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Q. Since the last C ongressional elections there has been a great deal of 
discussion on the subject of Labor.  A ll kinds of ideas have been 
advanced for handling the problems which are grouped under the head of 
"labor". Numerous bills have been introduced in both the House and 
Senate and I wonder i f  you would tel l  me just what is  your attitude 
toward the proposed legislation  on this subject?

A. Some members of Congress have never been sympathetic toward labor's  
position. I t 's  fa ir to say some of these men are motivated by a firm 
purpose to cut down labor unions in any manner they can.  Others, 
apparently w el l -meaning Members of Congress, are of the opinion that 
Union members, or a t lea st Union o ffic ia ls  should be punished in some way 
 or other. These Members interpret the resu lts of the la s t election  as a 
rebuke to Labor Unions -  I have heard that opinion expressed. Now I don't 
think that is  the sensible a ttitu de to take. Aside from m y sta tistica l 
interpretation of the results of the la st elec tio n -  what the average 
person wants -  and this includes members of trade unions as well as
non-union people - what he wants is not an end to unions - but an end
to industrial disorder, or s tr ife , or whatever name one sees f i t  to give 
i t .  What he wants is  production with fa ir prices and decent  jobs at

Q.  Do you mean that no legislation  at a ll i s needed -  whether new laws or 
amendments  of old ones?

A. I would never m ake a flat statem ent that no legislation should be enacted.

f a ir  wages. As I  see i t ,  the job is  to  find a way to  promote th a t desire 
of all A m ericans.



laws are constantly being reconsidered in the light of new developments. 
But, I do think those who have rushed forth with the present crop of 
so-called  labor legislation  are going at th is thing the wong way.

Q. Why do you say that?
A.    Well -  those same men who are advocating new control agencies -  or new 

f unctions fo r old Federal agencies -  to con tro l, interfere with, or
dominate labor unions - are the same men who decry the fact that there is

Q. Then would you say Industry - both from the standpoint of Management and 
Labor -  would be better o ff i f  there were l ess Government in terest in
Industrial Relations?

A. I would, absolutely, I think our efforts should be directed toward removing 
the Government from business,  at lea st in th is connection to get back to 
genuine co llective bargaining for the settlement of industrial disputes. .

Q. How do you propose such a "retu rn to collective bargaining", as you phrase 
i t ,  could be brought about?

A. I think i t  could come about very easily , i f  Management ,  or Business, would 
take up w i llingly the opportunity for leadership which is  now in it s  hands.

Q.    Do I understand you to infer that Management in the past has fa iled  to 
exercise leadership in the fie ld  of industrial relations?

A.     That 's  correct. I believe, in a ll sincerity, that i t  was the failure of 
business to show some genuine leadership that resulted in the growth of  
unions, and in the enactment of the labor le gislation  which is  presently 
on the Federal Statute Books.

already too m uch governm ent interference with our daily lives.



Q.  Do I  understand f rom that, t hat
leadersh ip there has been?

you f eel  Labor has been exercising whatever

A. Not exac tly  that -  the fa c t i s  that in  years past the working men and women 
looked to management  for lea dership in  the i r constant struggle f or economic 
secu rity . Management fa iled  miserab ly . The resu lt  was that employees were 
forced,  whether they would or no, to f orm unions -  labor organ isations - in  
order, through the strength of num bers, to force m anagem ent into m aking som e

Q.   Did that provide a t that t ime, what we hear referred to now as  a "balance"

A.      I t  should have , and had m anagem ent recognized that unions were here to stay, 
labor could have been adm itted as a partner in the in d u stria l f unction,  and 
then labor and management could have worked out l t s  problems in  a s p ir it  o f 
cooperation.

- ' '  ;  - -  '  '  ^  - * :  *Q.   But isn't it a fact C ongressm an, that m anagem ent did try to bargain with the

A.

however, refused to recognize the unions and were determ ined to break them . 
Prior to the 1930's ,  business, gen era lly , rejected  its op p ortu n ity  for  
leadership and em barked upon a program  of union busting.  They did not lead -
they f ou gh t th e  u n ion s,  T h at is an  h istorica l fact.

Q. I s  i t  your opinion that th is attitude was responsible for the industrial 
discord we have had in  recent years?

A. Well -  i t ' s  been a progressive thing. The employees had turned to their unions.

long overdue concessions.

between labor and management?

unions.

I t  i s  it fact  that there were meetings in  som e industries.  Som e business 
leaders actually w elcom ed the union representatives as spokesm en for their  
hundreds of em ployees and with them  worked out plans for betterm ent.  M ost,
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for leadership when management failed to provide it. When the unions failed to 
find a spirit of cooperation in business leaders, they turned, of necessity, to 
some outside agency. Their aims were honest and legitimate, so where else could 
they turn but to the state. They looked to the Federal Government for assistance 
in their efforts to achieve a better life for their people. And the State 
provided the assistance and the leadaraiiip which they sought. You must 
remember that Government, being a political body is always attentive to the 
cries of great numbers of its people. That is borne out by the present 
statements of many Republicans - they plead that the GOP should not go too far 
with anti-labor legislation. They want to get the labor vote in 1948.

Q. Will you explain what you mean by your statement that the Federal Government 
provided the "assistance and leadership which the unions looked for?

A. It's act always easy, you understand, to put an attitude, or a state of mind, 
into concrete, definite words and phrases. But, let me put it this way.
Many big industrialists - those who dominated the field, generally, refused 
to accept the idea of sitting down and bargaining with union representatives 
as free men - so the Federal Government provided the Wagner Act., that's the 
act which set up the National Labor relations Board and made collective
bargaining a protected right of the labor unions.

Labor Unions strived for an intelligent attitude toward the men and 
women who operate the machinery of business. Industry provides for the 
retirement of machinery and capital assets - but it gave no thought to the 
human element in the plant - here the Federal Government provided Social 
Security.

Industry provided insurance against the times when machinery was down 
and not producing income - but gave no thought to the men who were also down 
and producing no income. The Federal Government provided Unemployment
Compensation.



Industry believed wages should be governed by the number of employables 
in  the general labor pool. Available labor competed one with another for 
the available jobs. Wages were kept a t  a low le v e l. The Federal Government 
stepped in and provided the Fair Labor Standards Act se tting  a minimum on 
wages and a maximum on hours a t s tra ig h t time.

Q.   I sn 't  i t  f a ir  to say th a t th is  was a good development in  Industria l 
Relations? 

A.    Yes,  i t  i s  in the sense th a t i t  marks progress.  But i t  i s  not so good 
when you consider th a t th is  mark s th e  entrance of the State as a dominant 
element in Industria l Relations.

Q. I  don't follow your idea, Congressman. How can th is  helping hand of the 
Federal Government be considered a harmful in f luence?

A. I t  is  my b e lie f tha t th is  "Helping hand" as you c a ll i t  -  in terfered  
with the proper effectiveness of genuine collective bargaining, as i t  
should be conducted by free men in a free society . You see we had, along 
with the benefits obtained from a l l  th is  leg isla tio n ,  the active in te re s t of 
an a l l  powerful authority  -  the S ta te . Labor had no choice in the m atter.

Labor was driven in to  the arms of Government  in  o rd er to  win a square 
deal from employers. I t  natu rally  looked in  th a t direction fo r p ro tection of 
the righ ts which the State recognized. I t  received tha t protection but with 
i t  came additional adm inistrative orders, executive d irec t i on, court decrees 
and a general manifestation of the authority  of the S ta te .

Since th is  was so i t  might be said tha t Labor leaned on the Government. 
Management, a s  a  re su lt, looks to  the State fo r c la rifica tio n  of i t s  position. 
The net re su lt is  the present situation  in in d u stria l re la tio n s . Instead of 
having management and Labor bargaining as free  people -  we have management, 
labor and government involved in a never-ending bickering, th a t threatens to
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Wipe out every vestige of free collective bargaining.

Q.    That brings us to  ju s t about the point where we s ta rted , Congressman. I  can 
appreciate your a ttitu d e  on the Labor situation  but is n ' t  i t  a fa c t th a t we 
have to have action of some kind? The question,  i t  appea rs , is  what kind of 
action we should have.

A.  That's exactly the position we are in as I see i t .  I  don 't lik e  the 
insistence on More  governmental au thority . With th a t autho rity  w ill come 
more control and i t  is  foolish for Labor Unions or B usiness to  think they
can have one controlled and not the other. Labor w ill b e in sis tin g  on

I n d u s t r y  -  a n d  I n d u s t r y  w a n t s  G o v e r n m e n t  c o n t r o l  o f  U n i o n sGovernment control of        . The achievement of both goals would be
the end of our "free enterprise system" and the beginning of a so c ia lis t 
s ta te . Some men in s is t  that is  the only way out. I  in s is t  our system can
function, and solve a l l  our problems, i f  free men w ill a c t lik e  in te llig en t
men and get on with the job.

. ^  <

Q.     What steps do you suggest toward th is  end?
A.     l e t 's  have an end to the a ttitu d e  t ha t Labor is  the enemy of industry. Labor 

is  ju s t as essen tia l to Industry as Industry is  to  Labor. One complements 
the other. Industry had a chance, years ago, to provide the essen tia l 

leadership which would have produced a b e tte r and more well ordered l i f e  for 
a l l  of us. I t  Muffed t hat opportunity and the s ta te  had to step in .

Let Industry now dem onstrate intelligent leadership. Industry makes us
of every possible facet of sc ien tific  knowledge to develop i t s  operations.

;

Let i t  also make use of every -possible facet of social, and p o litic a l 
knowledge to cu ltivate  the human beings who make i t s  operations possible.
The leaders of industry in  many places have shown th a t leadership. There are 
many instances of industries where a s trik e  i s  unheard o f, where employees 
have intim ate, personal re la tions with th e ir  employers, and where employees
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enjoy b e tte r conditions than are provided by a l l  the Federal and s ta te  
leg isla tio n  on Social Security, e tc .

Industry knows th a t the w orking man's  chief concern i s  a decent wage that
wi l l  enable him to enjoy the benefits of our in d u stria l output. I f  Industry 
i s  equal to the opportunity which is  afforded i t  a t  thi s juncture in  our 
National development, then we can ease the s ta te  out of t he picture 
altogether and al l  of us can enjoy in d u stria l peace and progress.  Industria l 
peace, and the rea l progress we a l l  work and hope fo r, cannot be obtained, and 
w ill not  be promoted, by w riting in to  the law of the land the punitive 
Measures which are advocated in  the current crop of so-called Labor leg is la tio n .

i


