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LABOR UNION PROBLEMS IN A MOBILIZATION ECONOMY

T October 1955

MR, HILL: General Calhoun, Members of the Class: This is our
second full class meeting on the subject of industrial relations.

We have with us this morning the President of the Machinists' Un-
ion, Mr. A. J. Hayes, who is a senior officer of the American Fed-
eration of Labor. As most of you know, the AFofL is composed of a
number of craft unions, and the heads of the various crafts are a sort
of cabinet to the president of the AFofL,

Mr. Hayes comes to us as a real spokesman for labor. He may
bring a viewpoint which may be controversial to some of you. He will
pull no punches. I have assured him that we will not, either. This
is the time for a full and frank discussion of anything that is on the mind
of anyone here. It really should be called a seminar, at which we will
all give our undivided attention to the problem at hand, and contribute
our ideas.

It is a great pleasure for the faculty and the students of the Col-
lege to have you with us, Mr. Hayes. We are looking forward very
much to having you speak to us. Mr. Hayes.

MR. HAYES: Mr. Hill, General Calhoun, Distinguished Repre-
sentatives of the Military, and Gentlemen: (Laughter) I assure you
I didn't mean that as you interpreted it. On the basis of Mr. Hill's
preliminary remarks I ought to feel very much at home in this gath-
ering, because we in the organized Labor Movement are accustomed
to having people disagree with us occasionally, even within our own
ranks.

However, seriously, it is a pleasure to have this opportunity of
discussing with you how we in the organized Labor Movement can co-
operate most effectively, and I would like to say more effectively than
we have in the past, perhaps, with you of the Armed Services and with
other segments of our national economy in the event of some future
emergency in the effective mobilization of our nation's manpower ,
either to forestall an attack upon our country and our liberties, or to
carry on a hot war, if one should come despite our best efforts to
prevent it.
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As military men, whose lives are dedicated to the defense of
this nation by force of arms, I realize that you must be continually
aware of the problems which will face you and the United States in
the event of war, and constantly alert to the events and the circum-
stances which bear upon the multitude of problems involved in the
recruitment of men, the procurement of arms and materiel, and
their successful combination into an effective machine of defense.

We in the organized Labor Movement realize that; we understand
it. And let me say that in other and more simple times in the past,
the rest of us in the country were usually content to entrust to the
military almost exclusively between wars the interim business of
maintaining the military establishments and planning for their use in
the event of need or emergency. Sometimes, perhaps, the civilian
segment of our country, and sometimes, perhaps, our Government
as well, was not very cooperative with the military in the essential
role of providing the necessary funds for the things the military thought
we ought to have, But that, I think, is one of the prices we paid for
our democratically organized and civilian controlled form of govern-
ment. And while we often paid something for our lack of preparedness
in other ways, I think it was a very small price indeed, when we con-
sider the many benefits which we have reaped from our free society
and compare them with the terrible prices paid by peoples of other
lands who have granted undue power and authority to their military
leadership.

I think things are different today than they were years ago. Within
a relatively short span of years, the preoccupation of our military
establishments have changed very substantially.

The attitude and the interest of the average citizen in the United
States has also changed. In these days of wars and threats of wars,
the American people do have an abiding interest in the state of their
national defense, much more so than in the past. And you of the mil-
itary, who were once the peacetime stepchildren of a growing and
an introverted nation, are now the center of almost continuous atten-
tion by a people whose eyes and ears are alert to once unimportant
events in once unknown corners of the globe.

We of the American Labor Movement share the national concern
of all Americans in the events and the personalities of the world stage
which may shape our futures and determine actually the very question
of our continued existence as a free nation, and we share too the
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national interest in the readiness of our defense establishments,
That is why I appreciate this opportunity to be with you. I hope that
I can show my appreciation by giving you food for serious thought
and meaningful discussion,

If we are to discuss the subject of the role of organized labor in
mobilization with any degree of accuracy, I think we must first deter-
mine just what the term '"organized labor' embraces. Before you,
or before most of you, at least, can understand organized labor's
views, attitudes, and recommendations regarding, for example, con-
tinuity of production in the event of emergency, or wage and price
control and profit control, or the Government's role in the settlement
of disputes and related matters, in order for you to understand our
position with regard to these matters, you must know far more facts
about organized labor than those published in newspapers and mag-
azines.

I say this because I know from my own experience that the opinions
regarding organized labor held by many outside the Labor Movement,
and understandingly, by some in the military establishments, were
gained almost wholly from exaggerated accounts of the relatively few
exceptions in the activities of organized labor, without at all being
influenced by the other side of the ledger; and that is the great good that
organized labor has accomplished for our entire country.

I know also that this false premise has often resulted in unjust
decisions adversely affecting organized labor, industrial relations,
production and, many times, the country as a whole.

To many persons outside the L.abor Movement, and I fear also to
some within the ranks of the Labor Movement, the term 'organized
labor" conjures up a vision of some mighty monolithic creature of
enormous power, whose actions are directed by a handful of "labor
bosses, " to use a term which is prevalently popular with many of the
critics of organized labor.

Against this concept, which, I often fear, is cultivated in many
quarters out of ulterior motives, are certain important facts released
in the latest information available from the United States Department
of Labor. According to the reports of that agency, the Organized
Labor Movement is made up of more than 17 million individual wage
earners, who are banded together in 75, 000 local unions, which are
affiliated with 217 national or international unions. Seventy-three of
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the latter maintain an independent status; 34 are affiliated with the
Congress of Industrial Organizations, and the remaining 110 are
members of the American Federation of Labor. Before the year is
out, as most of you know, according to present indications, the two
major federations will have closed the gap which has split the Amer-
ican Labor Movement for the past two decades, to establish one fed-
eration of labor with 144 affiliated national or international unions with
a membership of some 15-1/2 million men and women.

Historically, the American Labor Movement has been a voluntary
organization, developed on a local basis, rather than a national or an
international basis, with many local unions banding together, first in
local federations, and later in national and international organizations,
for very practical reasons. Basically the international union remains
an organization of autonomous locals made up of members whose pres-
ence is voluntary and whose control of union affairs is democratic.

I say this notwithstanding propaganda to the contrary, and notwith-
standing some facts to the contrary. Where local autonomy has dis-
appeared in labor unions, or where the members are subject to the
control of a self-perpetuating officialdom, the reason is usually to be
found in the lethargy of the membership. We have seen the same
sacrifice of democracy in local and state governments, where political
machines have become entrenched due to the lack of interest and the
action of the people.

At the federation level, organization is relatively loose, with the
affiliated national and international unions retaining a high degree of
autonomy, and with the federation having extremely limited powers
over member unions. This pattern, which is common to the AFofL
and the CIO, is embodied in the proposed constitution for the merged
federations. :

Voluntarism, autonomy, and democracy--these are the hall marks
of organized labor in the United States. I suppose that a little less of
these ingredients might at times be very convenient to the leadership
of organized labor or to management representatives with whom they
deal, or perhaps even to government officials, especially in times of
emergency. But that is the way the American Labor Movement is;
that is the way it has developed, in accordance with the traditions and
the climate of a free country. In those few instances where the ingre-
dients, especially those of autonomy and democracy, are weak, you
will generally find an industry with a long history of shameful exploi-
tation of its employees; or you will find a section of the country where
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political expediency is held in higher regard than democratic freedoms.
Workers with a long history of employer exploitation may sometimes
rather willingly exchange the harsh bondage of the company town and
the company store for the more benevolent dictatorship of certain un-
ion leaders who at least tend to their economic well-being; and men
and women who exchange their political franchise for favors from the
ward boss will be inclined to carry the same habits into their union.
All of this adds up to the elementary fact that people are people in
every facet of their lives, and that unions, like all other democratic
institutions, suffer from their weaknesses as they benefit from their
strength and abilities.

Now, against this brief explanation of the Organized Labor Move-
ment in the United States, let us consider the role and duty of that
movement in a mobilization program.

Since mobilization, partial for a limited emergency, or total for
active defense against aggression, must be built upon resources and
manpower as they exist at the moment of the emergency, let us first
consider some of the present goals and activities of organized labor
in the light of their effect upon the manpower resources of the United
States as they exist today.

Such a consideration is important, I believe, because the quality
of manpower in the free world, and especially here in the United
States, is the source of one of our basic advantages over that section
of the world and its population which is captive to the Communists.

If you compare objectively the relative advantages of the Free
and the Communist worlds, I think you will be forced to conclude that:
So far as natural resources are concerned, the two worlds, the Free
and the Communist, are about on equal terms, and that may even be
underestimating the potential resources of the Communist bloc. So
far as manpower goes, there is no question that the Communists have
an overwhelming advantage in sheer numbers. Therefore, the strength
and the advantage of the Free World--and I think it is well centered
in the United States and Canada--lies in its industrial know-how and
the quality of its human resources; the quality of its manpower.

If we are to meet the challenge of communism over the long run
of a cold war, or even in the briefer but more intensive test of
strength in a hot war, we must have at our disposal a citizenry which
is both healthy and educated, because it appears to me that health
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and education are thetwo principal ingredients in the quality of our
human resources, with a sufficient number trained in the sciences
and the skills essential to the operation of modern industry and to the
conduct of modern warfare.

I am going to stay away from the disadvantages of unhealthy and
illiterate citizens from the viewpoint of the military men who are try-
ing to build an army, a navy, and an air force. You know, and I am
sure you appreciate, the draft deferment figures better than I, But 1l
do want to point out that ill health and deficiencies in education con-
stitute a problem in the production phase of mobilization also.

Several years ago, Dr. Howard Rusk, Chairman of the Health
Resources Advisory Committee of the Office of Defense Mobilization,
reported that the United States was losing approximately 540 million
man-days of production a year due to sickness and injury. Let me
repeat that figure--it is not a mistake--540 million man-days of
production a year. To the sick workers and their families, this rep-
resented a wage loss of 4.2 billion dollars. To industry it meant an
unestimated loss in profits. And, from the viewpoint of our problem
here today, it cost the nation an untold and, if you please, an unnec-
essary loss in production,

With our wealth of medical knowledge, and in the light of the
concept of the dignity of man, upon which this nation is founded, these
consequences of ill health are inexcusable at any time. In time of
mobilization they could be disastrous.

I think we would be traitors to the concept of human worth if we
permitted our people to continue to be denied access to the miracles
of modern medicine because of an antiquated system of medical eco-
nomics. And I think we would be fools indeed if we permitted our
manpower, one of our most important resources, to continue to be
eaten away by the ravages of ill health.

Now, so far as education goes, you have but to read headlines
in the local sections of the Washington newspapers for the past weeks
to be aware of the critical situation in the District of Columbia
schools--in terms of inadequate plant and insufficient teaching staffs.
I happen to be a member of the Committee for the White House Con-
ference and also of the National Citizens Commaission for the Public
Schools, and I know that this situation that exists in Washington is
mirrored in thousands of communities throughout the length and
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breadth of the nation. And in many places it is unbelievably worse.
It came as a shock to me to read sometime ago in a 1953 report of
the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, that nearly 45 per-
cent of our elementary and secondary schools, serving a little more
than 12 percent of our enrolled pupil population, still have outdoor
toilet facilities. |

Existing shortcomings of our public school system are serious
enough in the light of education's essential part in the successful
operation of democracy, even in normal times. They become still
worse when viewed in the light of industry's increasing demand for
educated manpower, The coming of automation will mean a continuing
decrease in demand for the unskilled type of work available to persons
of limited education, and an increasing demand in the white collar,
supervisory, and skilled worker classifications.

Our current shortage of engineers is a matter of concern alike
to you in the Armed Services and to management in many types of
industry. And, as I am sure you are aware, existing enrollment of
engineering students in colleges and universities falls far short of
the number needed to meet the needs of industry. For example,
according to the estimates of the Engineering Manpower Commission
of the Engineers Joint Council, United States industry this year had
jobs for 37, 000 engineers, while our colleges graduated only 21, 500.
While shortages in engineering and other essential professions may
be traced directly to the mounting cost of higher education and short-
ages of teachers and facilities at the college level, it is also traceable
in part to the fact that our primary and secondary schools are unable
to provide the quantity and quality of education essential to advanced
education.

Better health facilities and greater educational opportunities for
Americans are two of the most important social objectives of organ-
ized labor today. You would be astonished to know of the amount of
time which union officialg devote to these two subjects. And you would
be surprised, too, I believe, very much surprised, at the obstinate
opposition which we are meeting in our efforts from persons who are
more concerned with reducing taxes or saving an imaginary ideal--that
is one particular part of the trouble in the school situation--than they
are with the general strength and welfare of our country.

In addition to seeking better health facilities and better educational
opportunities for all Americans, organized labor in America has

7



Nl R pmt—— —

always played, and continues to play, a very vital role in the essential
task of providing an adequate supply of competent craftsmen in the
various trades and crafts upon which we depend for the creation, op-
eration, and maintenance of our manufacturing and transportation
systems, and for the building of our homes, our factories, and our
offices.

Organized labor has long been the custodian of the basic skills
necessary to the technological progress of our country, and, until
rather recently, in the face of a great deal of management disinterest
or opposition.

My own union, the International Association of Machinists, for
example, was founded 67 years ago primarily for the purpose of main-
taining and improving the skills of the trade, and in defending it against
the deterioration which was resulting from the introduction into
industry, even at that time, of the untrained and the incompetent. And
proper standards of apprentice training and the recruitment of compe-
tent candidates for the trade continue to be a major activity of our
organization and of all the other craft unions.

The shortage of skilled craftsmen was one of the problems this
country faced 15 years ago when we converted from a peacetime to a
defense economy, and later to a war economy. Men whose skills were
rusty and whose fingers had grown clumsy from the long disuse of re-
tirement or unemployment were hunted avidly to meet the booming de-
mands of an expanding industry. We need not face that problem again
in a period of mobilization if we are now wise enough to plan ahead
for the craftsmen, the skilled workers, who are essential to modern
industry. In this connection, it should be noted that the coming of
automation to the metal-working industries is placing a new importance
on the versatile journeyman worker. The seliregulated machines may
displace the unskilled and the semiskilled machine tender, but they
place a premium on the craftsman whose skills help to create these
machines and whose attention is essential to the continued efficient
operation of the machines.

Beyond its programs for better health and education for all Amer-
icans, which will result in better quality manpower, and its continuing
activity in the field of apprenticeship, organized labor provides another,
perhaps indirect, but extremely essential, ingredient in the manpower
picture,
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The Armed Services are seriously and, I believe, rightfully,
concerned with the ability of their uniformed personnel to withstand
the brain-washing techniques of communism. You are all aware, I
am sure, of the furore created recently by the reports of the so-
called "torture chambers' of the Air Force. When the smoke had
cleared away and reason had replaced ranting, there was a fairly gen-
eral consensus that some means had to be found to offset the return
to barbarism which marks Communist treatment of war prisoners.

Physical hardening, an awareness of the type of treatment accorded
prisoners by Communists, may be one essential approach to the prob-
lem. Really, I am not qualified to make any judgment on that score,
But essential or not, it cannot possibly do the job that has to be done,
for the simple reason that it is neither practical nor desirable to
carry such training and experience to all the young men of the United
States.

Since we cannot--and should not--attempt to convert American
youth into a race of Spartans, I think we must look elsewhere for some
means to strengthen the minds and the spirits of our people, that they
may better understand the prize of freedom that is theirs, and in that
understanding defend it even to the death, if necessary.

Freedom means most to those who practice freedom and practice
all of its ways. And American unions were designed and grew to give
the wage earner in his economic life the same freedom which he had
been granted by our Constitution and Bill of Rights in his political life.
Industrial democracy is the goal of unionism. As a person who became
a union member at a very early age, and one who has spent most of
his life in the Labor Movement, I will venture to say that any active
union member who works at industrial democracy and who knows the
value of freedom from his cxperience will stand up better to the wiles
and the tortures of a Communist captor than will the passive man who
accepts the fruits of democracy without any sense of obligation or
interest.

Unionism is a training ground for democracy, and a sense of the
value of freedom is our greatest defense against brain-washing and
all the other terrifying techniques of communism.

These things the Organized Labor Movement is now doing to im-
prove the calibre and the capabilities of American manpower: Seek-
ing to improve the health opportunities of all the people of the country;
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working to improve our free public-school system; helping through
participation in apprenticeship programs to train the skilled crafts-
men so essential to the operation of modern industry and to the tech-
nological progress of our country, which is so essential to the final
outcome in the contest with Communism; and giving their members
an increased sense of the value of democracy, through their partic-
ipation in union affairs.

Now we come to the question of how Organized Labor can partic-
ipate in an effective mobilization program should the need develop.

First of all, and I assure you I am not trying to be facetious, I
think Organized Labor is helpful in a mobilization program by its
mere existence. As military men--those of you who are military
men--I am sure you know the absolute necessity of proper organiza-
tion. Have you ever stopped to think what a problem mobilization
would be if workers were not organized, if you could not deal through
any organization of workers? Even the Communists have set up fake
labor unions as essential channels of communication between the dic-
tators and the workers. I think there is one important difference, of
course, between the Communist union and a free union. The first is
a means by which the state can issue orders to the workers, which
is one-way communication. The free union is a two-way channel of
communication, between employers and employees, in ordinary
times, and between employers, employees, and the Government in
times of emergency. That is a very vital distinction, and one which
should be kept in mind during periods of mobilization. American
wage earners, of course, formed their unions to escape industrial
autocracy, and they will not permit the subversion of their unions for
any other kind of autocracy. I think that ought to be borne in mind.

The Organized Labor Movement offers the best, and practically
the only, access to skilled craftsmen, Because labor has always in-
sisted upon the need for craftsmanship and apprentice training, most
American craftsmen are members of labor unions. When there is a
Manhattan Project, when there is a new aircraft plant, or shipyard,
or arsenal, the best possible method of obtaining the skilled workers
essential to its operation is to approach the union which serves the
craft in question. That certainly has been done ;n the past.

The Machinists Union has often served as an effective recruitment
agency for tool and die makers and journeymen machinists in behalf
of both the Government and private industry. The same thing is true

10



O0Cbli

of other unions. It is one of our valuable services to members seek-
ing new or improved employment opportunities, also to the Government
and to employers seeking craftsmen,

In mobilizing manpower for defense and defense-connected indus-
try, Organized Labor, however, has been handicapped in the past by
a system which often shows a rather calloused disregard for the per-
sonal and the economic welfare of workers involved and their families.

Let me give you a few illustrations of what I mean. In March
1951, the old B-29 plant in Marietta, Georgia, was reopened for the
production of B-47's. As it had done many times before, the Machin-
ists Union helped recruit the staff of journeymen who make up the
small but essential core of any aircraft plant. Many of the craftsmen
had to travel long distances to get to Marietta, When they arrived,
they found living quarters for themselves and their families to be
few, inadequate, and very expensive. Some of those who had brought
their families along lived in trailers or temporary housing. Others
left their families at home until they could locate adequate and rea-
sonable quarters. Then, just about the time the employees were
getting settled down, word came thal the Secretary of Defense was
considering closing the plant.

We have had the same type of thing happen more recently at the
Republic Aircraft plant on Long Island, when there was a move by
the Defense Department to transfer some of Republic's contracts to
a newly organized firm in another part of the country.

After the war we had the experience of having nearly 10, 000 men
laid off at Boeing, in Seattle, with no jobs for them.

It doesn't take much imagination to conceive the state of mind of
the employees under such circumstances. I have heard it said that
there is a high turnover rate among the employees in the aircraft
industry. I have heard it said, too, that productivity in the industry
is not what it should be, I ask, is it any wonder? Under the circum-
stances, who wants to jeopardize his future in an industry which de-
pends upon the changing whims of legislators and administrators here
in Washington? What worker can produce his best when he is wonder-
ing from day to day if he will have a job a few months hence?

Certainly what happened as our nation demobilized at the end of
World War II was not encouraging to those who were adversely affected
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by it. Hundreds of thousands of people who had been upiooted from
their old communities were unceremoniously thrown out of work to
fend for themselves in cities that had lost their industries, that were
without employment opportunities.

This sort of thing cannot be waved off with some remark about sac-
rifices entailed in war. It can be avoided. It could have been avoided
in World War II. I think it must be avoided in any future mobilization.

For example, an alternative to bringing people to existing centers
of production is to build needed new production facilities in centers of
labor surpluses. In a special report to Congress in December 1946,
the United States Employment Service noted that:

"In the matter of plant facilities and prime contract awards the
War Manpower Commission had very limited success in diverting
war work to surplus areas. The system of area classification in
terms of adequacy of labor supply, although recognized in Directive
2 of the War Production Board regarding the awarding of prime
contracts, was not applied strictly by the procurement branches to
secure the maximum benefits from.... Furthermore, the policy
was not applied until very late in the war to subcontracts and ma-
teriel purchases of prime contractors. In many instances the sys-
tem of area classification offered the widest range of alternative
sources and individually the greatest possibility of manpower uti-

- lization in labor shortage areas."

We of Organized Labor realize, of course, that location of produc-
tion facilities is influenced by factors other than the available labor
supply. None the less, we feel, with the old War Manpower Commjssion,
that not sufficient weight was given to this factor in World War II proc-
urement practices. Serious dislocations of manpower for short periods
of time have grave economic consequences. With the decentralization
and dispersal of production facilities, for defense and other reasons,
and with the promise of atomic energy easily available for industrial
power in remote areas, we earnestly hope that the tragedies resulting
from concentration of manpower and the uprooting of families will be
avoided in any future mobilization program.

Mobilization, in the full sense of the word, of course, embraces
much more than the mere recruitment and placement of men, impor-
tant as that is. The successful prosecution of modern war demands a
stabilized economy and a continuity of production both of munitions
and materiel for the Armed Forces, and of goods and services for the
civilian economy.

12



03023

No one, I assume, would openly disagree with the theory of equal-
ity of sacrifice upon which our federal wage-price and profit con-
trols and industrial-dispute controls of World War II and the Korean
War were based. Yet in practice those systems frequently failed to
operate with justice, and most frequently operated with injustice to
labor.

There are, I think, several basic reasons for this. First of all,
in every emergency situation of this kind, we must contend--and I don't
say this critically--with the attitude of the business leader who is fre-
quently called upon to head wartime programs of the Government, and
whose views are heard with respect in Congress and in the offices of
government administraiors. The successful industrialist is still an
object of reverence in the minds of many, and his views are often
accorded a weight which his limited experience in a single field of en-
deavor does not justify.

Secondly, I believe, is the factor that wages are subject to easier
and quicker control than most any other factor in our economy. With
a high degree of union organization in industries which produce the arms
and equipment of war, and with the large bargaining units which have
been developed in the mass-production industries, it is a relatively
simple matter to enforce any wage control formula which the Govern-
ment may devise, Furthermore, it is much easier to gain labor's
compliance with decisions of governmental agencies operating in the
field of industrial disputes than it is to secure the voluntary compliance
of management., That is a matter of record.

The National War Labor Board of World War II noted this in its
termination report in the section devoted to securing compliance with
Board orders. This is what the report said, on page 417 of volume 1:

"Board efforts to secure compliance on a voluntary basis took
many forms. Staff members held telephone and personal discussions
with the parties in efforts to clarify Board orders and to eliminate
misunderstandings; telegrams and letters were sent to union
leaders and sometimes directly to workers appealing to their pa-
triotism and reminding them of the no-strike pledge; on occasion
a Board agent would attend a union meeting and deliver an appeal
in person, explaining Board policy and procedure and discussing
the equities of the situation. Perhaps the most important type of
action was bringing leaderg of the international unions and the
federations to exert pressure within the Labor Movement itself to
end non-compliance. Similar action on the employer side was
somewhat handicapped by the fact that employers were less closely

ized."
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Beyond the pressures upon labor for compliance with War Labor
Board decisions, union members and their elected officials were sub-
ject to other types of pressure. All of us in the Labor Movement from
1941 to 1945 were aware of the impatience of local draft boards with
union officials who were deemed guilty by draft board members of any
form of failure to cooperate with the war effort.

When it came to a matter of enforced compliance with War Labor
Board decisions, again labor was an easier nut to crack than manage-
ment. Unions were subject to a variety of penalties, such as suspen-
sion of previously approved benefits, and withholding of wage adjust-
ments until compliance with their recommendations or decisions was
obtained.

The only real penalty which could be imposed upon a stubborn em-
ployer was cancellation of a contract--a most unlikely device in time
of needed production.

I think it is interesting, too, to note the reasons for noncompli-
ance with War Labor Board orders as noted in the Board's termination
report. Here I quote from page 426 of volume I of that document:

"It must be emphasized that most of the union cases of non-
compliance resulted from a refusal of the union to obey a Board
order to end a strike and did not involve a Board decision on the
merits of the dispute. In many of the cases, such as the juris-
dictional dispute, the Board did not concern itself with the merits
but was interested solely in getting production restored. The
employer cases, on the other hand, arise out of dissatisfaction
with a Board decision. "

In other words, non-complying unions in the main were protest-
ing against the failure of the Board to render decisions on the matters
at issue, while employer non-compliance was in direct defiance of
Board decisions on the merits of the case.

As I have indicated earlier, I certainly can appreciate the reluc-
tance of the military establishment's or the Defense Department's
procurement agencies to withdraw or withhold contracts from em-
ployers who are refusing to comply with orders of an agency like the
War Labor Board, even though such action is the only effective means
of penalizing the employer for his refusal.
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1 was amazed recently, however, to learn the ease and the seem-
ing lack of concern with which the same procurement offices will
blacklist a firm in peacetime--and on grounds which are most flimsy,
in my opinion.

For example, as some of you may know, in Elgin, Illinois, a
company has been blacklisted by the Department of the Army. As
a result the company's products are not carried at any Army Post
Exchange, and the company may not bid on or participate in any
Government contract. The results are rather serious to both the
company and its employees, the latter being members of our union.
In fact, 1, 000 employees have lost their jobs as a direct result of
the Army's action.

This is the reason for the decision made by the Army, which was
subsequently adopted by the General Services Administration and
other military establishments: The president of this company is
under investigation by the Department of Justice, charged with fraud
and tax evasion in his relationship with a different company. Let me
repeat that. He has been charged with tax evasion and fraud in his
relationship with a different company. So far as we have been able to
ascertain, the investigation is a personal one, affecting only him.
The blacklisted company is involved in no way. There has been no
action taken against the company's president, although the investiga-
tion has been going on for some time. Yet the Department of the
Army has seen fit, without any legislative or 2xecutive authority, on
the basis of allegations alone, to blacklist this company. In other
words, it is penalizing a business and its employees for the alleged,
but unproven, wrong doing of one of the firm's officers and stock-
holders.

I want to make it very clear that I hold no brief for the individual
concerned. If he is guilty I think he should be tried and convicted;
but I am opposed, and Organized Labor is opposed, to the violation
of a basic concept of our form of government; and that is that an in-
dividual, or a company, for that matter, is innocent unless and until
proved guilty. We are also opposed to the abuse of power on the part
of the military, as well as any other organization or individual in our
country.

I cite this case merely to indicate a type of action by one of the
Armed Services which cultivates the impression that its actions are
governed less by reason and justice than by an undue sense of power.
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To return now to the question of a controlled economy in time of
mgebilization: I have already cited facts which indicate that under
emergency conditions labor finds itself in a position of being easily
controlled and open to penalties for refusing to abide by decisions of
regulatory agencies.

In contrast to the relative ease of controlling wages, the control
of profits, prices, and rents is intricate and involved. Pricing, and
especially renting, over published ceilings, unless practiced on a
widespread scale, is much less dramatic than a concerted protest
on the part of employees of a war production plant. Frequently the
offending merchant or landlord has the tacit consent of his customer
or tenant, who is willing to pay a little more to obtain commodities
or quarters which are in short supply.

During the Korean emergency, wage controls were swift and
sure--1 had something to do with them and I know--while there was
little done in the field of price and rent control, presumably because
of the tremendous program required to put such controls into effective
operation, coupled with the expectation that the so-called police action
would be of relatively short duration. We of the Organized Labor
Movement felt at that time that the cards were stacked against us,
from the passage of the first Defense Production Act in 1950, And
that feeling I think was justified by the administration of that feeble
attempt at controls.

But, as the saying goes, it is an ill wind that does not blow some
good, and I think that the United Labor Policy Committee which was
formed in 1950 to present a unified L.abor voice in the administration
of the emergency legislation was a direct forerunner of the united
labor movement which is now being born in our country.

We of Labor firmly believe that, in time of national emergency,
all of our nation's resources must be mobilized for the defense of
-our land and for the freedoms for which it stands. We believe that
all of us should sacrifice to meet the costs of defense, and we believe
that sacrifice should be equally placed--as equally as possible--on
all of us. We know, of course, that there is no sacrifice to match
that of a man in uniform who lays down his life. But here at home
there should be no favorites, no undue profits. Equality is essential;
and we think only justice should rule .

The attainment of this goal is, of course, a knotty problem. It

involves definitions; but I think it can be solved. I think it can be
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handled much better than it has been handled in the past. This ses-
sion here today is one important step in the way of solving it. And,

as a guest who values the good will of his host, may I make a sugges-
tion to you of the Armed Services as to what you can do to lay the
groundwork for an effective mobilization program insofar as your deal-
ings with Labor are concerned?

I noted with satisfaction on the document provided to guide me in
the preparation of my remarks today that the subject following the one
assigned to me in the "Manpower Extract" is entitled ""Full Utilization
of the Worker Through Effective Human Relations.'" May I commend
the gentleman who inserted that subject in the program. T think it is
of the utmost importance, I think sometimes that we have forgotten
all about human relations.

1, of course, am of the Labor Movement. I have been an officer
of the local union. I was a member of one of the Regional War Labor
Boards during World War II. From every vantage point that I have
occupied I have learned a little something about the Armed Forces'
need for cultivating the good will of workers and their unions through
effective human relations.

May I suggest that you begin the process of cultivation as soon as
possible. I must say to you that there is a feeling in the Labor Move-
ment that the officialdom of the Armed Forces is tolerant, at best,
of the rank and file worker and of the union to which he belongs. That
is a general feeling within the Labor Movement. Oh yes, our people
realize that you may seek our cooperation in time of emergency, but
in time of peace you often accord to our members the same short
shrift that so many soldiers and sailors receive from civilians with
short memories.

I have one specific suggestion to make in this respect. I under-
stand that the Armed Services send officers to the Graduate School
of Business Administration at Harvard University. If that is true,
may I suggest that your representatives at that institution seek out
and cultivate the acquaintance of the union officers who are there at-
tending Harvard's Trade Union Project. Last spring, thanks largely
' to the Assistant Secretary-Treasurer of our organization, who was
enrolled at Harvard in the Trade Union Project, there was developed
a new spirit of understanding and cooperation between the union offi-
cials attending the Trade Union Program and the management repre-
sentatives attending the Business Administration course. I think a
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similar degree of cooperation and understanding among union
officials and officers of the Armed Services would be very healthy,
and would be very helpful in times of need.

Gentlemen, thank you again for granting me the opportunity to
be with you this morning. I think the subject of our discussion is a
most serious one. We of organized labor have a stake in this nation
and its freedoms which we believe is second to none. When the time
comes, if it comes, when once more we must rally to defend our
nation and its institutions, we will be with you, cooperating as best
we know how, to place our services at the disposal of the country
which spells liberty and opportunity and justice for all our people.

Thank you.
MR. HILL: Gentlemen, Mr. Hayes is ready for your questions.

QUESTION: Mr. Hayes, I notice you gave quite a bit of concern
to the 500 million man-days of production that were lost due to sick-
ness and injury. I wonder if the labor unions gave a comparable
thought and concern to the number of man-days that were lost due to
strike,

MR. HAYES: I think the answer is obviously yes; certainly we
do, because we don't like strikes any more than anyone else does.
In many cases I guess we don't like strikes as well as some industries
do. Organized labor certainly does not strike because its members
like to be out of work, because we want to cut off the earning power
of our people, We can certainly less afford to strike than the indus-
tries affected by a strike can.

This is a rather complex question. I would like to go into it--I
would be very happy to, because it is one I am particularly interested
in. I think I have some qualifications to discuss it. It must be re-
membered that in some companies organized labor has no alternative
but to strike. The strike is not of organized labor's choosing. The
strike has been forced on organized labor. The only alternative
would be to accept the conditions and the wages laid down by the em-
ployer. Many times those conditions and wages are unjust, even in the
face of objective judgment.

Do you want me to go further into it? The answer is definitely
yes; we are concerned about it. We would like to eliminate all
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strikes if that were at all possible. But I hasten to add, we
don't want to give up our right to strike.

QUESTION: You indicated in your talk the part that labor plays
in the full mobilization of all our resources in an emergency. Would
American labor support legislation which would provide for the draft
of labor in an emergency?

MR. HAYES: Of course I can't speak for the American Labor
Movement--for the entire American L.abor Movement. 1 believe that
the American Labor Movement will support any legislation that is
necessary to the successful prosecution of a war or the preservation
of our democracy. In other words, I believe that, if organized labor
is convinced that such legislation is necessary and essential to win a
war or to preserve our way of life, organized labor would be in favor
of it. You must understand that the American Federation of Labor has
changed its position with regard to UNIT, and I think that that is an
indication of the attitude of organized labor.

QUESTION: Mr. Hayes, does organized labor have any positive
program to support its voluntarism program in time of disaster?
For instance, you are a supplier of labor. Do you have any positive
program that would enable the furnishing of that labor in a disastrous
time program?

MR. HAYES: Unless you would consider that the general policies
and practices of the Organized Labor Movement are a program, I
would have to answer no. We have some very definite ideas about it,
of course.

For example, I can tell you that the general Organized Labor
Movement would not be reluctant to give a no-strike pledge in the
event of an emergency. We would expect some agsurance in ex-
change for a no-strike pledge that would at least indicate that we
would get as much justice as anyone else, as any other group would
get, under the circumstances existing in our country at that time.

I might say to you that our program of apprenticeship, which,
incidentally, is reflected in some of the reports of the National Man-
power Council of Columbia University, I think may be considered a
part of such a program, because the Organized Labor Movement has
been preaching for many years that we must make more scientists
and more engineers, and more of every versatile skilled craftsman
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in the country, in order to keep pace not only with a modern civil-
ization but actually in order to keep pace with Russia and her satellites
in this world situation.

Strangely enough, the opposition to this program--and this is
repetitive, because I mentioned it in passing in my paper--opposi-
tion to a program of apprenticeship, of developing more and more
versatile skilled craftsmen, comes from industry and business. It
is almost paradoxical. It is difficult for us to understand. And,
incidentally, the argument that industry and business uses in its
opposition is that with a large number of skilled craftsmen, we will
probably experience all the problems of under utilization. They are.
more concerned with under utilization of a development potential
than they are with having the skills and know-how in the event we
need them in a hurry.

QUESTION: This last year we saw quite a change in regard to
the Labor Movement in trying to get and in getting a guaranteed wage,
the concept of when a man starts to work he knows that 30 years later
he will retire--or basically that. That was a concession. I believe
Ford was the one that started it going in a major outfit. How can
that be explained against the risk labor is taking--a guarantee at the
front door to come out the back door successfully? The industry
man has no guarantee as such when he starts. When we establish a
plant we have to compete with all other plants, and also for the sale
of our merchandise. We can lose it, or we can expand our business.
I don't understand labor's views. I know what they are seeking, but,
in the element of risk on one side versus the other, my leaning is
that management is taking the beating on its side,

MR, HAYES: Well, I guess we disagree on the premise. I don't
agree with that premise at all. I think that the general advantages--
I am not criticizing this--I am merely stating what I believe to be a
fact--I think the general advantages in the industrial United States
are on the side of management and business. I think that labor has
been the flexible part of industry and business in the United States.

I think that business has used labor in order to maintain a certain
level of profit and income. All they have got to do is lay off 500
employees and save so much money in their payroll.

I think that actually the plain people who can less afford--and,
incidentally, I think that is a factor you are not taking into account--
to be without income are the ones who have suffered most over the
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period of our industrial society. I believe this very, very definitely--
that a G. A, W., a guaranteed annual wage, or some method of stabi-
lizing employment--and I think the G. A. W, will bring about more sta-
bilization in employment--will benefit not only organized labor, which
has sponsored the development of this type of program or idea; I think
it will benefit every segment of our society. I think it will benefit in-
dustry and business to a greater extent than it will benefit the workers,
because it will iron out some of the peaks and valleys in business. 1
don't think there is any question about it. I think the proof is already
here in unemployment compensation. I think unemployment compen-
sation has eliminated a lot of unemployment that would have existed if
it were not for the unemployment compensation laws. :

I think workmen's compensation has eliminated many accidents.
I know of my own experience of companies that put in safety methods
because of the various laws in their states.

I think the effect of a program of guaranteed annual employment--
I prefer to call it guaranteed annual employment--will be of benefit to
our entire country; and I see no good reason for industry or business
to oppose it in the face of an imaginary ideal.

I think there are practical reasons why certain businesses and
industries can't agree at the present time to guaranteed annual em-
ployment for all of their employees. I agree with that. But I do think
in time to come they can make adjustments in their business practices
to avoid excessive unemployment in the country. I think with the guar-
anteed annual employment we are aiding every segment in our society
and the country as a whole.

QUESTION: Mr. Hayes, I think we do feel that you have accom-
plished your mission in giving us something to think about. My question
deals with the strike that was referred to a little while ago. What is
the degree of responsibility that the labor unions have with respect to
the damage or injury that results in strikes as the result of strike
action, or as the result of the action of strikers?

MR. HAYES: I think the same degree as any civilian would have.
I think that the responsibility for damage caused by people who are out
on strike is exactly the same as the extent of responsibility for damage
caused by any individual.
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But on the other hand I believe that that is a two-way street. I
think that also applies to the company, and that also applies to those
who attempt to break a strike--as we noted in the newspapers in con-
nection with this strike in a small plant in Indianapolis, where five of
the pickets were shot by strike breakers inside the plant.

I don't think the responsibility changes at all just because you are
out on strike,.

QUESTION: Mr. Hayes, along that same line, I read a statement
in the paper this morning which is somewhat similar to one I have read
two or three times before in the past several years. It is to the effect
that the union leaders are not responsible for the actions of the union
or its members. Would you care to comment on the insincerity of
such a statement ?

MR. HAYES: I don't think, of course, that it is possible to hold
union leaders, or leaders of any type of organization, responsible for
the acts of every member of that organization. When you realize that
this organization, for example, the International Association of Ma-
chinists, has 864 thousand members, we can't possibly screen all these
members even with the best type of screening program. One of the
military establishments might feel that it could not even find out all the
truths and facts about all of its members. We could not possibly as-
sume responsibility for every one of their acts.

It must be remembered that in the investigation by the LaFollett
Committee some years ago, in that congressional investigation, facts
were developed that various strike-breaking agencies in the United
States, various detective agencies--I could mention them by name;
they are a matter of record--placed in the labor movement a large num-
ber of their operators, and that those operators not only became mem-
bers but actually became officers of unions; and that their every act
was designed to reflect discredit and liability to the union of which they
were members. That was the reason for placing them in the unions.

Certainly, under those circumstances, you could not hold the reg-
ular officials of the union responsible for that type of conduct any more
than you can hold a general responsible for the conduct of all the men
under his command.

STUDENTS: Yes, bhut they do.
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MR. HAYES: No, but theydon't, I will debate that any time.

QUESTION: I wonder, sir, if you would care to comment on the
attitude of Mr. Petrillo, for example, to require a stand-by orchestra
when you are going to have recorded music--that type of industrial
regulation.

MR. HAYES: I would rather comment on a specific case. I think
that question should be directed to Mr. Petrillo. I would rather have
you refer to something that happened in our organization.

I can tell you in passing, however, that in most cases those are
the exaggerated reports in newspapers. If you can give me facts in
connection with one situation, I will be glad to discuss it.

STUDENT: I will do that.

MR. HAYES: I certainly can't discuss it generally. I know from
my own experience that in many instances those are exaggerated reports.

QUESTION: Mr. Hayes, why does union labor prefer the right to
strike, when in its judgment it s best for the economy to submit the
disagreement for arbitration by a neutral arbitrator, the way we carry
our cases in law for decision to the neutral court or judge? Why does
labor prefer the right to strike to having a case arbitrated?

MR. HAYES: First of all, labor prefers the right to strike be-
cause I think it is one of the basic privileges that we have in our kind
of government. We are not in favor of changing our kind of government.
That is why we are opposed to the Communists. That is why we are
opposed to dictatorship.

However, the inference in your statement was not quite correct.
In the majority of cases, whenever a dispute arises between organ-
ized labor and an employer, the union in the particular cases is will-
ing to arbitrate; and in most cases, when arbitration is not resorted
to, the employer refuses to arbitrate.

In other words, notwithstanding our position that we must continue
to have the right to strike. organized labor has offered arbitration in
far, far more cases than employers have.
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In this case in Indiana, for example, the one the newspapers are
giving a lot of knocks to, the union has offered to arbitrate, and the
company has refused to arbitrate.

In the air transport industry, in all major companies, we agree
to arbitrate and they refuse to arbitrate.

That is the general story. Notwithstanding our position that we
must have the right to strike, as a concept of our kind of government,
organized labor has agreed to arbitrate in more cases than has indus-
try.

Incidentally, I appeared before a committee of the Senate, and 1
suggested in my testimony before that committee that an agency be
established by the Government for settling emergency disputes that
affected or that jeopardized the general welfare of our country; and
the National Association of Manufacturers, the U.S. Chamber of
Commerce, and other employer agencies opposed my proposal that
an arbitration procedure be established by law for settling disputes
that might be considered to be a national emergency.

QUESTION: Mr, Hayes, this question may require some agree-
ment on premises also--but what does organized labor regard as its
mission, and how can it perform it in assuring in time of national
emergency maximum production from the individual worker? Now,
inherent in this--and this may be the area in which we require agree-
ment on the premises--are the self-imposed, and in some cases the
organizational imposed limitations on production--the jurisdictional
limitations, which may not be strikes, but work stoppages, and other
instances of that kind, which, while they may be in the minority--and
for the sake of the question I will agree that they are--are none the
less existent,

MR. HAYES: First of all I think that the best answer to your ques-
tion is a matter of record. Let me refer you, sir, to our record of
war production during World War II. I think the answer to your ques-
tion lies in that record. I think our record of production during World
War II exceeded the expectations of the most optimistic. I feel very
very strongly that the average American worker, whether he is a
member of a labor union or not, in time of emergency, with very few
exceptions, usually gives his best. I think that was proven during
World War II. I think with regard to the exceptions to that, the work
stoppages, slow-downs, and so on, that, if we compare those with the
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manner in which industry retards production from time to time be-
cause of differences with the Government or differences with other
agencies, I think you‘would find that the obstacles placed in the path
of production by labor are few and far between, relatively.

I feel that way very definitely, and I think that the record will
bear *hat out.

QUESTION: Many of the gains that labor has made in the past,
such as pensions, and so forth, tend to force the worker to stay in the
plant in which he is working at the present time. What effect will that
have on labor in future mobilization? Will they be reluctant to move?

MR. HAYES: I think we have some problems in that field. How-
ever, we found, particularly during World War 11, that in a period of
necessity it did ot become much of an obstacle.

Incidentally, the organized Labor Movement has considered it
from even a different angle., That is, we have realized that the better
the seniority clauses are, or the more health and welfare plans we
negotiate, the more pension plans we negotiate, and so on, the more
difficult it is to get workers to take a very definite stand for wage in-
creases and so on, because of the danger of losing that which they have
accumulated over a period of years in the shop.

Notwithstanding that, we have not changed our pelicy in regard
to that.

I don't think it becomes a problem in the event of an emergency.
I say that because of the faith I have in the average American, whether
he be in the labor force or in industry and business. I think actually
what I am talking about when I criticize industry and business, and
what you are talking about when you imply criticism to labor, are the
exceptions.

MR. HILL: Mr. Hayes, I wonder whether you will not agree that
the questions which have been asked from our audience have helped
you to explain what you have come down here today for. We feel that
we are still greatly in your debt for the time and the trouble which
you have taken to be with us this morning. Like all debtors, we are
apt to like to get further in your debt, and it may be even that we will
call upon you again to be with us.
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