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LABCR-MNAVWAGEMENT RELATIONS

18 February 1949

HAJOR McLAY: General Vanaman, gentlemen, good morning. Good lador
:lations must be & standard practice in normal times if we are to have
111 utilization of our manpower in & wartime industry. To heln us under-
:and the methods and techniques of gnod lahor relations, we have acked
1e Director of Personnel for the ¥ational Broadcasting Company %o be our
>eaker this morning, and for a2 specific reacon. Mr. de la Ossa has nzd
kperience with many types of unions and in several types of businesses.

3 has had more experience in these fields than anyone elge I can think
bout. With R. H. Macy and Company, he had experience in zll of the per-
onnel departments, with all of the different trades, all of the different
ersonalities, and all of the psychological factors involved. ¥With The
ational Breadcasting Company, he deals with such technical unions as the
Lectricians union, he deals with theatrical unions, he deals with office
orkers unions, with censtructions workers unions--more kinds than I can

hink about.

Cur speaker having had sll this experience, we have saeved kim for
he final phase of this course much in the same sense as we would clip
oupons upon the investment of all the hard work we hsve put in during
he preceding weeks,

Hr. de la Ossa is going to make his remarks relatively short—-
bout 30 minutes—-because much of his meterial is provocztive and, I
mow, we are going to have many questions,

Without further hesitztion and delay, I will introduce to you Mr.
.¢ la Ossa of the National Broadcasting Company. .

iR, D3 LA 0S5A: Thank you, Major, and good morning General Varaman
ind gentlemen. It is nice to be with you.

I don't 4now how provocative these remarks are going to be. 4s 2
iatter of fact, I received 2 communication from General Vansman in which
- was given my orders as to scope:; and when I get orders from & gencral,
28 a good civilian, I take my orders pretty literally. So I didn't want
to miss anything. At the conclusion of the "talk-read" period I hope
you will ask guestions which are provocative and to which I, in turn,
can give you some responses based on some of the experience which Major
dclay has so generously attributed to me.

I do deal with 2 good many types of unions, but I don't know that
[ am ar expert. OSometimes I doubt it very much when I sit opposite Hr.
James Jacsar Petrillo or just lir. Business Agent from Few York ond he
proceeds to tell me what his philosophy is and his idea of what labor
relations at the moment are and should be.. :
1
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Another thing is that I am a little on the spot because, with
ita usual efficiency, the Industrial College asked me in about the mid-
dle of September to make this talk. I was sure then that Mr. Dewey
would be calling the shots and that the Taft-Hartley law would be e well
established doctrine of labor rslations.

Further, it occurs to me, from course literature and other pointe
that I have learned in talking to Major Mclay and others connected with
the courses you are taking, that your primary interest is probably in
turning out.production and in productivity.

I think that, if I give you a history, if you will, of labor rela.
tions beginning beck 1n early times, maybe we will get a perspective that
will bring us up to date in having our discussion later on this morning.

Labor-management relations today are a product .of evolutiosn in the
comparative status of worker and employer. Three main forces have shapsc
the direction and progrese of those relations. They are the law, as ex-
pressed in statutes and by court declsion; voluntary bilateral agreement
and concession through bargaining; and, probably most important of all,
the relative growth of the worker's pclitical powsr and ths relative
decrease of that of the employer.

Courts and legislatures follow the election returns. Sulfrage
extension has been a more powerful force in promoting labor relstions
and labor freedom than has revolution in many othér countries.

I will be honest., I did some reésearch, which I had not done for
a long time. I was interested to find that the history of English labor
relations provides a great deal of Insight into our status today. As
you know, the industrial revcolution came a great deal earlier in Zngland
than it did here. Our employers dorrowed a gocod many of the practices,
the techniques, and the methods of the English emplbvers I found, too,
that Engllsh statutory and legal precedents were used by’Amerlcan Jurists
in a graat many rulings and opinions, '

I found that the Ordinance and Statute of Laborers in 1350 in
England made it a criminal offense to 'demand or take wages higher than
those fixed by law. There were only minor modifications of this in the
next 200 years. ‘

Any other concerted labor action ran into the law of consplracy,
an important precedent for many of our early American decisions. Con-
Spiracy decislons made acts, while legael for an individual, criminally
and ¢ivilly illegal when committed by groups of workers.. In 1548 this
conspiracy doctrine was formalized by Parliament. It forbade all workers
to "conspire,  covenant, promise or make any cath’ that would bwnu them
48 to the amount of work to be done or as to the waze ra;e, or to refuse
to work on products others had begun.
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As I interpret them, these provisions were the firét stetutory
‘u8 on featherbedding and the secondary boycott.

As late as 1800 the Combinationsg Acts of those vears made illegsl
1y joint effort to raise wages, to change nours of work, to decreasoc
e quantity of worik done., or to induce others to join in a dispute.
re you see added to the featherbedding and secondary boycott bens a
m on coercion or on picketing, peaceful or otherwisc. '

In 1824 ceme Englend's first prolabor act. It was the beginning
their modern labor relations, Under that zct, workers could combinc
) reise wages ond to shorten hours. They could control the amount of
ork, they could induce others to quit wowrk, and they could pescefully
icket. FKowever, within 2 year, becruse of abuses in the form of strilae
ad other things that happened, the act wss modified by amendnents.

In spite of these amendments, the chicf blows to the lobor union
sverient were received from the courts. The most importrnt was the sction
or conspiracy in restresint of trede. It wss empleyed very frecly. Thore
s case after case ir which this action was used against practically any
orker concerted action, any group actiorn, and it was used to sustein
ivil and criminal demage suits against unions.

Between 1871 and 1876 there was = grezt deal of Inglish labor lez-
slation, and I think that here, too, there is instruetive mgterial. I
aw many of the problems that the United States has attempted %o solve by
egislation over the lest 20 years. The doctrine thet concerted labor
ction was criminal conspiracy or ¢onspiracy in restraint of trade was
ullified. Unions were recognized as lawful bodies. What was legal for
n individual to do was legal for labor groups to do. DLimited picketing
as permitted, but mass picketinz was illegal if it approachel coercion.
iolence, intimidation, hindrance of other workers goirz to plantus, and
olestation of people at home were all forbidden. Freedom of speech and
he use of all peaceful metheds of collective bargaining were legalized.
ut eivil and criminal penalties could be inveked if therz was a strike
hich resulted in the cutting off the gas or the water supply.

Again, 1 think you find here nmany cof the provisions later found
n the Wagner Act and in our Taft-Hartley Act.

In 1906 labor came to the fore again, and we find the new Indus—
rial Disputes Act put on the books at that time. T belizve this cones
he closest te a Wagner Act for Englend; meny basic labor-menagement.-
elationship principles were sct down and still remain. ‘Jnions, here,
ould not be aued for dameges which arese out of strikes or concerded
:ction, whereas the same action by an individual was legal. Sympathetic
‘trikes were permitted. Picketing, even in mass, was lswful where no
iclence was involved. ' : '
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This labor code was amended, chiefly in 1926, as a result of the

general strike, about which I believe a gﬁod many of you vrobably read
or heard in your study of labor rclations

There has notjbeeﬁ eny major labor legislation irn Bnglend since
that time, but I believe, as we turn into our own American lahor-narnage-
ment relationships and lauo, we find that a2lmost all of our controls nave
English precedents.

I thought I could make the some kind of a detailed analysis of ou
American lahor-management relationships es they relote to lew. I found
that this, for me anyway, not being a lawyer, was z practicel impossibili
Conflicting state and Federal jurisdictions, both as to court decisions
and as to statutory law, sre so sharp and in se¢ many different sreas that
I just could not do it. UWhat I hope I can do in a few brief monments is t
go over with you the development of our labor-management relations by
touching on the chief turning points in these relations as they srev.

We find, in our own situation, that two mein doctrines shaped our
course in the early part of our labor-management days. These were the
0ld English doctrines of conspirscy and restraint of trade.

The basic public policy--and it is repeated again and again in the
conspiracy doctrine—-was that a number of persons acting in concert cxert
2 power for wrongful zcts not poss=ssed by constituent individuals as
individuals. The restraint-of-trade doctrine was clesely interrclated
with that of conspiracy. It was these two doctrincs, adoptad from the
English, which controlled United States l=bor- munagemont relations for
nearly a century.

Abalr, I am not a lewver, but tris cesc interested ms. I found
that there was an American case in Philadelphia in 1806 crlled the Cord-
wainers case. - The decision read something like this: A combination of

workmen to raise their wages may be considered from a twofold point of
view; one is to benefit themselves, the other te injure those who de not
Join their society. The rule of law condemns both. That theme ran throu
court decisions for 2 lonz time.

It wes not until thé last dzecade ¢f the ninetcenth century, the
1890"s, that labor's growing political powcr--ond it was chiefly volitice
Power--was sufficiert to induce state legisletures affirnmatively to Zusr-
antee the right to orzanize with freedom from interference, resiraint, or
coercion. In the 1890's eight states passed such statutes.

The first affirmative Fedoral step in this same dircction was the
Erdmen Act of 1898, which covered interstete railway workers.

As in the casc of England, at least from the viewpoint of the
unions, the chief problems encountersd were court dccisions. The bases
of these decisions still were conspiracy and restraint of trade, but 2
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W one came into pley--this was freedom of contract, from the cauployer's
vint of view. These decisions held that the employcr had the cons,i?uu
.onel right to require workers to sign sntiunion contracis. Thosc of you
10 are familiar with them know that these recsll the "ycllowmdcg" con-
‘acts, which made it a condition of employment, ecither orel or written,

5 promise not to join & union. Later decisions held that thess were on-—
itled to injunctive protection. As a result, urnion organizing activity
15 practically killed off in plants which had #yellow-dogs" contracts.

It was not until 1932 that the ¥orris-LeFuardia Anti-Irnjunction
=t finally outlawed this contract and injunction in interstatc comnercc.

Trom 1932 until this present day the political power of lator has
retty consistently been tipping the scales in favor. of labor's side, at
east so far as the statutory equation is concerned. Even the Taft—HartT
ey Act, as we are seeing today, seems %o have been only & temporary aettack
o labor's political gains. It is this period since the eerly thirties
hat I tkink, more than any other, can'be‘called the era of labecr-manage—
ent relatiocns by legislation. h

The Fational Industrial Recovery Act and its successor, bhe Wagner
ct, affirmatively sanctioned worker self-orgenization and bargaining
hrough their own representatives free from coercion, discriminatiocn, or
ntimidation.

The Feir Labor Standerds Act set maxirmum straight-time hours and
1inimum straight-time wages.

The Waish«Healey Act prectically made prevailing union wages in
v particular area the mininmum wage. '

The Federasl Social Security Acts provide for old-age rensions and
1 nationwide system of unemployment insurance.

As I said, going against this trend to a degree was the Jaft-
Jartley Act. It was aimed at eliminating, I feel, some of the “abuses, !
as they are called, but certainly at solving scme of the problems which
nad occurred under the Wagner Act. '

liow I think the pendulum is swinging back. The swing is narrowed;
there seems to be & smaller arc to cover; but it is swinging batk none-
theless. -

Labor-management relztions, irn my opinion at least, have bcen.
determined to too great an extent dy law., This fact, to date, has funda-
mentally conditioned tne approsch of a good many labor leoaders to the
whole problem and, to & lesser degree but still to a degree, that of the
employer. I think all of you now the reputation theot LA hes hed recently
in its labor-legislation campaigns. '
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For the last 50 years a maJor part of union act1v1ty and & mauor

' part of union funds have been funneled intc some form of political =action

I think that effort has produced results which, -in the eyes of the lador
-Ieéders, indicate that more money ought to be poured in that direction.

I have asked this question a2nd had it asked of me: - ¥ill this
- reliance on political power and this changing of law and its resulis be
the controlling influence in labor-manegenent relations? I feel it is
'going to be a powerful influence but that, in spite of the law, it in
“itsélf cannot bring successful relationships.

I can only guess what the new law will be. I have no real idea
what it will be. I don't think it will be the. Administration »ill, but
I can only guess as to what it will be.

I think that there is undoubtedly a need for law; we must have
law. 3ig business and labor--which certainly has become big business to
a very marked degree--need ground rules. They need general rules of
conduct.

Any successful act that is passed should contaln, in the\ouollc
interest, protection of free speech--and literally free speech--for all
parties to any industrial dispute. There should be protections againss

- work stoppages, particularly in Jurisdictional strikes and in the cese

of secondary boycotts. There should be nc provision cuaranleeing super-
visors the right to bargain as employees. I think that featherbedding
is undoubtedly a wasteful and uneconomic procedure snd should be pro-
hivited. I feel, in the public interest, that there must be a provision
which will prewvent the "neticnal-emergency" type of strike. With these
rules~-I have not named very many--and a few more, managemenu and lasor
can and should be able to live together.

So far as the law is concerned, there are a couple of points that
I try not to forget and that I don't think can be forgotien: Yo matter
what its status, 211 that thé law can do is to tell labor and managenent
what they must do and what they must not do. It can have only a limited
influence on what may further be done and how it will be done. It is
this "may" and "how" area that gives lzbor-msnagement relations =z chance

- and ' an opportunity to develop and to mzke Drogress.

Good labor-management reletions have resulted from and will con—
tinue to result from improvement irn true industricl relations, both
between union and employer, and even more so from improverent in the
very basic and fundamental employec relations, those betweon individusl
employees and the employer. ' o :

Now, ‘a5 I summed up znd looked at & large mass of notes, it scched
to me that labor-managemcnt relations have gone through three phascs.
The first may be called that of mutual ataganisn, teking just as big
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wings as we can at each other; the second, that of mutual teclerance~-we
ave to fight but we have to live, so we will get along together: and the
nird, a degree shead of thot, is limited cooperation. I like to feel'*v'“
hat we are in it now in spite of #11 of the harangues on the "Hill, "™ =

To some extent law is responsible for this sequence, btut in the
ain. I believe it came from a mutual recognition of the parties that taey
.0 have to live together if both parties are going to continue to exist,

This progress in the cooperative stages is still tentative, and
t is rot going very fast. Iut during the war at least, when there was
v common goal and objective, a high degree of cooperation was reached,
yrincivally in the all-important area of production. There ves decided
:vidence of this even im my own nondirect-production field and, I am sure,
in many cther fields.  When unions and management had to get together %o
lecide how much to turn out and how quickly to do it, they did it in a
surprisingly large number of instances. It still exists in a few indus-
tries. The International Ladies Garment Workers Union ir Tew Yerk City
actually has a staff of »roduction engineers which advises manzgements
aot meeting their production schedules as to how they can keep production
ap. But its full realization is still in the distant future.

Progress between lahor and managerment in this area and in others
is limited by an almost irremovabdble difficulty. It is .the function of
all the managements that I know--and they feel it--to manage, aud the
good union leaders have the very definite concept that iv is thelr pri-
mary function to represent the workers. And vhere you find these, you
find an 2lmoet irreconciliable clash. VFevertheless, progress has been
made.

For example, all of the laws, ircludirg Taft-Hartley and Wagner,
have directed only that an employer =must bargain in. good .faith with the
freely elected representatives of his employees. There is nothing at
2ll in the law, apart from gocd-faith bargaining, which forces aim to
agree to anything. He does not have to zgree to anything., Yet almost
18 million workers are covered by collective-bargaining agrceements. In
a great many instances, it is true, these were the result of economnic
force of the unions, either threatened or actually used. The fact is,
however, that of the tens of thousands of contracts negotiated each year,
only a very minor fraction was the direct result of force; the @ajority
was concluded through a orocess of mutusl compromise.. L

More skilled, béttér informed, and less intemperste negotigtors
on both sides have contributed to this result. - o

The thing that must be realized in all labor-manzgement relations,
in spite of ground rules, in spite of the laws, and in spite of the phi-
losophies and theories that many.people heve sbout the process of col- -
lective bargasining, is that it takes place between men, between individuals.
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I found, and so did all who hnve sat around tables and not just stood
behind lecterns, that knowledge at the bargaining table abhout the indi-
vidual, about the politics cf his union, and about his strengths and
weaknesses is worth a great deal more, in getting a problem solwved, than
any law., Union leaders are faced with countless demands from a very do~
mandlng membership.

I believe that all of you know what the collective-bargaining pro
cess is, but, going back to my orders from the General, I wernt to some
pretty good texts and I thought, to point up why the relationships betwe
men are of such importance, it might be helpful to go over the definitior
of collective bargaining as it is commonly accepted.

In the ficld of labor relations today, "collective bargairning"
and Megotiation” have become practically synonymous. "Collective bar-
gaining® is thought of as the process through whick representatives of
the workers meet with the employer or representatives of the employer
to consider and determine wages, hours, and other conditions of cmploy-
ment. The main elements of this process are reciprocal demands, joint
diseussion, concession or compromise, and agreement., Theorefically--and
it is theoretical in many cases——1t assumes equality of bargaining power
without coercion. All through that runs the idea of playing poker with
ancther person. If you can go through reciprocal demands, joint discus-
sion, concession or compromise, and agreement, you will come out with a
contract. ;

There is enother phase of labor-management relations touching a
little more on the formal mecchanics of the operation. In most union con-
tracts today, you will find, in addition to provisions on wages and hours
clauses on mediation and erbitration, clauscs covering any misunderstand-
ing or dispute which might come up under the torms of the contrzct. 1
went to some professors to get my informatien, and I wes told that ‘medi-
ation™ applies when the effort to adjust the dispute is through the In-
tervention of a third party or parties. Mediation does not invoive a
final settlement of the dispute which is binding on the parties. It is
essentially a method of free discussion aimed 2t clarifying positions anc
leading, if possiblc, to voluntary agreement. Again, through that, I
think, runs the idea of men getting together and resolving problens.

Now, "arbitration,® I was told by another professor, is much
broader and much more formal than the process of nmediation--or, as it is
sometines called, conciliation. (Thure is o technical diffcrence between
those two terms, but I don't think it is important ehough to stress.) I
am told that arbitration involves twe elements. You submit the dispute
to the adjudication of a third party, and the award which comes out of
that adjudication is final,'binding, and enforceable irn the couris of law
In arbitration, you can submit your disputes either voluntarily or throug
compulsion. UWhen they are submitted voluntarily, I think you find a majo
stride toward this industrizl peace for which a lot of people are looking
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Labor-management committees are another evidence of ccoperation
ad progress. I think it has been proven that when you n2ed eccncmic
obilization, when you do have a common zoal, when it is necessary, and
hen the component parts of labor are convinced that it is, you can get
esults. They still offer a very fruitful field. Here, again, they are
othing more than a formalized mezns, a defined means, of spelling out
abor-management cooperation. Most generally they touck on such matters
s elirination of waste, increase in general efficiency, stadilization
f employment, maintenance of volume of work, improvement in working con-
itions where these are matters not under the grievance procedure, and
imilar items. The method of procedure here, again, is based on discus-
ion and suggestion. There 1s no compulsion, no mandatory force, on
ither side.

Ve are coming into an era today in which almost any matter can be
argained. Utr. Reuther is one of the gentlemen: who is proving it with
he UAW and the automotive industry, and I think ¥r. Lewis has taken a
ong step toward proving it for the United Mine Workers. These matters
‘an be bargained both because the fellows sitting on the other eide of
'he tatle have the strength to do 1%, and elso becavse consistently now
rourt decisions and ¥LR3 decisions, as well zs legislation, are indicat-
ng that practically any condition of employment is a bargainable matter.

This presents new problems, cost problems and ecoromic problems,
nd it has changed the nature of the bargaining process. It is very muchk
wpparent in these fringe demands, as I have said, I think we will find,
-f we see a continuation of the declining cost of living and a continua~
iion of at least the leveling off which has been eviderced in the last
‘ew days and which is being written and talked about a great deal more,
shat bargaining around the table will be much more confined to thcse so-
called fringe issues, welfare issues, ratner than to metters of increases
ln wages.

In spite of all the s¢lf-serving statements made by unior leador-
ship, many employers with well-intentioned and well-thought-out state-
nents have jumped the gun and have initisted welfare programs simply os
2 basis of sound employee relations.

It is in this labor-management relations field I talk about gen-
earalization at this point, now I think we can see very remerkable strides
toward industrial peace and industrial good will; I think there may be a
lot of progress in the future.

Managements have found that the real basis of living wiin their
employees stems from the mutuel recognition that they are human beings,
that they have status as human beings.

Industrial relatioﬁs, those that I am supposed to be tallting adout
primarily today, labor-management relations, are the kind of things that
happen from time to time, like the annual Army-Tavy gzame, or events that
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come up once in a while. But enployer-employee relations, thes# ba81
relations,_are the kind'of tllngs that happen daily and haooen Po era\’

If the unlon is dolng what it is suppesed to do, that is,' mir-
roring the - attitudes and reactions of the workers, union tactics and
strategy should be—-I an nct naive about it; they won't always be--the
component of the react1ons of the 1nc1v1dual emplovees.

However if the employees feel thet they are no more tharn rnumbers,
the proverbial $imecard number, juggled zround e&s faceless and impersonal
units by management, the accumulated total, the pile up of irritations
and negative reactions, can soon express itself in the kind of explosion
that you find around. 2 bargaining table vhen you are fazced with unsnswer—
able and ungrantable demands.

In inProving the status of this prime field of labor-aanageasnt
relatlons, I thirk it is still essential to find out what the employee -
wants and just how far menagement, in the face of its operations and
responsibility to the public, c¢an go to meet these wants.

It is not new, I am sure, for those of you who hove heard similar
talks before, thet wages are not really the worker's first desire. They
ere an important one, certainly, and they sre —ery closely wrapped-up
with 21l of his wants. 3But primarily he wants security, and security is
2 muéh broader term than Just wages. It covers the tenure of employment,
the steadiness of employment, protection agninst illness znd accidents,
and financizl provision for old age. I think in all of these we sce &
reason for the union push c¢n these welfore plans and on these bencfits.

By the middle of 1948 rmore then three million workers were cov—
ered by mansgement~financed or by enployer-employee contributory plans
for health, welfare, ond retirement benefits. If our Government, as 13
seens to be trying to do in some ways, legislates complete "birth-to-
death" security, of coursec the role of nanagenent in these worker Tone-
fits and the role of the union %o a certain extent—-they arc playing botu
ends--will be of less importance.

The annuel wege is another factor which is still an impossibility
for a great neny indusirias bCCﬁuse of their production schedules, but
those who have output stnbility can assure zn annueal wage and are trying
to do it. I think product resegrcb and better outgut planning offer
future possibilities for mansgencnts wplcb are anxious to solve this prob-
len of o lasting lebor poazce.. '

Closely behind the security desire therc are other vorker wiskes
or vants which can be satisfied by the eriployer in promoting more health-
ful relationships with employees. In this field, almost as important as
security, are such tangibles and intangibles as good physical working
conditions, prompt and fair adjustment of grievances, effective and human

10
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upervision, recognition for effort, the chence for self-expression, in-
ormation about the job in relation to the whole operation of the company,
nd information about the company in its relation to the community and

n relation to the industry as a whole. ‘

I don't think s2ny more important contribution can be madec to labor-
anagement relations than continuous advance in this ficld of employceo
elations. Sound employec relations arc always, and have to be. a contin-
ous management responsibility that it must conscientiously discharge in
:o0d times or in bad--ng matier whet the status of labor legislation mey

H=

Yesterday at the NAM I heard a question asked of Mr. Jamos D, Wise
f the Bigelow-Sanford Carpet Company after z long talk he gave. He was
ntroduced as being the president of & company that had been farsighted
ind had the good sense to install a program of sound employer—employec
relationships toward the end of bringing sbout increased productivity,
iabor-management peace, and a number of other things. Somcbody asked him
this question: "You zlready have a union. Why did you put in 211 of
chese benefits, all of these conditions of good worker relations?® He
answered, I thought very soundly, thet "Sound fundamentel employer-cmploy-
ze relationships had nothing to do with unionization, that he wasn't union-
busting, that he wanted a2 fair day's work, that he wanted satisfied cm-
ployees, that he wanted to recognize a public obligation, end, morc impor-
tant than anything else, he wented to %urn out better carpets at lower
prices than enybody else in the busincss could." I thought it was 2 very
sound answer. It shows a point of vigcw. 2ut thc ides of mansgements
buying off unionizetion with 2 good Pension plan or a good insurance plan
is-a lot diffcrent from really deciding on a sound policy, and ZJollowing
through, in cmployer-employec relations.

To sum up, I think lebor-management relations are shaped by three
main forces: (1) the law, (2) bargaining between unions and mansgement,
and (3) menagement relationships with its employees.

S50 far as the Law is concerned, I think it is going to continue
to be influcntisl, and I think it will be a grest influence, but I foel
that its relative importance to the whole field has to declinc. ZXach
side is going to continue irdefinitely, through its trade associations
or its unions, to scek a leganl belance which is in its faver. But the
areas of conflict seem to bo narrowing, You sce that now in the swing
between the Wagner Act and the Taft-Hartley Act. It is going to come out
somevhere in between, prebably morc toward Wogner then Toft-Hertley; I
think we can get legel stebility from this. Concessions whick would have
been unthinkable 20 years ago arc now common featurcs of labor controcts,
Mediation and arbitration nre settling literally thousands of disputes
which could have ended in strikes and work stoppages not oo long ago.

As union leadership matures and as monegement tokes the union for
granted zs & permenent industrizl force, we will move into the phase of
matual, cven if limited, cooperation and out of the phase of more tolerancy.



One thing that is looked for z great decal, which I don't think
we will ever get in-our system of living and in our economlc. system, is
the "graveyard" kind of pesce, I think that when people in the street
talk about labor-management peace, you get 2 picture of everything being
quict and serene, with nobody ever shouting ot anybody else. I don't:
think you will ever find that., I think the nature of the rel&tionship
is much more like thet of the family unit. There are quarrels; sometine
you shout at one another: sometimes you ask for an unfair advantage over
a brother or sister or a husband over a wife: there are temporeary break-
ups, there are name c¢allings, and sometimes, I suppose, cven tests of
strength. In the main, however, the family unit sticks togetkher towerd
the end of living and accomplishing its chief objective. I think that
is nuch more like the kind of labor-management relationship which will
exist in the future. : : . ‘ :

I wouild like to close with this remark, that the most effective
force in labor-management relations has to bte in the condition of a con-
pany'!s dircct relut1onships with 1ts own employees.  To the cxtent that
enployer and employce, cooperating, can promote bdetter humen understand-
ing, more confort and efficiency in working conditions®and surroundings,
more security by better rosearch and planning, less friction through
better-trained and informed supervision, nore ambition through recogni-
tion of ability in fair, sound upgrading and pronotion, more cmployee
participation, and more tean fecling through job and company infermation,
the less need there ahould be for law and economic strife.,

Thank you,

QUESTION: Would you outline what you think the relaticnship be-~
tween management and organized labor should be in time of & tough,
shooting war?

MR. DE LA 0SSA: In time of & tough, sheooting war I think a great
many rights have to be curteiled. I think the relationship of nanage-
ment and labor during 2 tough, shooting war should be cven more strongly
cooperative than it was during the lnst war, I think that under no cir-
cumstances, in industries where production is being turned out for the
nationel war effort, or the shooting-war effort, should work stoeppages
be allowed. I think that all of the so-called moke-work provisions soy-
ing, "You car turn out only so many units per day," should be curtailed.
In other words, I think the end objective--providing thce necessary na-
terials for the fellows who are fighting the shooting wer—--should super-—
sede, during that tine, the rormal prerozatives of nmancgement and labor.
I firmly believe that.

I don't kmow whether I have given you enough definition, but that
is the philosophy anyway. ’

QUESTION: Could you expand on that just a little? Do you think
that under the present relationship of management end organlzed 1Lbor suc
a thing could be achieved? :
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MR. DE LA 0S5A: In a "number" of instences, no. I say thot boezuasc
here are a number of unions and certainly segrments of unions thet dorn't
ave the sane objectives. I an speaking about the group Mr. Pitzele is
robably going to cover with you, the Communist-dominated unions. There
re many others that won't do 1t, but I think generally you will find that,
-hrough the proper kind of management arnd labor council cr committec-—and
. think the need for it has been recognized-—it would be achieved.

QUESTION: You mentioned the political power of labor. o you fcel
‘hat the labor leaders are sble to hardle that power wisely?

MR, DE LA 0S58A: I em just as concerned zbout labor power as L am
ibout some of the power on management's side that isn't handled viisclye
. 2lweys worry when I generalize and szy laber and management, I think,
in most instances, the national labor leaders %oday ere very well equinped
to hondle such power.

I have been concerned recently zbout the power of some national
aniens. T have a poll of the "Factory Magezine" in which 30 nafional
labor leaders answered a questionnazire about basic labor legisiation which
they are now fighting for. They gove snswers which would indicate that
they themselves sre concerned about the Possible abuse of the growing
political power that they have.

QUESTION: Does the industry have sny proeference in appronching
the question of a national strike involving communications?

¥R, DE LA OSSA: I think it would %e our feeling that, in the
event of a threatened national strike, before the strike sctunlly $ock
place, there should be a period, such as the 80-dey periosd that now cxists
urder the Taft-Hartley lew, to obtain csgrecement: snd thon, I think, in
preference to shutting down, that thc operctiong could be taker over by
direction of the President.

I imow that, fundementally, our conception of the commuinications
business has been aimed ir the dircetion of keeping the service zoing at
2ll times ir the public irnterest, perticularly during periods c¢f national
strife.

HAJOR McLAY: Our time is drawinz to a close, iir. de la Ossa. On
behalf of the Commendant arnd the student body, I thank you very much for
a very erlichtening lecture.,

MR. DE LA 0SSA: It has been very nice to be with youw.
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