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-This is sheer gain, but these laws still
jocus en doing something for the man who
has met with an accidem, rather than en
driving fuil steam into eliminating causes
for accidenits. When 2 ship is sinking, then
the whole weight of responsibility rests on
mamming the life beats and gening the pas-
sengers and ecrew off the vessel. When an
anto hfss gone hurtling off a thruway then
the S\'ng‘ht of mora) responsibility is to rush
medical care.

But neither life boats nor ambulances are

on our roads rather than being content with
picking up the pieces after the worst has
happened.

Tota] security is 2 goal that js bevond our
reach, but great progress can be made when
men of competence and good will and devo-
tion jain together to help cach other in
evers way possible to promote safety mea-
sures _z.gzinst accidemt hazards. The symbol
of this step is, 1 suppose, the National
Safety Congress itseli. It stands for moral

the fult measure of moral responsibility that
rests upon us 1oday when ships still il the
high seas and cars ride the highways. Our
moral sense has grown up beyond it level
of moral satisfaction. Im its modern oon-
cepi morsl vesponsibility stresses prevemting
the warst irom happening on the oceans and

resp "ilix,\' toward these hazards ar its
best, Sor our deepent tesponsibility toward
the victim of accidents 1s to sec to it that
a!l is done to keep him from becoming a
n_uim. And that is 2 worthy canse for all
of us, wherever we are—in labor and in
management. in education and n govern-
ment. A ?
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I don’t intend 10 stay within the limits of
(_hxs title because I am certain little new in-
formatien could be said abow ~Labor's
Ntcke in Safery. It is cbvious that no one
ml:xld l':z'.'c a greater stake in industrial
safety than the men and women who are the
direct victims of indusitial accidems,

'_!'a an employer — tmatters of industrial
saiety, occupational diseace, accident pre-
vention and workmen’s compensation—are
2ll vied up with economic comsiderations.
Thexr are imporian: nsofar as they affect—
:nd czn be made 10 reduce—insurance costs,
training costs, and material costs. Bm these
are all money costs—cash costs—eoste that
are measured i dollars and cemts.

To_a warker, on the other hand, an in-
dustrial acddim is a ymaner of something
that is even more tangible than money. It

s 2 manter of a man’s blood, bones and
sincw—of tragedy. suffering and sorTow.
And sametimes, in fact, more than 30 times
a dz_\:—.m every working day-—it is a mat-
ter of life itself 10 someone, somewhere. in
this counisy.

That is why 1 sy that labor’s stake in
safety is pretty olwicus, Therefore | will
1euch _upn aspects of the subject thar are
not often discussed—aspects that are scme-
w}m comiroversial. Perhaps they are nat
dizcussed hecause they are controversial.

ETHICS IN SAFETY

Since my views and public statements on
the “corruption in umions” issue kave been
as frank znd honest as 1 can meke them,
1 £¢¢ 10 reason 1o be any less candid in
stating my views about marters of mdus-
trial safe.n-. 1 accure yvou, however, that |
am npot injecting controversy for its own
sake, but because these are marters that eon-
cern the men and women who rum the daily
risk of heing injured, discased or killed on
their jobs.

Sajety—and accidemt prevention—hav
ethical 25 well as an eco’;namic side. 1 ;;ma:
none of us—whether we represemt labor or
management — would disagree with certain
basic ethical principles in the field of indus-
trial safety. We would ajl agree, for ex-

ample, that the objective of industrial safely
ionld be the preservation of human Tife
and the protection of human health. We
would further agree that an employer tas
2 moral responsibility to protect his warkers
against discase, accidents, mental stress and
infections from the conditions of employ-
ment.

Ve all profess to agree that human life
is not cheap: that man is not something to
te sacrificed fo 3 machine. Ard yet, these
ethical principles are not always applied n
day to dav life nar are they seli-enforcing.
In practical application they come into com-
flict with individual economic interests, and
thus oust be enforced aither through group
agion, or by society as a whole through
poiitical action.

As a rule, society does not move as fast
a¢ the need would indicate. We all Inow,
for example, that the first industria} revolu-
tion had run its course for more than 100
vears before socicty got around to adopting
and enforcing rules and regulations of m-
dustrial safery. For more than 100 vears
irdusirial workers were given no legal pro-
tection against the risks and hazards of in-
dustrial employment.

Here and there, a lon¢ individual employer
might attempt to provide decent and health-
ful working conditions for his workers. But
on the whole, the story of factory employ-
ment in the 19th century—and throngh the
carly 20th century—was a premy ghastly
me.

1 don't need to go into the details that are
indicative of the cold indifierence with which
human life was held in American mines ad
factories. Suifice to sav, it did not seem to
matter how many men, women and children
were killed or crippled in the course of 2
day. There were always more waiting at
the gates the next morning—driven by raw
poverty to plead for 2 chance to jeopardize
their lives and limbs.

SOCIETY BROUGHT CHANGES

The point 1 am getting at, of caurse, is
that change—when it came—was no! the
result of any regencration of moral and
cthieal conviction on the pan of employers.
It me rather because society as a whole
was thoroughly revolled It came because
the Amenican people were firally shocked
enough 1o correct a condition that had pre-
vailed—and grown worse—far 100 years.

Labor Safely

So we fimlly got factory laws—and wark-
men's compensation—and an organized effort
to make mines, factories and mills safer
places to work. But of all the legisiation
aimed a1 this objective, workmen's compen-
sation was the key. For until employers
were made direaily and financially respon-
sible for the results of workers' accidents,
they had no cconomic reason to prevent
accidents. The whole pattern and fabric of
our industrial safety program throughout
the nation rests entirely on how good and
how effective our workmen’s commpensation
and our ocoupatiom] disease laws are.

ECONDMIC REASONS

Oh, of course, you can point io many
other good economic raticmlizations for in-
dustrial safety. Yoo can Sy industryal ac-
cdents add alt kinds of direct and ndirect
costs to production. You can point 1o the
cost of hjring and training a new employee,
of equipment damaged in 2 work accident
of the time lost by other employees when
an accident occurs.

Bm 1 will throw them all right back 1o
vou and say that these considerations wene
present long before we had industrial acdi-
dent programs—and that it wasn't umil ac-
cident prevention was reinforced with

safety conscious.

So it seems that the thing that cotmts
here is how good oy workmen's compensa-
tion and occupatiomal discase legistation
really are.

And that's a good question! T've spent
my whole 2dult life in the labor movement.
Ax 2 mater of far, 1 was projected inta
it by the very thing we are talking about
here today—an industrial accident. 1 wemt
10 work at 17 vears of age because my
jather was totally disabled by 2 work in-
jury—an injury that eventally Killed him,

In the course of many years of studying
and dealing with the problems of my union
—which are. of course, the problems of the
members of my union, 1 realized that our
present system of workmen's compensation
and occupational disease legiskation is com-
pletedy and wholly inadequate to meet the
needs of our complex industrial society.

1 am not alone in that conclusion. There
are, in fart, many men in the labor move-
ment today who feel even more strongly
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