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he - conventional wisdom about  the

Kennedy Administration is that it was

high on charisma but bereft of legislative
achievements.

I cannot speak of the experience of other ex-
ecutive departments of the Government, but the

reality, rather than the myth, is that more labor

and related legislation was enacted during
1961-62 than during the tenure of any prior
Secretary of Labor, with the exception of the
great legislation of the New Deal.

There follows a summary list of ‘initiatives
and accomplishments involving the Department
of Labor during this period. This list is.illustra-
tive rather than all-encompassing:

e The Temporary Extended Unemployment
Compensation Act of 1961, which temporarily
extended unemployment benefits on a national
basis, rather than State by State, without trigger
points;

o A bill increasing the minimum wage (effec-
tive September 3, 1961);

° The Area Redevelopment Act, providing

Arthur 1. Goldberg served as Secretary of Labor in 1961—
62. ;

retraining - for persons -in- high-unemployment

areas (Public Law 87-27, signed May 1, 1961);

e A bill to provide for an additional Assistant
Secretary of Labor, a woman, with enlarged
responsibilities beyond heading the Women’s
Bureau (signed August 1961);

o Amendmeént of the Welfare and Pension
Plans Disclosure Act (Public Law 87-420,
signed March 20, 1962) to authorize the Secre-
tary of Labor to examine reports from health and
welfare plan administrators, and to investigate
suspected cases of wrongdoing;

o Amendment of the Juvenile Delinquency Act
to safeguard the rights of youthful offenders;

e An amendment to the Railroad Retirement
Act ‘which permitted early retirement on re-

duced benefits for certain workers (Public Law

87-285, signed September 22, 1961);

o Executive veto of a bill relating to longevity
step increases for postal employees;

o A bill providing health and housing protec-
tion for migrant workers (Public Law 87-345,
signed October 3, 1961); and

e The Manpower Development and Training
Act of 1962, which authorized the appropriation
of $435 million for a:3-year program of occupa-
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tional training for the unemployed and under-

employed (Public Law 87-45, signed March

15,.1962). B
In addition, there was a host of Executive

Orders and important statements relating to

labor matters. I shall cite only several:

® Establishment of the President’s Advisory
Committee on Labor-Management Policy;

® An order creating the President’s Commit-
tee on Equal Employment Opportunity;

¢ The statement on Youth Employment Op-
portunities and Training; ,

¢ An order regarding minimum wage rates for
government employees;

® An order requiring, for the first time, that

Government agencies engage in collective bar-
gaining with their employees (Executive Order

10988, signed January 17, 1962);

o Creation of the President’s-Commission on

P the Status of Women (Executive Order 10980,
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signed December 14, 1961);
\'e The establishment of the Pennsylvania Av-

enue Development Plan;

® An order improving the provision for aid
for the handicapped. ,

Further, in recognition of the role of labor in
our economic life, the Secretary of Labor was a
member of a small “kitchen cabinet” advising
the President on the state of the .economy.

All of the above was surprising to some, in
light of the fact that the Department of Labor

was, at the time, the smallest department of the -

Government, but on the whole, this volume of
activity was not controversial.

What was controversial during my tenure as
Secretary Labor was the intervention of the Sec-

retary and the Department in the settlement of
major industrial disputes. This should not have
- been surprising, as both admirers and critics of .

the policy professed. President Kennedy be-
lieved in an activist government to protect the
public interest. I shared this belief.

But what about the Conciliation Service?

The U.S. Conciliation Service had been
severed from the Department and reestablished
as an independent Federal agency in 1947, at the
insistence of Senator Robert Taft, in a move
viewed by some as a rather spiteful attack on
then Secretary of Labor Frances Perkins. This
separation was, and is, untenable. To success-
fully mediate settlements in' major labor dis-
putes, the prestige and “muscle” of the Presi-

‘dent and of the Secretary are often required and,

on the whole, invited by the parties concerned.

Thus, as Secretary, I—with the support of the

President; and often with his personal participa-

tion—successfully mediated many important
labor disputes. - S e
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Here, too, I shall mention only several of the

areas in which we sought to mediate disputes:
tugboats, steel, airlines, missile sites, maritime,

~aerospace, nuclear submarines,  longshoring,
- automobile manufacture, construction, and, to
- the astonishment of many, the :Metropolitan

Opera. ‘
In light of the peculiar nature of the last of th,
above-mentioned settlements, why should a
secretary intervene in the case of the Metropoli-
tan Opera? The reason is that the Metropolitan
Opera is our only national opera company and,
if a prolonged strike shuts down the opera, the
principals, who are very much in demand, may

be offered contracts of relatively long duration

by European opera companies. Without the ar-
bitration settlement reached in December 1961,
the net result might well have been the end of
the Metropolitan Opera, a national cultural
asset. Besides, Jackie Kennedy asked the Presi-
dent to have me intervene and what President or
Secretary of Labor could turn down a request
from Mrs. Kennedy? '

Inasmuch as I possessed no statutory power
to enforce settlements and only mediated them,
why the controversy over this approach? It is
gospel for both management and labor at con-
ventions, meetings, and the like to say that there
should be no government interference with col-
lective bargaining. This is empty rhetoric. I am
not- for compulsory arbitration, mandated by

law, except in the most exigent circumstances,

but mediation is a different matter.

All a good mediator can do is try fo persuade
the parties to agree upon a responsible compro-
mise. Surely any administration, faced with
economic problems of great magnitude, cannot
afford prolonged strikes. At the very least, it
should exercise its powers of persuasion to pre-
vent them. ‘

- It needs emphasis that mediation in no way
interferes with but, on the contrary, facilitates
collective bargaining settlements.

In mediating these strikes, was I violating the
law which separated the Conciliation Service
from the Department of Labor? My answer to
that is simple. The President can certainly offer
his good services to mediate any industrial dis-
pute which may have profound economic conse-
quences. And, because the President can do

~this, his designated Cabinet officer, the Secre-

tary of Labor, can do likewise.

In all of these highly publicized strike settle-
ments, in virtually every case solicited by influ-
ential members of both parties, I had the com-
plete support of Mr. William E. Simkin, the
Director of the Federal Mediation and Concilia-
tion Service, which was the successor agency to
the U.S. Conciliation Service. This wise media-
tor knew the value of having the power and
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prestige of the Presidency, as exercised through -
_his Secretary of Labor, employed in the settle-

ment of strikes affecting the national interest..
Mr. Simkin and the Mediation Service were not -

lacking for other disputes in which to. employ
their undisputed talents of mediation.

As a by-product of the high-profile strike set-
tlements and the public support which they en-

_gendered, Congress voted the Department of
Labor the most effective Department in our

Government in a Gallup poll. And because this
was Congress’ view, the legislation we spon-
sored was by and large supported on a bipartisan

basis by Congress. This, I think, is something to -

reflect upon at the present time and perhaps for
the future.

A final word. My agreement with President
Kennedy, before accepting appointment, was
that there would be no John Steelman in the
White House. In previous administrations, the

President’s staff often exercised the final word ~ ‘¢

"in labor matters. This was notably true during
the tenure of John Steelman, a Presidential aide:

inthe Whlte House durmg the Truman admmls-

tration.
There is a Parkmson s law appllcable to both

‘labor and management. The White House is the

ultimate seat of executive power, and both labor
and management sought to override the Secre-
tary of Labor in their own interest by resorting
to the White House when they did not get the
results they wanted from the Labor Department.
This did not happen during my tenure. I had
direct access to the President when necessary.
Iexpress the hope, rather than the conviction,
that all Secretaries will have similar access,
without having to clear proposals with a staff
member at the White House who usually does
not possess the Secretary’s expertise. (]

(

Humanitarian initiatives
during the 1960’s

WILLARD WIRTZ

hen he was asked, shortly after the

1956 presidential campaign, to com-

ment on the American political proc-
ess, Adlai Stevenson demurred—on the
grounds that an egg (or an egghead, the erudite
candidate added) is a poor judge of an egg-
beater. He was not pressed further,

Although Cabinet service is a less harrowing
experience, former Secretaries subpoenaed to
tcstlfy regarding their tenures properly recog-
nize related restraints. The view from the front

‘office is mev1tably skewed. Its occupants play

only a small part in the operations that-10,000 or
15,000 people in the Department carry on. And
especially after 20 years, the realization sets in

that memory serves more as a filter than a look-

ing glass. This testlmony will benefit from
brevity.

The early and middle 1960’s were- unques-
tlonab]y a gratifying, often exhilarating, time to
be in the Department of Labor. A new Presi-
dent, John F. Kennedy, looking with youth’s
1deahsm at the stars of human purpose, charted

" Willard Wirtz 'scrved ‘as Secretary of Labor during 1962-69.

a course for the Nation that would be hard to

hold. When totally senseless and inconceivable
tragedy tore those hands from the tiller, casting
a pall that never lifted, history’s perhaps most
skiliful political navigator, Lyndon B. Johnson,
kept that course and carried it forward. In 2
years, 1964 and 1965, more was done to re-
assert the country’s authentic human values, as
many of us see them today, than during any
previous decade, with the possnble exception of

the 1930's.

‘Whatever is properly identified as the Labor
Department’s sxgmﬁcance and character during
the 1962-68 period is drawn from broader de-

velopments. They centered on the outlawing of
two centuries of discrimination, bordering on
bigotry, that had been based on race and gender.
One critical expression of these biases had been

in employment. The Department’s performance
would be properly measured by what was done

or was not done to establish equal job opportu-

“nity. I remember our feeling at the time was

more of frustration than satisfaction. Yet per-
haps we went as far—in adding the “affirmative
action mquuement for: example-——as we -could.

v..all
a good
mediator
can do

is try to
persuade. . . .

¢ ..more
was done
to reassert

the country’s
human

values. . . .
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W. Willard Wirtz

Establishing equal job opportunity became

~more than just a matter of enforcing new laws.

It seemed fair to say in my 1968 Annual Report

, (perhaps one-of the few in thls senes wntten by

the person who signed it):

There emerged in the Department during thxs pe--

riod. . . a sense of a dimension of the “welfare of
the wage eamer” notcontemplatéd ‘when that
phrase was adopted in 1913 as. the Department s
charge and charter. This is his or her welfare. .
not just as-a wage earner but as a human being. .
~ (There was) new quesnomng of the extent to
~-which ' the ‘worker is. cortectly conceived of as
being created to meet the needs of the enterprise
and the system, and of the extent to which it is the
- other way around. It was the umfymg and
" dignifying theme in the history of the Department
of Labor, 1963 to 1968, that wage earners—and

those secking that status—are people. Not statis- -

tics. Not drones.  Human beings—for ‘whom
work. . .constitutes one.of the ‘potential ultimate
__satisfactions.

If, in time’s perspective, the reach of our rhetoric

appears to have exceeded the grasp of our

achievements, this is what we are looking for.
- The 1963-68 period is commonly marked in

\  the Department’s history by the emergence of

what was called, until the phrase became obso-
lete, a manpower program. Subsequent ques-

tioning of the effectiveness of that startup phase

of this program confirms its significance. Our
satisfaction was not in providing employment or
training for 3 million people—which was too
few—but in getting it recognized that the work-
ing of the economy includes no dynamic that

will assure a match between available jobs and -

people’s competence to perform them. Two
decades later, the country is still only edging
toward the realization that achieving the na-
tional potential depends on a vastly enlarged
and invigorated educational program, in' which
job and career training is a carefully articulated

‘piece—and in my own view, on the develop-
~ment of a national service program, directed
particularly at the needs of young people.

In a broader sense, whatever were the impor-
tant elements of the Department’s character
then, as in any period, emerges from looking at
what seeds were planted rather than from meas-
uring the harvest of legislative accomphshment
It was a period when, despite the gains in 1964
and 1965, the country was trying beyond ns
achievements.

The Department provided a reglment for the .
“war on poverty.” If this, too, stands out in
time’s perspective more for its aspirations than

for its. results, the instruction of the effort was
that, here again, the neutralizing of poverty re-

 quires giving all children, regardless of their

roots and- cn'cumstances, ‘the tools to make the
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highest and best use of what they have in them
We tried in 1965 and 1966.to press the Con-

- gress to make substantial changes in the unem-

ployment insurance system, which was then—

-as it is. today—essentially the same as it had
“been for 30 years. The potential for tying this

system into a retraining program for displaced
workers is immense.

Our efforts to stop the slow murder that was
going on in the uranium mines were at least
partly successful, and the President’s “Mission
Safety” program to- reduce injuries to Federal
employees ‘made significant gains. However,
efforts to get a national occupational health and
safety program enacted fell short. Our succes-
sors did what we were not able to.

I suspect that one of the Department $ major
contributions during the 1960’s was in the area
of Federal employment relationships. At the
President’s instruction in 1967, an interagency
committee—chaired by the Secretary of Labor,
directed in large measure by the Assistant Sec-
retary for Labor-Management Relations, and as-
sisted immeasurably by a distinguished panel of
experts from. outside ‘the Government—pre-
pared a report recommending the establishment
of anew system for handling collective bargain-

ing and grievance adjustments within the Gov-

ernment. The report—published, but not for-
mally transmitted—would constitute much of
the basis for Title VI of the Civil Servi¥e Re-
form' Act of 1978.
_ It has been interesting to watch from the side-
lmes the evolving appraisal of the “humanitar-
” initiatives the Government—and the coun-
try——took in the 1960’s. They are sometimes
judged by standards that question the advisabil-
ity of large governmental expenditures and of
reducing unemployment at the risk of increasing
the threat of inflation. As of 1968, unemploy-
ment stood at 3.3 percent, exactly half of what
it had been in 1960; arinual inflation had aver-

-aged, over those 8 years, 2.2 percent; the na-
‘tional debt stood in 1986 at $369.8 billion, a
fraction of its current level. No one in the

Department of Labor would claim the slightest
credit for this record. It suggests broadly the
context in which these programs developed.

- Even briefest appraisal of what happened dur-

_ing the 1960’s would be critically incomplete

without recognition -of the key role that orga-
nized labor was playing then in the country’s
affairs. This is sometimes recalled in terms of
the frequent recurrence during that period of

: 1ndustry-w1de collective ‘bargaining controver-

sies that seemed to threaten the entire economy.

‘That problem has been - outgrown. It was more
~important that the AFL-CIO supported every
: human welfare untlatlve taken: by the adminis-



tration—involving ‘civil rights, -civil liberties;

education, housing, the fight agamst poverty—

-and represented the political swing force on”’

many of them. -

- The national momentum from whxch the De-~

partment had drawn much of its strength was
lost late in the decade. I suppose the bitterness
of divided feelings about Vietnam was primarily
responsible. We learned -that any government

‘agency’s - effectiveness in shaping policy is

largely a function of forces that it can control
only in very slight measure.

It is harder, perhaps impossible, to appraise
the Department’s performance during that pe-

riod on the ‘operational fronts which cover 95

percent or so of its job. These are in large meas-
ure the responsibility, as a practical matter, of

been the beneficiary of a tradition of proud and
competent civil servants.
- We did try to improve the effectiveness of

what is essentially a two-government system:

one professional (and relatively permanent), the
other. political (and temporary). New political
officers get little real feel the first year or two of
the workings of a career staff.. We had the ad-
vantages of -having only three Secretaries of
Labor during the 16-year period between 1952
and 1968 and of having an unusual continuity
among subcabmet officers during most of the
1960’s.

The 1968 annual report details the efforts that

were made to increase the effectiveness of the

two-government system. They were concen-
trated on improving the channels of communi-

cations, 'espeéially those that -ought to -carry

idéas up the line as - well as down. We didn’t get
very far. Our conclusion that “the Department’s

- - effectiveness would be doubled if its prose were
cut in half” stopped just short of indicating how
this would ‘be accomplished. V

‘We tried to develop, under th& leadership of
an extraordinary Assistant Secretary for Admin-
istration, a “modern management system” that
would permit objective measurements of work

- performance. Considering this particularly im-

portant in the two-government system, we en-

‘countered the related difficulty that “such a sys-
-tem is resisted by political executives as another

restraint on- their instinct for management and
by those down the line as a checkup on their

career personnel. The Department has always Performance.” The 1968 report concluded eva-

- sively that “quite a'lot of progress in this direc-

tion leaves a good deal more requ1red ?

A special effort to make service in the Depart-
ment attractive to competent young people re-
flected the expressed view that “the single most
ominous long-range problem in Government ad-
ministration is (how) to attract top-flight college
graduates in substantial numbers.” I guess, in
retrospect, that this is less a matter of depart-
mental administration than of how overall Gov-
ernment policies consnst with youth’s 1mpossn—
ble dreams.

I’ haven’t mentioned one highlight of being in
the Department in the 1960s. It meant our host-
ing its Fiftieth Annivcrsary That was a proud
occasion. So, half again more, of the. Seventy-
Fifth. ~ O

~ Enactment of osHA reqilired
ingenious compromises and strategies

James D. HoDGSON

<. tmy confirmation hearings, the commit-

tee chairman was all business. From be-

. A hind his walnut barrier, Senator Ralph
Yarborough of Texas fixed me with an apprais-
ing eye, bade me welcome, and shot a direct
question: “Mr. Hodgson; if you are confirmed

“as this Nation’s 12th’ Secretary of . Labor, is

there anything in pax’ucular you will seek to
accomplxsh"” S

James D Hodgson served as. Sectctary of Labor dunng‘
197073, _ ) :

I was ready for the question. “I hope to do
something to improve the environment of the
American workplace,” I responded.

In retrospect, I shudder at my phrasing. After

only 16 months in Washington I had obviously

acquired an advanced case of “bureauspeak” dis-
ease. A straightforward answer would have found
me saying, “I will work for a new job safety law.”
For that is exactly what I had in mind.

~ These reflections retrace the events that
hooked me ' into pressing- for Federal action in

~ the jOb health and safety sphere and recall the

‘. .carry
ideas up
the line

as well as

down.”’
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" Occupational -Safety and Health Act of :1970 -
~-(0sHA). Although OSHA has been roundly con-

James:-D. Hodgson -

strategies I used to ‘bring about enactment of the

demned in many quarters, I regard its passage as
the most satisfying “step forward—both for

American industry and its more than 100 mil- =
- ministration. trigd it and got shot down,

lion workers—that occurred during my tenure at
the U.S. Department of Labor. I certamly put a
lot of myself into it.

When 1 arrived - at -the Labor Depamnent
as Under Secretary, I could not claim to have

had ‘a personal passion for health and safety ;

legislation.. 1 had- come from the aircraft. in-
dustry, which had outstanding job safety
records. Because lives depended dlrectly on the
safety of our product, everyone in the air trans-
portation . industry was mtensely safety - con-

_ scious—management, unions, engineers—every--
one. A remarkably safe workplace was the result.

With this background: shaping my views, I
had little reason to believe safety legislation
ranked as a priority for: Federal regulation.. It

took less than 3 months in Washmgton to open

my eyes and reverse my view.
This is what happened: In early 1969, when

Secretary George Shultz and I suddenly found

ourselves front and center in the Department of
Labor, two pesky safety issues awaited our im:
mediate attention. A new set of safety standards
to the Public Contract (Walsh-Healey) Act of

1936 had been issued in a storm of protest, with

“overkill” and “arbitrary” among the milder ep-
ithets applied. This act, among’ other matters,
prescribes health and safety standards for Fed-
eral construction projects.

At the same time, from deep in Utah’s new
uranium mines came critical rumblings. Some

mysterious radioactive compounds were being

loosed in mineshafts—compounds suspected of
having a deleterious effect on human lungs. Ac-
tion was required. . -

Eventually, we solved both of these issues.
But in the process, I underwent a crash course in
American workplace health and safety. After

_poring over a myriad of tracts and texts, review-
ing reams of recorded data, soliciting the views.

of scores of professionals, and sending an assis-
tant to Europe to- study safety measures- there,
two-points struck me.

First, many—far t00 many—American in-

dustries -had deplorable, even. inexcusable; job

health and safety performance. Second, those
industries with good performance had uniformly
installed sound standards and instilled positive

attitudes on the subject. The conclusion was
almost inescapable. Here was an area where .

Federal attention could make a dxfference—a
difference that often involved lives. 'Sadly,

more American lives were then bemgplo,st in the
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workplace than in the Vietnam conflict. And the

trend was worsening. - ,

~'So, what to do? Should we offer legxslatlon?
One Department of Labor expert of long ex- -

perience suggested legislation would be a waste

of time. “Forget it,” he counseled, “the last Ad-

industry is dead set against it.”

Coming from industry, I was skeptical. So I
carried my inquiries into corporate mahogany
Tow. K

“I’m told American management opposes job
safety legislation,” I began. Then I demanded,
“I want to know why.” The answer came back
loud and clear.

“We are not antisafety. We s1mply did not
like several features found in the previous bill.”

So I compiled a-list of industry objections.
Among other things, industry considered the
earlier bill faulty because:

¢ It would “junk” a number of fully proven
health and safety laws then existing at the State
level.

e It would give the Labor Department power
to play all roles in a safety case—from investi-
gator and. prosecutor to judge and jury. -

o It would install enforcement procedures be-
lieved to be punitive rather than remedial.

There were other reasons but, importantly,

- from no source did I hear that the Federal Gov-

emnment should stay out of the job health and
safety arena, nor did anyone question the need
for better health- and safety standards in the
American workplace.

- 50 outright resistance by industry was not a
problem. The solution seemed to lie in fashion-
ing a bill that would produce results without

‘giving industry the feeling that the “Feds were

bent on a power grab.”

To do this, we sought ideas: on health and
safety issues from professionals, unions, indus- -
tries, and legislators. We created a broad-based

“advisory council. One of our basic tenets for

drafting a workable act was to be as broadly
consultative as possible.

After several weeks, we had a rough draft.
With a bit of innocent pride, I sent it to Patrick
Moynihan, then head of the White House Do-
mestic Council. Back it came with a message:
“Where are the megathoughts? Reach a little!”

I had to admit Moynihan was right. Our first
version had been strictly a standard “meat and
potatoes” presentation, a serving of only the -
basics. It needed some fomard-thmkmg ideas
to whet congressional appetites.

So we expanded our exploratory consulta-
tions. Senator Jacob Javits of New York pro- -

“vided us astute counsel on how to expand the
;health component of ‘the bill, Howard ‘Pyle,




head of the National Safety Council, favored us
with practical suggestions. A recognized health

‘and safety expert, William Haddon, m_]ected

creative perspective.

About this time, President Rlchard M. Nixon
was preparing his 1970 state of the Nation
speech. A memo arrived from the White House
asking, “Anything you want included in the
speech?”

You bet! I wrote a strong paragraph on the

need for health and safety legislation. Well, we
didn’t get a paragraph, but we did get a sen-
tence. That was enough, for then we knew we
had the blessing of the President. After a few
more weeks of diligent revisions, our proud
health and safety bill- was eagerly tossed into the
congressional hopper.
" Its reception, I'm afraid, resembled a massive
yawn. Organized labor favored a competing
bill, which we believed repeated faulty features
of the former proposal. Industry management
still seemed wary.

In retrospect, I realize I had two responsibili-
ties: first, to persuade management that our bill
was fair and, second, to persuade the unions that
the bill they favored was a loser.

To-win management over, my first move was
to get invited to a convention of top industrial
executives at the Chamber of Commerce -head-
quarters in Washington, pc. There I “tub-
thumped™ at length on the need for a bill and
explained how our bill dealt fairly with indus-
try’s previous objections. The ensuing applause
could not be called deafening, but it was ade-
quate. If we could hold to our basic principles,
industry would, at least, not oppose our bill.

To fortify our stance with professionals in the
working world, we bombarded safety engineers
throughout the country with pleas for support.
Gradually, they took our side. To ensure that
State governments would not block our efforts,
I explained our bill at a Governors’ conference
in San Francisco and got a good reception.

However, organized labor’s preference for a
competing bill was a tough barrier to surmount.
Labor did not actually oppose our bill. The
unions merely preferred another one which we
believed was flawed.

With competing health and safety bills dead-

 locked and stalled in congressional committees,

we needed to get things moving. So I'did some-
thing I have never liked to do. At the Steelwork-
ers convention in Atlantic City, I -announced at
a ‘news conference that I would recommend
presidential veto of the opposing bill should it

“clear the Congress. This tactic is hardly a route

to personal popularity, but I believed it was
needed to stimulate action. Happily, it did.
.- Faced with a possible prospect of no health
and safety bill at all, interested congressmen
now rallied support for legislation that would at
least resemble our bill. Efforts by Labor Com-
mittee members William Hathaway of Maine
and the late William Steiger of Wisconsin got
things moving. At the Labor Department,
Under Secretary Larry Silberman picked up the
ball. Day after day, he prowled congressional
offices, cajoling the uncommitted and devising
ingenious compromises. With incomparable
tenacity, Silberman kept the ball rolling forward.
The health and safety bill slowly wound its
tortuous way through committees, constantly
being reshaped and refined, and onto. the floor.
Then one day it was passed by both the House
of Representatives and the Senate!! A compre-
hensive health and safety bill was on its way to
the White House for the President’s signature.
Should I recommend the President sign it? At
best, the final bill was only a first cousin of the
one the administration had originally proposed.

- Nonetheless, it contained the needed essentials.

I endorsed it. The President signed the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Act into law on Decem-
ber 29, 1970.

Later, in a celebration ceremony at the Labor
Department with many notables looking on, I
got carried away. “This osHA bill,” I trumpeted,
“is as important a milestone for the American
worker as the Fair Labor Standards Act or the
Labor-Management Relations Act.”

" On second thought, maybe my elation was

not that far off the mark. Today, OsHA’s influ- -

ence is felt in the American workplace. Clearly
the act has provided a sharp escalation of atten-
tion and priority for industrial health and safety.
However, it has not been without its glitches
and detractors. This troubles me not. Despite its
critics, OSHA is a worthwhile measure with a
worthy purpose. I am glad to have had a part in
its birth. (I

€€

..a
worthwhile
measure
with a
worthy

purpose. ..."”’




Peter J. Brennan
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A benchmark of progress: 1973-75

PeTER J. BRENNAN "

ach administration develops a record of

achievements, as well as a sense of dis-

appointment with respect to projects and
programs not completed. For the most part, our
sense of disappointment resulted not from lack
of experience and dedication, nor from lack of
drive and initiative to solve the many and com-
plex issues. The simple truth is that there is
always much to be done and so little time in any
Secretary’s term in which to complete every
important part of his or her, and the Depart-
ment’s, general program. It must also be re-
membered that the period of my service as
Secretary of Labor was unusually turbulent be-
cause of the energy crisis, and the resulting high
unemployment, and the traumatic political cli-
mate of the Watergate years.

The unique task of improving the rights of
and protections for the American labor. force
involves the difficult and lengthy - process of
changing ingrained traditions and-practices, as
well “as overcoming political inertia. Under
these circumstances, change may only take
place through new or revised regulations (which
need endless government review); amendments
of existing statutes; and, of major importance,
the recommendation and active pursuit of new
and enlightened legislation. A comprehenswe
labor legislative agenda often requires action
not only by the U.S. Congress, but also by
State, city, and county elected officials.

In addition to seeking legislation, America’s
salaried workers and the various levels of gov-
ernment must be prepared administratively and
philosophically to seek adjudication in the
courts. During and since my tenure, the courts
have demonstrated a greater recognition of the

. existing mequmes which have retarded reason-

able progress in the important areas of basic
rights and safety for working men and women.

In spite of general concern and disappoint-
ment in not having completed my total agenda,
I'do believe that American workers did achieve
many new and important rights and protections
during my tenure. With a clear conscience and
conviction, I can say that the Department’s
achievements far outweighed its incomplete

general program. By way of example, the fol-

lowing were among the most significant and
prominent changes in public pohcy during the
years 1973-75:

Peter J. Brennan served as Secretary of Labor during 1973-
75.

Comprehensive Employment and Training Act
(cera) of 1973. - Consistent with a general gov-
emnment effort to decentralize authority and re-
sponsibility, the Department ‘on its own initia-
tive  revamped its field organization and
operations in this area. This placed Federal
funds and decisionmaking authority in the hands
of State and local government officials. This, in
turn, improved effectiveness, clearly reduced
administrative delay, and brought the system
closer to the people who needed assistance.
Enactment of CETA was a significant signal
from the Congress and the administration that
decentralization was indeed an important step in
bringing the full range of Federal, State, and
local government efforts to the grass roots level.
It could only help needy citizens to train and
qualify for useful and productive employment.

Job security assistance. - The Department
made strong representations to the Congress in
support of the concept of extending unemploy-
ment insurance in areas with especially high
unemployment. We were concerned that unem-
ployment generated by the energy crisis, natural
disasters, or similar emergencies' would dislo-
cate a trained work force and produce further
economic problems for the geographlc area
involved. .

Ultimately, the Congress passed a package,
which included a bill to set up an emergency
public jobs program and extend unemployment
compensation - coverage to approximately 12 -
million persons not previously eligible (H.R.
16596); a bill to give unemployed workers an
additional 13 weeks of unemployment compen-
sation (H.R. 17597); and a bill appropriating $4
billion in 1975 to fund the emergency programs
(H.J. Res. 1180).

Employee Retirement Income Security Act
(ERISA) of 1974. One of the tragic ironies fac-
ing our retiring workers-was the loss of retire-
ment income because of inadequate protection
against a number of possible fund deficiencies.
We worked tirelessly in supporting congres-
sional action to protect the benefit rights of mil-
lions of workers in the private sector.

The Department began extensive prepara-
tions to ensure that this landmark legislation
was implemented as an important part of the
new and emerging public policy as passed by the
Congress and signed into law by the President.
Federal Committee on Apprenticeship.
With our constant focus on the disadvantaged,




we organized a joint labor-management Task

Force on Apprenticeship, which met in Wash-
ington on July 25 and 26, 1973. The August 3
report of the Task Force led to the reactivation

and expansion of the Federal Committee on Ap-

prenticeship, which subsequently convened on
July 23, 1974. Significantly, the recognition of
the continued labor market difficulties of minor-
ities was beginning to be reflected in the compo-
sition of the committee and its agenda. For the

first time, the -committee had minority repre-

sentation, along with its first women members
in 34 years. Our goal was to broaden the appren-
ticeship program generally to create more
opportunity for all races and both sexes by ex-
tending its reach to many more occupations and
industries. : '

Fair Labor Standards Act (FLsa). In April
1974, President Nixon signed into law amend-
ments to FLsA (P.L. 93-256), which contained
a broad spectrum of provisions affecting the na-
tional minimum wage structure. Among the nu-
merous changes and new provisions, the
amended Fair Labor Standards Act:

o Increased the hourly minimum wage for all
“nonfarm employees covered by FLSA prior to
1966 -amendments as well as for those em-
ployees covered by the 1966 amendments.

_ o Increased the hourly minimum wage for
Federal employees covered by the 1966 amend-
ments.

o Extended minimum wage and overtime
coverage to approximately 5 million Federal,
State, and local government employees.

o Extended the Age Discrimination Act of
1967 to a vast new group of workers in Federal,
‘State, and local governments.

As soon as all of the amendments became
law, we took immediate action to implement
these dramatic changes. For example, we pur-

sued an unrelenting campaign against age dis-

crimination in the private sector. Through our
decisive action, we negotiated a $2 million set-
tlement of an age discrimination suit against a
Standard Oil Co. of California division. We in-

tended to be fair but firm in eliminating discrim-

ination in the workplace.
The Rehabilitation Act of 1973. The Depart-

ment continued its outreach efforts to the physi-

cally and mentally handicapped. Through' the
Rehabilitation Act, the Department moved to

end discriminatory practices by issuing regula- -

tions forcing firms holding Federal contracts to
hire the handicapped. We took our new author-

ity one step further, by requiring fi’fms with
large contracts to have an approved, written hir-
ing plan. We came down hard in this area and

.were soon seeing positive results. ;Ne had bro-

ken through the barrier.

There are other significant requirements I.- "

might mention which every Secretary of Labor
takes most seriously and which are essential to
effective political and working relationships.
First, there must be serious efforts by the Secre-
tary and designated staff members to maintain
open and forthright communications with the
Congress. Secondly, -the Secretary must en-
deavor to act prudently as a neutral catalyst in
encouraging vital and continued communication
between labor and management groups, with
the objectives of preventing misunderstandings
and encouraging the maintenance of mutual re-
spect and responsiveness. ,
Finally, I think I speak for all former
Secretaries of Labor when I say that none of
our achievements should be taken for granted,
none of our objectives should be accepted as
completed. Safety and health problems and
discrimination in the workplace will continue if
we are not vigilant, decisive, and prepared. In
the field of labor relations, there will always be
new goals to set, additional programs to com-
plete, the satisfaction of achievement, and dis-
appointment because of the normal constraints
of time. - P
During the closing days of my tenure as Sec-
retary, I had one last pleasant task to perform. In
early 1975, 1 moved the Department into the
newly constructed Department of Labor office
building, which was subsequently named after

the distinguished Secretary under President

Roosevelt, Frances Perkins. This was both an
honor and a gratifying experience because it
created an atmosphere of accomplishment, it

immediately sparked enthusiasm among the

staff, and, most certainly, it gave a boost to
morale. It was a time which I enjoyed—it is a
time which I remember. .

At the completion of my term, my staff and I
were satisfied that the achievements which we

can claim, as well as my team’s unfinished busi--

ness, provided a benchmark of progress. We

-~ felt we were leaving the Department well pre-

pared to assist future administrations and future
Secretaries in the pursuit of the valid expecta-
tions of America’s hardworking and efficient

men and women of all races and backgrounds. -

In closing, I want to make note that I had an

outstanding, dedicated, and loyal team of men.

and women, without whom none of the above
could have been accomplished. g

€€

...our
goal was
to create

more
opportunities
foral....”




John T. Dunlop
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Some recollections of a brief tenure

JoaN T. DUNLOP

was -the first tenant-Secretary of the new
Labor Department building (except for 1
week) that previous Secretaries had

- dreamed of and planned. But the larger environ-

ment was not strange. I had worked for the
Bureau of Labor Statistics in 1938. I had known
each Secretary beginning with Frances Perkins,
and I had often worked directly with them be-
fore they held office on problems of labor-man-
agement-government relations. Under President

Nixon, T had been chairman of the tripartite — asyousaid. . . ,Mr. President, ‘Our people cannot

Construction Industry Stabilization Committee,
and director of the Cost of Living Council, at-
tending Cabinet meetings and serving as a mem-
ber of the Economic Policy group which met
daily at the White House and on a weekly basis
with the President. I had also been chastened by
congressional committees and the press. Shortly
after President Ford took office, he asked me to
recommend a labor-management advisory com-
mittee which he announced on September 28,
1974, at the end of the Conference on Inflation;
I served as coordinator of the committee!
through my tenure as Secretary of Labor.2
When President Ford invited me to be Secre-
tary, I asked him what the job was as he saw it,
and what he wanted done in the post. He re-
sponded that he had two particular concerns: (1)
he wanted to improve communications between
the labor movement and himself and his admin-

P istration, and (2) he recognized that the econ-

omy was entering a serious recession, and he
wanted the best advice and judgment of labor
and management as to how to deal with the
situation. At its December 1974 meeting, the

Labor-Management Advisory Committee had

unanimously recommended a precise form and
distribution of a tax cut that was later accepted

~ by the President and the Congress.> In the

swearing-in ceremony of March 18, 1975, Pres-
ident Ford said, “The labor-management com-
mittee he chairs told us that what we most néed
is a tax cut even before 1 asked for a tax cut in

my State of the Union Message in January.™
My response to the President at the swearing-

in ceremony formulated major elements of a
philosophy of the assignment publicly under-
taken. The major themes were the need for a
strong collective bargaining system with labor
and management working together with govern-

~ment, the limitations of regulation, and the

short-term concern to get the economy moving

John T. Dunlop served as Secretary of Labor in 1975-76.

and the related long-term need for attention to
structural problems. A few paragraphs express
the spirit and philosophy:

The group here this afternoon, Mr. President, is
symbolic- of the diversity of our country—Ilabor
and management, academics and practitioners,
old hands and young specialists, both sides of the
legislative aisle, and active minority groups—
and no one can neglect the historical tensions of
geography.

M. President, we are a ‘can-do’ people. Again,

live on islands of self-interest. We must build
bridges and communicate our agreements as well
as our disagreements. Only then can we honestly
solve the Nation’s problems.’

A corollary of that theme is that a great deal of
government needs to be devoted to improving
understanding, persuasion, accommodation, mu-
tual ‘problem solving, and 'informal media-
tion. . . .I have a sense that in many. areas the
growth of regulations and law has outstripped our
capacity to develop consensus and mutual accom-
modation to our common detriment. . . .

It is my hope that business, labor and govern-
ment, working together, can address the immedi-
ate problems of the Nation while having a deep

- -appreciation of our longer run necessities and op-
portunities, not only for the economy as a whole
but in individual sectors and industry and regions
as well.

I believe it is appropriate to comment briefly
on what appear to me to have been some of the

‘major activities of the period.’

1. In recent decades, the regulatory responsi-
bilities of the Labor Department had increased
rapidly, exposing quite a' different posture to
management, labor, and the public, and creat-
ing a different internal spirit from its traditional
role as compiler of data, preparer of reports,
stimulator of training, and convener of labor
and management representatives. In 1940, the
Department administered 18 regulatory pro-
grams; by 1960, the number had expanded to
40;'in 1975, the number stood at 134, including
recent complex programs such as the Employee
Retirement Income Security Act of 1974 and the
Occupational Safety and Health Act-of 1970.
Even manpower programs, which accounted for
the large bulk of the appropriations, were signif-
icantly and excessively regulatory in their ap-
proach. I prepared a paper, “The Limits of
Legal Compulsion;® presented at the visit to
each of the Department’s regional offices ex-

. pressing concern with the “limitations on bring-
‘ing about social change through legal compul-

sion.” The paper closed with the following:




The development of néw attitudes on the part of

public employees and new relationships and proce- -

dures with those who are required to live under
regulations is a central challenge of democratic
society. Trust cannot grow in an atmosphere domi-
inated by bureaucratic fiat and litigious: contro-
versy; it-emerges through persuasion, mutual ac-
--commodation, and problem solving.

To effectuate this approach, I took the lead in
developing labor standards under Section 13(c)
of the Urban Mass Transportation Act and con-
vened labor and management representatives to
seck agreement on standards to be written into
the Federal Register for comments and for sub-
sequent formal issuance. I also became directly
involved 'in seeking to mediate the complex
Coke Oven standard under osHA. 1 generally
advocated “negotiated rulemaking” where ap-
propriate and feasible.”

It is a source of considerable satisfaction that
negotiated rulemaking has come to be- recog-
nized as an appropriate means of establishing
regulations -supported by the Administrative
Conference of the United States, and its use is
growing within the Environmental Protection
Agency, the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration, and other Federal agencies. It
needs to be made clear that negotiated rulemak-
ing, when properly applied, does not constitute
a diminution of government responsibility, nor
does it represent the privatization of public
functions. But such means may operate faster,
reduce subsequent litigation, engender better
compliance, and better sexrve both private parties
and the public weal. Would that the Labor Depart-
ment made greater use of these means.

The current Regulatory Management devel-
oped by the White House and centered in the
Office of Management and Budget (oMB) by
Executive Orders 12291 and 12498 raises seri-
ous questions for me as to the centralization of
such authority.® No White House or oMB staff is
ever going to know as much about a subject or
have as direct an understanding of the affected
parties as the Secretary. In 1984 and 1985, oMB

made changes in 48.6 and 26.3 percent of all
Labor Department proposed rules.” Concerns of

the White House and oMB are appropriate, and
consultation and raising serious issues to higher
levels have always been appropriate, of course,
but for me such centralization is obnoxious to
constructive industrial relations, efficient labor

markets, and participatory labor-management-

government relations.

2. From the outset, I was interested in a
greater- degree of procedural cooperation and
professional reinforcement among the labor re-
lations agencies with private parties; the objec-
tive did not focus on substantive decisions. Ac-
cordingly, I met periodically with the heads of

the Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service,

the National Mediation Board, and the National
Labor Relations Board. There are a number of

things that a Secretary can do informally for

these agencies with respect to budgets, staffing,
access, and with respect to appointments. More-
over, officials of these agencies have a perspec-
tive on labor and management and their interac-

tions - that -is of considerable interest to a -

Secretary. These ‘agencies help to shape the
labor-management climate of an era and the
consequent. quality of economic- performance
that has to be a priority of any President. The
labor-management arena as a whole must be the
concern of the Secretary of Labor.

3. The President’s Labor-Management Ad-
visory Committee was given a broad charter to
advise and make recommendations to the Presi-
dent. The Committee met regularly, with the
President usually in attendance; the Secretary of
the Treasury and other economic officials also
attended. The Committee also concerned itself
with national energy policy, housing, financing
public utilities, unemployment, and labor-man-
agement committees in private sectors. At each
session with the President, the Committee also
provided its individual and group views of the
economic outlook, often more immediate than
permitted by government data.

The Committee provided a significant oppor-
tunity for direct communications between the
President and his administration and the labor-

management community. Both groups - inter-

acted with each other. Other business groups
were consulted separately.. :

4. A significant illustration of the interac-
tions among industrial relations developments,
economic policy, and foreign affairs is afforded
by the U.S.-U.S.S.R. grain agreement of
1975.19 The possibility of a longshore strike
communicated in advance to the Secretary
alerted the administration to serious problems,
including the consequences of further signifi-
cant Soviet purchases for domestic grain and

. meat prices, shipping usage, and to the poten-

tials of significant agricultural and foreign pol-
icy opportunities. A Cabinet-level group was
enabled to follow developments, advise the
President, and secure his approval to negotiate a
S-year agreement, assist farmers, and resolve
the longshore stoppage.

The centrality of industrial relations and their
complex interweaving with other vital issues of
the Nation are well-illustrated by these events in
which the Labor Department had a major role.

S. The international labor-management
arena has long been a concern of the Labor
Department, including representation in the In-

ternational Labor Organization (1L0), the only

“No White
House staff
is ever going
to know as
much as the

Secretary. . . .

L4
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““The labor-
management
arena must

be the concern
of the Secretary
of Labor. ...”’
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‘ Uniited Nations agency in which both labor and

management are directly represented Prior to
1975, the United States had a growing series of
difficulties with the International Labor Organi-

zation that were related to the selection of top

associates of the Director General and the repre-

sentation of the Soviets among the labor and -

management members of thé Governing Body.
Other difficulties included budgetary levels and
allocations among countries, the uneven treat-
ment of reports on violations of human rights
and conventions made by committees of ex-

- perts, and the use of the annual conference as'a

political forum for-attacks on Israel and U.S.
policy. In close consultation  with -labor and
management, and with the full collaboration of
Secretary of State Henry Knssmger a letter of
notice of intent to withdraw 2 years hence was
approved by the President and sent on Novem-
ber 5, 1975.

In order to improve governmental policymak-

~ ing on ILO matters and to enhance participation
-of management organizations and labor, a Cab-

inet-level committee was established involving
the Secretaries of State, Commerce, and Labor,
and later the National Security Advisory Com-
mittee, with labor and management members to
be regular attendants. This committee remains
in operation.

Subsequent events and negotlatlons helped to

‘create desirable changes in ILO structure and

policies, and I was particularly pleased that, in
1977, President Carter assured: the -continued

_ membership of the United States. I have had

close ties to the 1LO over the years, having spent
the year 1957-58 at-the 1LO~—but not on its

payroll—at the invitation of David Morse, then:

the Director General, writing my Industrial Re-
lations Systems

6. Brief reference should be made to a few
other efforts in the 1975-76 period. I expeti-
mented to develop new approaches to the con-
gressional oversight function, both by regular
visits with key committee members and a com-
prehensive presentation on manpower and train-

.ing, rather than awaiting specialized hearings on

politically sensitive issues or administrative.
_problems. Seldom do congressional committees -
get a comprehensive view of a topic developed -

by.a Cabinet officer.!! 1 organized a weekly
seminar -on future or underlying questions for
the press and media before a regular press con-
ference and passed out diplomas at the end of
my tenure. A special staff unit assisted in my
participation in the general economic policy-
making of the administration. -

It would probably be inappropriate not to in-

clude some comment on the situs picketing leg--

islation, the more so because a view in some

circles has developed that I privately lobbied the

President and obtained his promise to support

“the legislation if enacted.!? Good staff work at

the White House, it has been said, would have

prevented the subsequent problem for the Presi-
‘dent. :

The reality is that at the earliest. meetmgs with
the President on the topic, he stated he wished
to support the legislation; he said he had become
familiar with the issue after 25 years in the

~House. I insisted that any political arrangement

for support -in the 1976 elections be directly
arranged with labor representatives, particularly
those in the building trades. At meetings on the
topic on May 21 and June 4, 1975, with the
President, oMB Director James Lynn and senior
White House aids, including Donald Rumsfeld, -

“William Seidman, or Richard Cheney, were

present. The President met with  President
Robert Georgine of the AFL-CIO Building Trades
Department on April 22 and July 8, 1975; onthe
latter date, the President announced his inten-
tion to run in 1976. My approved testimony on
June §5,.1975, followed, but with more restraint,
the testimony of Secretary Shultz on the same
subject in 1969. The draft legislation was signif-
icantly modified from June through November
and was made more responsive to the concerns
of contractors; new machinery for all labor man-
agement disputes in the industry was added in

“Title II with the agreement of virtually all

parties to collective bargaining in the industry.

The reality, then as now, seems quite clear.
President Ford was anxious in'his quest for elec-
tion to secure the endorsement of a number of
unions, particularly the building trades, as Pres-
ident Nixon had done in 1972. He sought the
invitation and spoke before the Building Trades
convention in San Francisco in September. But
the -politics of the Republican Party changed

“from May and June to December when the situs

picketing bill sat on the President’s desk. Presi-
dent Ford was concerned that if he signed the
bill into law, Ronald Reagan would use it to
defeat him in the Republican primaries and cau-
cuses. On December 11, 1975, he told me (with
Richard Cheney present) that it was a good bill,

“and that T had done what he had asked, but he

would have to veto it because otherwise he
would be defeated in his quest for his party’s
normnatlon as he. explamed the pOllthS of vari-
ous States.!

I responded that I respected his decision, but

-it would not be the first time in U.S. politics that

positions taken to secure nomination precluded
subsequent election success. As I stated follow-

-ing my letter of resignation of January 13, 1976,
“his veto destroyed my capacity to perform the

duties the President had invited me to do. I
retain a high regard for President Ford. O
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Govemment’s role in promoting
labor~management cooperation

W. J. USERY, JR.

he founding in 1913 of the U.S. Depart-
ment of Labor represented.a landmark in
prescribed . governmental influence - on

labor-management relations. The founders of -

the Labor Department gave the Department the
mandate to “foster, promote, and develop the
welfare of the wage earners of the United States,
to improve their workmg conditions and to ad-
vance . their opportumtles for  profitable
employment.”!

In 1976, when I became the 15th Secretary of

Labor, that mandate stood foremost in my |
‘mind. Since its inception, the Depattment had
_grown from:less than 200 employees adminis-

tering one child labor law to more than 14,000
employees administering hundreds of laws.
The challenge, as I saw it, was to ensure two
basic trusts. First, that T actively address the
substantive concerns of the American working
people. And second, that I manage the Depart-

‘ment efﬁcnently and effecuvely thle I cer-

W. L Usery Jr.: sexvedasSecretaryofLaborml976—77

tainly supported the many hard-working, dedi-
cated ‘career. employees who believed in the
departmental mission, I also endeavored to in-
still in each of them the acute awareness that our
constituents were all working people of this Na-

tion, regardless of race, age, gender, class, or

creed—that their concerns were our concerns. I
believe that ensuring those two fundamental
trusts offers any Secretary of Labor his or her
gxeatcst professional and bureaucratic challenge

"1 have been asked to share with readers the
most difficult problem I encountered as Labor
Secretary, as well as the achievement in . which
I took greatest pnde The choices are not easy to
make.

My most difficult and trying experience de-
mands an anecdotal telling. It began one day in
late summer of 1976. And it began, of all
places, on the 18th green at the Burning Tree
Country Club near Washington, DC.

President Ford was playing the course, and
had been waiting for his foursome to- play out.
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A foursome ahead of the President included late
Teamsters President Frank E. Fitzsimmons,

the President finish his round Fitzsimmons. told

meheplannedtoaskﬂlePreSIdenttoaddressthe
upcoming Teamsters convention in Las Vegas .

I felt concerned. The President was running for
reelection. The Teamsters were under investiga-

tion, and the whole country knew: it. T could
~‘visualize the possible news stories if the Presi- -

dent appeared before the Teamsters convention.
Nevertheless, Fitzsimmons approached = the
President, who agreed to speak.

Advisers at the White House urged the Presi-
dent not to make the appearance, and it was

-agreed that I would speak at the convention in-

stead. We prepared the speech—the only
speech I recall ever submitting to the White
House for approval. To minimize the potential
risk, it was decided that I would fly to the con-
vention and return the same day.

At the convention, Fitzsimmons set the stage
by attacking the media for recent news coverage
of the Teamsters. Of course, the media were

'Y present, although they were located in the far

W. J. Usery, Jr.

top comner of the hall, where Fitzsimmons had

_arranged to put them. After the tirade, Fitzsim-

mons introduced me to the conventlon as h1s
good friend.

. One learns to tell a joke or two under such
circumstances. So I told a joke about a golfer.
The punch line of the story ended with “I don’t
evenbelieve he belongs in this club.” After fin-
ishing the joke, and after the laughter died
down, I announced to the Teamsters, “Well;
when it comes to collective bargaining, I'm a
member of this club.” Then I made my carefully

“prepared speech.
The speech went well, and all was fine until
the' story was reported by the media. The wire -

services ignored the speech but lughhghted my
“member of this club” remark, characterizing
me as a member of the Teamsters club.

As‘a result, several U.S. Senators and mem-
bers of the House called for my resignation as
Labor Secretary. I even received the dubious
honor of appearing in several Herblock and Oli-
phant cartoons.

When I next visited the White House, the
President smiled and shook my hand. “Well,

Bill, welcome to the club.” Then he laughed and

added, “I sure am glad you were able to get in

and out of that speech in Las Vegas without any,

trouble.”
My -present humor about the mcxdent of

course, comes with considerable distance and
'perspecuve During the actual occurrence, I suf-

fered greatly. To become the center of contro- -
versy while in'a Cabinet post ‘is exceedingly

uncomfortable One is embarrassed both per-

‘vson‘ally and professionally. For me, it was: the
Simr - low point of my tenure. But I managed through
- As we gathered about the 18th green to watch:

it because the business of the Labor Department

: was infinitely more important.

Fortunately, one’s failures are brought into
healthier focus by one’s successes. And as I
look back, 197677 also stands out as an impor-
tant and successful tlme for the Labor Depart-
ment.

Serving as Labor Secretary while our Nation

celebrated its 200th birthday proved one of the

high points of my tenure. I grew up in the rural
South during the Great Depression. 1 came up
through the ranks .of the labor movement, and
graduated from the schoo! of hard knocks. To
have the President introduce me at the White
House, to be seated next to the Vice President,
to have the Chief Justice swear me in, and fi-
nally, to have such dlstmgulshed men listen as
I expressed my views in an acceptance speech
surpassed all I could have imagined as a young
boy in Georgia.

I felt a great sense of honor in representing
the interests of the American working people
during :the Bicentennial year -of a Nation
founded on democratic freedoms. Industrial
democracy, it seemed, had emerged as a natural
extension of ‘those freedoms. By the 1970’s,
though, problems global in scope were chipping

_away at the progress we had made; inflation,

unemployment, and recession hindered economic
stability. Jobs became a primary concern.

As Labor Secretary, I took the same prag-
matic, hands-on approach that I always take.to

- problemsolving. My successes in solving the

practical problems of working people constitute

 the achievement in which I take greatest pride.

President Ford, by his strong support of both me.

“and the Department, deserves inestimable credit

for those successes. _

- No aspect of labor-management relations at-
tracts more publicity or demands more thought-
ful, pragmatic action than a strike. As Labor
Secretary, I encouraged the resolution of labor-
management disputes with strong; effective me-
diation. Negotiated settlements prevented po-
tentially harmful and lengthy strikes in several
cases. When the direct intervention of the Labor
Department became necessary, we guided our
actions with prudence and fairness.'Round-the-
clock negotiations helped end the longest strike
in the history of the rubber industry, and a po-

‘tentially -crippling nationwide trucking strike

was halted after only 3 days.

Less prone to draw publicity—but equally
important —were major departmental pro-
grams aimed at helping American workers adapt
to a changing workplace and economic uncer-
tamty Workmg with trade - associations, na-

tional: umons, professional organizations, and




schools, we launched a- program which- ex-
panded apprenticeship opportunities in highly
skilled occupations. By expanding the Compre-

hensive Employment and Training Act (CETA), -
and by developing special emphasis programs,

we helped address the employment concerns of
~ several million people, including veterans, mi-
grant and seasonal farmworkers, women, and
minority group members.

- Still more workers were aided by major
~ c¢hanges in the unemployment insurance pro-

gram; more money was made available and cov-

erage was expanded. Concerned about the fu-

ture of the unemployment insurance program, -

we instituted long-range planmng and estab-

lished a national commission to recommend ~

changes and improvements.

The Labor Department also acted decisively
in carrying out its mandate to improve the work-
ing conditions of American wage earners. De-
spite great resistance, the Occupational Safety

and Health Administration (OSHA) made a com-

prehensive effort to correct the health and safety
problems in injury- and illness-prone industries.

We made monies available to educational insti-

tutions and professional associations to educate
the public about job safety and health.

Such programmatic efforts represent one-as-
pect of the positive, pivotal role the U.S. Gov-
ernment historically has played in the lives of
American workers. That role is much easier to
play, of course, when social values and eco-

nomic values are aligned. When basic tenets of
industrial democracy like collective bargaining

-and workers’ rights clearly make economic
sense to both labor and management, then the
role of the Federal Government is reduced.

‘When the long-term economic benefits of labor--

management cooperation become less obvious

and conflict emerges, then the need for an ex-

panded role is apt to increase.

In either case, the U.S. Government’s role in
maintaining a healthy environment for coopera-
tive labor-management relations has been—and
remains—essential. Collective bargaining, the
foundation of American industrial democracy,
remains fundamental to the well-being of the
free enterprise system. .

Unfortunately, duning recent years, contem-
porary issues confronting labor-management
relations have languished: in-a kind of purga-
tory—an _isolated landscape inhabited almost
- exclusively by labor union leaders and corporate
labor relations executives. Critical issues over
which these labor and business leaders preside

affect all of us, especially in a highly competi-

tive world where events in one corner of the

globe affect those in another. But because the

: L]
issues ‘are often highly controversial and com-
plex, they have been ignored, for the most part,
by the remainder of the republic.

That clearly must change if the United States
is to remain strong and maintain a leadership
role in an. emergmg, restructured world econ-
omy. It is imperative that we openly explore,
debate, and resolve the labor-management is-
sues challengmg the tradition of industrial
democracy in America. To do otherwise is to
seek solace and hope in ignorance; to do other-
wise is to invite economic decline.

Historically, the joint efforts of business and

“labor built the great productive capacity of our

Nation, even though the apparent -interests of
those two parties have at times been in conflict.
The future, too, will be determined by the insti-
tutions -of business and labor and their respec-
tive. abilities to adapt. to a changing‘ world, to
find mutuality of interest, and to join forces. If
we are to understand how that cooperative proc-
ess has occurred in the past, we simply cannot
ignore the role of government.

Until recently, the Federal Government ac-
tively sought a positive, pivotal role in-labor-
management relations. Collective bargaining is
but an extension of political democracy, and the
U.S. Government since the early years of this
century has upheld the rights of American work-
ers—and at times even encouraged them—to
organize and negotiate with employers. The
U.S. Governmient has played an essential, inte-
gral role in the establishment of collective bar-
gaining and American industrial democracy.

Now that we are commemorating the 75th

anniversary of the Department of Labor, I sin-_

cerely hope the celebrated occasion will force
the issues confronting the American working
people back to' center stage, where they will
receive not a curtain call but the spotlight of
public and political attention. I believe the U.S.
Government, through the policies and activities
of the Labor Department, can and must help in
that process, just as it has done in the past.
We cannot afford to regress down the path of
protracted labor-management conflict. Nor can
we afford indecision regarding critical issues
which demand attention. We must choose, in-
stead, to travel the road of enlightened coopera-
tion between business and labor, each depend-
ing on the other. I do not believe it is an
exaggeration to say that the productive vitality
of our great Nation and the American working
people hangs in the balance. O

~——FOOTNOTE——

1 public Law 426, 62d Cong.

“We must
travel the road
of enlightened
cooperation
between
business

and labor. ...’
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‘Establishing an agenda
for the Department of Labor

RAY MARSHALL

- ¥ Yhe achievement in which I take the great-
- est pride as Secretary of Labor is in hav-

ing helped establish an agenda for the
Department of Labor and having assembled the
people and promoted the relationships to carry it
out. I was aided in this by several factors. The
first was. that President Jimmy Carter gave me
almost complete freedom in appointments and
establishing the administration’s labor agenda.
It was also very fortunate that I worked this
agenda out with the President before we ever
took office. In our system of government, a
Cabinet officer’s main constituent is the Presi-
dent. There will inevitably be policy conflicts

within an administration. An early commitment .

from the. President, therefore, helps minimize
and resolve these conflicts.
President Carter’s general instructions to all

Cabinet officers were (1) to make every effort to

recruit qualified women and minorities for top
positions; (2) to do everything possible to im-
prove the efficiency of our departments; and (3)
to concentrate on important things and simplify
our operations to achieve our objectives as effi-
ciently as possible.

With respect.to specific Department of Labor
programs, President Carter was particularly
concerned about widespread criticism of the Oc-
cupational Safety and Health Administration
(0sHA) for having too many expensive, onerous,
and nit-pickmg regulations - which ' detracted
from very important objectlves of working with

labor and management to improve safety and .
-health in the workplace. We therefore simpli-

fied and concentrated—we eliminated many

‘regulations, simplified the rest, and concentrated on

was
to strengthen knowledge and ability of labor and
management to- deal with health and safety
problems. We thought it particularly important

to strengthen workers’ knowledge of safety and

health problems, as well as their power to deal
with them and to use Federal resources to. ad-
dress the most serious ptoblems. While we still
had a lot of work to do in this area, I am proud
of our OSHA accomplishments.

President Carter’s second special interest was

~in employment and training programs.  We

agreed that active labor market pohc1es should

- be important components of economic policy.
- These policies met the test of efficiency, stabil-

Ray Marshall served.as Secretary of Labor-during 1977-81,

ity, ‘and equity. They were efficient: because

.they could reduce unemployment at lower cost

than any alternative. Because they could target

- particular employment and labor market prob-

lems, these programs could reduce unemploy-
ment and avoid inflationary pressures:that were
likely to result from macroeconomic policies.
Selective programs were equitable because they
could target the groups with the greatest need.
Because of our concern about unemploy-
ment, our general approach was-to enlarge the
employment and training systems as fast as we
could, consistent with efficiency in the delivery
system. In areas where programs had demon-

strated their effectiveness (for example, the Job
- Corps), our objective was to expand as-fast as

possible. Where we were uncertain as to effec-

~ tiveness, we initiated research and demonstra-

tion’ projects (such as youth programs, welfare
reform, .and worker adjustment). ,
Because 1 had studied these programs in some
depth before becoming Secretary of Labor, 1
knew the Comprehensive Employment and
Training Act (CETA) was seriously flawed.
When CETA decentralized Federal programs, the
relative participation by young people, the pri-
vate ‘sector, and the most seriously disadvan-
taged declined. We therefore attempted to cor-
rect these defects through the Youth Employment

_and Demonstration: Projects Act -of 1977, and

through special efforts to minimize substitution
(that is, local units of government using Federal
funds to pay regular employees), to get the pri-
vate sector more heavily involved (which we
did by strengthening the National Alliance of
Business and providing for the Private Industry
Councils in the 1978 CETA reauthorization), and
targeting programs to-special groups (veterans,
youth, and seriously dlsadvantaged for exam-
ple), who were hkely to receive inadequate at-
tention from local prime sponsors.

The ‘most difficult: problems with the CETA
system related to the delivery system and the

- funding cycle. CETA’s fundamental flaw was the

assumption that State and local governments
could implement a Federal program without an
unacceptably large support and oversight mech-
anism. Perhaps these problems could have been
corrected with enough time, but the nature of -
the defects and events (especially inflation and
growing resistance to government programs)

- made it impossible to do this in CETA’s short

life. The system was caught up in a Catch-22




problenlziattempting to correct the pi'oblems by,

for example, introducing a special investiga-
tions unit (which we did—it later became the

Office of the Inspector General) helped correct. .
problems, but it also caused the media and the

political system to. exaggerate the system’s

weaknesses and therefore weakened support for -

it. We mounted a media campaign to attempt to
keep the problems in perspective while we cor-
rected them. The campaign did some good, but

was not enough to save public service employ-

ment. The other features of CETA were included
in the Job Training Partnership Act, which im-
proved the delivery system by focusing on the
States, but it was a mistake not to have public

service employment at all and to greatly reduce -

overall funding at a time when unemployment
was soaring to 10.8 percent. L ‘

I still believe very strongly that selective
labor market policies should be integral compo-
nents of economic policy. However, we should
do more to improve the delivery systems (espe-
cially ‘making the Private Industry Councils
more effective local labor market committees).
We should also improve the linkages among
employment and training programs, educational
institutions  (especially. community colleges),
companies, and labor organizations.

The funding problem could be corrected by

forward funding or the creation of trust funds. It -
is very difficult to undertake a complex program

to deal with serious structural employment and
training programs with an annual funding cycle.
On balance, despite CETA’s inherent flaws,

independent investigations have concluded that

the programs were successful by any reasonable
criteria; they were cost effective and helped
their patticipants. ‘ ,

I take great pride in having made good ap-
pointments and establishing good working rela-

tionships with the career staff. An early decision

any Cabinet officer has to make is what ap-

proach to take with respect to career employees. -

It is a huge mistake to alienate permanent em-
ployees through negative attitudes and com-

- ments. T'had been around the Labor Department

as an adviser, contractor, or grantee long
enough before becoming its Secretary to know
and respect .the Department’s career people;
they are overwhelmingly dedicated, conscien-
tious. people willing to work hard to carry out
the Department’s mandate to protect and pro-
‘mote the interests of America’s wage earners—

‘a mandate I enthusiastically support. I knew,

moreover, that whatever we accomplished dur-
ing my tenure would be done mainly by the
career people. My basic policy, therefore, was
to try to work with the civil servants to develop
consensus.on programs. I also included career
people in the pool from which we made political

appointments. In each case, I selected what

seemed to me to be the very best people for the

~ job. My Under Secretary and four of the Depart-_

ment Assistant Secretary-level appointees were
career Department of  Labor people and one

other Assistant Secretary was selected from the
‘Federal Mediation and Conciliation Service, a-

closely related agency. Without exception,
these appointments vindicated my judgment.
My basic management approach was to select

the best people we could find, develop consen-
-sus on goals and objectives, help find other jobs

for those who could not agree with those goals-
and objectives, and then give the agency heads

- considerable freedom and as much support as

possible in carrying out those objectives.

L also take considerable pride in our accom-
plishments in the program areas. In addition to
those mentioned above, the most noteworthy are:

We developed a policy of strengthening col-
lective bargaining by good appointments to such
agencies as the Federal Mediation and Concilia-
tion Services, National Labor Relations Board,
Féederal Labor Relations Authority, and the Na-
tional Mediation' Board. 1 held frequent joint

meetings with the heads of these agencies. Our 7

basic policy was to strengthen workers’ right to
choose whether or not to be represented by
unions. In order to encourage the parties to bar-
gain and give major responsibility to Federal
Mediation and Conciliation Services, our policy
was to intervene in collective bargaining only in
rare cases where there was a strong- national
interest reason to do so. I do not believe we
should have intervened in the 1977-78 coal
strike, but we did so on the basis of exaggerated
information about its impact. From then on, the
Bureau of ‘Labor Statistics and my staff had
careful strike assessments available to defend
our non-intervention strategy. My biggest dis-

~appointment in this area was our inability to
“break the filibuster to pass labor-law teform to

strengthen the workers’ freedom . of choice
under the National Labor Relations Act. Be-
cause of the weak penalties for violation of the
Act and legalistic delays with the National

‘Labor Relations Board procedures, that right

currently is not adequately protected. 1 also be-
lieve, however, that our collective bargaining

~‘structures and policies need to be modernized.

The law’s basic assumptions relate more to the
1930’s, 1940’s, and 1950’s than to the condi-

tions 'of the '1980’s and :1990’s. We need to

develop labor-management and bipartisan con-
sensus for reforming these important laws. De-
spite our efforts to do so (and contrary to some
of our critics), we were not able to get any
significant employer support for labor law re-
form, despite their recognition that free labor
movements are essential ‘components of free
enterprise systems. B

Ray Marshall
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We also developed a strategy. to demonstrate:

that the Employee Retirement Income Security
Act (ERISA) could be used to protect pension

funds. I am proud of our policies in this area,
.. .especially over handlmg of the important Cen-

tral States case, in which we caused the fund’s

management to be shifted to outside: financial
institutions. We also brought civil suit for resti-

tution against the trustees accused of violating
their fiduciary responsibilities. We did  this
through a unified government position under the
Department’s leadership. We still have a lot of
work to do to make pensions:more secure and to
give . beneficiaries = greater control, but we
demonstrated that ERISA could be used to protect
the funds from the worst forms. of fraud and
abuse.

Finally, I take considerable pride in the rela-

ktionships we established with outside organiza-

tions and agencies. We worked very hard at
establishing good relations with the Congress;
unions; civil rights, employer, and community
organizations; the White House; the media; and
State and local governments. Our relationships
with the Congress were particularly good—we
were blessed with strong bipartisan support in
both the Senate and the House, but particularly
in the Senate, where Senator Jacob Javits, rank-
ing minority member of the Labor Commiittee,

“was a staunch supporter of the Department s

programs.

We strengthened the Women’s Bureau and
elevated: its- status within ‘the Department, and
the Women's Bureau maintained close and ef-
fective relationships with  women’s - groups.
Similarly, we strengthened the Office of Federal
Contract Compliance Programs (OFCCP), con-
solidated it in. the Department, and got close
cooperation from civil rights and community
groups. Some of our strongest support. came

from those State and local government officials

who gave high priority to workers’ problems in

-their jurisdictions.

Our relationships with foreign ministries -of
labor—particularly the Copenhagen Group—
were very valuable. We learned a lot from each
other about common problems, and these rela-
tionships helped us with international political
problems.. In an - international information
world, the Department of Labor cannot ade-
quately carry out its mandate without being
heavily. involved in foreign policy and interna-

" tional economic decisions and activities.

In conclusion, I take the greatest pride in the
agenda we formulated to carry out the Depart-
ment’s mandate and the people, systems, and
relationships we put together to carry out that
agenda. We had our share of problems and
made our share of mistakes, but we also had our

“share of successes. From my perspective, being
Secretary of Labor was a good and satisfying
O

job.

Workforce 2000 agenda recognizes
lifelong need to improve skills

WiLLIAM E. BROCK

hen I came to the Labor Department
\’\/ as its Secretary in-May 1985, I told
the employees that I hoped we could
open ourselves to new ideas -and initiatives,
not just from within our own ranks, but from
all of the people and organizations which have
a stake in the Department’s wide-ranging
activities. I was not disappointed. There is a
growing awareness that the world is changing
rapidly and that methods and concepts which
served us well in the past must be rigorously
reexamined.

William E. Brock served as Secretary of Labor during
1985-87.

We are beginning to have a national dialogue
on the relevant issues and questions that will
determine our economic future, and [ am grati-
fied that the Labor Department contributed to
that through a project called “Workforce 2000.”

The programs, policies, and issues that are
part of Workforce 2000 are rooted in Labor De-
partment studies and projections of what kinds
of jobs our economy will produce in the future,
and who will be available to do them. For exam-
ple, 3 of every 4 workers in the year 2000 will‘

‘be people who-are already in our Nation’s labor
- force. Eighty percent of the new entrants will
" come from three groups—women, minorities,

and immigrants.




Of the new jobs expected to be created over

the next 13 years, every category requiring

: hlgher skills will grow faster than those requir- -
ing less skills. Almost half of the 20 occupations -
projected to lead the growth over the next

decade are related to the computer and health

fields. The occupational mix of jobs also will -

change, ‘with employment in managerial and

‘professional posmons growing - almost " five..

times as fast as operative and laborer jobs.

- Unless every portent of where. the domestic
“and world economies-aré headed is wrong, the
workers of the future will have to be better edu-
cated and better trained than our current labor
force, or we will be unable to maintain a leader-

ship posmon in the high technology industries.

and services that offer the greatest promxse for
America’s continued prosperity.
Each of the groups that will account for the

bulk of new workers—women, ' immigrants, -

and minorities—presents particular challenges.
The growing number of women in the labor
.- force has_ highlighted the problem-of parents
who must balance the demands of the jobs with
child care responsibilities. -Immigrants often
must overcome language barriers that make it
 difficult for them to find and keep jobs and to
learn skills. Minority and disadvantaged youths

are more likely to be functionally illiterate, to -
drop. -out of - school, to become pregnant as

_teenagers, or to abuse drugs and alcohol.
. The specter of millions of youngsters contin-
‘uing to reach adulthood without acquiring the

basic skills needed to become. productive, self-

supportmg, self-respecting members of society
is especxally disquieting. We run the risk—and
it is a risk with grave consequences—of creat-
ing a permanent underclass, a group of people

who ‘are not just unemployed, but unemploy-

able. Because of the importance of this prob-
" lem; the Labor Department—as part -of Work-
force 2000—increased the emphasis on basic
education in its youth programs, especially pro-
grams serving young people in welfare families.
Society must concentrate more employment and
. training resources, private as well.as public, on
young parents and children in welfare families
because they can benefit most from such help.

‘Our economy is expected to produce more

than 10 million new jobs by 1995. At the same =
time, our- population and work force will be

expanding at an unusually slow pace, and the

number of young people seeking jobs actually

* will decline. The convergence of these trends
could result in a shortage of workers, particu-
larly at the entry level, but for some higher pay-
ing skilled jobs as well. All of this adds up to a

potential “window of opportunity” to bring mi-

nority youth, the handicapped, and others with -
ar ~longstandmg -employment - problems into the
‘mainstream of the U.S. economy. It is-an oppor— :

- tunlty we dare not squander by fallmg to gnve.:, 't

- these people the tools to take advantage of it.

“There is no tool more important to workers
today than education and training that will en-
able them to function in a job market requiring
more flexibility and adaptability than ever be-

fore. Yet’ ‘many of our educational institutions-
and job training programs persist in preparing
- people for a first occupation as though it will

also be the last. The average American wage
earner today can expect to work in three or more
careers in a lifetime. '

Education and occupational training t00 often
are viewed as institutional processes that end
when a young person begins eaning a living.
We need to fook beyond the classroom and real-
ize that educatlon——especmlly work-related ed-

; ucatlon and’ training-—is a hfelong endeavor.

We must make the rhetoric of “continuing edu-

~cation” a reality. Every industry and every

union 'should be ‘involved in programs to train,
retrain, and upgrade the skills of workers. If it
has taught us nothing else, the human suffering
and economic waste caused by cutbacks in steel
and other basic industries should have demon-
strated the folly of ‘waiting until workers are

-faged with redundancy before preparing them
“for new jobs.

Although the pnvate sector must take the lead

‘in worker training, the government has a role to
play. To improve the effectiveness of the gov-
‘ernment’s . efforts,  the . Labor Department’s -

_Workforce 2000 agenda includes a proposed

new worker adjustment program.
Helpmg dislocated workers must be a cooper-
ative effort that brings together labor and man-

agement in a common cause. “The same can be

said of ‘every aspect of our Nation’s drive to

- produce quality goods and services that are fully

‘..no

‘tool more

important
than

education. ...

competitive in what is fast becoming an inte- . ‘

grated world economy. Confrontation no longer
is a viable approach to labor-management rela-

tions. American business and industry must not

just accept but invite involvement in every

‘phase of their operations from design to-produc-

tion to marketing. Organizations that stress em-
ployee participation will be the most successful

and the best prepared to lead America into the
~ competitive cauldron of the next century.

Acceptance of the need for change, howevei',

is not necessarily followed quickly by substan-

tive change in the ‘way government operates.
That should ‘not be surprising—the laws of
human nature are not easnly revoked——nor is it

“all bad. Government services and protectlons

that affect millions of people should not imitate

the commercial consumer market where peri- -

odic remodeling of products all too often re- -

flects advertising considerations rather than i 1m—

proved quality. Still, in looking back on. 24

rewarding and stimulating years. I must- -admit
the measured pace of

' 'stxtutlonal change proba- -

.




William E. Brock

The Employment Service, for example, has
been bringing together workers and employers
for more than half a century. Techniques for
matching jobs and jobseekers have changed, but

the relationship between this essentially local -
activity and the Federal Government is little dif-

ferent than it was during the depression years of
the 1930’s. That does not make much sense.
Labor and job market conditions vary widely in
a'Nation as geographically vast and economi-
cally dynamic as ours. Workers and employers

would benefit if States exercised greater control’

over the financing and programs of the Employ-

ment Service. We made a start in that direction,

but a good deal more remains to be done.
Few, if any, Labor Department responsibili-

- ties are more important than protecting the

health and safety of American workers. It is a
daunting mission in size and complexity as well
as in the controversies and passions it engen-
ders. Rulemaking is at the heart of administer-

ing the job safety law, and it can be, and at times

has been, a cumbersome if not chaotic process.
In its first 16 years of existence, the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Administration ap-

- proved fewer than 20 standards for handling

toxic substances. Admittedly, developing such
standards is difficult, involving as it often does
passionate partisans for and against every pro-
posal, substantial economic considerations, and
complicated and even conflicting scientific

data. But part of the problem was the agency’s

decision to set out on a course of establishing a
separate standard for each of the hundreds; or
perhaps thousands, of substances that might be
hazardous to workers. That way lies madness.

Generic regulations and mediated rulemaking
are better approaches. In generic rulemaking, a
general standard is established for a whole range
of hazardous substances. The standard requires
employers to inform workers about hazardous
substances they may encounter on the job and to
train them in the proper handling of such
substances.

Mediated rulemaking involves the establish-
ment of committees composed of all interested
parties to draft regulations on specific job safety
and health issues. Participants normally include
representatives of labor, management, govern-
ment, and, where appropriate, - the - scientific
community. The Occupational Safety and
Health Administration reviews the work of the
committee, makes any changes it deems neces-
sary, and then issues the rule as a proposal for

public comment. The idea is that disagreements
will be diminished and the process accelerated if -
- those who have the biggest stake in job safety

regulations are given a role in formulating them.

Although mediated rulemaking is no panacea, '
its potential for resolving difficult issues is evi-_

dent in the progress that has been made on es-
tablishing a standard for methylenedianiline. -

‘ready.
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Generic standards and mediated rulemaking
are steps in the right direction. That they are not
yet standard operating procedures, and that they
have been so long in coming attest to the diffi-
culty of achieving institutional change.

Rules governing working at home, a new pro-
gram to help dislocated workers return to pro-
ductive employment, and stronger protections
for private pension plan participants are some
other areas in which we sought to alter the status
quo in ways that would make Labor Department
programs and policies compatible with our
changing economy. None of these efforts was
complete at the time of my departure, but home
work rules based on common sense and fair play
were near the finish line, an expanded program
to help displaced workers had broad support,
and pension issues were nearing a very positive
resolution on Capitol Hill. ‘

My disappointment in the inertia that seems
built into most large institutions was tempered
by the acceptance of the need for change in what
some might consider an unlikely quarter—

~ labor-management relations. Cooperation may

not yet be the dominant theme in labor-manage-
ment relations, but it is gaining adherents on
both sides of the bargaining table at a rate that
only the most optimistic would have thought
possible just a few years ago. The Labor Depart-
ment has played a limited but important role in
this development by encouraging labor and
management to work together and by serv-
ing as a clearinghouse for a broad range of infor-
mation on innovative approaches to employee
participation. y

The growing interest in an acceptance of
labor-management cooperation could not have
come at a better time. Labor-management coop-
eration, or employee participation, which is an-
other name for the same concept, is an essential

-element in building the skilled, flexible work

force the Nation will need as we move into the
21st century. -

America faces a future of great challenge and
great opportunity. We have an unmatched his-
tory of accomplishment and keen competitive
instincts. Time and again, we have demon-
strated our ability to adapt to change. But the
term “adapt to change” implies taking action
after the fact. That is no longer good enough.
We must anticipate change and be ready to
make the most of it.

Change has been one of the constants of the
American experience. As a Nation, we have
embraced it, not feared it, because we are opti-
mists. We must maintain that philosophy, but
adopt a new timetable in applying it. If we do,

-and if business, labor, and the academic com-

munity work together-—in'the national interest
as well as in mutual self-interest=—then when
the 21st century dawns, Americans. will be

. - 0O




