself weakened,
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There is & second aiternative: Take issue avay from the
parties and give it to some other authority ior decision, That can be
done in either of two ways: You can have it dene by voluntary srbiira-




zior, the wwo parties agreeing on the arbitrateor; or vou can have it done
wy compudsory arbitration, which is what we did in the last war. The Var
sabor Board nad compulsory arbitration powers, Industry and labor didnt't
iike it because it meant ithat they surrendered the power of decision.

jut under the circumstances of a war, I see no dther pessible method of
resolving the conflict,

QUESTICN: ‘e have reccgnized ccllective bargaining L;tLoqa+1y, I
shink, and we have a Department of Labor of which the duties are to pro-
cect and premote the welfare of the worker. Why, then, is it necessary
chat our government pelicy sheuld continue to be te premoie larger unions
1s opposed to smaller unions?

MR, LEVZMESTEIN: I do not know that it is goverrnrent policy con-
sclously and deliberately to promocte larger unicns as azainst smaller
nes, any more than it 1s deliberate gevernment policy -o promotve large
yusiresses as against small ones. 1 believe that the economic consequences
3f certain government pclicles are to promote large businesses. The eco-
womic consequences of certain other policles tend to Favor small businesses.

From the standpoint of the ecoromist, however, the ret effect
»f these conflicting policies is to leave a balance which apparently does
faver the bigger enterprise. Why? Rscause ¢f the very nature of cur
xconomy. We are iiving in a day and zge when techrology requires a merg-
ing of individuals ard greoups into large entities, You need a big ernter-
orise in order to get anything big done. That's why 3ou have Lig business.

Now if you are going to have big business, you are going to have
>ig unions. A big employer like General lMotors, for instance, with hun-
Ireds of thousands of workers, will have a union with hundreds of thousands
f mermbers. And in an sconemy where wage decisions fall into a general
>attern for the wnole industry, the workers are going tc centralize their
sargaining through a large, closely knit organization,

You see, these are consegquences that flow rnot fron legislaticn but
“rom the economic favtors in the scene. The ¥ind of economic vorld in
vhich we live is one of bigness, with vast interdependent enterprises in
yperation., The resuli is vast interdependent wnions.

QUESTION: T seem to get the impression from your remarks sbout
she Taft-Hartley law that you feel it is an effort 1o brsak down collec-
‘ive bargaining; that there is a trend in that direction,

if I am correcl in my assumption, would you expand your sorrent,
2lease?

R, LEVENSTEIN: I do not believe that the authcrs of the Taft-
lartley Act had any idea that they could eliminzte collcclive bargaining.
fheir stated objective was to bring about a new btalance in the zollective
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bargaining relationship, and that new bslance vas to ve offected by whit
tiing down the present position of the unions. The idea was Lo cut the
unions down to size.

Yow the remarks I made before wore aimed in this direction. 1
was trying to point ouat that the provisions of the Taft-lHartley act,
while they had that chjective, were aimed at a situation that is long
past in Amecrican labor history. The effect of the legislation would hav
been to reduce the efficicncy with which a wnion cowld carry on an orgen-
ization drive. vt our lzbor unions today are boyond the organization
period,

Ir. this envirorment, the figure of speech that cones to my mird
is that of plannirg a Maginot Line as a2 defonse zgainst war in 19L9.
Suck a defense 1is obsolete because it no longer reflects the ob Jbrt1f9
corditicns The Taft-Hartley Act aimed at cornditions that prevailed in
American 1abor history in the thirtics, but it could hardly afiect sub-
startially the conditicns of the forties. In the thirties you hzd an
organizing labor movement; in the forties you have an orgarnized labor
movement.

nope that that makes the distinctiorn clear.

QUESTION: There is just ore cther question on that. hen
that is true, why is there such forceful owrositicn to it from th: stara-

peint of lzbor?

MR. LEVENSTEIN: T think I indicated re that the trade-uniorn

Do
movement has cxaggerated in its ovm mind the po

Ss:ble impact of the law,
I can see why that happened. The enactment of the law injured lsbor's
prestlge and dignity. That effczet was immediately Tolt. It resilied in
ne law did contain

greater resistance by employer to union demands. 7T
provisions that were harassing and annoying; that rrescated obstacies and
difficulties in the immediate path ¢f the unions. For instance, the
unicns nad been developing & system of welfare funds. The Taft-Hartley
Act placed certain restrictions on that tyre of collzective bargalnlng
demand. Ir the past a union was free to sat up 2 fund, completely under
its control, and require the emvloyer, through COLI"CUI“O bargsining, To
contribute to it for the welfare of the members. ﬁdbr the Taft-Horticy
Act such funds would have te be seb up under the dual contrel of manage--
rent and labor, with az joint trusteeship in charge f the fund.

ne

%ell, T can see why the unions would feel they had lest nfiucnce
But for practical purposes, taking the 1ong range view, what difference
does 1t make? Actually, in practice, whot has i s

aven where you had joirt admirnistration--the emrlcyer had to Lleave the
responsibility for administering the fund in the hands of the unlion.
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No, I think the outcry was cxaggerated. It was imporvant in
serms of prestige, of dignity; but in terms of substantlive, pormanent
jamage, in the sense of destroying unicns, labor still had a future,

QUESTION: It occurs to me there was another point in connec-
sion with the protlem of zbolishing the closed shop and that was to give
ari individual the opportunity to get = Job without first having to join
3 union and pay an initiation fee.

Would you consider that the trend is goirng to be to require
svery ran, beforc ha can even get a job, to join a union first?
y ’ g Job, J

MR, LEVENSTEIN: You are asking me¢ to speculate, and I am geing
Lo speculate now for your bonefit, but T am doing it withoud pessession
>f all the facts.

- I'don't know what will harpparn to the closcd shop. Legislatively,
[ believe it will be restered with the repeal of the Taft-Hartliey Act.
3ut T am not guite sure in my ovm mind 25 to whaethcer or not laber will
persist i its demand for the closed shop. Threoughout Turcre, labor
novements have developed and grown quite powerful without ever reiying on
the closed shop. I belisve that in the United Staotes, =ftor tiiis brief
sxperience with the Taft-Hartley Act-~I am still speculzting--the trade
snions themselves may fsel that the closed shop is not worth-vwhile as an
issue in collsctive bargaining.

Joehn L. Lewis, for instance, is now involved in a fight on the
union shop, which means that arybody who gocs te work hzs te joln the
wion after a certain period. Under thz closed shop, @2 you kLOu, you
nave to be a mamber of the union before you can go to werk in the plant.
WJell, John L. Lewis has been denanding the union shop.

Then you stop to think about it--I say that in the abseornce of
Mr. Lewis from the restrum because I know I would be thundered down if
he were present~-when you have 98 percent of the members in the union
anyway, isn't it silly to ralse a fuss about the remaining two percent?
Why, the social pressure of the 98 percent is cnough to bring in the
remaining two pcrecent in a fairly short perioed of time.

No, I think that issue may wltimately disappear in future ccllee-
tive-bargaining ncgotiations. It has acquired an artificial imvortance
oy virtue of the Taft-Hartley Act. It is not fundazmental. The powerful
British Ilabour movoment which finally succeeded in taking over His Maj-
e8ty's Government, grew up without using the clesed-shep device, In the
Scandinavian countrics whore trade unions are pewerful cncugh ts play a
direct and important role in governmert they have not had to roly on the
zlosed shop.
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It is a good device in an orgarizing period. 3ut once the bulk
of your workers nave been organized, the social pressure in the plant is
enough to get the few who are not members to join up.

T don't thirk you will find that an imcortant issue ir the icng-
rur. future.

QUESTION: Mr. Levenstein, in connectien with what you Jjust said,
vou gave us a figure of 15 million now in organized labor and Indicated
that the organizing drive is over., I understand thnat there are some
60 million people in the labor movement. That would leave out a rather
large segment,

¥R, LEVENSTEIN: Don't use that 60-million figure. That includes
yeur agricultural and farm workers, those who would not ordinarily come
vwithir the province of the unions. When I speak of 15 milliion who are
organized in the trade-union movement, L may be deing an injustice to
those who are still unorganized. But cnce you have a base of 1§ mitlion,
you have such a vowerful percentage of the eligible working populaticn
that you just can't be considered an unorganized group. Just think of
15 miillion pecple in organized labor! They are already such a soliid base
of coperations i the American economy that it is Just a matter of time
before they spread out and include larger sand larger urbers,

For all practical puarposes, we must consider the United States
organized now on the basis ¢f this army of 15 million people alreaqy oar-
ticipating in the collective-bargaining process., Bringing in the rest is
just a matter of time. It is a question of their getting their organizer
there. True, there will be resistance here ard there, but we would be
doing an injustice io our cwn wderstanding of the future if we still had
any doubts as to the permanency of organized lapor in America. '

QUESTION: You menticrned, sir, the fact that within the laior
unions themselves there is still a great deal of individusl actions
thipk tnis was evidenced dwring the war as, for example, the coal strike
we had in which the United kiine Workers violated their anti-strike pledge.

Do you feel that this situvation cails for tighter controls in a
fubure war to insure that such individual action will not imperil our war
effort?

MR. LEVENSTEIN: I wowld, of course, have to see what the speciric
tighter controls are before I could give any evaluation of them.

But in terms of the experience we had in the last war, the low
percentage of strikes is really a great tribute to the American people as
a whole because, remerber, the incidence of strikes ie atffected by at
least three factors. The first factor is the reaction of labor. The
second facter is the reaction of management. The third ore is the reac-
tiorr of the publiic.




Strikes are occasicred when zither of the first two takes an
zdamant stand. Even when *that occurs, a strike may not takxe place because
3T the pressure of public opinion. All three parties had a very pood sta-
tistical record in the last war.

Sirce ycur gquestion revelves arcund the different individualistic
characteristics that you find within the trade-union movement, I think it
s important tc indicate that any given dispute has to be examinad for at
least four facters. A1l of them are individual, different, peculiar to
the specific union.

irst of all, you woul 0 now -he e i ressure

F f all, you would want to know the economic p ure that
is in operation--the economic pressure on the indivicdual members of the
mion, a pressure which transmits itself to the leaders of the wnion.

Second, in handling the situztion you would have to know the past
sargaining history of the specific unicn and the specific employer. Your
solution will depend on the kind. of relations thewv had in the past; the
degree of violence that has cccurred in previous disputes; any special
technological facts that relate %o the specific rartiss; and tie atiitudes
they have displayed toward =zach other in the past.

The third thing you will want to look at is tiae oparticular bLype of
leadership in the union., The leaders are, in many cases, just & raflection
°f the ranik and file, drawn to a larger scale. A moment ago reference was
nade to John L. Lewis, It is a signilicant thing that everywhere in the
world organized mirers dispiay the same characteristics as the Urited line
orkers of America, They produce the same type of leadership. The fact
thzt the individual worker is exposing himself dzy afiter day o the
nazards of the ceal mine makes him a more reckless individualist, and he
711l produce a reckless kind of leader. The union lcader refliects his
rank and filie,

In the aute workers, vou will find %hs same thing. There you get
young workers, many of them migrants who came into the industrialized sec-
tion of Detroit during the depression period. Many of tnem cams from the
Scuth and from the fidwest, all of them coming togeiher lookirg for new
Jobs vecause of the economic pressure. They are voung. They are a sort
of pioneering group. They are a polyglot group. They have a psychclogy
> "We're on the make!™ Iszntt that a picture of Vlalter leuther? You get
shat kind of a l=ader.

You take the garment verkers, both the AFL International Ladies
rarnent Workers Union and the CIC Amaligamated Clothing VWorkers. Both of
them reflect a nmembership that was largely constituted of immigrants te
"his country. They came with the desire to make az new adjistment 4o a
iew world. That kind of union will have different characteristics from
these that you find in other industries. You get the eager, bockish
sype, like Dubinsky or Hillman, as a reflection of the rark and i
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Then, in addition, there is another factor youn have s
any given situatiorn--the power status of the particular parties to the
dlspute, thelr importarce to the eccromy; and their relative ¢
led to the voint of strike.

You have to take into account all of tho ¥Ou
a given situwation, We have srpoken ol John L. Lewis and the United I
Workers. 'That union is really sul generis in American lubor history. T
stands at the crossroads of our major industries. Tt is willlfuil with th
williwlness of men who do dazngercus work. It has a history cf tough bar

gaining.
fiow should =z specific Sit on be handled? 4Again I say there 1
no sclution~--no automatic soluti ﬁHaL ¥ou have 0 4o Iin a given cmer

gency 1s to keep avallable the machlnerv that inquires inte these factor
I have just been enumerating. It may be voluntary arbitration or media-
tion that is made available in peacciime., Or it may be Government

machinery that is set up beforehand in wartime.

Vhat kind of penalties you impose whan a declision is {louted 1is
the most difficult question of al} to answer bocause you arc not corcern
with the enforcement of authority, but with getting oroductiorn, In the
case of a mine strike, your primary ohjective is coal--net the maintenaru
of dignity in Government Your courts can give vou contempt cof court
orders, but what you went is cozl, That is why, in any such situntion,
vou have to take into zecount all of the social factors and
not to apply a solution but Lo make zn adjustment.

Ul

QUESTICH: Would the long-term trend of labor- ~unionism be cornsid-

ered the =same in America as it has proved to be in Zngland?

MR. LEVENSTEIN: I don't think vou can draw zny automatic paralle
I believe that, on the b351s of what we have seen so far of American
labor's bePav1or there will be a duplication cf certain festures ¢f the
British development.

T indicated earliier ithat American labor started ovt by rejecting
the idea of government particivation in +ha Cﬁllectiveébargaining setup.
This was true up until the thirties. American labor was rore individual-
istic than British labor. @when the t‘1“u1‘s rolled zround labor began ic
look %o Gevernment. How the effect of looking to Tovernment is thot you
are ultimately led to the conclusion, "I Government nakes the basic
decisicns that affect my welfare, thnen I want to be in a position Lo con-
trol the Goverrment and its decisions,!

That development occurred fzirly szrly in British histor
come late in the United States. But I do velieve it will be dupk
Lsbor's activity in the last election was additional ovi v
think labor is going to particivate ror <) and more in pclitibs and ulti-
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nately will follow the British pattorrn of setting up a labor party. But,
nere, I speak as the scciclogist who projects the future or the basis of
#hat he has been able to obscrve sc far.

QUESTION: Would you care to comment on the deveclcpments that put
the labor unions in the position of laber contracters rather than bargoin-
ing agents? 1 am thinking of some of the practices of the stevedores ocut
on the west coast, and some of the Amalgamated Clothing Workers.

MR. LEVENSTEIN: The develcpment to which you refer is one that
results from a given set of conditions within & particular industry. I
do not believe that that is ever gecing to be the dominaat trend throughout
the whole country.

Unions very often become the funnel through which 2ll hiring is
done. That has been true wherever you have had irregular cmployment. In
a highly seasonal type of industry you will pget 2 develoumernt dirn the
direction of the union sesking control bhecause 1t wants its members to be
the first to be rehired. That is, being replaced, hewever, by the develop-
ment of the seniority institution, which controls layoff and rehiring.

In some industries, where the workers are essentially o floating
population, the only kind of control that the union can exercise is through
the hiring hall, That is why in the shipping industry there has been such
insistence on it. The impetus for the hiring hall is geonerated vhercver
you have a surplus of laber., It is & particularly critical issuc now in
shipping because &5 2 result of the expansion of the merchant marine during
the war there are a lot of scamen and water-front vorkers who face ultimate
unenployment. The union is sreatly concerned about keeping competition for
Jobs at a minimum, If thore is a heavy surplus of unomployed, the incvi-
tzble sconcmic effect is that you get decliining vages.

S¢ the union, you see, has an interest in the 2iring-hall process
and therciore gets into what you c2ll the centracting of lobor, I do rot
believe that that will bocome general. I thirk it is tyvical only of
those situations where you get the kind of ccoromic conditiorns I have just
described,

COLONEL BiGGS: Mr. Levenstein, You have done so fine a job of
increasing our understznding of labor that T am sure you arce due for some
real applause this time,

Thank you very much.

MR. LEVENSTEIN: Thark you,

(25 February 1549--150)5/kb.



