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. Inoney are spent on f;lb'mlx)‘ped hospitals in the plants'.'and in the

office buildings. They, have periodical examinations made of their
employees. They have safety programs and training programs for
the supervisors in the plants.

All in ell. industrial medicine bas become a large part of the
medical professiow @tid a very important cog in an industrial organi-
zation, 1 know from experienee that the presidents of some of the
divisions of large corporations put up trophies to be competed for by
the plants to see who ¢an have the least lost-time accidents over a
period.

While the aceident statistics may not bear out the statements
that bave been made, nevertheless, there is that conseionsness and a
striving all the time for bettering their recard: and T think the ree.
ords over-all are being bettered every year. As long as employers are
canscious of this safety and what it will gaxn, Dot otily in a monetary
way, but in a happv well-knit organization. they are not geing to
“let np just because they have amred at some degrne ‘of safety. T feel
that is the philosophy today.

JMODERATOR AHEARN: Thank you. Now we will move on to
another question: ‘““Have there heen recently suhstantial changes in

the law respeeting the liability of a manafacturer to one m:m‘ed hy -

his produet?”’

MR. BAILE: That term “mntlv" is a relatne term. 1f 1

would treat it as meaning in this century. I would ray yes. there have
bheen what you might call substantial changes. a change in coneept
end a change in application of prineiple.

Prior to 1916. generally in this country. yon would have heard
the rule stated that a manufacturer has no liability for injuries re-
sulting from the use of bis product bevond persons who are in direet
contractual relations with him, In 1916, hy the famous decision of

~Jastice Lardeza, gbat principle wag finally broken down and in leu
of it was adopted the rule: if a mannfacturer would recognize that
a defectively made produet of his involved an unreasonable risk of
harm to remotc users or persons in the vicinity of remote unsers, that
then he was under duty to make it earefully and from that has grown
the general principle now. that manufacturers.are, in the main, liable
for defeets in their products or for hazards against which they ean
guard, even 1o those persons who have no contractual relationship
with them.

Probably more imiporiant than that has leen the ehange in the
application of that rule. Needless fo say, in any claim hy remote users
against a manufacturer. the problem of cansation is a serious ane. A
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