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(The following is a condensation of the presentations)

DR. LIND: Perhaps I’m a little overly sensitive on

this question of appearing as a specialist or as a

sociologist on this program, but I realize that if the

subject of human relations in industry is going to be

dealt with at all adequately, it’s got to be dealt with

in broad terms because industry actually deals with

such a wide portion of our lives you can’t classify it.

You can’t cut it up in little segments and allocate the

problem to one specialty or another.

There is always the possibility of interpreting the

theme “human relations in industry” as suggesting

that people sometimes do operate on principles of

nonhuman relations in industry. In terms of the actual

history of industrial relations it would have to be

said that the early history of at least western industry

was one that did involve relatively little concern for

the human factors involved.

Certainly the rise of the factory system in the West

was associated with child labor, with the exploitation

of labor, with unsanitary working conditions, long

hours and unsatisfactory working conditions in gen-

eral.

Even as late as the turn of the present century, it

would have to be said of Hawaii that labor in Hawaii

was largely conceived of in terms of a commodity—a

necessary commodity, it is true, but essentially as a com-

modity. I can recall very well a conversation I had not

too many years ago with a retired official of one of the

so-called “big five” who told me of his own observation

on Maui. When contingents of labor were brought in

for examination by the various representatives of the

plantations they were lined up so the plantation man-

ager could go up and down the line and thump them

on the chests and feel their legs very much as if they

were good mules or stock animals, to make sure they

were capable of doing the job that was expected of

them. I don’t think it is any reflection upon the

present plantation system in the Islands to call at-

tention to the fact. that 75 years ago these things were

common.

In line with the conception of labor at that time

as a commodity, it was common to seek labor from

the cheapest source and to deal with it essentially as

a commodity, very much as one might introduce

fertilizer into the soil. One of the devices was to in-

troduce labor from a variety of sources in order to

prevent the possibility of labor from one area, by

virtue of common cultural background, banding to-

gether and so exercising dominance over the entire

situation.

I think it should be noted here that the plantation

system in Hawaii was probably more humane, prob-

ably provided for more consideration of the individual

laborer than is true of the plantation system anywhere
else in the world.

Certainly, we had resident ownership here which

was extremely important in guaranteeing some con-

cern for personal interest in the people involved. In

a sense we had a missionary heritage here. The plant-

ers were to a considerable degree identified with the

whole missionary movement and the humanitarian

interests of the missionaries carried on, to at least some

degree, in their children and grandchildren.

Ray Stannard Baker, back in 1911, spoke of the

special role of a continuous supply of pliable labor

as the crucial element and said that the only problem

that really faced the Territory at that time, with ref-

erence to its economic structure, was whether or not

the Orientals were willing to continue to work with

docility under the controls that were imposed at that

time. He is also noted for making the observation,

which has been taken up by organized labor especially

and used repeatedly, to the effect that he had never

seen any place in the world a community in which

there was “so much philanthropy and so little democ-

Tracy.

He was focusing attention especially on the planta-

tion system as it existed and he took special pains to

refer to the extensive welfare program being provided

by the plantations.
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Ray Baker also focused attention on the fact that

the plantation system was stratifying with a relatively

small group of haoles in control and a large mass of

unskilled and uneducated Orientals doing the strong

backwork in the field. Part of what he had reference

to when he spoke of the small amount of democracy

was the chasm that seemed to exist between manage-

ment on one hand and workers on the other hand.

You may well ask at this point, what all this has

to do with human relations in industry at the present

time. We’re discussing Hawaii in the year 1952, not

1875 or even 1910.

The situation has greatly changed in the meantime.

The day of forced labor is gone. The day of highly

centralized economic control by a small hierarchy of

economic plutocrats manipulating the whole situation

is gone.

Organized labor is something that must be reckoned

with today. The fact that it was possible, in the short

space of less than ten years, to organize plantation

labor, which most people just a decade ago would

have said was impossible, is part of what I think must

be regarded as almost a revolutionary change.

The only reason for relating so much background

is that you must recognize that we must reckon with

the fact that tradition dies slowly, that even in this

day of organized labor throughout the Islands, the

memory of forced labor has not completely disap-

peared, the memory of a stratified social system in

which it was common for significant administrative

positions to be occupied by haoles only—the memory

of that dies slowly.

Today people still talk about a ceiling for the

Orientals and a floor for the haoles and that it isn’t

possible actually to attain the important jobs that

every young man or woman aspires to who goes

through the public schools of the Territory.

Now it doesn’t matter, particularly, that today you

can point out case after case in which these old stereo-

types have completely disappeared. There are im-

portant figures, not only in large industrial enter-

prises in Honolulu, but also in rural Hawaii, who

are of Oriental ancestry; of the so-called minority

groups who have attained positions of significance

and prominence, not only in civil service, but in pri-

vate industry as well. The avenues of advancement

are far broader for movement up and down the eco-

nomic and social scale than they were just twenty

years ago.

I want to emphasize to the public school teachers

of the Territory that they have to take account of

what the young people still think is true, whether it

actually is true or not. You have to take account of

the stories the older generation is still passing on as

true, when obviously they couldn’t have occurred for

the last twenty-five to fifty years.

I state very emphatically that our young people

must be led to an appreciation of the extremely

fortunate situation they possess here in these Islands

as compared with the situation of their cousins, let

us say, in the countries of their origin, or even their

cousins in Continental United States. But I don’t

think they can be convinced unless you deal objec-

tively with the facts as they existed in the past. Admit

[4]
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that the situation that existed in the past was one of

inhumane relations in industry, if you will—of non-

humane, certainly. ‘Then give full consideration to

what may be done in the present day to further

equalize and to further guarantee to each young man

and woman his prospect in an industry in accordance

with his particular facilities and gifts.

* * *

FATHER McDONALD: Whenever we have human

beings together, we’re going to have human relations

problems.

These will always be moral problems, and we will

always be able to trace the fact to that battle St. Paul

spoke of (and which each of us knows through ex-

perience) when he said:

“Woe is me! Who will deliver me from the body

of this death? I find in myself a constant war-

fare. For the good that I would do that I do not;

and the evil that I would not do that I do.”

It goes clear back to the beginning of the human

race, of course; and we find it among us today. Each

one of us, I suppose, since breakfast this morning,

can count half-a-dozen times when he or she lost

that battle.

I am speaking now to a group of people who have

in their charge the representatives of capital and labor

tomorrow—ten years from now.

Of this thing I am certain: that unless the human

relations problems that exist between capital and

labor find their answer in the things I’m going to

indicate, they will never be found.

What we are really talking about today is the im-

passe at which civilization finds itself. We are really

talking about the terrific struggle between collectiv-

ism and individualism that has been building up for

five hundred years. If we don’t find the answer to it,

there is going to be a terrible blow-up which will

involve all of us.

Industry is an institution, a necessary one. Another

institution very necessary to the welfare of the human

race is marriage, a permanent institution that pro-

vides for the propagation of the human race under

the best possible circumstances. It’s a divine institu-

tion and, in one sense, so is industry. In marriage

a man and a woman become husband and wife and,

in a sense, lose their separate identity.

Now we know, of course—some of you from ex-

perience, others like myself from hearsay, all of us

from reading the papers—that there are human rela-

tions problems in this institution. Those problems

are always moral problems. So long as the husband

and wife fail to forget themselves as individuals once

they have made the marriage contract, or fail to

maintain in their proper order the ends of this in-

stitution—the welfare of the other and of the young

and of society—we can’t answer those problems.

So long as they think of their rights instead of their

responsibilities, we have divorce courts and separa-

tions. The only way they can answer their problems

is by justice and charity. In marriage we call charity

love, having the other fellow’s problems more at heart

than your own.

Also necessary for the welfare of the human race are

material things. We need goods, houses, cars, radios.
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We have the tremendous resources that the Creator

has given us in this world and we have also that right

He has given us which is inalienable, as fundamental

as any right we have—the right to own and use these

resources.

But they don’t do anybody any good until some-

thing happens.

Capital has property rights. ‘These are inalienable

rights and, if capital wishes, it can think only of its

rights and say, “I can do what I want with my prop-

erty. I can make it produce as much as I want, and

I can do what I want with the products of it. I can

pay what I want for labor; so long as I can get labor

for such and such a price, it’s perfectly all right for

me to pay just that much and no more. If I don’t

wish to make my property productive of goods, I

don’t have to.” But labor can say the same.

Labor can say, “We have power now, vindicated

at last, through the right to organize,” which is in-

alienable, just as inalienable as the right to property.

“At last we have a start, so we’re going to think only

of these rights; we're going to continue to vindicate

them, and to heaven with everybody else!”

There’s going to be a divorce ultimately. ‘They

can’t get along. The only way they will ever be able

to resolve those problems will be by sitting down and

talking it over—keeping in mind justice and charity.

If capital thinks first of its responsibilities, if labor

thinks first of its responsibilities, our problems are

minimized. There is no other answer and there never

will be. The worst enemy of labor is not capital but

labor and the worst enemy of capital is not labor

but capital.

Only when labor and capital realize that the tre-

mendous power each holds places upon them the re-

sponsibility of taking care, not of themselves only,

but of the rest of the world, will we have an end of

strikes and strife in industry. Meanwhile, the Third

Party, the public, isn’t going to sit around and have

its toes chopped off. Sooner or later, because OL this

third party and its rights, labor is going to be hurt

badly because the Taft-Hartley law is going to get

tough. Sooner or later, for the same reason, capital
is going to run into something far worse than the

Wagner Act.

I think a realistic look at the situation today, com-

pared with the situation 15 or 20 years ago or even

10 years ago, gives everybody reason for much hope.

We know the day of rugged individualism is over.

Capital has had its day of riding roughshod over

everybody else. It never will come back. That’s a gain.

It is also a gain that labor is swinging back from

the day of irresponsible use of the power that it has

won for itself by organizing. There are still irre-
sponsible labor leaders. ‘There are still irresponsible

unions and irresponsible men in those unions. But,

by and large, that day is gone. Someday, within your

lifetime and my lifetime, most of labor will be looking

to its responsibilities. Because of you and others like

you, the people who are in our labor unions, and

the people who are running our businesses are going

to know more about their responsibilities and think

less about vindicating their rights. ‘This is one of your

primary tasks as teachers. That, I take it, is why

we're having this discussion today.

What I’m suggesting as the answer to human rela-

tions problems in industry is not a hopeless thing,

an idealistic thing. It is, first of all, the only possible

answer; secondly, it is coming about before our very

eyes and you are partially responsible for it. If you're

not awake to your responsibility, it will take a lot

longer for it to come about. If you are awake to your

responsibility, those boys and girls you have in your

classrooms now are going to do more to bring it

about than all the panel discussions we can hold be-

tween now and the year 2,000.

* * *

MR. MURPHY: I’m here as a representative of

management. My points of view are management’s

points of view. Of course, there are many wiser men

in business who disagree with me, but I don’t think

I am unrepresentative of business people.

I’m going to tell you why I think industry is in-

terested in human relations.

Business is generally regarded as primarily profit-

motivated, with limited interest beyond the balance

sheets. Therefore, it seems reasonable for me to pose

some questions. Why are they interested, anyway?

Do they really care? Have they any permanent basis

for an interest in human relations or is it just some-

thing that’s a fad with them; or is it something they’re

forced to be interested in by external circumstances

or influences?

Why is the businessman interested in human rela-

tions?

The answer is a very simple one. Capitalism and

free enterprise survive in a democracy only under

the circumstance of steady progress in the improve-

ment of living standards, because the people have

the power to change the system. If you think about

that proposition, you’ll know it’s true. People have

the power to change the system.

Now it won’t be denied that management and own-

ers have an interest in survival of the system. On the

national level, at least, it has become clear that we

do have an interest in survival of the system and in

human relations itself.

If a business is to survive, if it is to make progress,

be more efficient and competitive, it must have co-

operation. It can’t get along without it. Because man-

agement and owners are interested in having co-

operation, they are interested in human relations.

It’s unavoidable.

Management is composed of people. As people, man-

agement wants, in the main, to do the right thing,

wants to be liked, wants to have the affection, re-

spect and regard of the community.

Before coming to Hawaii some five or six years ago,

I spent a number of years with an industrial relations

consultant organization. I traveled a great deal, work-

ing with various managements on industrial relations

problems. At times we would find situations that

were not good and, at times, the reason why the situa-

tion was not good was the management.

Something that was true in almost all cases is this:

even where the manager was, let us say, a petty plant

tyrant, or something on that order, when I appeared,



he wanted me to like him and to respect him for the

things he was doing with the people in that plant.

Even though his course of action probably was subject

to fairly serious criticism, what he wanted was the

very natural and human thing—to have people like

him and respect him. And that’s a very strong, very

fundamental drive with all of us.

If we’re so strongly motivated, why is it we do so

poorly at times? As I said a minute ago, manage-

ments are composed of people, and one of the reasons

we make mistakes is because we have all the nor-

mal human imperfections, including shortsightedness,

which is a serious problem involving judgment, and

another one of the same general character is the

problem of distinguishing between an expedient solu-

tion and a sound long-run solution using proper

criteria. And we are sometimes subject to prejudice,

selfishness and ignorance.

There are three special categories of management

problems I’d like to discuss, because they affect man-

agement judgment and management action. ‘They are:

fear, lack of technical capacity, and fatigue.

They operate in so many situations that produce

unhappy decisions that they're worth touching on.

It’s axiomatic, I suppose, but the farther along we get

in management, the tougher the job is, the more im-

portant the decisions are, the more damaging the

wrong decisions can be and the more these three

problems seem to emerge.

First is fear. Fear of the consequences of the unfore-

seen contingency in the operation so that management

is likely to be over-conservative in the decisions it

makes in order to preserve a margin of safety for

error.

Second is lack of technical capacity. I’m not going

to touch on it very much here, but will go at it later.

This much I do want to say: there are a great many

things we do not yet know how to do well, but I

think we will know how in a few years.

Third is fatigue. Those who are ultimately re-

sponsible for decisions are constantly pressed with the

need for making decisions. They grow tired, and

sometimes they make bad decisions just out of fatigue.

What are the principal focuses of human relations

in industry?

People want economic security. ‘They want to im-

prove their own status and they desire recognition.

There is an almost endless list of things that people

want from their business association. You might de-

velop the list something like this. Economic security,

for example, means protection from the effects of de-
pression, protection from layoffs, protection from

down-grading. Protection from such economic hazards

as loss of income from sickness, loss of income by rea-

son of old age and so forth. You could go on almost

forever.

Then you have the desire for improvement, which

I think is of extreme importance. It’s translated into

a desire for pay increases, for promotion, working

conditions that are conducive to self-respect and so on.

The desire for recognition, I think, implies the desire

for approval from a fellow human, and the enhance-

ment that comes in your self-respect if you're as-
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sociated with a socially worthwhile business, and the

desire to be associated with a successful business.

One of the important things, with reference to

human relations in business, is the optimum use of

human talent. The more you can use human talent,

the happier people will be. The more of a man’s brain

and physical capacity, within reason and the limits

of the organization, that a man can use the better

adapted he will be to his work and the happier he

will be.

People like to do a worthwhile and a significant job.

That’s a very important drive. School teachers, above

everybody else, know what I mean. Most of you would

not be in your present jobs, I assume, if it were not

for the fact that you have a very strong drive to do a

job you regard as a significant one.

Now what’s the role of the union as I see it?

On economic matters first—wages, hours and fringe

items. I think the union role, in the main, and over

the nation has been a constructive one. There’s no

denying this. There’s a real place for the union in

that picture.

However, I think there’s always some danger that

the union program will have the defect of its effective-

ness. By that I mean that these pressures can build

up to where they can be too great and can produce

serious economic problems both for the country and

individual businesses. Despite that, the role and place

of the union in our society is assured and its function,

economically, is without doubt on the side of the

angels insofar as living standards are concerned. The

unions’ principal achievement on the economic side

is the speeding up of the gains which labor makes.
That is, the pay increases and other benefits, that

would come anyway, come much faster.

Important, too, is the security that comes from be-

longing to an organization as an equal with all the

other members of the organization—all working for

a common cause, for mutual protection and improve-

ment.

A union is a political organization. I say that in no

derogatory sense at all. It’s an organization made up

of people who vote for the officers and put them out

if they don’t do what the people in the organization

think they should. Therefore, the union is extremely

careful not to develop competition between people

in the union. The union is very careful not to let

anything happen that appears to favor one group

over another. A place where that, in my opinion,

operates badly, is in wage negotiations where every-

body has to get the same amount of increase even

though you're cutting down, by that device, the spread

between those with minimum skill and the least to

offer and those at the top and where it is important,

from the point of view of business, to retain an in-

centive for people to advance.

My objection to the union’s point of view on that

is that it is a political solution to a human relations

problem. It leaves a lot of very bad human relations

problems behind it for the management.

I’m going to briefly suggest some of the areas of

conflict.

We have conflict in handling of agreements once

they are drawn. We have conflict which arises from

i
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fundamental differences in policy between manage-

ment and union.

An important thing about these conflicts is that

the situation is improving. Many of these fundamental

conflicts are disappearing. It was not too many years

ago that management felt they couldn’t accept unions.

Fear was the basis of that. Now everybody in manage-

ment expects to work with the union, so that conflict

has largely been resolved.

The public, those of you who are watching manage-

ment and labor attempt to work out solutions, must

remember that people have the right to not work.

‘That’s a fundamental Constitutional right. Likewise,

so long as you respect any vestige of property rights,

the owners have the right to not invest their capital

under certain conditions.

I want to touch briefly on another source for the

improvement of our handling of personnel problems,

and that comes from the social times.

In our handling of personnel problems we could

know a great deal more, for example, about how to

promote people to, let us say, the kind of jobs they

have not performed.

We could know a great deal more about how people

act in groups, about how the groups form, what the

gains are, what the natural cohesions in the work

force are.

If we understood these things better, we’d be able

to deal with these problems better and would be able

to do a better job. I think progress in this area has

been fairly rapid in recent years.

I hope I’ve convinced you that management has a

natural interest in the human relations problem, that

we're interested in better living standards for people,

despite our shortcomings. The personnel profession is

acutely aware of the need for what you might term

' “psychological satisfaction.”

‘We in management have to accept the ultimate re-

sponsibility for good human relations in industry.

Because management, per se, has the power of

ultimate decision there has to be a philosophy with

regard to what happens to the people in the business.

* * *

MR. RUTLEDGE: I can honestly say that I’m quite

confused. I’ve been confused for the last few days

about this problem of human relations in industry. I

was pretty much convinced that there just wasn’t any

such animal—if human relations means what I thought

it meant.

Coming up here I figured I’d take my cue from

what would be said ahead of me. I saw that we’d hear

from Dr. Lind, Father McDonald, and Mr. Murphy—

and I thought I’d get some good ideas and wouldn’t

have to prepare anything. So, I listen to them—and

it’s no fun, because I agree with them!

I thought to myself, what’s this man Murphy doing

here? He’s intelligent, he’s talking sense. We don’t

have that kind of talk in our negotiations. It’s obvious

to me that they surely don’t listen to him if that’s

the advice he gives.

I think that the things you want to know are: what

makes our union tick from the human angle; why

do they do what they do; and chiefly, if they're as

confused as Alice in Wonderland, why do they listen

to me? Why is it that everybody knows what two and

two is, except Rutledge and his membership?

You're probably interested in the things that our

membership feels.

What does this fellow want? Why does he join the

union? What’s his problem? He joins the union, in the

first place, because he’s dissatisfied. I agree with Mr.

Murphy who says it’s a desire for economic security.

A man wants to feel that he’s able to take some money

home to the kids so they don’t have to go to school

without lunch money. It’s embarrassing. It leaves an

impression on the kids that they don’t forget when

they grow up. The only solution for them seems to

be getting together in a union. So what happens?

Even if everybody gets out on the street of their

own free will, the employer says, “You can’t convince

me they want a union.” We’ve got to have a govern-

ment-conducted election. So you have the election and

then you sit down. What’s happened in the meantime?

What’s happened to the employer? ‘This is a human

relations problem.

As soon as the union comes into the picture it

scares the employer. So they run down to the Em-

ployers Council in order to find a way to beat the

union. The Council has fancy lawyers and know all

the technicalities. ‘They say if you do thus and so, thus

and so has to come out. Well, what comes out? The

fact that the employer is scared stiff! He’s afraid of

the employees that he’s known for five, ten, fifteen

years—people he sees everyday. All of a sudden he’s

afraid to sit down and talk with them. We’ve got to

deal with a man from the Employers Council the

employees don’t even know. He’s got all the answers,

but he doesn’t know a thing about the business.

The employer doesn’t want to give the workers

anything, and he’s not in business to give them any-

thing. He is in business to make some money. ‘That’s

what I tell our people. When you start reaching your

hand in his pocket you’re liable to get it broken. You

have to be careful the way you do it.

It’s been said that everybody has a right not to work.

We've got a law that says we have the right to strike.

‘Taft-Hartley says that. Taft-Hartley also says that we

have the right to assist, join, and to help other labor

organizations, and to engage in concerted activities

for our own mutual aid and protection. So what hap-

pens?

The employer says that in order to get a contract

for any wage increase we must agree to waive the

right to help any other union. As a condition to

getting an agreement we must agree to give up the

right that the law guarantees us. And yet manage-

ment knows that every time it demands such an agree-

ment, the workers are not going to live up to it.

It’s been said that unions are not responsible. How

are you going to be responsible when you can’t find

a responsible employer who will be honest enough

to tell you, after you tell him you’re not going to live

up to an agreement, that he won’t sign with your

Marriage, it’s been said, is an institution. ‘They say

capital is an institution and labor is an institution.

Marriage has been pretty well explained. Now, let’s

take management and labor. In Hawaii, it’s been a



shotgun marriage. It resulted from the Taft-Hartley

Act and the Wagner Act that say you’ve got to get

together. That’s the law!

On the mainland employers seem to know what

they’re doing. After many years, they finally have what

is known as union security. In Hawaii I say to an em-

ployer, “Now, look, you’ve dealt with our union for

five years. You know we sort of had to get together.

We've been living together long enough, so how

about the wedding ring?” In industry and manage-

ment the ring of wedlock is the union’s security. But

in Hawaii management says, “I'll take a walk any-

time I like.” What are you going to do? We don’t

even have a policeman to catch management.

One of our human relations problems is that we

sit down with an employer and find that he’s running

the business but he has no share in it. He gets his

wages if there’s a strike. Who gets stuck? The poor

stockholders.

Our people want some of the material things the

employers are working for. And in order to get them

we have learned there is only one way, in most in-

stances, and that is to withhold our labor. But some

of our people have been afraid to join unions. Why?

Because of Communism.

Now most of our members don’t know the dif-

ference between Communism and rheumatism, but

they know they’re both painful. I tell them, “What

are you afraid of? You take the ILWU, you say they’re

a bunch of Communists, but look at the wages they

peti

When a working man has a family to take care of,

he doesn’t care if Harry Bridges or Jack Hall or any-

body else has been called a Communist. And that

presents another human relations problem. The em-

ployer, out of one side of his mouth, supports an

agency that’s fighting the left wing union and Com-

munism and, out of the other side of his mouth, he

goes along with that same left wing union and gives

them better wages and working conditions than he is

willing to give the right wing unions. So what does

that tell our people?

What happens when we have a strike? The wives

of management join together and say, “We'll take

over the work.” It’s not the Communists who raise the

question of class consciousness—it’s this sort of be-

havior.

We want statehood. We want equality. Now there

is two and two that makes four. You figure it out.

* * *

MR. THOMPSON: The main human relations

problem in industry, as I see it, is the question of

what people’s living standards are going to be.

Unions are concerned with trying to improve peo-

ple’s living standards, and most of the problems that

arise, arise out of the attempt to raise living standards.

Conflict comes because management is in business

to make money and is not primarily concerned with

the people working for them. It may be true that to-

day we find some management people who possess an

interest in the welfare of the workers. I think Mr.

Murphy explained the reason for that very well. Man-

agement is interested in minimizing conflict, which is

costly to it. It can’t afford to get too many people feel-

ing that management is purely selfish and that it

should be curbed in ways which will prevent it from

making as much money as it’s able to do under the

present situation.

For that reason, management has to figure out

what makes employees dissatisfied to the point where

they join unions and get a lot of economic power

and ask for the things they really need and that cost

management a lot of money.

The fundamental purpose of management is to try

to minimize costs. In trying to make a profit, the

easiest cost to keep down is the labor cost. Workers

learned that a long time ago. One of the most suc-

cessful ways of helping themselves, they found, was a

method of collective bargaining. Without it the

worker has no power and history shows that when

that situation exists living standards are usually just

about at the subsistence level. Look at how things

were in England years ago when people went to work

before they were teen-agers, worked sixteen or eight-

een hours a day, died of overwork and malnutrition

at the age of twenty-five.

These things drove workers to form an organization

which would enable them to say to an employer, “We

need what you have, you need what we have, and if

we can’t make a satisfactory deal, then we’re not going

to work for you.”

Basically, that is where labor gets all its bargaining

power. The ability to withhold labor. If workers do

not organize to the point where they can effectively

withhold something the employer needs, then they

can’t use economic power and they’re not going to be

able to get the things they need. We feel—and history

makes us feel this way—that you can’t trust anyone else

to look out for your own welfare.

When we bargain with the employer the question in

the employer’s mind and the question in our mind

is, “How strong is the other guy?”

Now out of this rather ugly situation—one neither

the employer nor the worker likes—a lot of good things

come. Workers have been forced to work together—

regardless of race or national origin. Not because they

were filled with charity or enlightenment, but because

they had to if they were going to get a higher standard

of living for themselves and their kids.

In the Territory, the attempt to organize to get

strike power first made people of various origins come

together. ‘Then trouble started. ‘They didn’t trust each

other. These frictions had to be overcome if the union

was going to hold together and keep from being split

apart. The union had to teach its leaders and its

members how to live together and how to work to-

gether. It had to fight for everybody equally. The

result has been that the union has done a lot to im-

prove racial relations in Hawaii. Not because it started

out to do it, but it did. That came out of the conflict

situation.

Another thing the union has accomplished, in terms

of human relations, is the development of a much more

democratic basis for leadership in the community.

There was a time here, not long ago, as Dr. Lind said,

when most of the people in positions of leadership

were haoles.
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But there are a lot of people on the plantations today

who understand the economic setup in the Territory,

how you get things done in the legislature which will

help you out economically and socially, and they un-

derstand a lot about their legal rights. ‘They know how

to get people to work together, to try to get things

that they need for themselves. They’re developing

leadership abilities.

These leaders have found themselves with the fate

and destiny of people on their plantation in their

hands when a strike is on. They have had to figure

out the right things to do, how to see to it people don’t

go hungry, don’t get kicked out of their houses, how

to prevent people from losing their heads and doing

foolish things that will lead to violence and bloodshed.

They’ve learned a lot from this. And these people are

going to make a better community out of Hawaii.

People trust their own kind and when they see that

they’re represented in positions of leadership by those

who come from the working people, they feel better

about things.

Another effect that union organization has had on

human relations is that it has changed management’s

ways of doing things.

Industrial relations people like Mr. Murphy have

their job security because of people like me and those

that belong to the union. Their job is to try to keep

the workers happy in the cheapest possible way. ‘That's

a legitimate function. That’s their job. And they find

that there are a lot of unnecessary unpleasantnesses

that occur on the job which make people angry, make

it easier for them to want to join unions and ask for

more costly things. ‘They counsel management to stop

doing certain things. Management has come to the

point where it disciplines itself. This wasn’t true before

the unions entered the picture. People were afraid to

argue with the boss because the boss had all the power.

Workers were afraid to say the things they thought,

to tell why they were dissatisfied. Frequently, manage-

ment made mistakes it didn’t want to make. Manage-

ment didn’t know what the workers were thinking.

I think that that is why some management people now

say that unions are good things to have around, in

some ways.

Hawaii has a history of bloody and bitter labor

struggle. Fifty years of it. Workers were shot and

bayoneted on the Hilo docks in 1938. Around 1938

it was a dangerous thing to be a union organizer.

There was a lot of violence. ‘There was a lot of misery

and unhappiness.

Today, there are a lot of places where labor relations

are on a give and take basis. When a worker has a

justifiable grievance, he can go in and present his case

to management. He knows that he’ll be respectfully

received, and there’s a good chance that he can get the

problem settled. The workers aren’t burning up with

bitterness against the boss because they feel he’s a

tyrant and they can’t do anything about it. When

something bothers them they go to see the shop steward

because he’ll take it up with the boss. They’ve come

to realize the boss is not too much different from them

in a lot of respects. They’ve had arguments with him.

Sometimes they’ve made him look foolish. ‘They cease

to be afraid of him.

This is democratic, and it’s good. But these are inci-

dental by-products. I think they’re good for everybody

that lives in the community.

But the basic situation remains: what decides who’s

going to get what at the bargaining table is the strength

of the boss or the strength of the worker in either a

strike or lockout situation.

We live in a state of armed truce. There’s going to be

a strike again, someday, and everybody knows it. ‘This

situation produces a lot of suspicions, fears, tensions—

on the part of labor and management. The public gets

caught in the middle. There are a lot of people that

don’t have organizations and they get hurt. They get

very impatient and they say, “Look, I’ve got no love for

the Big Five and I’ve got no use for the union. I just

wish we didn’t have strikes. We ought to pass laws

that would outlaw strikes.”

The union doesn’t like this situation, either. It’s a

dangerous situation for the union. We don’t like strikes

and everybody is looking for a way out. Father Mc-

Donald said there must be a way out. Dr. Lind said the

same thing. I think there is a way out. We have felt

for a long time that there is a way out. ‘The way out

is arbitration.

Everytime we have gone into negotiations here, since

1946 at least, we have been well aware that a strike

in a basic industry was going to hurt a lot of people

besides our members. We don’t like that. So we have

said, “We’re willing to give up our big weapon, the

strike weapon. We’re willing to submit this thing to

an impartial third party. Whatever that third party

decides, we'll abide by it. If we don’t get anything,

then we'll ask again next time.”

We're willing to do that. We’re especially willing

to do it here in the Territory because we feel we’re

so right.

Arbitration is an impartial process. There are rules

which govern it. Everytime a strike is threatened we

have offered arbitration. We offered it in 1946. It was

refused because the employers felt that they could get

out cheaper in a fight than in arbitration. When you

say “no” in a situation like that it’s pretty hard to

explain to people. So you talk about other things. You

talk about how the sugar cane is dying instead of why

it’s dying. You talk about Communism or something

else equally unrelated to the question of how much is

going to go into the sugar contract.

We offered to arbitrate the pineapple dispute, too.

The answer was no, but we thought we were tough

enough to fight the industry. We made a walloping

mistake. We were lucky to have a union left when we

got done.

‘Then there was the longshore strike. That’s a classic

example. There’s a difference of forty-one cents be-

tween the wages of the people here and those on the

Coast doing the same work, same ship, same cargo,

same employers. We were more than willing to submit

that one to arbitration. The employers weren’t. They

had to explain their position. Instead of explaining it,

they went to work to influence people. ‘They said,

“There’s a terrible crisis facing the community, some-

thing’s got to be done about it. Babies may not get

milk, cattle may die.” The union tried to solve that by

arranging for ships to bring in food. The splinter fleet.



The escrow fleet. When we did that the employers tried

to boycott the people who tried to bring that food in.

They tried to blacklist them throughout the commu-

nity. They raised the cry of Communism, too. ‘They

said the whole situation was dangerous to national

security—without ever answering the question of why,

if they were so concerned about national welfare, they

didn’t just give what the workers were asking and

settle this strike—or arbitrate. They can’t answer that

kind of question. They try to confuse the situation.

These are ugly things. ‘They’re pressure techniques.

Maybe we would do some things like that, too, if we

were on the other side.

You teachers fit into the scheme of things. You have

an important job to do. There’s a battle, in Hawaii,

for your minds. We wish you were on our side. ‘The

employers, generally speaking, have had the teachers

on their side and they want to keep them there. ‘They’ll

try to do this in many subtle ways.

We feel that what’s good for working people is good

for most people. We don’t want to hurt other people

unnecessarily and we have a program. We have an

answer. We have a way out. That’s arbitration. Some-

day it’s going to come.

TR COA os Gig

MR. OWENS: Over seventy years ago there was

organized. what is known today as the American

Federation of Labor. One of the first objectives of

that organization, unanimously adopted at its organ-

izing convention, was to eliminate child labor.

Another early principle of the American Federation

of Labor was compulsory education for our children.

Industry, in those days, cried out, “Don’t educate our

children. If they become people of knowledge, then we

won't have a labor force—they’ll all want to be bosses.”

Today our labor force must be educated to a greater

degree than ever before.

The United States, with all of its democracy, all of

its wisdom, is the last large nation on earth to bring

about social security. We are perhaps the last large

nation to enact into law the right to organize and bar-

gain collectively. Even Congress, in its infinite wisdom

—thanks to Mr. Hartley and Mr. Taft—decided that

the Wagner Act was a little bit too liberal in spelling

out the rights of American working men and women.
We have a very infamous labor law on the books today.

So far as I can learn, there is no other country in the

world that has a comparable law putting such restric-

tions upon people’s right to organize.

It has been my pleasure to live in these Islands for

seventeen years and to see the labor movement grow.

Not only AFL unions, but the ILWU and Independent

unions. We have no quarrel with these people because

it is very significant that our working men and women

are definitely interested in organizing themselves into

labor unions so they may secure that little measure

of justice they believe is theirs.

When I came to Hawaii as a tradesman there were

about 350 organized workers here. ‘Today they number

way up into the thousands. Conditions have improved.

They have improved because of the integrity and
earnestness of the men who have led those labor

organizations.

These unions are in Hawaii to stay. Contrary to what

employers may try to do, these workers are going to

maintain their labor organizations in Hawaii. It’s just

about time that the employers decide that they’re

going to bargain collectively and in good faith. It’s

about time the employers get off their high horse in

denying workers their rights to a union shop condition.

I think we have come a long way since the dark

ages of 1929 and 1930. We have come a long way—but

we have a long way yet to go. We in the labor move-

ment will do it, we hope, in a very painless way. We’ll

do it progressively, we'll do it in a way that will en-

hance the economy of our islands. Like Mr. Thomp-

son, we believe the employers had better accept the

institution of arbitration in some of their labor dis-

putes. We feel very strongly about it. We believe it

will achieve in Hawaii a semblance of industrial peace,

and that these human relations problems in industry,

of which we are speaking tonight, will, in time, be

gone.

The success of the American Federation of Labor

during the last 70 years has been important to all

working people—not just those who have belonged to

the Federation or various other trade unions, but to

the unorganized as well. You perhaps know that we

have been behind such legislation as the Fair Labor

Standards Act, the Anti-Child Labor laws, compulsory

education and much more such legislation that has

been beneficial to everyone who works.

‘The American Federation of Labor defends the dig-

nity of those who labor. We believe, and we have

preached and practiced, that it is a dignified thing to

be able to work with your hands.

One of the most outstanding contributions of the

AFL to those who toil and to our country has been the

successful advocacy of the high wage principle. We

believe that money put into the pockets of those who

toil—and it’s their fair share of the products of in-

dustry—that money is spent and it goes round and

round in spirals. You can’t keep wages down in an

effort to keep living standards up. It cannot be done.

We have demonstrated to the American employer that

higher wages mean higher profits, more efficient and

more productive workers and, as a result, lower labor

costs per unit.

At this point, in view of the fact that practically all

of you are educators, I want to tell you that we are

not training enough young people for the skills, trades

and crafts that we need to keep our big industrial

machine rolling.

We have less than 500 apprentices in training at the

present time. That includes those in first, second, third

and fourth year of their training. ‘This year we have

very, very few in the first year of training. Perhaps

100 or 125. It is not enough. We need these skills, we

must have them. I hope that local industry will increase

their training programs and the number of appren-

tices.

Finally, I want to say that the American Federation

of Labor is a humane institution. ‘They are working to

improve the lot of the working people and, in turn, the

good of all of us. We are continually impressing upon

our younger members the need for as much education
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as possible, for they will be the labor leaders of to-

morrow.

* **£ *

DISCUSSION PERIOD

Question: Are there any mainland communities or

industries where the marriage of labor and capital has

worked out well on a large scale? If so, what were the

reasons for success?

Mr. Murphy: That depends on what you mean by

“worked out well.” There are situations, for example,

where either capital or labor has been in command

of the situation and the relationships worked out well

in the sense that it was peaceful because one of them

dominated.

I think the automobile industry has worked its prob-

lems out pretty well. ‘There’s a fair amount of conten-

tion, but they’re continually in the process of making

adjustments to one another.

Another type of adjustment is one you find in the

garment industry. In that situation you have an almost

chaotic organization of the industry. As a matter of

fact the union has had to organize the industry—func-

tionally organized it.

Take the coal mining industry, for example. Perhaps

you don’t think labor relations there are good. ‘There

are relatively few strikes in the coal industry. Mr. Lewis
just decides what to do and that’s what they do.

Mr. Owens: I would like to add that, over a period

of years, the Typographical union always had excellent

relations with most of the big newspapers, magazine

publishing houses and so on. It was not until the in-

famous Taft-Hartley Act was crammed down the

throats of organized labor that the Typographical

union made the headlines all over the country. And it

(the Chicago strike) cost them many millions of dol-

lars. The union has been sued time and time again,

but it’s just as strong today as ever. They had a long

history of very fine relationships and all of a sudden

Mr. McCormick in Chicago decided to attack the Typo-

graphical union and there was a wave of strikes

throughout the country.

Question: Mr. Owens, what are the number of ap-

prentices you would regard as adequate for the Terri-

tory?

Mr, Owens: That’s difficult to answer. The Terri-
torial Department of Labor estimates that we have

approximately 10,000 workers in the building and con-

struction industry. On the mainland it is generally

accepted that for every ten skilled men, in various

categories, there should be at least one apprentice. If

we apply that rule here we should be training about

1,000 apprentices in the building and construction in-

dustry alone. That’s about as near an answer as |

can give you.

Question: How many apprentices are there in the

Territory at present?

Mr. Owens: There are under five hundred in train-

ing.

Coan Mr. Thompson, what does union security
mean?

Mr. Thompson: Union security is a general term we

use to mean assurances that are given to the union by

the employer that he won’t try to destroy the union.

An employer does not like his workers to organize and

he doesn’t like the organization that does that job for

them or for that organization to do it effectively. So

employers will either try to destroy or to subvert the

organization. Throughout the history of this country

there are examples where employers have become

strong enough to do that.

Locally, employers say they believe in unions, but

out of experience—and I know that Mr. Owens and

others have had the same experience—we know when

the workers want to organize and come to us for help,

as soon as the employers and the Employers Council

find out about it, they do everything they can to

prevent their workers from joining a union.

An easy way of keeping the union weak is to see to

it that the business agent has to spend all of his time

collecting dues instead of spending his time finding out

what the problems are and trying to discover ways for

improvement. One type of protection unions can get

against that is to get the employers to agree to deduct

the dues from workers’ pay and turn it over to the

union. This makes it easier for the union to do its job.

‘There are many other forms of union security. One

of them is the union shop where you require all work-

ers to join the union after they go to work.

Another one is the hiring hall, where the union

supplies the employer with his labor. Of course, that

gives the union a great deal of power.

It frequently happens that you have a union shop

with everyone in the union, but the union itself is not

a union anymore. Instead of representing the workers,

it is actually controlled by the employer. Suppose the

employes are inclined to ask for something that would

cost the employer $100,000. By judiciously spending

$10,000 on the right labor leader to sign a bum agree-

ment and persuade the workers it’s a good deal—you’ve

saved $90,000. That’s a very old technique. The way

to prevent this is by having bigger and better union

meetings. No union has real union security unless it is

a democratic union.

Question: Carl Linden, a former tax expert for Alex-

ander and Baldwin told me, in 1949, that we were 40

years behind Sweden. He proved his point. Next year

he retired, at 65, to Sweden. Does anyone here think

it will take Hawait until 1992 to catch up with Sweden?

I refer to the matter of arbitration, as in the case of

the garment workers’ union in New York City.

Dr. Lind: It’s only fair to say that there are a lot of

differences between Hawaii and Sweden. I spent a

couple of months in Sweden in 1938 and they thought

of us out here as South Sea Islanders with rings in our

noses.

Sweden has had a long history of labor organization,

a long history of a labor government in operation. ‘The

Social-democratic movement in Sweden goes back for

half-a-century, if not more than that. I think it would

be impossible to expect that Hawaii should have

achieved the advancements, in terms of peaceful work-

ing relationships, that Sweden has. Our conception

of labor organization is too new. Our people come

from a culture where labor organization in opposition

to management was simply anathema.

Whether it will take until 1992 or not, I don’t know.

I rather doubt it. I think we’re making very marked

strides forward in Hawaii.

[11]



Question: If management did not limit labor de-

mands, who would call a halt and where would it end?

Mr. Owens: Labor itself. ‘There are many cases where

labor unions have changed their contracts to make

them conform to the ability of the employer to pay.

No labor organization that is worthy of the name wants

to put the employer out of business. We want them to

continue in business and to make money so that we

can get a fair share of it.

Question: Why does labor object so to the company -

union?

Mr. Thompson: It goes back to the basic democratic

idea that the only trustworthy guardian of the citizen’s

welfare is the citizen—armed with the right to speak

out, vote, criticize. It’s the same with workers in indus-

try. They form a union because they have a common

interest—to get more for themselves. ‘The employer and
his agents have another interest—to make profits. They

may be fine people and most of them are. But that has

nothing to do with it. They have a job to do and the

problem of job security, too. It is to management’s

advantage to determine the policy of the union. As

long as the worker lets somebody else run his union

for him, his union is not going to do a good job of

protecting him.

Question: Does a human relations program have the

effect of weakening employee loyalty to the union or

of keeping the union out?

Mr. Murphy: I think you have to answer that on a

practical basis. Take a look at the three gentlemen who

are here representing labor and I think you know

what the answer is. These fellows are all doing pretty

well.

Question: Why not arbitrate?

Mr. Murphy: The reasons for the employer position

on arbitration are threefold. One: who proposes it and

from whence does it come? Iwo: what is it? Three:

what does it do to you? In the case of some union be-

liefs, arbitration is a weapon. So long as it’s advan-

tageous to the union, the union will use it. When it’s

no longer advantageous, the union switches its policy

and goes back to collective bargaining and economic

aspects.

Another reason for the employer’s position is: what

is arbitration? And Mr. Dave ‘Thompson gave you a

very good textbook explanation of what it is. But em-

ployers think in terms of what they have heard, where

it happens that the arbitrator may not decide on the

merits. Maybe he does sometimes—maybe he won't.

Maybe he will split it down the middle instead of tak-

ing it on the merits. You can look at the history of

places where arbitration has been waged by the union.

You find that it’s a process of relentless pushing for-

ward of the union position on a basis other than col-

lective bargaining.

The third reason I think Dave Thompson put to you

—he didn’t emphasize it, though — when he said,

‘Maybe we’re wrong.” Well—maybe he will be wrong

and maybe the arbitrator will agree with him.

Dr. Loper: When we were uncertain as to whether

we would have six speakers on the program today, Deal

Crooker assured me that he had a friend who would

be here and ready to pinch-hit. His subject, if he were

[le]

on the program, would be: “Human Relations Prob-

lems in Industry as Viewed by the Psychiatrist.”

I’m going to break my own rule against speeches in

this particular part of the program. We’re going to

give Dr. John Lynn an opportunity to make a brief

talk.

Dr. John Lynn: Pathologies are the result of the

abuse of human relationship, not only in industry, but

in the other phases of our society. ‘he most important

aspect of the abuse of human relationships is the abuse

of authority.

You get that abuse of authority not only in parent-

child relationships, but you get it in teacher-child

relationships, in adult relationships with labor leader-

ship and membership, in industry and employee rela-

tionships, you get it even in the church—and you get

it among psychiatrists.

I want to summarize what I feel is a critical issue

in coming to a clear understanding of what we mean

by abuse of authority in the warping of human rela-

tionships.

Father McDonald, particularly, struck home and I’m

going to refer to his paradox of the family and indus-

try. There are two types of authority which are in

contrast:

1. Autocratic authority, which is the abuse of author-

ity, and

2. Democratic authority, which is the healthy au-

thority.

The autocratic authority, by tradition, has been

almost the rule in many countries. From our modern |

understanding of normal human growth, it is a warp-

ing, crippling type of authority. Wherever you find it,

you find that the welfare of the authority is the pri-

mary welfare.

Authority of this sort prevents human growth. The

fulfillment of the needs that Mr. Murphy and Mr.

Rutledge and others have spoken about, are not pos-

sible when individuals are exposed to authority of this
kind because they are so busy fighting what they feel

is a hostile world. They are trying either to be close

to the authority in power to be safe, or are fighting

against the authority or trying to be authority. They

haven’t the time to fulfill the best potentialities as

individuals—whether it’s in labor unions or in indus-

try, in the home, in school or what.

As I see it, the work of the DPI in cooperation with

industry, labor, church, education is a tremendous step

toward trying to sell the idea of democratic authority.

A democratic authority, in contrast to the autocratic,

is one who is interested, primarily, in the normal

growth of the people over whom he is responsible—

like good parents—who is interested in the maximum

fulfillment of the best potentialities of the subordinates
with whom he works. He knows that if each subordi-

nate is achieving maximum satisfaction of his basic

needs, he’s going to be much more productive and will

be a satisfied worker.

Working with the DPI and attending meetings of

this sort I have come to understand, I believe, a more

positive approach to achieving collective and indi-

vidual human happiness on the basis of a democratic

understanding and use of authority.
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