


INTERVIEW

BARGAINING

OF
BOB HUNTER 

WITH
JERRY BARRETT 
REGARDING

HISTORY OF EASTERN AIR LINES

TUESDAY, APRIL 15, 1986



- 1-

Jerry Barrett: This is Jerry Barrett talking. Today's 
date is April 15, 1986. I'm interviewing Bob Hunter in his office 
in Washington, D. C.. Bob, if you would, why don't you tell me 
what your connection was with Eastern Airlines.

Bob Hunter: From March of 1984 until January of 1986, I 
was the Director of Internal Communication at Eastern Airlines.
The perspective that I bring, I think, to whatever light is shed 
on the ebb and flow of labor relations at Eastern is probably more 
from the perspective of an employee rather than a member of senior 
management. My job was to facilitate a work climate in which 
information was shared about the corporation; its' business goals, 
its' progress in meeting those goals, its' aspirations, its' 
visions, its' competitive situation, the impact of deregulation 
on us as a business and all that that meant in terms of the way we 
had to progress and structure ourselves and the constraints it 
placed on us and the variables that intervened on our ability to 
reach our business goals. To create a work climate in which all 
of that information could be shared and understood and accepted 
and ideally acted upon by the employees in such a way that 
productivity was increased, so that the employees were all working 
toward a common purpose with some unity of effort, all from the 
same conceptual or philosophical framework. That sort of a thing.

We did not succeed in doing that very well, in my 
judgment. We succeeded in implementing an internal communication 
process and in sharing a tremendous amount of information. Wj£ 
succeeded to a great extent in shaping a consistent message about 
the role that de-fregulation and the competitive environment that
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defregulation wrought; about the role that that played in our 
business. We had consistency in those messages about that. We 
did not have a great deal of success and maybe we had no success 
perhaps, in, I think that's an over statement but; you know there 
are some who would say we had no success, in gaining any kind of 
confidence in management's ability to manage. We had no success 
in promoting a work climate where mutual trust facilitated the 
pursuit of business.

I think that there were a— lot -of—factoror a lot of 
factors that contributed to our lack of progress in our area. One 
of the things that did now hamper us-t however, and much to my 
surprise, was the openness at Eastern Airlines. The willingness 
to share information at Eastern Airlines. The almost passion, on 
some peoples' parts for having people understand what competition 
meant to Eastern Airlines. So we had this openness. We had this 
willingness to communicate. As I say, that reached, from Frank 
Borman's perspective, I might even say he had a passion to have 
people understand what competition meant toward the airline. But 
the problem was that there was a lot of baggage associated with 
that pursuit.

Some of that baggage I can't address because it was on
going, way before my time. But obviously, it had to do with the 
way in which management and labor interacted. A great deal of it 
stemmed, apparently, from Frank Borman's backing down in 1983 and 
refusing to take the IAM strike. Or saying he was going to take 
the IAM strike, building everybody up to a fever pitch, getting
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tremendous commitment from them, as I understand it, and then 
backing away from that from his view point, at least his public 
statements, because we just simply couldn't afford to take the 
strike. What went on behind the scenes, I don't know. But there 
was, that issue, I don't think, was ever adequately addressed 
publicly nor proven or that there really was a financial inability 
to take the strike. From that point forward he personally 
suffered great credibility problems and there was a big blow, 
evidentialIf, to the whole sense of harmony within the company. 
Although, from what I gather, there had historically been 
disharmony between the three labor unions based on the fact that 
their contracts apparently never were open for negotiation at the 
same time leading one to charge that somebody got at better deal 
than they did, leading other people to say that they were carrying 
the corporation on their back and they were subsidizing someone 
else, some other labor group, some other work group. So all of 
those kinds of things, which are historical, even in as recent 
history as the 83 back down off the strike issue from the IAM.
But I can't really address those because, obviously, I wasn't 
there then.

What I saw and repeated, consistently, was the sort of 
water shed of the decision not to take the IAM's strike. I heard 
a lot of corporate folklore about things that went on in Eastern 
going back years. That probably all contributed to whatever kind 
of a work climate I walked into at the time. Everything of the 
flamboyance of past Presidents to the parental autarchy of
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Eddie Rickenbacker to the consumers' perception of the airline 
through the We Hate Eastern Airlines Club, the WHEAL Club. All 
those kinds of things obviously were baggage that had some impact. 
But the truth of the matter was I can't really address those.

So what were the factors that I observed in the time I 
was there that had an impact on the work climate. Given the 
assumed watershed that that 83 event produced, what other kinds of 
things happened subsequent to that, in which I was involved?
Well, one thing, I think was clear, that event was never truly 
explained to anyone's satisfaction. The backing off of that, 
we're going to take this strike; we going to defeat them and the 
rallies and the emotionalism surrounding it, was such a comedown 
that there was never an explanation. To my knowledge, Frank 
Borman never really..I heard him oft occasions admit that that 
might have been a mistake, but he really didn't have any choice 
and so on, but he never really came out and dialogued about that 
with the employees. Dialogued on many, many other things but 
never came out and said, never said he was sorry. I heard a lot 
of employees tell me, you know, "If Frank would just admit that he 
made a mistake, say he was sorry, you know and press on". I never 
heard or saw that kind of a explanation as to what happened. Or 
that kind, I never saw that kind of dialogue take place. So that 
event wasn't positioned properly with the employees. The post 
event wasn't positioned properly with the employees.

At the same time, I believe that this whole Wage 
Investment Program, the so called WIP Program, the 18 percent
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program, was never properly positioned. The way in which that 
program was perceived allowed all kinds of negative behaviors to 
continue on for fully the two years that I was there. Let me give 
you a specific of what I'm speaking about. We called it, or they 
whoever designed the program, called a Wage Investment Program.
In truth it was not a Wage Investment Program at all, one did not 
invest, except in the broadest terms, one did not invest ones' 
wages in stock. In exchange for what amounted to a wage freeze, 
employees were given stock. That event was never positioned that 
way. So consequently, it became, it was derided, as an investment 
program. it very quickly became associated with a give back or 
concessionaire program. In one sense, of course, it was 
concessionaire. We'd conceded to a wage freeze. But a give back? 
Well, you know. There's semantics there, but I am suggesting that 
those semantics are very powerful in the behaviors that they 
produced. My suggestion, of course, is that had that been planned 
properly and strategized properly, thought through properly, that 
some other kind of positioning would have set up a series of 
different behaviors and expectations and perhaps precluded, some 
if not all, of the hostility that was tended to become on focused 
on that 18 percent give back program. That's was never addressed. 
Never really addressed. Once the perception was imbedded in 
people's minds and the unions were allowed to use it for public 
rhetoric purposes, it just perpetuated itself. That was a 
mistake. A clear, clear mistake from a public relations 
perspective, from a comminations, behavior perspective, in not
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shaping a message properly and positioning it properly and then 
merchandizing it, if you will properly. It just was never done.

I don't know who the players were in that except that 
I suspect most of that came out of the Human Resource area because 
there was no internal or employee communication activity in the 
Public Relations Department or the Corporate Communications 
Department, at that time.

Jerry Barrett: There wasn't any until you arrived?
Bob Hunter: There was not any until I arrived.
Jerry. Barrett: I see.
Bob Hunter:- Well, that's a little bit misleading because 

what there was, was a corporate a newspaper called Falcon. 
Historically, evidently, there had been perhaps a little bit more 
than that. But my understanding is that, internal communications 
at Eastern Airlines prior to Dick McGraw's arrival, prior to my 
arrival, had basically consisted of a corporate newspaper.

That's not my orientation. My orientation, as I 
indicated in the beginning of our discussion here, was to 
establish a process, a communication process, which is a very 
different sort of a thing. A process implies behaviors and 
lifestyle and management techniques that are just part and parcel 
to the way in which you do business. It is not dependent upon 
production of some media. It means something different than the 
internal communication person as an internal mouthpiece for 
corporate management. The internal communication practitioner is 
really a facilitator, as I think I said earlier, a facilitator of
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the exchange of information and someone who is concerned with 
creating a work climate which involves some behaviors. All of 
which tend to be positive and contributory toward the 
corporation's goals.

Jerry Barrett: Almost an organization development kind
of role.

Bob Hunter: Really, yea. As a matter of fact, there 
was, because it has that ring to it, and there are few internal 
communication practitioners in corporate America today who work 
for public relations people who have that sort of O.D. 
orientation, immediately there seems to be, set up at Eastern, 
some, at least it was my perception, that there was some 
resistance from the Human Resources Department, as to what we were 
trying to do. There was a sort of an implied competition there. 
They owned people. They had the organizational development 
responsibility. If I, or my department, wanted to put out or 
change the corporate newspaper, fine. Go to it. If you want to 
put out a publication os some kind, go to it. You can do that.
But don't mess with people and behaviors and processes and things 
of that nature. That really is the guts of what internal 
communication is all about.

As you know, in some corporations, internal communication 
is resident in the Public Relations Department and in others it's 
resident in Human Resources Department. Where it's resident in 
the Public Relations Department in many corporations, it usually
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devolves through nothing more than a publications activity. Where 
it's resident in the Human Resources Department, sometime it takes 
more of an O.D. orientation. But always there is conflict. I 
think through out corporate America there is conflict between the 
Human Resources and the Public Relations Departments when that 
function isn't owned by Human Resources. We had that. Not open 
conflict but there were a lot of subtlies there, I think. That, 
however, I don't think, was an over riding problem. It was there, 
it was present, it was just an organizational element that 
existed. But I don't think that really presented a whole hell of 
a lot of problems nor do I think it really was an inhibitor in our 
ability to get our job done.

The things that really were factors were more importantly 
the things such as I described. The inability to position an 
event properly. Craft the message. The signal that was sent 
about that event, such as the 83 thing or the Wage Investment 
Program, or the 18 percent, and be consistent in the application 
of that viewpoint.

If there was one thing that happened at Eastern Airlines, 
that really was a frustration to me, it was that on the one hand 
we had people, some of whom had a passion for creating this 
environment, an ideal vision, if you will, for the kind of 
environment that would be functional. But we never were 
consistent in reaching out for that ideal. We never, for some 
reason, we never were able to consistently pursue that objective.
A lot of it, I believe, had to do with with Frank Borman's 
tendency to micro-manage. He couldn't resist the temptation, at 
times, to sort of dip down into the organization and put his
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thumb print on some activity or event or director or thrust that 
was on-going, or it was about to begin. Not that he did that 
consciously, I don't believe. Not that he did that, it was just 
sort of pent up energy he had that had to expend itself in some 
way. He couldn't sit back and allow something to develop. He had 
to sort of get into it. When that happened, he set up a dynamic 
that, in many cases, became dysfunctional. Because when he wanted 
to get into it, other people started to get into it and would 
second guess. Things would kind of just get off course a bit. 
There was a lot of ad hoeing that went on at Eastern Airlines. 
Many, many things that were begun, but never completed. Or begun 
and carried on for a while and then sort of faded away. I used

vv //refer to it as the Lack of a (ejiampion syndrome. You know, I 
believed that if it's not somebody's job, it's nobody's job. Very 
often you had intermittent white knights that came through 
charging with an idea but as the horse they were riding got tired, 
they quit riding that horse. There was no institutional way to 
change horses and keep going with that idea.

Jerry Barrett: And down at the employee level, mixed
signals.

Bob Hunter: Absolutely, mixed signals. That was the one 
thing that we heard more consistently from employees than anything 
else. "You speak with forked tongue." What you say and what you 
do are two different things. You don't act consistently.
Speaking to senior management. I have to agree with that. There 
was at the same time this desire but an impatience or whatever the
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hell you want to call it that just wouldn't let things, you 
couldn't stick with something long enough to let it work itself 
out.

that?
Jerry Barrett: Can you think of any specific examples of

Bob Hunter: Well, I can give you a particular example. 
One time, Frank Borman chewed me out. I was talking about a 
process as opposed to putting out some publication some product. 
Frank Borman had, evidently, a simplistic view of what you did. 
"Just get the word out", was the way he would phrase it. " Just 
get the word out." I would say, "Frank, it's important to involve 
the managers in communication, in having ownership of the 
responsibility to communicate and it's important to hold them 
accountable and for them to feel accountable, to be part of this 
process instead of just something just going straight from the 
ninth floor to Joe Blow on the shop floor in the hanger. That the 
managers have got to be part of this processing and we've got to 
hold their feet to the fire to make it happen." He blew up at me 
one time and said, "That may be some God damn esoteric answer, but 
I told you to get the word out."

In his frustration over the fact that people didn't 
understand what was happening to Eastern Airlines in light of de
regulation and incursion of all this competition into our market 
places, he some how, I guess, believed that if you just told the 
people enough times, strongly enough, you know, they'd understand, 
they'd all roll over, they'd all become willing. I don't know 
what the expectation was. What behavior he wanted from them. He
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wanted them, I guess in the final analysis, he wanted them to give 
up more and more and more of their wages because that was the 
clear controlable cost which was identifiable. So I guess, 
although he would certainly never say that, I guess what he wanted 
was them to all voluntarily take three paces forward and say,
"I'll volunteer all this extra money." The way I referred to that 
as times was, he tried to get us at times to communicate with all 
the subtly of a megaphone. Use a bull horn to communicate. Make 
the communication louder. You know, you're just not making it 
loud enough because they don't understand. Or they don't seem to 
be listening. What really was happening was, they were hearing 
everything we were saying, but they weren't necessarily accepting 
everything we were saying. The reason for lack of acceptance was 
their lack of faith. Their lack of faith was a function of what 
they perceived as a lack of respect for them as people. A lack of 
confidence in management's ability to manage. A lot of that was 
pure anxiety on the part of employees, obviously. "You guys are 
losing money, you must be screwing it up. I've given you 18 
percent, I've given you this, I've given you that. I've given you 
productivity improvements and we're constantly losing money. You 
must be screwing it up." It's sort of a parent/child 
relationship. What never was allowed to develop was an 
adult/adult relationship. It continued to be a parent/child 
relationship. You know, if you're my child and I want to change 
your behavior, if I yell at you loud enough and long enough I'm 
going to hope that I at least intimidate you into changing your
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behavior to conform to what I expect. That was kind of what we 
had at Eastern. The sophistication, as I said, this tremendous 
willingness to communicate, more so than any other companies I've 
worked for, people were willing to share information. Senior 
people and they were accessible to employees. Much more so than 
the present corporation that I'm in. They were not isolated.
They were not blind to what was on employees minds. They were 
accessible to employees. They were willing to pass information 
down through employees. At the end, in fact, we came around to 
where we were willing to recognize that managers had to have a 
role in this process. More and more. But we never really got 
over that parent/child relationship. We continued to try to use 
the bull horn to communicate instead of some more sophisticated 
approaches.

Employee involvement was another area for which I did not 
have responsibility but which was a process oriented work climate 
centered activity that was very much dependent based upon 
communication. It had a lot of problems. It had some baggage 
associated with it because of it's association in the past with 
quality circles which were associated with union busting tactics, 
not only at Eastern, but I mean, you know, nationally. There was 
a lot of union skepticism about the so called quality circles 
thing. So employee involvement was sort of seen as maybe a little 
bit a part of that. So they approached it with some skepticism. 
Initially, if I were to plot on a chart how employee involvement 
developed, worked at Eastern, I would say it began with modest
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enthusiasms. There was a ground swell of enthusiasm where there 
was some results and activity was heightened. But then an 
external event would just cut it right off at the knees. There 
would be another labor negotiation issue. There'd be more 
vitriolic statements made, by either side and employee involvement 
would directly follow that on the downward slope.

I always felt that there was constant pressure on 
employee communication, pardon me, on employee involvement. The 
employee involvement program, process. Just as it was on the 
employee communication process to produce results now. To give 
me, I'm looking for a magic bullet, the silver bullet, the magic 
potion, to fix this. I'll reach out any place I can and grab 
something, almost in a panic. If employee involvement looks like 
it will do it for me, I'll glomp onto employee involvement. I'll 
give it all the support and rhetoric it needs, that I can give it. 
Hoping it will save me. If I can hire somebody to do internal 
communications, and that looks like it offers a promise, I'll go 
and do that. I'll glomp onto that and see if that can do it for 
me. If I can hire a guy from B.F. Goodrich who's got a reputation 
in labor relations and make him the IAM baby-sitter, which is 
really what Jack Johnson was, I'll do that and hope that that 
saves me. That, you know, will pacify the IAM that. We'll win 
them over, we'll co-op them. We'll do whatever hell the 
perception was that could be done with the IAM. I think, Frank 
always felt that the pilots were sort of his own particular niche 
and that he could identify with them and he could win them over
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and do whatever it was he had to do with them. I always said that 
as far as Labor Relations at Eastern was concerned, that we 
ignored the flight attendants, we kissed the ass of the pilots, 
and we coddled the IAM, and took the non-contract employee for 
granted. We never somehow were able to apply consistent policies 
or emotional responses to any of those four work groups. That was 
perceived by the people. They could see different reactions, 
different loyalties, different intensities, different agendas for 
each of those groups. It was a dysfunctional thing.

So employee involvement toward the end, I don't know 
where it is now, but toward the end became virtually non-existent. 
One of the other problems with employee involvement, I think, was 
it was tied to dollar productivity. And when dollar productivity 
sort of topped out and it became more costly to try and identify 
the savings than you could achieve from the savings themselves, it 
had no place to go. It was never terribly successful, or really 
even got started so to speak, with the flight attendants. The 
pilots next. IAM and non-contract tended to be the most active 
work groups in the employee involvement area. And certainly the 
IAM produced a lot of productivity savings through the IAM; but 
then again if they just worked 8 hours a day, they could produce 
tremendous productivity savings. So, but there was enthusiasm, 
but then as I say, because perhaps it was tied to dollars and 
productivities in terms of dollars, when that sort of topped out 
and nobody knew how to begin to account for all of that, the 
marginal kinds of productivity savings, they had no place to go.



- 15 -

So it sort of fell off and enthusiasms was lost and that was 
always tied to the lack of faith in management and their support 
and their backing. Their inconsistencies and speaking with forked 
tongues and all the rest of that business.

Jerry Barrett: The employee involvement of course, was 
in Human Resources.

Bob Hunter: It was. Well, interestingly enough it 
wasn't always in Human Resources, my understanding is when it was 
originally brought on board, when the core group, the outside 
consultancy that established the process, when it began it 
reported to the Office of the Chairman. Well, there wasn't an 
Office of the Chairman at the time, but it reported I guess 
directly to Frank, you know, on paper anyway. I don't know where 
it got it's day to day marching orders. But toward the end it did 
report to Human Resources and that again was a perceived change 
that seemed inconsistent and it seemed to be regarded as a 
diminution of its value to the corporation as a process. You 
know, there was a tremendous amount of energy in Resources.
Again, that was another thing that just could not over come the 
hurdle of skepticism and cynicism that existed in the corporation. 
There was a tremendous amount resources that were poured into the 
employee involvement activity. Training for management, off-site 
meetings for the Senior Staff two and three days at a time. But, 
you know, my own personal view is, I remain skeptical of the 
motivation behind what people did. You know, I'm not a 
humanitarian. I'm not, even though I tend to talk in humanitarian
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terms, I'm not really a humanitarian. I think of myself as a 
bottom line businessman. But I am not a political bottom line 
businessman who does things in a Machiavellian way and I think the 
employee involvement activity or effort was perceived as a little 
bit Machiavellian on the part of Frank Borman. You know, I keep 
talking about Frank Borman, there were many other members of the 
senior staff, and he became the lightening rod of course for all 
negative and no positive energies from the work force. But I 
share the view, I think, that it was a expedient. I don't think 
anybody really, in spite of all the dollars and time that was put 
into it I think it was poured into it in the same manner that one 
would pour time into a political caucus or into a political 
campaign or something. I don't know that it was really truly seen 
as having intrinsic value of it's own.

One of the things that I had said regarding people's 
expectations, and again particularly Frank Borman's expectations. 
Frank Borman wanted a communications solution to a business 
problem. He wanted employee involvement solution to a business 
problem. Those are unreasonable expectations that can never be 
fulfilled. There can never be a communications solution to a 
business problem. There can only be a business solution to a 
business problem, of which communication plays a part. In which 
employee involvement plays a part, in which labor relations plays 
a part. None of those pieces were ever brought together in any 
form. There never was a quote a Chief of Staff operating at 
Eastern. The closest thing we had to a Chief of Staff kind of an
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operation that could pull all the parts of the staff together, I 
suppose, was Joe Leonard, in the final days. But you know part of 
the time I was there it was the closest.

Jerry Barrett: Was he capable of doing that?
Bob Hunter: Joe?
Jerry Barrett: Yes.
Bob Hunter: I don't know if I can intelligently make a 

judgment about that. I just don't know. I didn't have long 
enough to observe him, I don't think, in that capacity. And there 
was so many extraordinary events impinging upon the time that he 
was in that job when I was there, that I'm not sure I could make 
that judgement about him. But one thing, in terms of the rest of 
the staff, appeared clear to me, and that was they were very, in 
one sense autonomous. You know, it's ironic in a way. if Tom 
Peters were to look at (garble) you know, Search Q f excellence,
we'll look at Eastern Airlines. We met many of the criteria which 
he outlined for a excellent company. You know, he talked about 
ready, fire, aim. You know, when you got to get out there quick 
so you fire, you go for it, you shoot from the hip. Well we were 
masters at that. You know, we're masters at that. I mean, 
decisions were made and reversed incredibly fast. We were lean 
and mean corporation. We had many of the marks of an excellent 
corporation. They never hung together. They just never came 
together. But we had, you could go down that list of Tom Peters, 
ten I think he lists, of an excellent corporation, and Eastern 
Airlines could probably be judged to have six of the ten, or
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something. You know, but if take an isolation but if you watch 
them operate dynamically you could say, my God it was a 
prescription for disaster. The individual staff members did their 
own thing in many ways. There was a clear stratagem for dealing 
with Frank Borman and that was, be the last one to talk to him.
The last one in the door, will carry the day. You know, he'll 
react to the last thing he hears. So, just never could pull it 
together. Now, would a chief of staff, a strong chief of staff 
been able to do that? I'd like to think so. I've worked in 
corporations with a strong chief of staff who could kick ass and 
had authority. Part of the question, even when Joe came aboard, 
was Frank going to stay out of it. Was he going to quit micro- 
managing? Was he going to stay out and let Joe run the company?
He did that better toward the end of the time I was there than I 
would have ever imagined. But, how much did he really do it? I 
don't know. I don't know what went on behind closed doors. But 
clearly during the first year and a half I was there, I don't 
think a chief of staff would have done any good what so ever. Or 
somebody like that would have done any good what so ever. And I 
don't think Frank would have let him do anything.

Jerry Barrett: Can you talk a little bit about the 
specific things you did to perform your job? Was there 
opportunity for data collection? Contact with employees to get a 
two directional dialogue going.

Bob Hunter: Sure, we had a tremendous amount of contact 
with employees. I tried to liaise with a lot of the employee
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involvement groups, task forces. The people involved in employee 
involvement were among those from whom I received a lot of 
feedback and a lot of -. Not all, because they had sort of their 
own agenda and their own view point. That wasn't necessarily 
representative of the entire corporation. But, nonetheless, they 
were a group that were vocal and were active and were perceptive 
and so I interacted with them extensively.

Jerry Barrett: Did that include actually attending their
meeting.

Bob Hunter: Oh yea.
Jerry Barrett: And at various levels within the -
Bob Hunter: Not only that, but employees came to me in 

tremendous numbers. I wouldn't suggest I was the only one they 
came to. But, it seemed at Eastern that employees were always 
looking for an ear. They found many. There were many ears they 
could find, including senior management. Many, many people were 
up to listening to employees and willing to listed to employees. 
But, anyway, a lot of people came to me just by virtue of the fact 
that I was in charge of internal or employee communications. They 
came to me and would talk about everything under the sun. So 
there was a lot of interaction with employees. Because of Frank's 
insistence on getting the word out, we did wind up producing a lot 
of material. A lot of so called publications both print material 
as well as audio-visual material. We up graded the newspaper and 
made it. I believe for example, that one function the media 
performs, and probably the only function that social research has
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clearly demonstrated is consistent, and that is, media sets 
agendas. It doesn't necessarily sway opinions. It doesn't change 
opinion. But it does set agenda. So, I was concerned that what 
media we produced, because I knew Frank was banging on the desk to 
get the word out, get the word out, to him getting the word out 
was print something or publish something or film something and get 
it around to people. We had to satisfy that need and it was a 
legitimate need too, by the way. I'm not suggesting that you can 
get by without having media. But one of the objectives I had for 
the media was that it be agenda setting. We knew what the agenda 
was. The agenda was competition. What competition meant now and 
in the future for Eastern Airlines. What Eastern Airlines had to 
do to meet competition both in terms of using its' assets, 
deploying its' resources, and controlling it's costs.
(interruption)

Jerry Barrett: Ok, we're back on.
Bob Hunter: One of the analogies that I heard, with 

which I agreed, about how we tended to tackle the labor problem at 
Eastern, was that we had a tendency to cut the tail off the dog a 
piece at a time. That every time you re-visited that operation, 
it hurt just as much as the first time, if not more because now 
you were anticipating the pain and so it became multiplied. If 
not physically, certainly psychologically. Instead of chopping 
the tail off the dog all at once. We never seemed to be able to 
find a strategy or settle on one or carry one through that we had 
settled on, that would chop that tail off all at once. Whatever
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the fix was, we never seemed to belly up to the bar and have the 
guts to stay at that bar long enough to get what we needed. So, 
we kept going back to the well. At least the perception was, we 
kept going back to the well and it hurt more and more every time. 
We exacerbated the situation more and more every time.

I think what would have alleviated that problem would 
have been a comprehensive labor strategy. Again, this is an area 
I'm not really qualified to comment on except perhaps, as I said 
in the beginning, as an employee who also perceived things. The 
perception was that we just never had a coordinated, consistent 
labor strategy. Now, obviously, we had strategies, plural. This 
is what we're going to do this time with the IAM and this time 
with the pilots and so forth. But in terms of tying all together, 
looking at it in a multi-year effort, I'm totally unaware of any 
such strategy of that kind. I'm very aware of strategies in terms 
of negotiating strategies and what we did case by case basis. But 
in terms of comprehensive, we never, my perception is, we never 
either grasped how to do that. I think there was an intuitive 
sense of the need to do it but my perception is that we never 
learned. We never had grasp of how to do it. So it just never 
got done.

Jerry Barrett: You worked in a setting where there was 
unions before, in other corporations?

Bob Hunter: No.
Jerry Barrett: Do you have them here?
Bob Hunter: No.
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Jerry Barrett: Do you think that made much difference? 
Because you're dealing with - Did that make your job more 
complicated, I mean?

Bob Hunter: Dealing with unions?
Jerry Barrett: You've got three very distinct unions and 

then a whole non-contract group as well.
Bob Hunter: It made the job different. I don't really

know that it made it any more difficult. If the lack of any 
comprehensive approach to labor made it difficult to be consistent 
in the message you were sending obviously. Any kind of a long 
term look, the absence of a long term look made it difficult to 
craft messages that were believable and consistent. So in that 
regard it was difficult and the fact that, as I said earlier, that 
I think I said earlier, that all of the contracts were on 
different phases. I mean, they opened at different times, made 
I'm sure the formulation of such a strategy, as I'm suggest was 
needed, difficult to come up with.

Jerry Barrett: Did you find it a great distinction 
between each of the four categories of employees? In terms of 
your job. Were the machinists more cynical? The pilots more 
sophisticated?

Bob Hunter: Yea. Each had their own personality. In 
some instances, you could argue that they were, that the employees 
were not employees of Eastern Airlines. They were employees of 
their union. At times you'd get that impression more clearly than 
at other times. There clearly was an underlying thread of
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corporate identity, airline identity in Eastern Airlines identity 
each employee had but on an issue basis, it seems as though they 
were employees of their union as opposed to an employee of the 
airline.

Jerry Barrett: Well how about the non-contract? Did 
they identify more closely with the corporation?

Bob Hunter: Yes. My perception and all the feed back I 
had. There was more identity with the corporation, more loyalty, 
more willingness to sacrifice on the part of the non-contract than 
on the part of the contract employees.

Jerry Barrett: Can you separate out the group that would 
be in the supervisory category, the first line supervisors on 
up through managers in the -

Bob Hunter: That happened to be a population that I 
think we never addressed adequately. We were not really any 
different, I think, than much of corporate America. If you look 
at what has been written in the literature about middle management 
in corporate America today. Generally, you get the picture that 
no management has been disenfranchised. That they suffer from 
high anxiety. That pay and compensation fairness equity issues 
have not adequately been addressed. And the anxiety obviously 
come about from the phenomena we see going on now of down sizing 
corporations and divestitures and the people who tend to get cut 
out are the middle management. People in those corporate 
activities. So. So, we have that same sort of situation in 
Eastern Airlines. There were pay equity, fairness issues. On the
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personnel side there were career pathing issues on the personnel 
side. There was a lot of rhetoric and I'm not qualified to say if 
it was more than rhetoric about local management being over taxed 
in what was expected of them. Again, I just don't know whether 
that was accurate or not, but it was sure a vocal. I mean, you 
couldn't be in that corporation very long without hearing the 
stories about how people in the field were really over taxed. The 
management in the field were over taxed. What we never really got 
a handle on was how to enfranchise those people. We never got a 
handle on how to empower them as part of the team. As I said 
earlier, my primarily emphasis when I first got there, my focus, 
my primary strategy, was to involve them in the communication 
process such that they felt a true ownership of the process and 
felt accountability for its success. We never achieved that. One 
of the reasons was Borman kept saying get the word out. get the 
word out. To him, at least on two occasions when he chewed me 
out for bringing it up that was some esoteric solution. His 
words, "esoteric solution". We did involve them, I mean we 
gradually started to turn that around a little bit. We had 
quarterly management meetings. We did some communications aimed 
directly at managers in order to try and give them a leg up on the 
information because information is power and we wanted to, as I 
say enfranchise them with some informational power. But, they 
were not skilled in two stepping that information to their 
employees. So, there was a gap between employees and management 
in that sense. They weren't a credible source of information to
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employees because employees felt they, the managers, did not know 
what was going on. There was a lot of truth in that. Where they 
did have information, and we tried giving them more as time went 
on, they weren't skilled or inclined to share it themselves. We 
did nothing about training them to do that, that I'm aware of 
anyway, and they, so they weren't skilled or inclined to do it. 
There was nothing in the system that allowed, that made the 
accountable for doing it. You know, such as an employee 
performance or evaluation system that insisted that their role in 
that process was measurable and accountable and evaluated.

Jerry Barrett: The systems weren't tied together either.
Bob Hunter: No, that's right.
Jerry Barrett: I mean the personnel function with the -
Bob Hunter: Personnel function was a very, I thought, 

dispirit, very loosey-goosey. It didn't hang together. You had 
administrators, people who with the equivalent of accountant 
number crunchers, who saw that certain mechanical things took 
place; forms were properly filled out for employees or benefits 
were administered or pay was... But I became aware of some 
personnel planning kinds of things that were attempted and I 
suppose that's why people such as, I can't think of his name all 
of a sudden my mind's gone blank, Siebert was brought, Larry 
Seevers was brought in I suppose was to provide that kind of a 
planning and development function. I didn't see however, any 
effective results from that. Clearly Jack Johnson's role was 
singular, baby-sit the IAM. Obviously he played a larger role
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than that, but I mean it seems as though his total mind set, 
attention, demands on his time, emotional strength was all in the 
direction of the IAM.

Jerry Barrett: What is your background, Bob? Are you a 
writer? Are you a PR sort of guy, in that sense?

Bob Hunter: Yea. Well I've spent the last 20 years 
working in Public Relations. My educational background is in 
Behavioral Sciences and I'm a career military officer.

Jerry Barrett: Ok. I can relate very quickly to some of 
the stuff you're saying and I hadn't anticipated I would as 
easily. Thinking of you in the traditional sort of communications 
sense, , The role you saw yourself playing was
different than what I had anticipated.

Bob Hunter: Yea, different than most people would 
anticipate, I think. And a role I had to fight in order to play, 
as far as I was concerned because it was much more easy to be 
regulated to a media role, that of an internal publicist if you 
will. An internal press agent, if you will. Certainly, as I said 
there was the production and dissemination of internal news or 
information was necessarily part of the job but that wasn't the 
real guts of it, that wasn't the real dynamic that I had as a 
mission.

Jerry Barrett: Since you knew Dick McGraw, I take it, he
supported the role you were trying to play; but beyond there there 
was difficulties.
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Bob Hunter: On the other hand, you see, if you asked, 
except for a couple of instances such as I related to you about 
just get the word out don't give me esoteric solutions, except for 
that sort of a thing, one of the frustrations was if you asked 
people, if you sat down one on one with senior management, you'd 
get almost universal philosophical agreement with what had to be 
done. You see? But it never came together. There was nobody who 
could pull it together. Frank Borman clearly could not pull it 
together. No member of the staff could serve as a unifying force 
and pull it together and make it happen. I don't think they 
could, because, I think, Frank wouldn't let them. He had just too 
much nervous energy. He could only stand to be still so long then 
he had to jump into the middle of something and make something 
different happen. It was all those different happenings that kept 
pushing us, nudging us off course.

Jerry Barrett: Some of the problem that had to be 
explained to employees, that Frank and others thought had to be 
explained to them, is extremely complicated. Let me talk on it 
this way. The various employee pay plans or pay adjustments or 
pay wrinkles that they had, I talked with Bob Evans about that who 
is down in Human Resources, I know a little bit about that but he 
just overwhelmed me with the complexity of that. I talked with 
Wayne Yeoman at a whole different level, but his involvement the 
financing of all of this, the purchases of new aircraft and the
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complexities of the big debt and all that, and again it's an 
extremely complicated thing for the man on the street or the 
employee on the shop floor to understand.

Bob Hunter: Well, it is and it isn't. First of all you 
have to question of how much he needs to understand. If he's 
dying from thirst, one doesn't have to go into the chemical 
composition of water to satisfy his thirst. If he wants to know 
what time it is, he doesn't have to learn to be a watchmaker to 
discover what time it is. So, I would argue that you did not need 
go into the complexities that Bob Evans would be interested in 
taking you into. What you needed, was a clear vision of what the 
message was, and then consistently pursuing the transmission of 
that message, not in words but in words and actions. The two had 
to be consistent. That's were we fell short. You know, Frank 
used to be frustrated for example, employees were constantly 
asking him when, and there were plenty of opportunities for them 
to interact with him, and they would constantly ask him or 
question his commitment to the employee involvement process for 
example. He would be tremendously frustrated. He'd say, "Yes I 
believe in it. Yes I'm behind it. Here's what we've done. We've 
committed staff. We've committed resources. We've committed 
time. We've done all this." He'd repeat that over and over again 
and people still didn't accept because some how they sensed that 
this was a Machiavellian commitment. It was not, you don't see 
intrinsic value in this thing, do you Frank? I mean, yes, you're 
supporting it and yes, you're doing these actions; but, you really
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I do. And then there would be some action that would tend to back 
up that rhetoric. But on the other side of the coin, in some 
other area something else would happen, some other inconsistency 
would surface with regard to employee relations or the messages 
and they would look at that and say,"Uh, uh, uh, see, see what 
you're doing over here? You're fibbing to me. Because I'm 
watching you with both eyes. Out of the corner of this one eye, 
I'm seeing something different happening over here."

Jerry Barrett: It's almost as if trust is a 
(interruption) I started to pose a thought here that, trust is a 
real fragile commodity and easier destroyed than built. Something 
fouled it up there and came as sort of charmingly, interpersonal 
character as Frank Borman can be, he was not able to overcome 
that-

Bob Hunter: No he was not.
A .Jerry Barrett: )̂ nd from what you were saying, ĥ/| be 

asked the same question repeatedly and there still was a feeling 
that what he was saying was different than what he was behaving or 
what he really thought. A part of that is, the sum of what I just 
said is for you, that's what you were working against because you 
were trying to establish communications and the best 
communications, of course, would be based on a level of trust 
which never seemed to make it. That must have been a frustrating 
job for you in many ways.

Bob Hunter: It was frustrating from an organizational 
standpoint. From an interpersonal standpoint, it was very
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satisfying because I got tremendous feed back from employees who 
said, "we see what you're trying to do and we agree with what 
you're trying to do." And so from that standpoint, personally, it 
was very satisfying. From an organizational standpoint, it was 
frustrating.

Jerry Barrett: I've only seen a couple issues of the 
Falcon but I was impressed with the level of things it tried to 
discuss. Telling about that Piedmont is doing this and United has 
done that.

Bob Hunter: That was part of what I said earlier, that 
was part of the strategy of setting an agenda. We had several 
agenda that we hoped to achieve or to set through Falcon. One of 
them was the competitive agenda to continually keep before the 
employees what the competition was doing. But there were the 
business issues that we constantly tried to set before the 
employees. As a matter of fact, it's still going on. It's 
interesting because last night in my mail I got a copy of the 
latest edition of Falcon and there is a piece in there that I had 
requested be written before I left and it just showed up. But 
what it was, was a synthesis from business publications such as 
Business Week. I asked my editor to go through the business 
publications such as Business Week and to extrapolate from all 
those publications examples of corporations that were changing and 
were failing because of competitive influences, so that it wasn't 
just an airline industry phenomena. There were instances such as 
problems Control Data Corporation is having at the moment and
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banks and so on, and so on, and so on. So that piece just 
happened to show up in this latest edition of Falcon. But again, 
that was part of the strategy of setting an agenda. One of the 
things on the agenda was change. We dealt with that from a 
business perspective and we also dealt from a personal or 
interpersonal perspective. If you look through Falcon, you will 
see consistently in there articles usually on the Op-Ed page that 
have to do with how people in organizations adjust to change. So 
again, those were all very conscious decisions we made. We 
weren't seeking to fill Falcon but we said Falcon is an agenda 
setting mechanism, what is the agenda we want on employee's minds? 
Then we began to seek out stories that would fill that agenda.

Jerry Barrett: From your contact with employees, was the 
readership good?

Bob Hunter: Oh yea, the readership was good. Fal-CO-B had 
lost credibility, from what I gather,I don't really know where 
credibility was in the past*’ ¡the qualitative comments and 
descriptions I got was that it was considered to be strictly a 
management tool, a mouthpiece for management, and so on. There 
had been some edicts given, in this case I'm told, the case I'm 
about to site, I'm told the edict was given by one of the former 
Vice Presidents, Senior Vice Presidents of Personnel or Human 
Resources or what ever the hell it was called at the time. A guy 
by the name of Marv Amos, and he decreed that there would be no 
mention of unions in the company newspaper. Well, you can imagine 
what that did to its credibility and believabi1ity as a
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communications. Well, we had union news in there. It never got 
where I wanted it. I wanted, for example, editorial pieces by 
union leadership in there. Well of course, they had their own 
reason for not wanting to do that themselves, naturally. But, you 
know, we probably would have gotten near all the things we wanted 
if we had been allowed to pursue that course, and things that 
happened and so on. But we just never did.

Jerry Barrett: There was an effort though, apparently, 
to get non-writers to write. Non-staff of the newspaper.

Bob Hunter: Oh yea.
Jerry Barrett: Were you successful with any other 

groups, getting them to write?
Bob Hunter: Not really. We had our plan. I mean it 

just, we were overcome by time and event. We had a plan to 
launch, before it left, to really make a consorted effort at doing 
just that. But it's just one of the things we didn't get to.

Jerry Barrett: And of course the Falcon was only one 
piece of media that you used.

Bob Hunter: Right.
Jerry Barrett: The other, because of the spread of your 

employees, was tape and things like that.
Bob Hunter: Right. We had one vehicle which proved to 

be very popular. Interestingly enough, Frank Borman thought it 
was a gossip piece. He told me one day in one of his bad moods, 
critically, that I was putting out some gossip thing or something. 
It was called Bulletin Board Briefing Notes. It went out about
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three times a week over a telex system to work locations. But 
there again, I used that vehicle as an agenda setting tool. In 
that, primarily, I shared industry news with people, primarily.
But then we would use it to communicate other kinds of, and 
periodically I'd do some editorializing in it. Some of which got 
some hostile reaction. But, it had a great credibility and a 
great followership.

Jerry Barrett: And it was timely too. It was coming out 
three times -

Bob Hunter: And it was timely. And of course, that 
above all else, is what employees, you know. It's interesting, 
you know, the research over the years clearly, clearly points out 
what employees want. First and foremost, employees want 
information from their immediate supervisor. Above and beyond 
anything else. That is the preferred way that want information. 
T-here—er-e- some-. Second to that, they want information from the 
senior leadership of the corporation, that's usually the goal 
setting, visionary kinds of information, you know. The less grand 
kinds of things they want from their immediate supervisor.
American business and industry has done a terrible job of meeting 
that need, that defined preference. In terms of the kinds of 
information they want, that also is very clear. They want 
information about the business plans of the corporation. They 
certainly want personnel information. Things that affect them 
personally: pay, benefits, that sort of thing. I thought we did a 
terrible job in that regard, by the way. A terrible job in that
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regard. We just could not get cooperation out of the Human 
Resources Department. Philosophically, we got all kinds of 
agreement, in practical everyday terms we couldn't get them to 
move their ass on anything. An employee handbook, for example, 
we had, just lay dormant for a long time. An employee orientation 
program to acculturate people to Eastern Airlines as an 
organization. An effective orientation program. Just couldn't 
move that off a dime and several other examples of that nature. 
But, some employees want that kind of information, but then they 
want business goals and progress of how we're doing and so on. We 
made progress in that area but with the credibility issue that 
existed, the information was there.

You know, Frank Borman, I'm convinced, never believed 
that the employees understood the impact of deregulation. I 
believe they understood the impact of dey-regulation. They just 
didn't want to accept the bitter pill. It's a totally different 
dynamic. Totally different.

Jerry Barrett: And of course, if you viewed it that way, 
he'd say repeat it again until they do understand it.

Bob Hunter: Sure, repeat it until they do understand it. 
And accept it, according to his definition. But I will say in 
all fairness though, you know, we, on the one hand we had these 
sort of obstacles or whatever you want to call them, but on the 
other hand there was great openness and willingness to 
communicate, in terms of sharing information. That wasn't the 
weakness at Eastern Airlines. The weakness was in trying to get a
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comp rehen s ive approach to the problem. And there was not one at 
Eastern Airlines who could provide the unity of direction that was 
needed.

the year, I suppose that would be the end of 84, Borman 
(interruption) I started to ask you Borman after trying to get, 
there was a question of snap back, you know the wages were 
supposed to go back to what they had been reduced from and he 
unilaterally decided that they would not and then later had to 
restore that. Is that the kind of thing^ that you were talking 
about, that would sort of prove to employees that he wasn't really 
into involvement? He really was an authoritarian or whatever the 
word would be. I-G--thatr the~irfnd-- ?

You know, let me tell you about that. inhere were — r We at 
Eastern, we—Eastern Airlines, the management of Eastern Airlines, 
bears a great deal of responsibility and I would almost use the 
word shame for not doing a better job of positioning things like 
that. We would wait until the very last minute, until the end of 
the year. Now, usually the driving force behind this happened to 
be the Human Resources people, Jack Johnson. Everything pegged 
off of what will this do to labor relations kinds of issues. 
Consequently, they seemed to carry the day over anybody else's 
recommendations. We provided, we for our part, Dick McGraw,

Jerry Barrett: Were you still there when at the end of

Bob Hunter: Yea. That's one of the kinds of things.

provided counsel that said, you know, "don't be
abrupt, don't wait until the last minute, don't go back on what



- 36 -

the expectation is, or don't fulfill the expectation if the 
expectation is a negative one". We were constantly ignored. Down 
to and including the way in which some communications were worded 
that went out to employees. We weren't the craftsmen of those 
messages. Our expertise didn't carry the day in the way in which 
those messages were worded. Typically, now, I'm speaking of 
letters that were sent out or memos or letters that were sent out 
to employees on such issues as the snap back.

Jerry Barrett: That might be written by the lawyers, for
example.

Bob Hunter: Well, lawyers were, interestingly enough, I 
don't believe the lawyers really got involved in any of that. 
Interestingly enough, at Eastern Airlines the lawyers played a 
very proper role, and that indicates a bias on my part by that 
statement. But the lawyers, I'd give high marks to the lawyers at 
Eastern Airlines. I'd give very poor marks to Human Resources 
people in that regard. They were usually the people whose 
counsel was followed and I think, tragically incorrectly at times.

Jerry Barrett: Almost because they were in a position of 
being too reactive to the union position.

Bob Hunter: Yea. -Yea-.-
Jerry Barrett: Did you have much contact with any of the

union officials?
Bob Hunter: Oh, yea, constantly.
Jerry Barrett: Any observations about th< It's quite a

cast of characters.
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Bob Hunter: Personally, I liked all three of them. At 
the end, I really began to question Charlie Bryan's honesty, 
initially, I thought Charlie Bryan was a honest and straight 
forward guy, obviously representing his special interest as one 
might expect him to. Then toward of the end of my time there, I 
began to wonder just how honest he was. And I say that, he more 
than the others because, of course as you know, he was on ... The 
union leaders had insider information and as members of the Board 
of Directors they knew what the corporate situation was. And in 
so far as they were unable to maintain their dual role between 
representing the interests of their membership and representing 
the interests of the corporation, I have to question their ethics 
or their sense of duty or their honest or whatever else you'd want 
to use to describe because I don't think Charlie did a good job in 
serving either interest, frankly, as a result. I don't think he 
did a good job of walking that line. He was ill prepared to be, 
to know how to behave with all the information he had from the 
corporation on the one side and yet facing the pressures of 
election from the union membership on the other side. I don't 
think he handled it very well.

Callahan was a different type of a character. He fancied 
himself as a labor philosopher. He tended to want to be academic 
in his approach to things in conceptual, and philosophical and so 
forth. He was not a politician like Charlie was a politician. 
Callahan wasn't a politician. I'll tell you I think that, also my 
mind's gone blank here, the. Isn't that terrible?
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Jerry Barrett: I can't say it now either.
Bob Hunter: Oh God, I can't believe that I just forgot 

his name. I think that he was, I'll think of it in a second, I 
think that he was a working stiff. I mean he was a pilot who 
thought as a pilot and secondarily, he happened to be in the 
position, you know, of being, union leadership. But he took his 
marching orders from the MEC, you know, and so on. But he was 
more, I mean, unionism I suppose in one sense is all a brotherhood 
in that regard, but he was sort of part of a different 
fraternity. I mean there was the union brotherhood if you will, 
but there was also the comradeship of pilots. That was a unique,
I think, labor situation. So, he was really a working pilot who 
happened to be in a leadership position. Callahan, of course, was 
also a working flight attendant but I think he identified more as 
a union leader and Bryan clearly identified himself as a union 
leader even though he was a mechanic by trade. But Larry Shulte, 
was the guy's name I couldn't remember, but Larry was first and 
foremost a pilot who happened to be a union leader. The others 
were union leaders who happened to be or come from whatever trade 
or craft or profession they were in.

I liked all three of them, but as I say, I, particularly 
with Charlie toward the end, I just questioned his honesty and his 
ability and his skill at ethically representing .

Jerry Barrett: He's certainly capable of communicating 
with the public and with his members.
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Bob Hunter: Well, I'll tell you something and this is 
a cynical thing for me to say and obviously a simplistic thing for 
me to say, but I've often said, the easiest communication job in 
the world is that of a blue collar union leader. Because all you 
have to be is a rabble rouser. I mean, all you have to do is 
appeal to emotion and take a negative us versus them attitude and 
you're effective. I mean the most effective communicators, I 
don't know if this is historically, it would be interesting to do 
this, historically accurate but who have aroused people in crowds 
have all taken offensive positions. You know? Not the latest 
being Muammar Qaddafi, not that I'm making any comparisons but, 
you know. If, let me stir people up against something, it's much 
easier to do than it is to stir them up for something.

Jerry Barrett: That seems accurate to me. I mean 
historically.

Bob Hunter: So the great, you know, every social 
movement is generally againstr,"Tiot generally, against the 
status quo. So the people associated with social movements are 
fostering negative thinking. They're against something. Cause 
they want to change the status quo. And you can take that back to 
Christ if you want to. Although I don't know that Christ was, I 
guess I ought to exempt that example there, because I can't think 
of any negative he. He never really did say anything negative. 
But, you know, if you look at leaders of social movements, civil 
rights leaders, abolitionists, temperance, I mean. Think of all 
the social movements through out history or political movements.
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The l^mocrats are opposed to something. The (Republicans are 
opposed to something. And it's opposition, it's negativism, you 
know, that stirs people up and whoever you've got, if they're 
already of that mind set, you've got an easy job to communicate 
with them. So, I would not give Charlie Bryan high marks for 
being a great communicator.

Jerry Barrett: Were you able to observe what Bill 
Usery's role was?

Bob Hunter: Peripherally. Interesting enough, I have no
concept of whether this is accurate, but someone explained to me
once why Bill Usery was at Eastern Airlines and it sounded so
plausible that I believed it and it went this way, that 

0

WjHip^nsinger, who is International President, I AM International 
President, suggested to Frank Borman that he hire Bill Usery.
Now, going back to what I said about Frank Borman before, Frank 
Borman would reach out and grab at anything that was going to give 
him a solution to the problem he felt he had at hand. If that's 
an accurate portrayal of how Usery came to Frank Borman's 
attention, then it's clearly understandable why he had a position 
of power at Eastern Airlines. If in fact he was suggested by 
Whipensinger and Borman clearly saw the IAM as his nemesises, then 
here was a guy who could bridge the gap, in Borman's eyes, and 
therefore I'm going to do and listen to whatever he says.

Jerry Barrett: Interesting. Interesting idea.
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Bob Hunter: I don't know if that's accurate, however.
But I was told that and I said (click), at least is plausible that 
that's the way it went down.

Jerry Barrett: Well, I've about run out of questions and 
probably run out of your time also. This took much longer than I 
thought it would.

Bob Hunter: Ok, happy to -
Jerry Barrett: Do you have anything further -
Bob Hunter: I don't think so.
Jerry Barrett: Ok. Thanks much. I really appreciate 

your time and willingness to talk.
Bob Hunter: My pleasure.




