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PREFACE

This volume on organized labor is the concluding one of a series of
three dealing with the economics of labor. Like the two preceding vol-
umes, it probably does not constitute a ‘“‘textbook” in the ordinary
meaning of that word. The treatment—again as in the first two volumes
—is more exhaustive than would have been possible within ordinary
textbook limitations; more of detailed analysis, more descriptive mate-
rial, and—perhaps here and there—freer expression of opinioni:have
entered into the chapters than would have been the case in tektbook
writing; and the emphasis upon, and space devoted to, matteri#that we
have regarded as constituting the core of the subject of orgamized labor
are different from what they would have been in another type of treatise.
We hope, nevertheless, that the volume will not be without value as an
instructional aid.

Considerable time has elapsed since the publication of the first two
volumes of this series. The fact that duties of public service, teaching,
and other character have made this lapse of time unavoidable does not
lessen the regret of the authors that the publication of Organized Labor
could not more shortly have followed that of Labor’s Progress and Prob-
lems and Labor’s Risks and Social Insurance. Most of those parts of the
book that were drafted some time ago have been rewritten or revised to
bring the factual material and the account of developments to compara-
tively recent date, although—partly for the obvious reasons inherent in
the fact that one of the authors is occupying a public position which
bears an intimate relation to some of the matters dlscussed——(thls has
not been done throughout.

As was observed in the preface to Volume I, the writing of and
primary responsibility for, different segments of a treatise of the length
of these three volumes necessarily had to be assumed by one or the ojher
of the authors; and inclusion there and in the preface to Vgl.\un'e’lfo“} a
word about the division of labor seemed not to be inappropriate. In the
present volume the first ﬁvW«M history of the trade-union
movement, were drafted by ontgomery, and the remaining ten by
Mi. Millis. However, in the final outcome all chapters are the result
of numerous consultations between us, each author contributed sec-
tions to some of the chapters the preparation of which was the primary
responsibility of the other, and the book is a joint product for which joint
responsibility is assumed.

v



vi PREFACE

The great obligation of the authors to the contributions that have
been made by many students of the problems with which this book is
concerned is indicated by the number of names appearing in the text
and footnotes of the various chapters. Many persons and organizations
have aided us in a somewhat more direct manner. While these persons
and organizations are so numerous that individual mention of them is
impossible, it is our pleasant duty to acknowledge our indebtedness to
those whose help has been greatest. Mandal R. Segal rendered valuable
aid in the preparation of the chapter on employee representation plans.
The help of Joseph Rosenfarb in connection with parts of the two chap-
ters on the law of labor and of Jacob Karro in connection with the dis-
cussion of the legal status of collective-bargaining agreements in the
second of these chapters was invaluable. We are greatly indebted, also,
to Alexander B. Motenko for the preparation of notes on the jurisdiction
and policies of the National Labor Relations Board, discussed in the first
chapter on the law of labor, and to Phillips Garman for assistance in
preparation of the chapter on trade-union institutionalism. General
assistance has been rendered at different times by Natalie Pannes Allen,
Robert K. Burns, Lily Mary David, and Louis Lazaroff. Among these
rendering general assistance, special mention should be made of Mrs.
Allen, whose assistance extended over the longest period of time and
found place in virtually all parts of the chapters.

Harry A. MiLLIs,
RovaL E. MONTGOMERY.
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ORGANIZED LABOR

CHAPTER 1
AN INTRODUCTORY STATEMENT

Organizations of wage earners and collective determination of the
terms and conditions of employment have become, as everyone aware
of the economic and social forces of modern life knows, integral and
powerful factors in our contemporary system of producing and distribut-
ing goods and services. They affect, in one way or another, the sharing
of the product of industry among persons and economic classes, the
allocation of social resources, the attitudes of millions of persons toward
existing social and economic arrangements, the volume of employment
and of unemployment, the rate and direction of social change, the char-
acter of legal rights and prerogatives, the material status of large parts
of the population, the stability or instability of business activity, the
technical processes of production, and the policies of government. The
implications in the realm of economic analysis of the policies they pursue
and the methods to which they resort are both numerous and profound.

In this volume, the third of a series on the economics of labor, some
acquaintance on the part of the reader with the nature of this powerful
social force, organized labor, and with the problems to which its emergence
and development have given rise will be presupposed; and preliminary
survey will be of abbreviated character. Nevertheless, it is in point
at the outset to mention the more elementary facts entering into explana-
tion of the existence of the organized labor movement, to allude to some
of the environmental factors initiating it and determining its character,
and to refer in brief preview manner to some of the more basic of the issues
with which this volume is concerned.

SoME INTRODUCTORY CONSIDERATIONS

A statement of the nature, in its more elemental aspects, of the
organized labor movement is, for the most part, a statement of the
apparent and fairly obvious. Concerted action on the part of wage
earners, the substitution of collective for individual attack upon the prob-
lems confronting them, patently is an outgrowth of their consciousness
or conviction that these problems are of common or group character, of
a more or less common interpretation—its basis in both the experiences

1
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of men and in the doctrines and ideologies with which they have become
acquainted—of these problems and of their position in the economic and
social fabric, and of a common conviction as to remedial expedients.!
So regarded, organization of labor is merely one aspect of the ages-old
effort of men to remake their environment, to remove disabilities, to
conserve and extend the scope of their opportunity.

Equally patent are two other facts: that modern unionism, a rank-
and-file reaction to economic conditions as men see and interpret these
conditions, has been largely, although not entirely, a product of those
changes in the organization of industry that separated the workers from
the ownership and marketing of their products and, for the most part,
from ownership of the instruments of production; and, second, that the
reaction in group interpretations and concomitant programs of action
would be expected to, and does, vary greatly among different groups of
workers. Only when, in the evolution of the economy, changes dividing
the workers and the business enterprisers into separate classes, possessed
of different and frequently conflicting interests, had occurred were
the circumstances precedent to that basic ingredient of unionism, com-
mon or group interpretation of needs and problems, present. The
various groups reacting to these changes in industrial organization have,
however, differed in size, in industrial coverage, in economic and social
theories adopted, in ultimate aims, and in specific policies and methods.
Sometimes they have been confined to a single craft, sometimes they
have been inclusive of all workers in an industry, and sometimes they
have extended beyond industrial boundaries. Their economic interpreta-
tions have ranged from a simple bargain theory of wages—with conse-
quent emphasis upon the union’s function, as a cooperative selling
organization, of placing a reserve price upon labor power—to an elaborate
doctrine of economic determinism and of labor’s ‘““historic mission”
in the process of social change. Nor, indced, has it been necessary that
all members of the group be convinced of the permanency of their status
as wage earners, of the validity of the “once a laborer, always a laborer”
concept. The necessity, rather, has been the conviction that for the
present and the immediate future their problems possess sufficient
mutuality or commonness to dictate group rather than individual attack
upon them. Out of this conviction economic creeds, with their logical
implications in policies, methods, and tactics, have evolved.

One other obvious fact may be mentioned here: that the organized-
labor movement, an attempt on the part of men to advance their economic
interests as they understand them, has aims, policies, and methods that
run more or less counter to those of other social and economic groups.
In its very character and composition, organized labor has encroached

1Cf. R. F. Hoxie, Trade Unionism in the United Staies, D. Appleton-Century Com-
pany, Inc., New York (1917), Chap. 1.
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upon vested interests, has run counter to prevailing mores, has more than
once forced the sacrifice of prerogatives theretofore taken for granted;
and its development, in consequence, has been accompanied by turmoil
and conflict. Like every movement at once arousing the hopes of some
men and exciting the fears of others, it has more often been either the sub-
ject of uncritical acceptance and laudation or else the object of bitter
denunciation than the subject matter of dispassionate and critical survey
and analysis. This has been inevitable, for labor’s organizations and con-
certed efforts owe their inception and growth to one of the most basic
of the problems of social life, the struggle for possession of material
things, and to some of the most powerful of human motivations.

INtriaATING AND CoNDITIONING FACTORS

The fact just referred to, that unionism, a manifestation of the wage
earners’ interpretation of the situation confronting them and a concomi-
tant program of action, is not a consistent or unitary thing, carries with
it the implication that no single or unitary interpretation of it is adequate.
It would be comforting to find some one formula of explanation and
interpretation of the rise of the movement, of its policies and its creeds,
and of its development into the powerful and articulate force that (with
the exception of totalitarian countries) it is today in the industrially
advanced nations; but the comfort would be that of oversimplification
and of an ignoring of the realities. The elements entering into the
various group interpretations and the ensuing programs of action have,
on the contrary, been myriad and protean in character. Changes in
environmental conditions from time to time, and differences at the same
time among different regions and branches of the economy, have produced
diversified and frequently conflicting programs of action; the type of
unionism dominant in one decade has sometimes receded into the back-
ground during the next; and workers quite similarly situated in respect
to the external environment have not always reached the same inter-
pretation of the social and economic situation in which they have found
themselves. Merely because the character of group interpretations has
been dependent upon subjective as well as upon objective factors—upon
the temperaments, inherited social theories, apperceptive qualities, racial
and class traditions, memory imprints, and experiences of men—one finds
throughout the history of the movement the concurrent existence of
different and rival “functional” types of unionism,! even though they

1See the late Professor Hoxie’s discussion of “functional” types (i.e., different types
classified according to purpose, interpretations, and mode of operation) ibid., pp. 44-78.
The extent to which the above paragraphs are indebted to Professor Hoxie’s conceptions
of unionism will be apparent to anyone familiar with his pioneering work, the influence of
which has proved to be permanent.
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have often been included within the same organic or structural
unit.

Reminder of the diversified and conflicting factors that have gone into
the making of labor movements, and of the nonunitary character of these
movements themselves, should not, however, be permitted to obscure the
factors of fairly fundamental and permanent character that have had
enduring influence. Differentiation between these fundamental and
more-or-less permanent causes of unionism and determinants of its
character, on the one hand, and the more casual and ephemeral ones,
on the other, is, indeed, a requisite to intelligent study of the phenomenon.
The questions then arise: What have been the more fundamental and
permanent forces determining the character of unionism? What gen-
eralizations with respect to the effects of these forces and environmental
circumstances appear to be warranted? What have been significant
differences in the effects of the same or similar environmental circum-
stances upon the behavior and purposes of various groups?

The answers to these questions are, of course, to be found chiefly in a
study of the evolution of the movement; and our task in the four chapters
immediately following is to glean from a historical survey some com-
prehension of the forces that have nurtured the movement and given
to it character and color. At the same time, it will be helpful to approach
these facts of history with preliminary reference to the more basic of the
circumstances and developments that have brought unionism into being
and have influenced its philosophies, theories, ultimate aims, policies,
methods, numerical strength, and effectiveness.

An explanation in terms of differentiation of economic functions, of
changes in the organization of industry, is, as has alrcady been implied,
inescapable. That basic prerequisite, recognition by the workers of a
common or group interest, can occur only when men’s interests as wage
earners are stronger than their economic ties with other groups; and clear
differentiation of employer functions and worker functions is obviously
precedent to such a recognition. This does not mean that the impulse
toward combination and concerted action was first manifested by
workers conscious of, or convinced as to, the permanency of their eco-
nomic status; on the contrary, as is indicated in the chapters immediately
following, the early organizations in both England and the United States
were those of skilled craftsmen many of whom might reasonably expect
some day to become masters. With changes in the organization of indus-
try, particularly the appearance of middlemen and greater separation
of the workers from the marketing of their products, however, employer
and employee functions became more clearly differentiated. Conflicts
of economic interest and the tendency toward debasement of wages and
conditions led to combinations among the artisans for the purpose of
preventing the group from being injured by the competitive underbidding
of its own members.
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In the development of the factory system and of large-scale production
is found another of the forces bringing unionism into existence and condi-
tioning its functional character. While it is true, as Sidney and Beatrice
Webb have observed,! that trade unions would have emerged out of the
wage system and asserted their place as permanent parts of our institu-
tional life had the Industrial Revolution never occurred, the factory
system has both stimulated the development of labor organizations and
influenced their character, aims, policies, and structural forms. With
its impersonality and its subdivision of labor, it has deepened the rift
between employers and workers, made more apparent the conflicts of
interest between them, and rendered less certain the opportunity of skilled
artisans to earn their livelihoods throughout the active period of life in
given occupations or trades. The technological changes that accom-
panied the development of the factory system have, as is developed in
"detail later in this volume, affected profoundly the structural form, the
policies, and the tactics of trade unionism.

Still a third of the explanations of the development of unionism and
of the bent it has taken at one time or another is to be found in the
widening of the areas within which have been determined the exchange
value of goods and therefore the demand price for labor. In the United
States this factor has been of especial importance. ‘‘The vast area of
the United States,” Professor Commons has written, “coupled with
free trade within that area and a spreading network of transportation,
has developed an unparalleled extension of the competitive area of
markets, and thereby has strikingly distinguished American movements
from those of other countries. . . . Forit is not so much the mechanical
inventions and the growth of industrial technique . . . that have given
character to American industrial movements as it is the development and
concentration of bargaining power over immense areas.”? Overem-
phasis upon the importance of the expansion of market areas is possible,
but at the same time this influence must be accorded the serious con-
sideration it deserves. In the United States, unionism did not become a
truly npational movement until the nation had developed national
markets.

Other factors entering into determination of the purposes, economic
theories, and immediate programs of labor organizations merit mention
in this introductory statement. Where, as in nineteenth-century
America, opportunity to attain proprietorship status has been compara-
tively great and social classes have been relatively fluid, wage earners
have been psychologically predisposed against being compressed into

1 Sidney and Beatrice Webb, History of Trade Unionism (1897 ed.), Longmans, Green
and Company, New York, pp. 25-27.

2 J. R. Commons in Commons and Associates, History of Labor in the United States
(1918), vol. 1, The Macmillan Company, New York, pp. 4-6.
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a single class, reluctant to subordinate personal and individual efforts to
those of their own economic group, and prone to identify themselves in
interest and outlook with the propertied middle class. They have
envisaged the collective battles dictated for them by social arrangements
as being—in alignment with the farmers, small businessmen, and all
the economically less favored classes—battles against monopolists,
land grabbers, invisible governments and empires of big business, and
all who would curb their opportunities to become independent proprietors,
rather than against employers for higher wages and better employment
conditions here and now. Where, on the other hand, social classes
have been relatively fixed and the notion of permanency of economic
status has been more widespread within the working class, ultimate
objectives of the labor organizations, and their resultant policies, methods,
and structural forms, have differed. Ccnservation and improvement of
immediate job opportunities or else—at the other extreme—abolition
of capitalistic arrangements and contrivances and establishment
of collective ownership of the instruments of production and dis-
tribution, rather than the individualistic panaceas of a movement
predicated upon the assumption of an abundance of opportunity,
have, under such circumstances, appeared to be the logically dictated
programs.

Price movements, the composition of the wage-earning class, the
extent to which standards of living have been competitive rather than
customary, the activities of labor organizers, and governmental and
political factors also have played important roles in stimulating or
retarding, as the case may have been, the organization of labor and in
determining organized labor’s aims and policies. During periods of
rising prices and business activity, both the lag of money wage rates
behind the cost of living and the enhanced ability of business enterprise
to pay higher wages if forced to do so have encouraged workers to organize.
These conditions have also influenced the functional character of union-
ism. Pragmatism, concentration of effort upon immediate ““business”
objectives, recognition of the unions, and improvement in working
conditions, rather than espousal of all-embracing “uplift” programs,
have generally been characteristic—although of course by no means the
sole characteristics—of periods of rising prices and enlivened business
activity. When, on the other hand, prices have been falling, business
depressed, and employers able “to bring labor to its senses,” the tactics
and aims of “pure and simple” trade unionism have more often been
looked upon with a degree of skepticism, and labor has been more dis-
posed to harken to the plea of those promising, if only they are listened
to and followed, fundamental reconstruction of the social order and an
economic hereafter from which the trials and hardships of the present
would be permanently excluded.
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The composition of a nation’s wage-earning population—whether
it is culturally, ethnically, linguistically, religiously, and racially homo-
geneous or heterogeneous—is likewise a factor of importance in deter-
mining the bent taken by its organized-labor movement. In the United
States the differences among the workers, on all of these grounds, have
been greater than in any other industrially advanced country, and the
effects of these differences have been profound, even though not uniform
in character. Development of cohesiveness within economic groups
has, to a considerable extent, been impeded; foreign ideologies trans-
planted to the American soil in consequence of the large volume of
immigration, on the other hand, have engendered sympathy for col-
lectivism and concerted action on the part of the wage earners; and,
in ways indicated in the following chapters, the philosophical basis of
the labor movement, the labor policies of business enterprise, the struc-
tural form of unionism, and the extent of labor organization in different
branches of industry have reflected the heterogeneous character of the
working population. Both the composition of the American wage-
earning class and the already mentioned relative abundance of oppor-
tunity and comparative fluidity of social classes have caused standards
of living here to be competitive rather than customary and therefore
have constituted an incentive for labor to organize and wrest from the
incumbent owners of industry the monetary prerequisites of a higher
standard of life.

Two other factors deserve mention. The organization of many
thousands of workers cannot be fully explained without reference to the
activities of union organizers in inducing prospective unionists to affiliate
and then in attempting to keep them in the union. Obvious as this
fact may appear to be, it is one essential in explaining the dimensions
of the labor movement, particularly in the United States. Detailed
material included in the chapters that follow affords examples of the
importance of this factor. In the second place, and of somewhat more
fundamental character, have been the effects of governmental and
political conditions and arrangements. The legal and constitutional
systems within which labor movements have operated—systems of
jurisprudence, juridical codes, the structure of government, and the
extent to which the powers of sovereignty have been centralized or
difftused—have influenced greatly and inevitably, again as is developed
in detail in later chapters, both the emphasis placed upon political as
contrasted to purely economic methods and the inclusiveness of the
objectives of labor groups.

A PrEviEw oF ProBLEMs AND IssUuEs

The foregoing paragraphs may, it is hoped, contribute a little toward
understanding and a point of view, but they fall far short of suggesting
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all the issues entering into a study of organized labor or all the tasks of
analysis and mastery of detailed material that such a study entails.
Some preliminary mention of these issues and tasks is desirable.

* A historical survey of the organized-labor movement is indispensable.
Only through detailed account of the vicissitudes of unionism can its
fundamental nature be understood, the various interpretations of it—
of which the literature is prolific—be tested realistically, and the char-
acter and importance of the various determinants of its functional
character, as suggested in the preceding paragraphs, be subjected to
verification. The growth of American unionism, from a movement
inclusive of less than half a million workers shortly before the turn of
the century to one including some 13,000,000 of the nation’s employed
persons at the end of 1943, the abandonment of indigenously American
upliftism and the adoption of the economic creed of pragmatic “job-
conscious’’ unionism, the policies and methods upon which primary
reliance has been placed for more than half a century, and latter-day
internal cleavages can be understood and properly appraised only in the
light of their historical setting.

The aims, philosophies, theories, and economic programs of the
trade-union movement obviously demand scrutiny, for they are expres-
sions of the economic convictions of millions of men—convictions that
are, in the aggregate, a potent factor with which realistic economic
analysis must reckon. Critical evaluation of these theories and assump-
tions is, of course, an inescapable task, but first they should be examined
sympathetically and with sincere effort to understand their genesis and
their persistence in the experiences of wage earners.

At the same time, some effort to evaluate the economic efficacy of
unionism and such examination as can be made of its effects upon the
operation of the economy as a whole necessarily constitute major tasks
before us. While organization of labor has arisen as a more or less
spontaneous reaction of the workers to the problems confronting them,
and by its tenacity and growth has given proof that it is a response of
fundamental character to the social relations of production bringing it
into existence, classical and neoclassical economic theory has not accorded
to it a place comparable in importance to the one it has found in the real
economic world. Accordingly, an important task is that of grappling
with the question of economic efficacy from the point of view of unionism’s
own purposes and aims and with the question of economic effects from
the point of view of the operation of our industrial organization as a
whole.

Irrespective of the conclusions that may ensue from a juxtaposition
of organized labor’s economic theories and aims and the postulates of
orthodox economics, however, trade unionism and collective bargaining
must, as a practical matter, be regarded as institutions of assured sur-
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vival. In democratic countries, the acceptance—and, indeed, a con-
siderable amount of encouragement—of collective bargaining have
become integral components of public policy. Moreover, it may be
mentioned in passing, some form of collective agreement almost neces-
sarily has to be the chief goal of a unionism that accepts the present
system of producing goods and services and of utilizing labor power and
seeks the improvement of the material status of its own members within
this system. The relevance therefore, in a volume on organized labor,
of a survey of the processes of collective bargaining—of how collective
bargaining works—is fairly apparent.

Likewise, the various policies and methods to which labor organiza-
tions resort—policies in respect to wages, hours, limitation of employ-
ment opportunities to union men, conditions of work, output, jurisdiction,
apprenticeship training, and other matters—and the problem of their
structural form demand consideration. Trade-union policies and
methods are, from one point of view, merely the instrumentalities that
the group adopts for achieving its ends and rendering effective its larger
program; but, from another point of view, they are the warp and woof
of day-to-day industrial relations in unionized industries. Outgrowths
or logical concomitants of the theories and assumptions of the organized
group, these policies, methods, and working rules necessarily vary in
character and in the emphasis that is placed upon one as against another
of them, according to the differences in the circumstances in which unions
seeking basically the same ends operate and also according to differences
in the ultimate ends of different functional groups. Trade-union
structure, also, is to be regarded, when placed in proper perspective, as
a means to the end, but the problem of structure is inseparably interwoven
with that of achicvement of larger purposes, and it is obvious that no
adequate understanding of the organized-labor movement can be had
without examination of its structural forms and its government. In
the United States, as indicated later, the emergence and entrenchment
toward the end of the nineteenth century of a federated craft unionism,
rather than of an industrial union movement, were an organizational
manifestation of ideas and an economic creed incubated by nearly a
hundred years of experience. Trade-union structure is, indeed, a more
or less accurate reflection of both the purposes of the organized group
and the conditions within which it operates; and frequently one measure
of the weakness of a labor movement is the tardiness with which it
succeeds in effecting structural adaptations to changes in environmental
conditions.

Organization of labor is, of course, not exclusively an effort to improve
conditions and enlarge the scope of group opportunity in the framework
of the system of capitalistic free enterprise. Within the “official”
movement, as well as without it, the influence of those conceiving the
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proper function of organized labor to be that of serving as a vehicle of
social change has constantly made itself felt. While left-wing unionism,
owing to the inseparability of its activities and purposes from the major
strands of the story of the development of the labor movement, is not
treated in a separate chapter in this volume, its importance in the picture
as a whole becomes apparent as one threads one’s way through the history
of British and American unionism. Nor must the purely economic
efforts of organized labor be permitted to obscure those of political
character. Labor’s political programs and ventures can be divorced from
other phases of its history and activities only in an artificial way; and in
this volume they are, like the subject of left-wing unionism, discussed
chiefly in connection with the historical treatment of organized labor.
The importance, however, of the emphasis placed upon political in con-
trast to purely economic efforts, of the factors entering into determination
of labor’s political “line,” and of the differences in larger aims and inter-
pretations that a strong political bent manifests is almost self-evident.

Two other of the issues and problems with which the following
chapters are concerned call for brief mention here. To many members
of the general public, industrial disputes are—unfortunately and inaccu-
rately—the phenomena most frequently associated with unionism. They
engender fears and animosities, encourage the ever-present latent dis-
position to let feelings and emotions take the place of dispassionate
appraisal of the merits of conflicting positions and patient cfforts to
understand given situations. Placed in proper perspective, resort to
strikes or lockouts has been evidence that the processes of collective
bargaining have failed to function in a given set of circumstances or that,
when efforts to organize therctofore nonunionized industries or trades
have been under way, acquiescence in the demand for union recognition
and collective bargaining has been deemed less palatable than economic
resistance. The social costs of industrial disputes must not, however,
be minimized. The relative importance of different causes of strikes
and lockouts, the reasoning of the courts about them, the successes and
failures of different types of machinery for their prevention and settle-
ment, and the effect of different patterns of employer-worker contractual
relations upon the number of man-hours lost in consequence of industrial
disputes are among the matters deserving careful and somewhat detailed
consideration.

Finally, we shall attempt to probe the field of public policy toward
labor combinations, an area where controversy and uncertainty have in
the past been predominant elements. For decades, lawmakers and
jurists have been puzzled by the problems arising out of the association
of men to improve their material status by concerted action. What is
and what is not an indictable or a restrainable conspiracy, the evaluation
of the rights of parties engaged in industrial controversy and application
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of the “just cause” calculus, the financial responsibility properly to be
attached to unincorporated associations, and the trenchment upon
personal rights occasioned by invocation of the legal instrumentalities
for protection of long-recognized property rights have been among the
most difficult—and at the same time among the most imperative in their
demand for solution—of public-policy questions. To many wage
earners, the law of labor, particularly in the United States, has seemed
to be an instrument that, under the guise of equality and freedom of
contract, has deprived them of real equality. Certainly they have had
ample evidence that it has been contradictory as between one jurisdic-
tion and another. In no other of the areas surveyed in this volume,
however, have changes in this country been more rapid, and in some
respects unprecedented, during comparatively recent years than in public
policy toward labor combinations. Federal and state legislation has
curbed the power of the courts to extend their equity arm to restrain
trade-union activities; Supreme Court decisions have given a somewhat
different substance to the relation of the Antitrust Act to the activities of
organized labor; and the old right of workers to organize and bargain
collectively through representatives of their own choosing has been
rendered real and dynamic by prohibition of employer interference,
restraint, or coercion when employees engage in self-organization activi-
ties, employer sponsorship of labor organizations, discrimination in hire
or tenure because of union membership or activities, and refusal to bar-
gain collectively. Federal administrative and quasijudicial machinery
now assists such self-organization and collective bargaining as stems from
the volition of the workers by determining units appropriate for collective
bargaining, conducting elections and in other ways determining who are
the majority choices as bargaining representatives, and deciding cases
of alleged unfair labor practices. Such a public policy stands out in
sharp contrast to that of past decades.

Understanding and intelligent consideration of all the problems and
issues enumerated in the foregoing paragraphs are, as has already been
said, dependent upon some knowledge of the genesis and development of
the organized labor movement. The immediate task, therefore, is a
historical survey of American trade unionism, together with a very brief
comparison of it and the British labor movement.



CuaPTER I1

NINETEENTH CENTURY AMERICAN UNIONISM

In all industrially advanced countries, the story of trade-union
development is a story of successive adaptations to changing conditions
and problems. The kind of unionism dominant in one decade has
frequently been overshadowed by another kind in the following decade;
in the case of no labor movement is a single or unitary explanation of the
bent taken at any given time sufficient.

While various developments, problems, and relations of government
to organized labor in other countries, particularly England, are discussed
in later chapters, the historical account of organized labor is, in this
volume, limited to the American movement. Summary reminder of
some of the differences in the substantive character of unionism in the
two great English-speaking countries is, however, in point at the outset.!
“Upliftism” rather than conservation of job opportunity long played a
greater part in determining the character of the theorizing and objectives
of trade unionism in this country; on the other hand, determined adher-
ence to economic methods and the trade-union means of improving the
material status of the workers, rather than adoption of broad programs
of political and social reform, were on the whole more characteristic of
American than of British unionism after about the turn of the century.
Labor organization here was, in the past, more limited in extent, more pre-
dominately representative of the upper strata of labor rather than of the
semiskilled and unskilled. In contrast to the English situation—in
which unionism’s foothold was in the heavy industries dependent upon
export and accordingly subject to the uncertainties of international
political and economic relations—organization in this country was to a
greater extent confined to the “sheltered” industries producing for the
domestic market. For years less disposed than was its British counter-
part to seek modification of property rights by exercise of the coercive
power of the state, American unionism has nevertheless been harder
hitting when concentrating its attention upon the attainment of job
control and more intolerant of overlapping jurisdictions. Adaptation

1 Among the many works on the British labor movement that may be consulted are
Sidney and Beatrice Webb, History of Trade Unionism, G” D, H. Cole, 4 Brief History
of the British Working Class, H. A. Marquand and Others, Organized Labor on Four

‘ontinents, and Carl Brand, British Labour’s Rise to Power,
12



NINETEENTH CENTURY AMERICAN UNIONISM 18

of trade-union structure to changes in the economy and in technical
conditions of production has, on the whole, been a more acute problem
in this country. “Pure and simple” unionism triumphed here less by
emancipation from the influence of left-wing intellectuals than by the
abandonment of middle-class philosophy. Other contrasts between the
character and problems of organized labor in these two countries appear
in connection with various of the problems discussed later.

Facrors IN THE MAKING OF AMERICAN UNIONISM

That the forces, environmental circumstances, and trends in social
and economic evolution giving rise to the American labor movement and
determining its character and color have been numerous, diverse in kind,
and sometimes of conflicting or antithetical nature goes without saying.
Some of them have been, indeed, a trifle elusive, difficult to classify or
characterize with satisfactory particularity; evaluation of their relative
importance can be made only in most general terms. One fact, however,
emerges clearly from the story of trade-union development recorded in
the following pages of this chapter: that the relative lack of class con-
sciousness on the part of the great majority of American workers was for
long a dominant factor in the history of American labor. To this factor
are attributable in large part the ever-recurring nineteenth-century
tendency of the workers to ally themselves with the producing classes
generally and to aspire toward the attainment: of proprietorship status
rather than improvement of the lot of wage earners as wage earners, the
susceptibility to programs promising economic equality within the
capitalistic system rather than looking, on the one hand, toward col-
lective ownership of productive instruments or accepting, on the other
hand, the premise of permanent wage-earner status, and the narrow scope
to which unionism confined itself after the stabilization of the late nine-
teenth century.

Nor is great difficulty encountered in discovering the reasons for the
reluctance of the workers of this country to accept the tenets of a pro-
letarian-conscious labor movement. So long as individuals feel that they
have reasonable opportunity to become independent producers, just so
long are they likely to be more concerned in keeping the door to this
opportunity open rather than in improving the conditions of the wage
earners as a class. One characteristic of American economic evolution,
until near the close of the nineteenth century, was the abundance of free
land and the opportunity to attain proprietorship status consequent
upon it. There were thousands of acres of fertile land awaiting the labor
of man; there was adopted—largely in consequence of working-class
agitation—a policy of making private ownership of this land easily
available to him who would undergo the hardships of pioneering; and
there resulted a tendency on the part of the workers to identify themselves
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in interest and outlook with the propertied classes. The presence of
free land—combined with the dynamic character of American industry
and other conditions mentioned later—made, moreover, for a fluidity of
social classes, for less permanency of status in fact as well as in the minds
of the workers. The economically oppressed envisaged as the way out,
not concerted action on the part of the whole proletariat, but rather the
prevention of those monopolistic tendencies which would result in the
solidification of class lines; the psychology of their movements for com-
mon betterment tended to be middle class rather than proletarian; and
their collective battles for many years were against monopolies, land
grabbers, those believed to be in control of the credit resources of the
nation, quite as much as—perhaps more than—against employers for
higher wages, shorter hours, and better working conditions.

Other factors, some of them closely related to the one just mentioned,
inhibited development of consciousness of common or group character of
needs and problems on the part of the workers, and accordingly retarded
the growth of a purely wage-earning-class movement. The industry of
this new continent—a continent blessed with abundant resources await-
ing exploitation—was extraordinarily dynamic, and it became geared to
an exceptionally rapid rate of growth. As aresult, entrepreneurial oppor-
tunities were relatively great, and the rise of individuals out of the work-
ing class was facilitated; at the same time there was an immigrant labor
force—not, for reasons indicated later, on the whole prone to organize
along the lines that appealed so greatly to the native-born—to take the
place of the native-born workers who looked toward, and often attained,
proprietorship and entrepreneurial status. In other words, America had,
both in group interpretation and in fact, less of & settled laboring popula-
tion than had England or Germany. Moreover, trends in the national
development had on the whole the effect of obscuring rather than magni-
fying class disputes and interests. With the westward movement
proceeding steadily during the nineteenth century, sectional rather than
class interests attracted and held the attention of the population, includ-
ing its labor segments. Such post-Civil War issues as the tariff, subsidies
to and regulation of the railways, and money and the banking system
were in large part sectional in character, and labor frequently found itself
aligned with other economic classes on these questions. On the money
question, it found itself fighting with the Western agrarians, and not a
few of the trade unionists felt their interest in the tariff protection desired
by their employers to be so great that they supported high-tariff candi-
dates for Congress regardless of all else.

Immigration and the heterogeneous character of the labor force like-
wise account for the comparative weakness of class feeling, for the fact
that the great problem of organized labor so much of the time has been
that of how to stay organized. Nowhere else, in the past, were there such
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great differences—ethnical, linguistic, religious, and cultural—among the
wage earners, and the mixture of races and nationalities, the transplant-
ing of old-world hates and antagonisms, prevented individual points of
view from becoming crystallized into group attitudes. In some ways,
it is true, the admixture in the American labor force of men of different
races and of many nationalities furthered rather than inhibited the
development of class distinctions. The fact that in this country employers
and workers were separated from each other not only by the economic
line of demarcation, but also, to a considerable extent, by racial and
nationalistic differences caused them to think in different terms to a
greater extent than they otherwise would have done. Moreover, the
traditional open-door policy with reference to immigration brought to the
United States many men of great native abilities who were prevented by
unfamiliarity with the English language or by philosophies acquired in
Europe from acquiring and holding managerial or political positions.
The organized-labor movement often was, in consequence, the benefici-
ary of the talents of such men, while American-born workers of no greater
talents rose to managerial, entrepreneurial, or political positions. Com-
ing to America with a background of European socialism and of racial or
class oppression, many of the immigrants were more sympathetic toward
collectivism and concerted action than were the individualistic Anglo-
Saxons whose ancestors had lived here for generations, more cynical about
indigenously American uplift schemes; and they were prone to lend their
heartiest support to the organized-labor movement when its creed was
strictly wage-earner in character, not an admixture of wage-earner and
lower middle-class aspirations and interpretations. The contribution
of the foreign workers has therefore been substantial, both in furthering
organization and in determining union assumptions and policies.

It is probable, however, that the aggregate consequence of the hetero-
geneity of the working force in the United States was adverse to the
crystallization of class consciousness and to the development of labor
organization. Antagonisms of races and nationalities, misunderstand-
ings growing out of language differences and conflicts of cultures, and
ability of employers to use these conditions to their own advantage by
mixing in the same production units workers of different and antagonistic
nationalities, all had the effect of retarding organization of labor. The
habits of docility with which many immigrants arrived in the United
States caused them to be less prone to revolt against the “drive’’ method
of procuring output and against autocratic managerial policies. Since
many of the immigrants were, particularly after the 1880’s, unskilled
workers, management frequently introduced a technique suited to their
capacities; it adapted jobs to the limited capacities of men, rather than
men to jobs. Skilled workers organized into trade unions regarded the
immigrants as a competitive menace, and their insistence upon the closed
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shop proceeded in part from the feeling that barriers must be established
against this competitive menace.

In the character of our political institutions and in the reverence with
which the American community has regarded the institution of private
property are to be found additional reasons for the lack of class con-
sciousness on the part of the workers and for ultimate arrival—so far as
the majority of organized groups were concerned—at the conclusion that
attempts to infringe too greatly upon traditional property rights were
likely to redound to labor’s detriment. Workers here were early granted
the ballot, with resultant absence of a factor that in other countries set
them off as a class separate from the rest of the community. The fact
that participation in political life was not, as elsewhere, reserved for the
upper economic classes had its inevitable effect in retarding the develop-
ment of a strictly wage-earning class consciousness, while the discourage-
ment to independent party action on the political front, inherent in our
system of government, tended to minimize the importance of one field
of action where the common character of the problems of all labor might
be brought into clearer relief. Likewise the entrenchment in the thinking
of the American people, as well as in the legal foundations of our capi-
talism, of the notion of inviolability of property rights dictated, according
to the convictions reached by thousands of unionists, that it was danger-
ous or futile to encroach too far upon these rights; that organized labor,
a minority group, dare not antagonize the great middle class by threaten-
ing the safety of the institution.

Emphasis upon the community conditions that for so long caused
organized labor to seek those remedies, and to adopt those modes of
procedure, which were expected to keep it from becoming compressed
into a single class should not, however, obscure the forces constantly
impelling purely wage-earner action for immediate material betterment.
Basically these forces were, of course, those operative in any nation
whose economy is developing into one of industrial capitalism: differen-
tiation of employer and employee functions and separation of workers
from the marketing of their products; increasing impersonality of rela-
tions between workers, on the one hand, and the owners and managers
of industry, on the other; the weakness of individual workers as bar-
gainers; and mechanization of industry and the growth of large-scale
production. A few of the more peculiarly American conditions and
developmental trends should, however, receive special mention.

The extremely rapid widening of the competitive areas within
which have been determined the prices of goods, and therefore the
exchange value of labor, has played an important part in fostering trade-
union development in the United States. In the 1830’s, as is indicated
later, the city federation of various local craft or trade unions (then
called the city ‘““trades’ union”’) was sufficient in most cases to protect the
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organized workers against competitive underbidding, since the com-
petitive menace at that time was not so much the out-of-town product
made under lower labor costs selling in the same market as the products
of unionized labor as the low-paid out-of-town mechanic coming to the
city and underbidding the union members. When, however, goods made
in one locality competed actively with those produced elsewhere, equali-
zation of competitive conditions in various localities became necessary,
and national trade unions were the obvious remedial expedient. It was
not, in fact, until the nation had become a national market that unionism
became a truly national movement.! To the rapidity of market area
expansion and to the vastness of these market areas are attributable a not
unimportant part of the trends in, and characteristics of, the movement
noted in the following pages.

To an extraordinary extent, standards of living of the American
workers have been competitive, not customary; and in this fact is found
another of the forces inducing them to organize and determining the
objectives and the character of wage-earner organizations. Thousands
of the immigrants who turned their eyes and directed their footsteps
toward America were actuated primarily by the motive of improve-
ment in material status; the relative fluidity of social classes had the
effect, as has already been implied, of encouraging individuals of one
economic status to seek to attain higher status; and the fact that a higher
wage level obtained in a country where labor wasfavorably circumstanced
relative to land and other natural resources caused business enterprise to
direct aggressive sales methods toward the wage earners to a greater
extent than business in other countries found it profitable to do. This
essentially competitive standard of living inhibited to no inconsiderable
degree the development of a purely working-class consciousness, but it
also encouraged the more highly skilled and better paid of the working
force to organize on a “business” basis and to seek aggressively those
bargaining advantages which would result in elevation of the standard
of living.

Many of America’s basic industries, as everyone knows, have devel-
oped the utmost degree of mechanization, and in this mechanization—
with its concomitant large-scale production and minute subdivision of
operations—is to be found still another factor explaining the develop-
ments recorded in this and the immediately following chapters. In

11t must be borne in mind, as Professor Slichter has pointed out [S. H. Slichter, “The
Worker in Modern Economic Society,” Journal of Political Economy, vol. 84 (1926),
pp. 100-124] that the development of a national market, on the other hand, in several
respects hampers labor organization as well as stimulates it. The wide area of markets in
the United States is partly responsible for the technique that has kept so many of our
workers in the semiskilled class. Also, the fact that the market is often larger than can be
economically served by one plant has caused many enterprises to have several; and such
firms have been notoriously hard to organize.
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part, as has already been said, the degree of mechanization introduced
in many of the basic industries was a consequence of the character of the
labor supply, particularly of the immigrant portions of it during the
final decades of the nineteenth century; but other conditions of American
economic life also entered into the determination of the technological
arrangements in some of the industries employing the larger number of
wage earners. There was, in America, an expanding internal market,
unhampered by trade barriers and accelerated in its development by the
rapid increase of population. From one side of the country to the other,
people demanded the same standardized goods, and accordingly large-
scale enterprise, with its mechanization and its specialization and its
machines, developed most rapidly. Effects upon the labor movement
were various. In no little degree, organization of the mass of production
workers was retarded. Partly in consequcnce of this retardation,
unionism after the stabilization of the late nineteenth century adhered to
structural arrangements that, in turn, made it difficult for these millions
of semiskilled production workers to find a place within the organized-
labor movement.

Tue PErIOD OF THE BRGINNINGS, 1790-1827

When George Washington, in April of 1788, swore to preserve,
protect, and defend the new Constitution of the United States, the labor
supply of the United States included persons of differing economic and
legal status: farmer-craftsmen who produced articles for immediate
consumption or for exchange, indentured servants, slaves, free unskilled
laborers, itinerant skilled craftsmen, and a sprinkling of skilled craftsmen
who had settled permanently in the towns. Guildlike organizations,
characterized by cooperation between masters and journeymen, had
existed and in some cases flourished in Colonial America, and such
attributes of modern unionism as wage scales applicable to all in a given
group, benefit features, exclusion from employment of nonmembers, and
—occasionally—resort to the strike are to be found in annals of these
bodies.! Charitable and benefit societies were also formed by the

! For an account of these colonial associations, see David J. Saposs in Commons and
Associates, History of Labor in the United States, vol. 1, pp. 25-49. One of the earliest
societies of craftsmen was the Carpenters Society of Philadelphia, organized in 1724 (Nor-
man Ware, Labor in Modern Industrial Society, p. 27, D. C. Heath and Company, Boston).
This society originally included both masters and journeymen, engaged in both charitable
and bargaining activities, and imposed fines for disclosing the “price list”’ (wage scale) to
outsiders. ‘‘Charitable” societies that sometimes interpreted the word “charity” so
broadly as to include prices of wares, wages of journeymen, apprenticeship, and unfair
competition were formed in other trades by the masters, or by masters and journeymen,
and in some cases—like those of the printers, carpenters, shoemakers, tailors, hatters,
bricklayers, and coopers—journeymen established their own charitable societies, “and
they too may have turned from charity to bargaining” (ibid.). The first American labor
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jourmneymen alone. Both types of organization—those including masters
and journeymen and those composed entirely of the latter—were confined
to the skilled trades, and neither constituted trade unions in the con-
temporary sense of the term.

By the 1790’s, however, organizations the membership of which was
exclusively wage-earner, and the purposes of which were primarily
protection or advancement of the economic interests of employees,
appeared as institutions with which the masters must reckon. The
Philadelphia shoemakers organized in 1792, and although the society
lived only a year, a second organization, formed in 1794 under the
name of Federal Society of Journeymen Cordwainers, maintained its
existence until 1806.! The carpenters and cordwainers of Boston
organized in 1793 and 1794, respectively, the printers of New York in
1794 and of Philadelphia in 1802,2 and the shoemakers of Pittsburgh and
the printers of Boston in 1809. During the period 1810-1815 printers’
societies were also formed in Albany, Washington, and New Orleans,
and a continuous organization was maintained in Baltimore between 1800
and 1805. The bakers, tailors, and other groups affiliated in organiza-
tions that attained some permanency in the larger cities; and in the
smaller towns, also, organizations sprang up, some of which were able to
raise appreciably the rate of wages then obtaining.

These early organizations of town craftsmen in the consumption-
goods industries were, it is hardly necessary to say, not those of indi-
viduals who were conscious of permanency of wage-earner status, nor
were the circumstances bringing about the separation of journeymen from
the masters the same in every case. In some trades a new functionary,
the “merchant capitalist,”” who sought to buy where he could buy most
cheaply and to sell where he could sell most dearly, had appeared, and his
appearance broadened the area within which competition worked out its
effects. Placed, in a sense, within the control of this merchant middle-
man to whom they sold their wares, the masters were practically forced
to reduce costs by lowering wages, and the workers organized in self-
defense. In other cases, however, workers were not in danger of suffering

strike is sometimes given as that of the New York bakers in 1741, but in fact this was
really a protest of the master bakers against a municipal regulation of the price of bread.
Selig Perlman, History of Trade Unionism in the United States, p. 2, (1922).

18, Perlman, History of Trade Unionism in the Uniled States, p. 4.

2 The New York printers, organized in 1794 under the name of Typographical Society,
maintained their organization for ten years and six months. The New York Typographical
Society maintained itself from 1794 to 1799, reorganized as the Franklin Society in 1799,
and continued in existence to 1804. A second New York Typographical Society was
formed in 1809 and continued until 1818 (N. Ware, op. cit., p. 128). The Philadelphia
printers had struck for higher wages as early as 1786 but had neglected to keep up an
organization after winning their demands. S. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism in the
United States, p. 4.
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retrogression of their standards of living, but they were peculiarly
lvantaged because of their scarcity, intelligence, and facility of com-
‘ication. During the years preceding 1790 the artisans and mechanics
'»und their skills to be in increasing demand, and organization

= payment in accordance with this strengthening of demand

" to be the obvious mode of procedure. The mobility of some of
craftsmen, like the printers, resulted in the formation of town

\s to protect the artisans against the “foreigner,” and the

hlished among locals of different towns or cities was more a

inst the migratory journeyman than against the competi-

made elsewhere. A number of the societies, it is true,
collaboration with the masters,! but their formation was

the economic conviction expressed by the New York

when they declared that ““the interests of the journeymen

| in some respects opposite to those of the employers.”’

: expected in view of the circumstances giving rise to the
organizations, the demands upon employers were those

siness unionism having, for the most part, a purely local

list or scale of wages was presented to individual employers

to associations of the masters; incorporation into the

t of a code of working rules frequently was sought;

of apprenticeship was regarded as a necessary part of job

nd in some cases a closed shop was demanded. “The

yward collective aclion was taken when the journeymen
committee to visit individual employers with the price list.
.adelphia Typographical Society followed this practice as early

. The shoemakers, both in Philadelphia and Pittsburgh, fol-

. a similar practice.””® The strike was, of course, the chief weapon
.nese early societies, and the issue in the majority of them was that of

1 This was particularly true of the compositors, who were reluctant to turn against the
small master. In Mease’s Picture of Philadelphia it was said of the Philadelphia Typo-
graphical Society that “so much celebrity has this society obtained that employers, not
only in the city but in all parts of the United States, when in want of good workmen, apply
to the president to recommend them.” Quoted by N. Ware, op. cit., p. 129.

2 Quoted by S. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . ., p. 5. This statement was
made in connection with a decision that employers could no longer remain members of
journeymen organizations. Policy with reference to permitting employers to remain mem-
bers of the unions differed somewhat among the various groups. The shoemakers gen-
erally excluded them. The printers, on the other hand, were more liberal in this respect,
employers being members of some of the printers’ societies and journeymen who became
employers being allowed to retain their membership. - But toward the end of the second
decade of the nineteenth century, the printers’ policy seems to have become, in general,
that manifested by the 1817 action of the New York group.

3D. J. Saposs, in Commons and Associates, 0p. cit,, vol. 1, p. 121, The Macmillan Com-
pany, New York.
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wages.! In addition, sympathetic strikes,? strikes for the ten-hour day,
and strikes for the closed shop are interwoven with the history of early
American trade unionism. Payment of strike benefits dates from the
first authenticated strike in 1786. A few instances of violence and
intimidation, and of physical attacks upon ‘“scab” workers, are on
record, but ordinarily the strikes seem to have been of peaceful character.

Formation of these trade unions and the aggressive tactics they
adopted in turn brought into being a number of militant employers’
associations.? In their capacity as merchants, the masters often had been
organized prior to the appearance of the journeymen’s societies; and as
the questions of wages, acceptance of union working rules, and the closed
shop became more serious, the masters’ associations assumed the func-
tion of dealing with labor. Working rules and the closed-shop demand
appear, on the whole, to have been more influential in solidifying opposi-
tion of the employers than was the wage issue. Occasionally the organ-
ized employers consented to negotiate with the unions, but in other
cases they sought, by refusal to negotiate and by creating through
advertising a force of nonunion workers, “to break them up altogether,
root and branch.”® In 1809 the employing printers of New York
“accepted the terms of the union merely to gain time to recruit a suffi-
cient force of workmen to take the place of members when an opportune
time arrived,”® and immediately thereafter they distributed circular
letters throughout Pennsylvania, Connecticut, and Massachusetts
urging nonunion printers to seek employment in New York. Earlier
the Philadelphia master printers had through newspaper advertising
sought to induce “sober young men from the country” to augment
the supply of unorganized labor, and the journeymen had replied in
print that these advertisements were “often delusive” and calculated
wrongly to influence the “undutiful and thoughtless.”® The tactical

1 The first genuine labor strike, it is believed, was that of the Philadelphia printers, who
in 1786 “turned out” for a minimum wage of $6 a week. Another strike—probably the
second in American trade-union history—occurred in 1791, when the Philadelphia house
carpenters quit work in support of their demand for the ten-hour day. In 1799 the Phila-
delphia Federal Society of Journeymen Cordwainers conducted an organized strike that
lasted nine or ten weeks. S. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . . , pp. 4-5.

2 The first sympathetic strike on record is that of the Philadelphia shoemakers in 1799.
Those striking had no grievance of their own, but apparently they succumbed to pressure
to strike for higher wages for the makers of boots. Itid.

3 For a factual account of these early employers’ associations, see Commons and Associ-
ates, History of Labor in the United States, vol. 1, pp. 182-134.

4 From the record of the *“Philadelphia trial” of the following year, quoted by D. J.
Saposs, op. cit., p. 183.

5 From the minutes of the New York Typographical Society, Nov. 11 and Dec. 16, 1809,
quoted by G. E. Stevens in History of Typographical Union No. 6, and by D. J. Saposs,
op. cit., p. 134.

8 Ibid,
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procedure of employers in the shoemaking industry included, in addition,
resort to the courts on the ground that the activities and purposes of
journeymen societies rendered the members guilty of the common-law
offense of conspiracy.! These early conspiracy trials, symptomatic of
early American attitude toward combinations that tended to restrain
trade or to monopolize the market for labor power or for goods, merit
brief recapitulation.

Between 1806 and 1815,% at least six conspiracy cases were tried
Yefore juries that were judges of both law and fact, four of them resulting
in verdicts adverse to the journeymen; and during the years between the
lifting in 1820 of the depression and 1827 still other indictments were
returned. In the Philadelphia Cordwainers case of 1806° the court,
with untroubled simplicity, declared that “a combination of workmen
to raise their wages may be considered from a twofold point of view; one
is to benefit themselves, the other to injure those who do not join their
society. The rule of law condemns both.” Some years later Judge
Roberts, in a case involving the Pittsburgh shoemakers,* for the first
time brought injury to the commuuily resulting from trade-union
activities within the scope of judicial contemplation when he declared
that “the human mind spontaneously revolts at the idea of oppression,”
that ““where divers persons confederate together by indirect means to
impoverish or prejudice a third person, or to do acts unlawful or pre-
judicial to the community” they are indictable at common law for a
conspiracy, and that while the question might appear to be whether
“the journeymen were oppressed and the masters the oppressors,”
this question really was irrelevant to the case. Cognizance of the
legitimate purpose of improvement of working conditions, and therefore
of the necessity to evaluate the rights of contending persons and apply

11t is interesting to mote that mo conspiracy indictments were returned against the
printers, although activities of the cordwainers were distinctly hampered by the courts.
There are, as Professor Ware has suggested (0p. cit., p. 128), several reasous for this. The
printers were not as strong bargainers as were the cordwainers, and accordingly the policy
of combing the market for non-union workers more frequently sufficed so far as attain-
ment of employer objectives were concerned. The absence of violence in the printers’
strikes and the failure of these craftsmen greatly to advance wages are other explanations.
There was—and always has been—a strong benefit sentiment among the printers, and their
demands upon the employers were usually conciliatory in tone.

2 For an account of these conspiracy cases see D. J. Saposs in Commons and Associates,
History of Lavor in the United States, vol. 1, pp. 188-149. The Documentary History of
American Industrial Society, by J. R. Commons and Others, vol. 8, Arthur H. Clark Com-
pany, Glendale, Calif., includes a fairly large number of decisions rendered in the early
conspiracy cases. See also A. Mason, Organized Labor and the Law, pp. 61-66, Duke
University Press, Durham, N. C.

3 Recorded iz J. R, Commons snd Others, op. cit,,” vol. 8, p. 59, and A. Mason,
% ait,

4 For details, see N. Ware, o0p. cit., pp. 138-140.
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a “just cause” calculus, did begin to be taken, it is true, by some of the
jurists; but prior to the clarifying decision in the 1842 case of Common-
wealth v. Hunt,' the labor organizations were never certain when their
purposes or methods would encounter judicial disapproval.

None of these early societies had attained enough strength or stability
to withstand the impact of severe industrial depression, and when,
after the conclusion of the Napoleonic wars and the lifting of the embargo,
foreign traders and manufacturers threw their products upon the Ameri-
can market, a prolonged business depression for a time brought American
trade unionism almost to an end. Those workers’ organizations like the
printers’, which had emphasized mutual insurance, survived as benefit
institutions; but trade unionism as trade unionism virtually ceased to
function. The depression reached its depth in 1820, and the immediately
following years, years of improvement in business conditions, were
characterized by the reappearance of aggressive unionism in a number
of the branches of industry. Organizations surviving into the next
period—a period characterized by demands for ‘“‘equal rights,” for the
stifling of monopolistic tendencies, and for ‘“citizenship rights”—
appeared among the hatters, the tailors, the weavers, the nailers, and the
cabinetmakers, and for the first time factory workers—many of whom
in the textile industry were women—organized into labor unions.?
Prices advanced rapidly during 1824 and 1825; strikes for higher wages,
the ten-hour day, and the closed shop occurred in a number of important
industrial centers; and with the renewed trade-union activities there
came a fresh crop of trials for conspiracy. Moreover, “signs of the
awakening,”?® of resentment against an institutional order denying to
the working class social and economic prerogatives and opportunities
enjoyed by other classes, were a characteristic of the industrial atmosphere
of the second half of the 1820’s.

TEB AWAKENING, 1827-1834

The real beginning of the American labor movement—if a “labor
movement” is so defined as to presuppose a feeling of solidarity on the
part of the workers extending beyond a single occupation or trade—
occurred during the second half of the 1820’s, when causes of both eco-
nomic and broadly social character ushered in an era of trade unionism,
reform agitation, and local labor parties. Renewed industrial depression
after the business revival of the first half of the decade brought discontent
and conviction that the wage earners in various branches of industry were

14 Meicalf [Mass.] 111.

2 For details see S. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . . , pp. 6-8, and Commons
and Associates, History of Labor in the United States, pp. 153-169.

3 This is the term used by D. J. Saposs in Commons and Associates, op. cit., to character-
ize the period from 1820 to 1827.
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victims of the same economic and political conditions; broadening of
markets and competitive areas stimulated trade unionism; and toward
the end of the 1827-1834 period rising prices, as almost always, had the
same effect. The causes of a social character were various. The pre-
vailing spirit of the time was that of rampant Jacksonian democracy, with
its emphasis upon the rights of the common man. In politics the party
of Alexander Hamilton, who had declared in the Constitutional Conven-
tion of 1787 that ““all communities divide themselves into the few and the
many, the first rich and well born and the other the mass of the people
who seldom judge or determine right,”* had been displaced in 1800 by that
of the philosophical Jefferson, who loved to speculate about the rights of
man; and in 1828, when Jackson triumphed over John Quincy Adams, the
“common people” fclt that they had come into their own and that the
rule of New England bourgeoisie and Virginia planters had entered its
twilight. Primarily agrarian rather than urban and wage-earning though
the Jacksonian movement was, its emphasis upon social equality and the
rights of man in general drew into its vortex a wage-earning class but
recently endowed with the franchise.’

Specific grievances of the wage earners were numerous—economic and
political inequality between citizens of different classes, the length of the
work day,® imprisonment for debt,* absence of mechanics’ lien laws to
protect wages in case of the bankruptcy of employers, the Pennsylvania
compulsory militia system under which the wealthy could avoid service,?
lack of free public education for the children of the poor,® governmental
favoritism toward the banks and other corporations, the issue of bank-
note currency of unstable purchasing power and the monopoly of credit

1 Charles and Mary Beard, The Rise of American Civilization, vol. 1, p. 816. The orig-
inal source is, of course, the Madison Diary.

2 Massachusetts granted suffrage to workmen (i.e., removed property qualifications for
voting) in 1820, and New York in 1822. The Pennsylvania constitution of 1790 extended
the right of suffrage to those who paid any kind of state or county tax, however small.

3 The first argument advanced by American workers in support of their demand for a
shorter work week was not primarily economic in character but was to the effect that the
shorter work period was necessary if the workers were to be competent citizens. The sun-
to-sun working day was regarded as incompatible with competent citizenship, since workers
were precluded from the leisure necessary for consideration of public questions and were
therefore condemned to an inferior position in the state. For accounts of the shorter-
hours movement as part of the crusade for “citizenship” see D. D. Lescohier in vol. 8 of
Commons and Associates, History of Labor in the United States, pp. 97-99, and vol. 1, of this
series, pp. 489—-490.

4In 1829 the Boston Prison Discipline Society estimated that about 75,000 persons were
imprisoned for debt annually in the United States. S. Perlman, op. cit., p. 11.

8 All citizens were liable for service in the state militia, but the rich were able to avoid
it by paying “fines,” which in fact became a recognized purchase of immunity.

8 A labor paper as late as 1837 estimated that 250,000 of the 400,000 children in Pennsyl-
vania of school age were not in any school. S. Perlman, History of Trade Uniontsm, p. 14.
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maintained by the banks, and in general the failure of the government to
protect the poorer citizens’ right to “life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness.”! The Declaration of Independence, with its enunciation of
the doctrine of inalienable rights, must be taken seriously; and to take it
seriously could mean nothing other than equal opportunity for poor and
rich alike, removal of the power of the wealthy to oppress the economically
submerged, and more equal distribution of the material things of life.
Workers in the growing urban centers began to try to extricate themselves
from existing party organizations and to agitate for a series of reforms
intended to cmphasize personal rights as against property rights: free
education supported by taxes on property, public guardianship of the
Robert Dale Owen brand, correction of unequal distribution of wealth,
mechanics’ liens on property to secure the wage earner as a creditor, pro-
hibition of the seizure for debt by the capitalist of the body of the prop-
ertyless worker, exemption of wages and tools from execution for the
wage earner’s debt. ‘““These were the new jurisprudence by which, for
the first time in the modern world, manhood suffrage created personal
rights superior to property rights.”?

Part of this “new jurisprudence” doubtless embodied potentialities
of change in social conventions and economic institutions of which the
majority of the workers hardly had cognizance. Robert Dale Owen’s
program of “state guardianship,”? which for a time became the battle
cry of the Workingmen’s Party in New York, was nurtured in the
aspirations of the poor for the education of their children, but in its
expanded form it looked toward state support of all children and govern-
mental assumption of virtually all the functions of guardianship or parent-
hood. Owen himself had been educated at a progressive school at

1 The teachings of Thomas Skidmore, an agrarian reformer of the period whose equal-
division program is discussed on page 27, are symbolic of the temper of the working-class
“citizenship™ aspirations of the late 1820’s and early 1830’s. Skidmore, a student of
Thomas Jefferson and a disciple of the English Spenceans, believed that the inalienable
rights of which the Declaration of Independence spoke could become real and dynamic
only when concentration of ownership of property had been abolished. Jefferson, so
Skidmore believed, had been guilty of a logical and literary lapse when he wrote that all
men were endowed by their Creator with the rights of “life, liberty, and the pursuit of
happiness.” This logical and literary delinquency on Jefferson’s part appears to have per-
turbed Skidmore greatly. Life and liberty were, he believed, rights that meant something,
but the pursuit of happiness, as contrasted to happiness itself, is not a “right.” In place of
“pursuit of happiness” Skidmore would have substituted the word ““property.” From
detail in N. Ware, op. cit., pp. 157-158 (D. C. Heath and Company, Boston).

2 J. R. Commons in Commons and Associates, op. cit., vol. 1, p. 12.

3 The state-guardianship movement espoused by the labor organizations of this time is
traced by Helen L. Sumner in vol. 8 of J. R. Commons and Associates, 0p. cit., pp. 246-260.
R. D. Owen’s autobiography, Threading My Way, gives his own account of the develop-
ment and crystallization of the philosophy underlying the movement. See also The
Incorrigivle Idealist, by Elinor Pancost and Anpge E. Lincoln (1940).
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Hofwyl, Switzerland, and he was steeped in the cooperationist and
human-character doctrines of his more famous father. Looking upon the
tailure of the New Harmony communistic experiment, he concluded that
this failure was imputable to the antisocial habits the members had
acquired before they embarked upon the life in which friendly coopera-
tion, not self-aggrandizement and ruthless competition, was to be the
rule.! Obviously, the preventive medicine consisted of a system of
“rational” education of the young. With his friend and fellow reformer,
Frances Wright,? Owen evolved a plan whereby state boarding schools
would be established at which all children would receive the same general
and industrial education, and equal food and clothing. An Association
for the Protection of Industry and for the Promotion of National Educa-
tion, founded by Owen, proposed that the state should become “the
guardian of all her children,” and requested an appropriation of $100,000
from the legislature to endow a Model National School. But many of the
workingmen were skeptical. The Cook faction within the New York
Workingmen’s Party was opposed to all things Owenite,® and the New
York Typographical Society (which included both masters and journey-
men) characterized state guardianship as being “entirely visionary”
and the views of Owen as “entirely at variance” with those of the
Society. The state-guardianship movement ran its course. In Philadel-
phia and elsewhere, the establishment of free public education—particu-
larly the kind of education that would “combine a knowledge of the
practical arts with that of the useful sciences”—became a major objective
of the labor groups, with Owenism a far-from-absent ingredient; but
state guardianship per se rapidly became a discarded part of the educa-
tional program.

1 Robert Owen, the father of Robert Dale Owen, bought the New Harmony, Ind.,
property in 1825, and the community continued as an Owenite experiment for three years.
Since the New Harmony experiment is properly to be regarded as a forerunner of the com-
munist or associationist schemes of the 1840’s, account of it is deferred until later in this
chapter (see infra, pp. 85-87).

2 Frances Wright, suffragist and social reformer, was born in Scotland and was reared by
Jeremy Bentham. Prior to coming to the United States, where she became the first
agitator for “women’s rights’” as well as for improved material status of the working class,
she had spent some time with the Lafayettes in France, and had delved into the doctrines of
the French Revolution of four decades before. Miss Wright was one of the original New
Harmony group; and after the breakup of that community she attempted for a time to
emancipate negroes in an Owen-like community at Nashoba, Tenn., then returned to New
Harmony, where she and Robert Dale Owen edited the Nashoba and New Harmony Gazette.
Later a Fanny Wright sect was established in an old New York church, renamed the Hall of
Science, and the New Harmony Gazette was thereafter issued in New York as the Free
Enguirer (N. Ware, Labor in Modern Indusirial Society, p. 158). This publication for some
time functioned as the organ of the educational and social reformers and expressed the
point of view of those factions of the New York labor mévement which were most enamored
of the doctrines of Owen.

3 For details, see H. L. Sumner, op. cit., pp. 248-250,
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In another of the short-lived crusades into which the aspiration toward
“equality” and “citizenship” resolved itself, the slightly misnamed
“agrarianism” of Thomas Skidmore, the demands of the workers went
beyond the immediate removal of economic disabilities; for a little while,
indeed, it appeared that by “equality  the laboring groups meant equal
division of property. Skidmore, a self-educated mechanic, in 1829 set
forth his doctrines in a book published under the (not unrevealing) title:
The Rights of Man to Property: being a Proposition to make it Equal
among the Adults of the Present Generation: and to Provide for its Equal
Transmassion to Every Individual of Each Succeeding Generation, on Arriv-
ing at the Age of Maturity. “Let the poor and middling classes under-
stand that their oppressions come from the overgrown wealth that exists
among them, on the one hand, and from entire destitution on the other;
and that as this overgrown wealth is continually augmenting its posses-
sions in a rapid ratio, the public sufferings are continually augmenting
also, and must continue to augment, until the equal and unalienable rights
of the people shall order them otherwise.”* A constitutional convention
was to be called for the purpose of redistributing wealth, and in the mean-
time, Skidmore believed, it might be necessary to set up a Committee of
Safety to see that the rich did not abscond with their wealth. Skidmore’s
appeal was directly to the dispossessed, his following class-conscious and
proletarian. The New York workmen endorsed the agrarian® proposals
and went into politics on an agrarian platform; but rather quickly the
mass of the workers dropped the scheme. Possibly they had raised the
question of “the nature of the tenure by which men hold title to their
property” merely as a stratagem intended to forestall efforts of the
employers to increase the length of the workday from ten to eleven hours;?
if this was the purpose, the stratagem worked, for the employers aban-
doned their demand that hours be lengthened. As a brief excursion into
a type of radicalism that could not command widespread or permanent

L From The Rights of Man to Property, p. 388, quoted by N. Ware, op. cit., p. 158.

2 Probably the name Agrarianism became attached to the Skidmore movement because
of the title of Thomas Paine’s 1797 book, Agrarian Justice, which advocated equal division
by means of inheritance taxation. The term “agrarianism” of course derives from a time
when land was the chief form of wealth and it had come to be one implying a belief in equal
distribution of wealth.

3 Under Skidmore’s guidance, meetings of the New York mechanics were held in April,
1829, called primarily to avert action by employers to extend the workday beyond ten
hours. A Committee of Fifty was named to suggest means of warding off the lengthening
of hours. In October this Committee proposed that labor go into politics on an agrarian
platform, and it nominated candidates for the state legislature. The Cook faction in New
York, which opposed this action, succeeded in getting control of the ward organizations
that had been established by the workingmen in this, their initial political effort in New
York; and Skidmore then established a rival party. Meanwhile, employers had dropped
the eleven-hour issue. In April, 1830, Skidmore began to publish his Friend of Equal
Rights. He died in 1832.



28 ORGANIZED LABOR

wage-earner adherence, the Skidmore episode was of only transitory
importance; but some of its repercussions were of profound significance.
The demand for redistribution of wealth really constituted the first of a
long series of “tests” of the strength of the institution of private property
in individualistic America, and the reaction of the community was of a
character not capable of misinterpretation. Public alarm and the mani-
fest disposition to resist with ferocity any encroachment upon the sacred
rights of property convinced many of the workers that they could attack
the institution of private property only at their peril.

The character of the objectives of the labor groups during the period
with which we are immediately concerned, as set forth in some detail in
the preceding paragraphs, makes explanation of what had been happening
in the American labor world comparatively easy. It is clear that the
reforms sought were not so much the trade-union program of a later
day as the individualistic panaceas of a group unwilling to recognize or
accept the position in the economic scheme in which industrial evolution
was placing them. Competitive forces and changing market organization
had broken down, to an extent, craft and community lines; they had
created a group that was conscious of the common character of the needs
and problems of its members but that at the same time was unwilling
to accept the pessimistic conclusion of permanency of status. The
issue—the fundamental antagonism of interest—envisaged by the work-
ers was not between functional classes, the employers and the employees,
but rather it was between the rich and the poor, between the beneficiaries
of the capitalism of the day and the economically dispossessed. The
measures they therefore sought—encouraged in so doing by manhood
suffrage and the spirit of the time—were of an individualistic, anti-
monopoly, personal rights, uplift character, rather than protection of the
job and security of tenure.

Structurally, this movement manifested itself in labor parties, in
local trade unions, in city centrals, and in attempts to bring all workers
and “real producers” together in general associations.! What is believed
to be the first coordinated movement of several trades in the United
States was launched in Philadelphia in 1827 when, as a result of the
strike of building-trades mechanics for the ten-hour day, there was
formed the Philadelphia Mechanies’ Union of Trade Associations.
Trade-union in inception, this city central nevertheless was more repre-
sentative in ideological character of the ferment of the time. A manifesto
possibly—but not probably—penned by a journeyman, the verbiage of

1 Detailed account of the workingmen’s parties of the period is to be found in Commons
and Associates, History of Labor in the United States, vol. 1, pp. 231-285, and of the Phila-
delphia city central and of the New England Associationof Farmers, Mechanics, and Other
Workmen on pp. 185-231 and 302-326 of the same volume. Cf. also S. Perlman, History
of Trade Unionism . . . , pp. 9-18, and N. Ware, The Industrial Worker,
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which was strongly suggestive of Robert Owen and Robert Dale Owen,
demanded equality and a more just balance of “mental, moral, political,
and scientific”’ power ‘“‘among the various classes which constitute
society at large,” and postulated the thesis that the insufficiency of the
wage earners’ purchasing power accounted for industrial depressions and
unemployment. This city central, in turn, gave birth in May, 1828, to
the first labor party in the modern world,! the Workingmen’s Labor
Party of Philadelphia, which polled 2,400 votes in the fall election of that
year and gained the balance of power in the city council. The New
York workers embarked upon their first political venture the following
year, when the Workingmen’s Party, compounded of Skidmore agrarian-
ism and other elements, garnered 4,000 votes out of a total of 21,000;2
and in Boston, upstate New York, and elsewhere labor parties and city
centrals sprang up.? New England, where the manufacturing industries
were becoming dominant, was the scene of an attempt to bring within
one organization not only the farmers and skilled mechanics—groups
who found place within the labor parties of Pennsylvania and New York
—but also the factory operatives. The New England Association of
Farmers, Mechanics, and Other Workmen, a new type of labor organiza-
tion, was partly political and partly economic. Emerging in 1831 out of
the ten-hour movement, it rapidly embraced within the range of its
objectives other matters, the majority of which necessitated action on the
political front. The inclusiveness and catholicity of its membership
turned it toward broad social reform, upliftism, and “redress of the
wrongs of the producing class by resort to the ballot.” Entering state
politics in 1833 and 1834, the Association supported several candidates,
but it became engrossed chiefly in presentation of its various memorials
to the legislatures of the several New England states.

For a time, this general industrial union and the various labor parties
were forces with which it was necessary for the ‘“nonproducing” classes
to reckon. Their importance, however, lies not in the immediate
strength they attained, for this was soon dissipated; rather it lies in the
breaking down of the narrow craft-consciousness that had characterized
the earlier unions and in preparing the way for the broader forms of
organization that were to follow. The labor parties were led by inex-
perienced men whose idealism and devotion to ““principles” exceeded their

1 Not until nearly forty years later did the Labour Representation Leagues emerge in
England as the first bodies representative in politics solely of labor.

28, Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . . , p. 17. This New York movement, as
has already been said, originated in resistance to the. lengthening of the workday but
quickly took on a political coloration.

3In 1830, Farmers, Mechanics, and Workingmen’s Parties are known to have been in
existence in Albany, Troy, Rochester, Utica, Syracuse, Schenectady, Ithaca, Batavia, and
other upstate New York places.
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ability to compromise or to practice the useful art of political manipula-
tion;! on the other hand, the “designing men” in the older parties rapidly
espoused as their own the labor-party proposals that appealed most to
the wage earners. Tammany Hall became a proponent of mechanics’
lien laws. By 1831 the Philadelphia party had become virtually mori-
bund, and in New York and elsewhere the political movements passed
into history shortly thereafter. The New England Association of Farm-
ers, Mechanics, and Other Workmen held a final convention in October,
1834, listened to a florid and highly indefinite address by its president,?
and adjourned never to meet again. But the trade unions, even though
supporting with varying degrees of enthusiasm the independent party
movement, centered their attention upon methods of job control during
the years when “equality” and “citizenship” were labor’s more empha-
sized demands, and it was to them that the workers turned during the
period when rising prices relegaled the idea of political action and one
big union into the background.

ArreEMPTs AT NATIONAL FEDERATION, 1834-1837

The species of unionism obtaining from 1834 until the panic of 1837
was distinctly modern in character. Disillusioned by the failure of their
political programs and forced by the economic situation—especially the
rising prices that accompanied speculation—to concentrate upon the less
grandiose matters of wages, hours, and conditions, the workers appeared
to be content to fight their battle on the economic front. Certainly
they had not abandoned the ingrained American antimonopoly complex
that was to inspire or to plague—according as one looks at the
matter—the labor movement (as a purely labor movement) for decades
to come, and such consciousness of permanency of status as obtained
was probably still more a fear than a recognition. The immediate
situation, however, encouraged the growth of a type of unionism not
greatly different from the “pure and simple”” brand brought forward by
the fathers of the American Federation of Labor nearly half a century
later. Multiplication of state banks and circulation of irredeemable
wildcat currency caused the cost of living to soar, and protection of
material status dictated that the workers content themselves with the
restricted solidarity of the isolated trade society and of city centrals that
eschewed independent party action. Trade unions therefore multiplied
rapidly. In 1833, when the workers began to turn back to simple trade
unionism, there were twenty-nine organized trades in New York, twenty-
one in Philadelphia, seventeen in Baltimore, and smaller numbers else-

1In New York, for example, the Owenites would have nothing to do with the Skid-
moreites, nor the Skidmoreites with the Owenites, and the Cook faction was both scornful
of, and anathema to, both.

t Cf. H. L. Sumner, op. cit., p. 815.
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where. Among the organized groups in Philadelphia were the hand-loom
weavers, plasterers, bricklayers, blacksmiths and tinsmiths, cigar makers,
plumbers, milliners, and manual workers.! Several trades, like the
Pennsylvania printers and tailors, which had formerly been organized
on a benevolent basis, reorganized as trade societies. The wave of
organization continued, and by 1836 Philadelphia had fifty-eight trade
unions, New York fifty-two, Newark sixteen, Pittsburgh thirteen, Cin-
cinnati fourteen, and Louisville seven.? For the first time, also, women
workers organized in appreciable numbers. These labor organizations
were, for the most part, composed of skilled craftsmen who demanded
increases in wages, the ten-hour day, union control of apprenticeship,
and the closed shop.

Together with the formation of local craft unions went four other
developments of significance: the combination once more of trade unions
of the various cities into city centrals (or “trades’ unions’ as they were
designated), organization of employers’ associations, affiliation of locals
of the various trades into national trade unions, and an attempt to
federate all labor organizations into one general body. The New York
Trades’ Union was organized on Aug. 14, 1833, as a result of an alliance
of fifteen trades with the carpenters in their strike for higher wages, and
relatively quickly city centrals appeared in Baltimore, Philadelphia,
Boston, and elsewhere. These local federations of trade unions, unlike
those of the preceding period, repudiated active politics and concentrated
their efforts upon the rendering of financial and moral support to member
locals during strikes, the boycott of nonunion goods, the organization of
unorganized trades, and warfare against scab workers. Repudiation of
active politics did not, however, involve condemnation of legislative
action, or lobbying; indeed, the campaign by the New York Trades’
Union for suppression of the competition from prison-made goods
constituted ‘““the first sustained legislative campaign that was ever
conducted by a labor organization.”® The strength and cohesion given
to the local trade unions by the city centrals, combined with the fact
that the locals of the various cities were forming national trades unions,
led in turn to a rather profuse growth of employers’ associations, especially
in the building trades of the cities. As during the first quarter of the
century, the employers sought the aid of the courts, in addition to
attempting to maintain open shops and black-listing men with union
affiliation or sympathies. Between 1829 and 1842 there were eight
recorded prosecutions of labor organizations for conspiracy.* But the

18. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . . , p. 19.

2 Jvid., p. 19. For detailed account of the growth of this unionism, see Edward Mittle-
man,in Commons and Associates, 0p. cit., vol. 1, pp. 835-837.

#S. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . . , p. 21.

4 These cases are discussed by Edward Mittleman in Commons and Associates, op. cit.,
vol. 1, pp. 401412,
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judicial tide was beginning to turn, and the percentage of convictions in
conspiracy cases was lower than it had been during the previous periods
of employer resort to the courts.!

This organized opposition on the part of the employers was one cause
of the several attempts to federalize the workers in all crafts into one
national organization; the other cause of greatest importance was the
desire for still wider solidarity that was engendered by the unity of
action of the several ‘trades in the various city centrals. In 1834 the
General Trades’ Union of New York invited delegates from the city
centrals elsewhere? to attend a convention called “to advance the moral
and intellectual condition and pecuniary interests of the laboring class
...and ... promote the establishment of trade unions in every
section of the United States” and as a result of action taken by the
convention there was established the National Trades’ Union—the first
federated body in the United States attempting to bring within its
membership all local unions, nationals, and city centrals.* Headed by
Ely Moore, then labor candidate for Congress as well as president of the
New York Trades’ Union, the National Trades’ Union nevertheless
squelched at the outset the attempts of the intelligentsia to turn it
primarily into the political arena. Its functions were, it is true, never
any too clearly defined, and it apparently was able to exercise only such
power as the member bodies chose to let it have. For a time it undertook
for the member unions the administration and payment of strike benefits,
attempted to restrict the entrance of women and children into the labor
market, and carried on propaganda for free public schools and factory
legislation. Its most important single achievement was the final securing
of the ten-hour day for government employees.* It never, however,
became a truly effective coordinator of the efforts of the member national
unions and city centrals.

The attempt to establish an all-inclusive federation having failed to
realize the optimistic expectations originally underlying it, the organized

1 Of the eight recorded prosecutions between 1829 and 1848, the workingmen were con-
victed in two cases, in two others the courts sustained demurrers to the indictments, in
three the defendants were acquitted after jury trials, and the outcome of the eighth case is
unknown. S. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . . , p. 25.

2 The delegates actually attending this meeting were from the trades’ unions, or city
centrals, of New York, Philadelphia, Boston, Brooklyn, Poughkeepsie, and Newark.

% Probably needless to say, the New England Association of Farmers, Mechanics, and
Other Workmen of the preceding period cannot be regarded as an attempt to federalize all
unions, since it was based upon the idea of one big union inclusive of all manual workers
rather than upon the idea of federation of units sovereign except in so far as they volun-
tarily delegated power to the central body.

¢ President Van Buren signed the order establishing the ten-hour day for government
employees and persons employed by contractors doing government work, on Mar. 31, 1840,
after the National Trades’ Union had gone out of existence.
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labor movement in 1835 and 1836 began to fall back upon job control
and national organization along craft lines. During 1835 and 1886, at
least five trades held national conventions and organized on a national
basis.! Both the widening of competitive areas as a result of improve-
ment in the means of transportation? and rising prices necessitated
organization. Then, in 1837, came the financial panic and within a
short time almost every form of labor organization—from the local
trades societies to the National Trades’ Union—was| wiped out. More-
over, the depression brought a readiness on the part of the workers to
listen to, and to follow, a group of reformers and intellectuals who were
all too ready to deprecate the virtues of business unionism and to dangle
before the masses the particular “ism” that would bring emancipation
from industrial slavery. It was the heyday of the intellectual; never
again did he find the labor movement quite so willing to accept, without
question or qualification, his pronunciamentos as to its manifest destiny.

HuMANITARIAN AsPIRATIONS: THE Isms oF 1837-1852

An era of frenzied speculation and monetary instability culminated
in the panic of 1837; then, for more than a decade, depression darkened
the economic landscape, relieved by only occasional and sporadic periods
of prosperity. Economic conditions prompted the wage earners to
search for a better type of economic order, and a concurrence of social,
intellectual, and religious unrest rendered fertile the soil for propagation
of schemes promising speedy advent of a new social system. Out of the
conjunction of humanitarianism, utopias, economic stargazing, and
bizarre reforms characterizing the period 1837-1852, several generali-
zations of significance in the interpretation of the history of the American
labor movement emerge. .

As has been said, this period more than any other was characterized
by the superimposition of the ideology of the intellectual upon the
labor movement; it was dominated, for a while, by men and women of
the educated class—persons keenly sensitive to the inequalities of the
economic system and the hardships of the workers and prone to regard
abolition of these inequalities and hardships as a personal responsibility.
Indeed, an enumeration of the men and women who became proponents
of the Fourier gospel of Association, accepted by thousands of the
laboring people, is an enumeration of “many of the leading historians,
essayists, orators, journalists, poets, and artists of America at that

1 National Cooperative Association of Journeymen Cordwainers, National Typo-
graphical Society, the Comb Makers, the Carpenters, and the Hand Loom Weavers. From
Commons and Associates, op. cit.

2 Tt will be recalled that the Erie Canal was completed in 18285, for the first time making
possible transportation of goods by water from the Great Lakes to the Atlantic.
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time.”! But of the long-run effects of the espousal of the programs of
the intellectuals there can be little question. Labor looked upon the
promised land, was allured by the bird’s-eye view, but upon closer
scrutiny found it was not altogether congenial to American predis-
positions. Moreover, discovery quickly emerged that the intellectuals
had become so immersed in the massive structure of their schemes that
they had given little thought to the prosaic and practical details neces-
sary to effect their realization or else, equally bad, that the plans had been
developed in such manifold and overwhelming detail as to inhibit wage-
earner disposition to adopt them. Out of the experience there emerged
the conviction—adhered to for a time, but only for a time—that labor
must develop its own home-grown philosophy and programs.

In the second place, the strongly individualistic predilections of the
American worker, the desire to restore equality of economic opportunity
for all members of all classes, rather than to perfect rigid job control,
came into clear relief during this period, especially in the agitation for
land reform and in the establishment of producers’ cooperative work-
shops. The current discontent of the masses manifested itself, in no
small part, in their attempts to extricate themselves from the wage
system by one means or another—a manifestation the moral of which was
that the workers were ready to approach their problems as wage earners,
rather than as potential small-scale proprietors, or owners of self-govern-
ing workshops, or members of model communities, only when the scope of
group or class action was distinctly limited. In the third place, the
experience of this period demonstrated, even if in somewhat less unmis-
taken fashion than a later one, the fear with which the people of nine-
teenth-century America regarded any movement encroaching upon the
rights of property. George Henry Evans’s agrarianism, centering around
the vast American domain, was indeed free from some of the more
alarming implications of Thomas Skidmore’s earlier agrarianism, and
the growing American community, immensely pleased with itself, found
little cause for alarm in the utopian indiscretions of Charles A. Dana or
Horace Greeley; but assertion of the inalienable rights of propertyless
men—not of the railroad stock companies or the promoters of new
enterprise—to part of the national domain was a bit disturbing to men
of property, and some phases of producers’ cooperation were regarded as
subversive. The militant resistance elicited by movements to curb the
rights of property was impressed forcefully upon the American workers.
Finally, in this period, as in so many others, there was to be noted the
effect of business depression upon the attitudes and policies of organized
labor. The panic of 1837 brought an end to most of the existing trade
unionism, and during the depression years that followed the workers were

1 H. E. Hoagland in Commons and Associates, History of Labor in the United States, vol.
1, p. 502.
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more ready to turn to panaceas and schemes of universal reform than to
rehabilitation of their job-control organizations.

The Association movement of the 1840’s, the effort to establish a mode
of social and economic life in which an all-compelling principle of attrac-
tion would draw men together in cooperative effort, eliminate industrial
chaos and wasteful competition, and multiply tremendously the physical
output of goods and services, had its antecedents in earlier attempts to
effect, via the model-community route, reorganization of society. Robert
Owen’s scheme of communistic societies flowered briefly during the New
Harmony days of the mid-1820’s, but during the ten years preceding
1887 its influence upon the labor movement—aside from the furnishing
of such personalitics as Robert Dale Owen and Frances Wright—was
slight. But while Owenism appeared to have failed, not all of Owen’s
followers were willing to admit failure, and after the panic in 1837
Owenite societies sprang up in numerous places, and several communi-
ties of the species Owen had envisaged were projected.! This com-
munity movement made little headway, but the Owen ideal of a reor-
ganized society remained and found its expression in the Fourier program
of Association,? a most unusual conjunction of fantastic notions and
homely common sense. Glaring wastes and inefficiencies were, Fourier
held, an inevitable concomitant of the competitive system, psychic
disharmonies resulted from the antagonism of the institutions of modern
civilization to the free play of man’s natural impulses, and the ever-
present principle of “attraction”—a force impelling men to cooperative
effort rather than to competition with each other—was being thwarted.
For the socialism of Robert Owen, which was characterized by pater-
nalism, concentration of authority, and the idea of a community of goods,
Fourier and his more fundamentalist followers had little sympathy.?

1Tn fact, some of the phalanxes established by the Fourierites, whose philosophy on
some points differed appreciably from Owenism, were to be regarded in part as being also
Owenite experiments. In January, 1841, the Herald of the New Moral World and Millenial
Harbinger appeared in New York as the organ of a revived Owenism, and an *“Owen Society
of Rational Religionists” was established about the same time. The most prominent
leader of this revived Owenite movement was John A. Collins, who founded the Skaneateles
(New York) Community, an antislavery experiment based upon Owen’s principles. H. E.
Hoagland, op. cit., p. 504.

2 Fourier was born in 1772 and died in 1837. The best volume in English setting forth
his doctrines is Selections from the Works of Charles Fourier, edited by Charles Gide (Julia
Franklin, trans., 1901).

3 Fourier once observed that Owen’s plan for “a community of goods is so pitiful that it
is not worthy of repudiation.” He also wrote: ““ A sect directed by Mr. Owen claims to have
founded the associative state. The facts are all to the contrary. His group, by false
methods which are in every respect contrary to the nature of attraction, is working to dis-
credit the idea of association. Moreover, the Owenite sect has attracted neither savage
nor civilized neighbors; not a tribe or province in the United States has been willing to
adopt this monastic regime of community of goods, this semi-atheism or avoidance of
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Rather, their emphasis was placed upon the efficiency that would be
attained when human impulses or ‘“passions” were given full sway,
and when society had been so organized that the instincts or impulses
of men were combined into a mechanism producing “coincidence in
every respect between individual interest and collective interest.” The
unit of organization in the new and better social system was to be the
phalanx, a community of about 1,500 people living a primarily agricul-
tural life; within each phalanx individuals were to be associated with
each other in “series” composed of those having common interests,
and formal government would be little needed. ~All producers’ goods and
land were to be the property of the phalanx, but private property
and inheritance would not be abolished, for individuals could buy,
continue to own, and bequeath stock in the phalanx, and consumer goods
would be privately owned.!

The promise of a society in which man’s productive powers would
be multiplied, in which poverty would be abolished and leisure increased,
in which evil would disappear and culture would become more spacious,
in which the sordidness of mechanical work would be superseded by the
beauty of self-expression, and in which wealth would become the servant
rather than the master of man was alluring to the intellectual leaders
of a decade of social and economic ferment, and from them the idea of
Association filtered down to the labor organizations. The paternalistic
and authoritarian character of Robert Owen’s plans had never appealed
greatly to the skeptical and restive ones of America’s- middle-class
intelligentsia—which rejected the notion of the “natural rights” philos-
ophers that the troubles of the wage earners and other real producers
were due to control by monopolists of natural rights—but the Fourier
notion that society was suffering from the pernicious effects of free
competition? did. Possibly the wage earners were not aware of the
extent to which political action and the thesis of class antagonism had
been by implication repudiated by the espousal of Fourierism; in any
event, they harkened to the voice of the intellectual, and for a time the
appeal of the Association program to a group economically submerged
but psychologically opposed to accepting the tenets of proletarianism
was powerful. During the early 1840’s, more than forty phalanxes were

religion, and other monstrosities which Mr. Owen dignifies by the name of association.”
From uvres complétes, vol. 2, quoted by Donald Wagner in Social Reformers, p. 219, The
Macmillan Company, New York.

! Among the many good brief accounts of the doctrines of Fourier and of the spread of
Fourierism in the United States during the 1840’s are those to be found in J. H. Noyes,
History of Socialism in the United States, Donald Wagner, Social Reformers, Gustavus
Myers, History of American Idealism, Harry W. Laidler, History of Socialist Thought, and
Lewis Mumford, Story of the Utopias.

2 For fuller discussion of this difference between the doctrines of Owenism and those of
Fourierism, see H. E. Hoagland, op. cit., pp. 498-4989.
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established, and as many more were proposed, in localities as widely
separated as Illinois and Massachusetts.?

But the mortality rate was terrific. Bad financing appears to have
been a characteristic rather than an exceptional feature; constant
friction over wage arrangements gave eloquent proof of how hateful
practitioners of friendly cooperation could be to one another; the leader-
ship of professional reformers was on the whole a handicap rather than
an asset; trade-union support of an idea merely espoused by, not ger-
minated within, the labor bodies could not be counted upon with cer-
tainty; and the nonconformist character of the people who always
participate first in such a movement proved to be a drawback. On the
average, each phalanx survived only a little more than three years, and
by the early 1850°s the movement had for the most part run its
course.

From the point of view of trade unionism, the effects were of a char-
acter hardly to be mistaken. Attention of the workers was distracted
from real remedies, and the development of a stable union movement
was impeded. On the other hand, the temporary indiscretion had the
effect of convincing many wage earners that they must face their prob-
lems as wage earners, not as potential members of a social order that
had no wage system; and the concentration of effort upon trade-union
activities between 1852 and the Civil War reflected this conviction.
In the third place, the remoteness of the movement from the thinking
of the great American middle class, which labor had never dared com-
pletely to alienate, redounded adversely to organized labor. While
Associationism was sponsored by intellectuals who were, at least in point
of birth and early environment, of the middle class, the mass of business
and professional people either looked upon their efforts with tolerant
cynicism or else regarded them as something threatening the status quo.
Neither attitude brought to labor any support from an economic and
social class whose support it greatly needed. Finally, the digression
from trade unionism to utopianism demonstrated the falsity of the
notion that there was enough class consciousness among the workers
to make them ready to set about building the structure of a new society
via the model community route. While the very lack of proletarian
consciousness among the American workers was one reason why a move-
ment of this type appealed so strongly to them for a time, this psychology
had its limits as well as its possibilities for action. The rank and file
found, very shortly, that they were more interested in pre-emption acts
and abundant credit for their cooperative enterprises—means of elevating
their status within the existing social framework—than in peaceably
building another social order.

1 For details see H. E. Hoagland in Commeons and Associates, vol. 1, pp. 501-506.
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Producers’ and consumers’ cooperation, which taken together can
be regarded as the second major “ism” of the period, may be placed,
a bit arbitrarily, halfway between the idealistic reform philosophies
and “pure and simple” trade unionism. Both reflected the influence
of the intellectuals, but both stemmed in part, also, from the reaction
of the workers to inadequate incomes and increasing difficulty in the
attainment of proprietorship status. Especially did producers’ coopera-
tion harmonize well with the equality-of-opportunity, antimonopoly
bent of the typical wage earner.! If the capitalist boss would not other-
wise be got rid of, and if immediate attainment of the status of individual
proprietorship seemed impossible, then the best alternative was a coopera-
tive system of “self-bossing.” In fact, “so well did the quest for an
individualistic alternative to the wage system by the route of ‘cooperative
individualism’ harmonize with the basic character traits of the American
worker that a crop of cooperative failures in one decade would prove
futile as a warning to the next, down to the middle of the eighties, when
the Knights of Labor made their experiment, the most far-reaching yet
attempted.”> When in 1836 the trade societies began to lose their
strikes, and then in and after 1837 found themselves relatively helpless
in the face of financial panic and business depression, it was accordingly
rather in the expected course of events that they would turn to producers’
cooperation.? The cordwainers working on ladies’ shoes opened a
“manufactory” of their own in Philadelphia in June, 1836, and the
movement spread to other trades and other cities.¢ During the decade
of the forties similar attempts were made by the molders and other trade
unionists, and following the failure of strikes in 1850 and 1851 the
cooperative ventures multiplied. The German elements of the working
population, influenced by the cooperationist doctrines of Wilhelm

1 As is indicated later (cf. infra, pp. 52-53, 67), producers’ cooperation continued to
appeal strongly to the American workers until the turn of the century. Since the stabiliza-
tion of the labor movement, characterized by the decline of the Knights of Labor and the
rise of the American Federation of Labor, however, the ideal of the self-governing workshop
bas played a relatively small part in determining the objectives and methods of labor
organizations. On the other hand, enthusiasm for consumers’ cooperation has more or
less periodically revived after periods when the movement has been relatively quiescent,

2 S, Perlman, A Theory of the Labor Movement, pp. 191-192.

3 Producers’ cooperation was not an original contribution of the period here under sur-
vey, although prior to the second half of the 1830’s its importance in the labor movement as
a whole had been small. The earliest American self-governing workshop is believed to
have been the one established in Philadelphia in 1791, when striking house carpenters
retalisted against their employers by offering to undertake contracts for 25 per cent less
than the price charged by the masters. S. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . . ,
p- 80.

4 For details, see bid., p. 31, and H. E. Hoagland in Commons and Associates, 0p. cit.,
pp. 506-519.
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Weitling,! were particularly sympathetic toward the self-governing
workshop.

Producers’ cooperation proved to be no satisfactory substitute for
trade unionism. It competed strongly for the interest, support, and
financial resources of the labor organizations, and to the extent that it
was successful in its appeal it rendered the trade unions weaker when
they faced the employer on bargain day. Moreover, there seemed to
develop between the two movements a grave incompatibility. A coopera-
tive, to be successful, had to cut costs and undersell other producers;
indirectly, therefore, the effect was to underbid other labor. Also, the
majority of those cooperative workshops which did attain a modicum of
success really ceased to be cooperatives and worked with hired labor.
The producers’ cooperation movement for a time receded into the back-
ground, although only to re-emerge, more vigorous and vocal, in the
1870’s and 1880’s.

Consumers’ cooperation, first tried on a large scale in the forties,
carried with it the appeal of a lower cost of living and of elimination of
wastes in distribution, rather than the promise of escape from wage-
earner to proprietorship status. Several factors combined during the
fifth decade of the century to give impetus to the movement.? The
idealism that quickly attached to the 1844 experiment of the Rochdale
pioneers in England fired the imagination of some of the workers and of
perhaps more of their middle-class friends. There was, it became
apparent, no fundamental incompatibility between trade unionism and
consumers’ cooperation such as the vicissitudes of producers’ cooperation
were beginning to indicate obtained between it and trade unionism.
Industrial conditions were also favorable to the movement, particularly
in New England. A series of strikes during 1843 and 1844 had been
unsuccessful, and this failure, combined with the fact that thousands
of women and girls were employed under most unsatisfactory conditions,
stimulated the interest of humanitarians in the lot of the workers.
Many of these humanitarians seized upon the idea of consumers’ coopera-
tion as a means of alleviating the distress then so prevalent. A New

1 A well-known German communist who settled in America about 1850. The coopera-
tive movement among the Germans was to a great extent identified with the name of
Weitling.

2 Consumers’ cooperation efforts had appeared sporadically before the 1840’s, What is
believed to have been the first attempt occurred in Philadelphia in 1829. The New Eng-
land Association of Farmers, Mechanics, and Other Workmen (¢f. supra, pp. 29-80) in 1831
discussed distributive cooperation at length, and half a dozen attempts were mentioned in
the Cooperator, published in Utica, in 1832 (S. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . . ,
p. 88). In general, the cooperatives prior to the middle of the 1840’s sought to effect a
saving by purchasing in large quantities goods that were then broken up and distributed
at a slight advance over original cost to meet expenses.
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England Protective Union! was established under the stimulus of the
agitation for consumers’ cooperation, with ultimate objectives more
far-reaching than minor economies in the purchase of goods, and in 1852
this orghnization embraced 403 consumer-cooperative divisions, 167
of which reported a capital of $241,712 and 165 of which announced
annual sales of $1,696,825.2 The American cooperative movement
incorporated the British principles of open membership, equal voting
by members irrespective of shares, sales for cash, and federation of the
various societies for wholesale purposes, but it differed from it in that
goods were ordinarily sold at cost (or at enough above cost to cover
operation expenses) instead of at market prices. Had the Civil War
not interrupted? the progress of the cooperative movement, the tradition
that consumers’ cooperation and trade unionism are two almost coordi-
nate arms of the labor movement might have become firmly entrenched;
but the disturbed social and economic conditions of the War years very
nearly annihilated the consumer-cooperative movement.

Model communities might have proved to be a delusion and pro-
ducers’ workshops a source of friction rather than of labor solidarity,
but there still remained thousands of acres of fertile land, awaiting the
labor of man. To it the American worker looked for ultimate protection
of his superior status and for elevation out of the wage-earning class.
So long as a section of land could be had practically for the taking, wages
in urban occupations would have to approximate roughly the produc-
tivity of labor as applied to land, and transition from wage-earning to
proprietorship status would be easy. But the villain of the piece was
the monopolistic land grabber. Ever since the adoption of the Con-
stitution in 1787, speculators and slave owners had found it comparatively
easy to secure ownership of large tracts of the Western lands;* the mission
of the wage-earning class and its friends accordingly was a reform in
public policy with reference to the national domain that would insure
to the common man his inalienable right to this gift of nature.

Land Reform—sometimes designated as the ‘“new agrarianism of the
forties”’—stemmed in part from Spencean antecedents. George Henry

1 This union, established in 1845, was called the Working Men’s Protective Union until
1849. A schism, based chiefly upon personal differences, resulted in 1858 in the formation
of a separate secessionist organization, the American Protective Union.

2 From detail presented in S. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . . , pp. 83-84.

8 Interrupted it for reasons that are fairly apparent: the withdrawal of men into the
military establishment, the influx of foreigners, who replaced the native-born, into New
England towns as a result of the wartime demand for labor and the exodus of Americans
who enlisted, and the uncertain state of trade, which frightened shareholders and made
them willing to see the cooperative enterprises pass into the hands of private tradesmen.

4 The conflict among different groups wishing opportunity to control the Western lands
was, of course, an important issue in the Constitutional Convention, where the will of the
““men of property” finally prevailed. The entire story is excellently traced in Charles A.
Beard's An Bconomic Interpretation of the Constitution.
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Evans had been temporarily associated with Thomas Skidmore, and his
paper, the Workingmen’s Advocate, had for a while been vocal on behalf
of the equal-division program, but with the passing of time his early
radicalism became tempered with consciousness of political actualities
and of the inherent conservatism of the American community when
property interests were at stake. Moreover, it so happened that in the
United States there was no necessity to break up great estates or seize
on behalf of the economically submerged land already held by private
owners; there was government land in abundance. Evans’s program
accordingly resolved itself into homestead laws under which the public
lands would become the property of settlers without price, limitation on
the size of farms to prevent concentration of ownership in the hands of
monopolists, and exemption of homesteads from seizure for debt. The
public domain was to be divided into “rural republican townships,” and
the individual’s right to the resources of nature was even to be protected
against himself by governmental edict that the homestead should be
inalienable.

In its ideology, the land-reform movement of this period lacked the
nicely seasoned theoretical substance that, under Henry George, it
acquired in the seventies; it never so thoroughly captivated those who
are ever intrigued by propositions that must be reasoned out on a theoreti-
cal plane. Evans apparently sensed only vaguely (although Ricardo’s
Principles of Political Economy was available for him who chose to read)
the significance of unearned increment in land. Certainly mathematical
illustrations of intensive and extensive margins of cultivation, of rent
land and no-rent land, were of minor importance in the agitational
loquacity of the day. To Evans it was sufficient that man’s right to life
implied his right to use the materials necessary for existence, and the
message his program conveyed to the workers was one they wanted to
hear: that opportunity existed in abundance, but that sinister interests
were singling them out as a group to be denied participation in
it.

Like producers’ cooperation, land reform harmonized well with the
character traits of the American worker. Its appeal wes individualistic,
not collectivist; its promise was economic equality within a system of
private property, not conservation of the limited opportunity of a
permanent wage-earning group. Labor papers espoused Evans’s doc-
trines with alacrity; Horace Greeley’s New York Tribune endorsed the
homestead movement in 1845; a National Reform Convention in New
York that same year resulted in the creation of an Industrial Congress
and local Industrial Brotherhoods to promote land reform; and petitions
and memorials were showered upon Congress. Evans and his followers
were convinced that labor could not achieve its objectives through a party
of its own, and the nonpartisan policy of bargaining with individual
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candidates irrespective of their party affiliation was accordingly adopted.!
To a very real extent the political tactics were successful. Tammany
harkened, then bargained, then endorsed the program;? the Tennessee
congressman, Andrew Johnson, introduced the first homestead bill in
1845; and by supporting the Free Soilers and others who formed the
Republican Party, the land reformers as a reward securétl the Homestead
Act of 1862. Not all that they wanted was conceded to them when
President Lincoln affixed his signature to the 1862 bill, and the granting
of free homesteads was accompanied by huge land grants to the rail-
roads. Nevertheless, land was made available to the propertyless of the
nation, and the principle of homestead exemption became almost uni-
versally adopted. The tendency toward concentration of land ownership
was checked, and of the fact that the change in land policy aided in
protecting the superior status of the workers there can be little question.

Yet it is possible that this very strengthening of the economic position
of the workers as individuals retarded the development of a stable trade-
union movement. As Professor Perlman has persuasively contended,?
trade unionism and land reform include elements of basic incompatibility.
The former starts from the premise that institutional arrangements have
limited the opportunities of individual workers and that therefore they
must practice solidarity in conserving and protecting such as are available
for the group as a whole; the latter proceeds from a premise of abundance
of opportunity that is inhibitory of collective action and subordination of
individual immediate interests to those of the group. The point of
incompatibility between the two movements can, of course, easily be
overworked, but recognition must be given the fact that trade unionism
often secmed less attractive to workers of the individualistic American
environment than did private ownership of small segments of property,
and that land reform entrenched—so long as there was free land—the
latter alternative.

1 Professor Ware (Labor in Modern Economic Society, p. 170) has said: *“ George Henry
Evans may be regarded as the inventor of what later became the ‘non-partisan’ political
policy of the American Federation of Labor.” To characterize him as ‘‘the inventor” of
the policy is perhaps going a trifle too far; certainly, however, the success attained by the
movement—even though the Homestead Act of 1862 did not carry out the broad principles
of inalienability and land limitations—constituted as important a demonstration as had
yet been given of the efficacy of the nonpartisan method.

¢ In May, 1851, a mass meeting was held in Tammany Hall “of all those in favor of
land and other industrisl reform, to be made elements in the presidential campaign of
1852 and a platform proclaiming man’s right to the soil and urging that freedom of public
lands be endorsed by the Democratic Party was adopted. This meeting nominated as
the Democratic candidate (i.e. endorsed, for consideration of the coming Democratic
convention) Senator Isaac A. Walker of Wisconsin. S. Perlman, History of Trade Union-
iem ..., p.88.

$See A Theory of the Labor Movement, pp. 182-187.
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The dominance of the isms during this period should not, however,
obscure from view the unostentatious trade unions that operated through-
out. Some of the old locals that survived the panic of 1837 showed signs
of renewed life as the period progressed, and toward the end of the 1840’s
new ones began appearing a bit more frequently. For the most part
these locals were small affairs, often failing to make their voices heard in
the confusion of tongues that accompanied phalanxism, cooperation, and
land reform. No very serious attempt to federate all craft locals into one
national organization appears to have been made, and not until after 1850
were attempts to bring the locals of the crafts or trades into national
craft unions rewarded with any success. But one great movement of
the period, the struggle for the ten-hour day, was primarily trade union
rather than uplift, humanitarian, or utopian. It sprang from the
mentality of the trade unionist, not from that of the intellectual. In
part, to be sure, the movement proceeded along the legislative route,
aiming at limitation of the hours of women workers in order to eliminate
their competition for jobs, but in part it took the form of economic pres-
sure upon the employers. Outside of the building industry, where
craftsmen in the larger Eastern cities had secured the ten-hour day by
1835 and where the shorter work day began during the 1840’s to be
attained in smaller places, the ten-hour crusade did not immediately affect
the work period of a large number of employees.! Average daily hours
of factory workers in 1840 have been estimated at 11.4,% and in spite of
the ten-hour agitation and the strikes accompanying it, no pronounced
downward trend began to manifest itself until the middle of the 1850’s.

“Sare AND SaNE” UnioNisM, 1852-1860

It is not difficult to explain the abandonment of the broad philosophies
of the humanitarian period and the revival of trade unionism during the
early 1850’s. The workers had had enough, for a time, of the intellectuals
and their “isms”’; they were resentful of the paucity of practical accom-
plishment; they looked upon depleted treasuries that were painful remind-
ers of effort that had come to little or nothing. They became convinced
that the battle must befought out on the economic front, with the strategy
that of trade unionism and the ideology that incubated by labor’s own
bitter experience. This conviction was strengthened, in turn, by the
industrial developments of the decade just preceding the Civil War.
The American industrial revolution may be said, with a little dogmatism,
to have begun about 1840, when the use of anthracite coal gave impetus

1 For details about the ten-hour movement of the 1840’s see H. E. Hoagland in Com-~
mons and Associates, op. cit., pp. 536-547.

2 See vol. I of this series, pp. 465-485, where facts about trends in the length of the work
day and week are summarized. The early legislation limiting the hours of women workers
is discussed on pp. 527-528 of the same volume.
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to the iron and steel industry. By 1855 the Bessemer process had become
commercially feasible. Textiles had been on a factory basis since the
1820°s. Between 1840 and 1860—Sumner’s “golden age”—the wealth
of the people of the United States is estimated to have increased 126 per
cent,! while population increased from 17,000,000 to 31,000,000, and the
number of men engaged in manufactures having an output of 8500 a year
or more from 791,000 to 1,311,000. According to the Census of 1840,
the total value of manufactured products was $483,278,000; in 1850 it
was $1,019,106,000; and in 1860, $1,885,861,000. Along with industri-
alization of the country went increasing urbanization, the percentage of
the total population living in places of 8,000 or more inhabitants increas-
ing from 8.5 in 1840 to 12.5 in 1850 and 16.1 in 1860.

Inevitably this industrialization drew sharper lines of demarcation
between the propertyless workers and employer-capitalists, and made
excursions into the realm of utopianism and humanitarianism inexpedient
for workers who wanted to protect their immediate economic interests.
Rising prices? rendered the efforts of the wage earners to keep wages from
lagging behind living costs a more than sufficient task, and the business
depressions that accompanied the industrialization of the “golden age”
were not long enough once more to turn the thoughts of the workers to
grandiose panaceas and schemes of universal reform. Improved trans-
portation was another factor dictating that unionism, in its own interest,
eschew the glittering and all-embracing programs that would distract
from business efficacy. The first railroad in the modern sense, the
Baltimore and Ohio, had commenced operation in 1830, and although the
last tie of the Union Pacifie, connecting Chicago and the Pacific Coast,
was not to be laid until 1869, the railway mileage of the country increased
from 2,800 in 1840 to 30,600 in 1860. The broadening of the market that
came under the influence of improved transportation strengthened the
movement toward national organization of labor along craft lines, since
the widening of the competitive area undermined the ability of local
organizations to control wages and conditions in the face of underbidding
elsewhere.

To writers of American social history, the unionism of this period has
seemed to be of scant significance, probably because of the way it was
obscured by the absorbing premonitions of the Civil War. And, indeed,
its effect upon the general level of wages and upon conditions in general

1 Absolute, not per capita.

2 Cf. vol. I of this series, pp. 80-82. The cost of living, as is indicated by the data there.
presented, rose from 78 in 1850 to 82 in 1860. (1918 = 100), or about 12 per cent. Puring
this period money wages rose from 43 to 47 (same hase year), or failed to increase quite as
rapidly as the cost of living. Professor Hansen’s index numbers, which are utilized in the
data here summariged, showed, real, wages tq have been 69 (1013 hase) in 1850 and 57 in,
1860,
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cannot have been great. It was confined to the more skilled trades, and
scarcely had it got under way when its power was undermined, first by
the panic of 1857 and then by the outbreak of war. But its vigor for a
time is beyond question. Locals were formed in the skilled trades of
most of the cities, and—as a revival on a larger scale of a tendency mani-
fest between 1884 and 1837'—these locals of the various trades joined
together in nationwide organizations. The National Typographical
Union saw the light of day in 1852, the Hat Finishers in 1854, the United
Cigarmakers’ Union and the National Protective Association in 1856,
and the Iron Molders and the Machinists and Blacksmiths in 1859.2 In
at least half a dozen other trades attempts at national organization were
made, and collective bargaining was established on a firmer basis than
during the previous period of ““pure and simple” unionism (1834-1837).
But at the first impact of business depression in 1857 the weaker nationals
disintegrated and many of the locals became ineffective.

Civi. War UnionNism, 1860-1867

The initial effects of the Civil War upon unionism were, naturally,
extremely adverse. In the face of the dislocation of industry, the
paralysis of business that accompanied the outbreak of hostilities and the
temporary increase in unemployment, the introduction of machinery
under the pressure for increased production and the consequent displace-
ment of workers, the movement of trade-union members from their
normal pursuits into the military establishment, and the rise of prices
with an accompanying decline in real wages, the labor organizations found
themselves virtually incapable of effective defensive action. Nearly all
of those that had survived the depression of 1857 disappeared. By
1863, however, war conditions had begun to have the opposite effect.
Prices continued to soar as the printing presses turned out more green-
backs, and by 1865 the cost of living was perhaps 75 per cent above its
1860 level. Real earnings, on the other hand, were approximately (as
an average for all industrial groups) one-third lower.®! Labor was

11t will be recalled (supra, p. 838) that five nationals are known to have been formed
during these years, and possibly there were more.

2 From detail presented by H. E. Hoagland, op. cit.,, pp. 620-623, and S. Perlman,
History of Trade Unionism . .., pp. 40-41. Among other national unions formed or
attempted before the Civil War, of which Mr. Hoagland found evidence, were the Uphol-
sterers’ National Union, the Plumbers’ National Union, the National Union of Building
Trades, the Mechanics’ Trades Union Association of the United States, the Lithographers’
National Union, the National Convention of Silver Platers, the Painters’ National Union,
the Cordwainers’ National Union, the National Cotton Mule Spinners’ Association of
America, and the Journeymen Stone Cutters’ Association of the United States and Canada.

3 For details concerning the movement of real earnings during the Civil War period,
see vol. I of this series, p. 82. '



46 ORGANIZED LABOR

driven to organize along trade-union lines. The abnormal demand for
goods, combined with a shortage of man power, put the workers in a
distinctly more strategic position, and the trade-union movement gained
momentum.!

In its pattern and development, the unionism of the Civil War years
followed the unionism of the 1830’s. Local organizations appeared in the
skilled trades; these locals were combined into city centrals, or trades’
assemblies; and national organization along trade lines experienced sub-
stantial growth after about 1863. Some of these nationals were able to
maintain their existence throughout the years of depression and very
spotty prosperity of the 1870’s, calmly treading the trade-union way while
political excursions and uplift aberrations were at their height, and it was
around them that there was built, some eighteen or twenty years later, a
federated unionism, standing for business tactics and conservation of job
opportunity, as against the more grandiose type, predicated upon the
notion of a community of economic interests throughout the working
class and attempting to weld all the producing masses into a single
organization. By the end of the 1860’s at least thirty national trade
unions were in existence, a few being holdovers from the preceding period
but the majority new during the years of the conflict between the states.
An attempt was made in 1864 to federate the several trades’ assemblies
(city centrals) into an International Industrial Assembly of North
America, but ‘“the time had passed for a national federation of city
centrals”’? and the Assembly lived only a short time. Total trade-union
membership during the last years of the decade probably fell not far short
of 300,000.3

EMERGENCE OF A NATIONAL LABOR MOVEMENT

To unravel all the strands that went into the making of the American
labor movement from 1867 to 1886 still remains—in spite of the abun-
dance of careful historical research and the excellence of numerous syn-
thesizing accounts—a task of first magnitude. The period was, like
that of the thirties and forties, one of contradictions and contrasts, work-
ing themselves out in a wider competitive area and on a bigger scale of
prosperity and depression. Everything seemed pronounced, yet nothing
very clear-cut. Trade unionism, demoralized though it was by the
depressions of the 1870’s, became on the whole increasingly vigorous and
assertive, but it was interwoven—more closely and more inextricably
than in the forties—with the imposing “isms” of the day. Utopianism

1See John B. Andrews in Commons and Associates, History of Labor in the United States,
vol. 2, pp. 18-48, for detailed account of the trade-union developments of the Civil War
period, here recorded only in summary form. -

2 8. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . . , p. 48.

¥ In addition to the permanent contribution of a few nationals that, some years later,
formed the nucleus of a federated business unionism, the period of the Civil War also con-
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and job-consciousness, German socialism and American trade unionism,
the anarchism of the Black International and the religiosity of the
Knights of Labor, Molly Maguires setting forth at midnight in the coal
fields and East Side cigar makers vehemently debating the controverted
points in Marx, federal troops squelching labor disturbances and a
national labor organization asking for compulsory arbitration and enforce-
ment of decisions, the pragmatic idealism of Mr. Samuel Gompers and
the business pragmatism of Mr. Jay Gould, free land and free silver,
Greenbackism and an Americanized version of the ‘“economic labor”
concept,! trade-union deprecation of strikes and trade-union instigation
of some of the most bitter strikes in the nation’s history, consumers’
cooperation and the eight-hour day, producers’ cooperation and Mr.
Henry George, wage-earner support of private property and schemes to
draw the fangs of capitalism, demands for labor legislation and tirades
against the political state—all these enter into the confused picture.

The confusion of the labor movement during this period was, however,
only a manifestation of the confusion of American economic and social
life. The decades immediately following the Civil War were those of
the growing pains of a young and husky industrialism, overfed and
pampered by its doting governmental guardian. Southern agrarianism
was, for a time, politically impotent, and Northern industrial interests
made the most of their opportunity. Stimulated, first by the war
demand for goods and then by protective tariffs and all manner of gov-
ernmental aid, manufacturing enterprises expanded enormously—some-
times in excess of justification afforded by the expansion of the market for
particular products. In economic life it was Charles A. Beard’s period
of “the triumph of business enterprise”’; in politics it was Claude Bowers’s

tributed the economic ideology of Ira Steward, which is to say that it contributed a doctrine
destined to permeate the movement during the remainder of the nineteenth and on into the
twentieth century. Steward’s philosophy of the economic effects of the shorter working
day has been discussed in an earlier volume of this series (vol. I, pp. 494—495), but it may
be recalled here that the doctrine his name came to epitomize was much more than a bit
of theorizing about the relationship between the standard of living, as affected by leisure,
and worker incomes. Although Steward shared with some of his contemporary reformers
a skepticism about the efficacy of trade unionism, and possibly never sensed all the impli-
cations of his own doctrine, it was impossible to espouse his panacea for economic ills, the
eight-hour day, without seeing its corollary: concerted action on the economic front by
those whose employment opportunities were subject to the same market forces. The
spreading of the idea was, therefore, an important contribution in the building of the kind
of unionism that finally survived in the United States, even though Stewardism itself may
have been ““only a half-way station between the antimonopoly individualism of the past
and the self-confident trade unionism of the future.” S. Perlman, 4 Theory of the Labor
Movement, p. 194.

1 That is, the notion that exclusively labor—not labor and the other real producers—
organizations should be formed, functioning as economic, not political or broadly educa-
tional, bodies.
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“the tragic era.” Increasing industrialization was accompanied by—
and was, of course, both cause and consequence of—the widening of
competitive areas. The first transcontinental railroad was completed
in 1869, and railroad mileage of the United States increased from 30,625
in 1860 to 167,191 in 1890. Both industrialization and widening of the
competitive areas impressed upon the workers the need for group or class
action, even if they did not immediately make clear the exact direction
the group or class action should take.

Other developments were stimulating collective action on the part of
the workers, bringing into clearer relief an antagonism of interest between
the “plain peoplc”” and the beneficiaries of the industrialism of the era,
and giving rise to philosophies that paraded in verbal wardrobes of many
colors. While the wealth of the country was increasing, both absolutely
and per capita,! concentration of ownership and control proceeded apace.
Prices were falling, and the business depression of the seventies, as well
as the halting character of the prosperity of the eighties, bred discontent.
The impact of declining prices fell with particular force upon the debtor
farmers? and brought into being a series of agrarian movements with
which the urban labor movement became entangled, with retarding effect
so far as development of a stable unionism was concerned. The growth
of cities and the gradual appropriation, under the Homestead Acts, of
the more desirable farm land brought to the fore the element of unearned
increment in land, and made the program of Henry George—which was
not job-conscious or trade-union in character—more appealing to many
of the economically submerged than ““pure and simple’” unionism. The
paucity of labor legislation encouraged the use of the political instrument
as a means of ameliorating the conditions of the workers; immigration
brought into the American working community the seeds of European
socialism and at the same time created barriers—language difficulties,
nationalistic hatreds, misunderstood folkways—to inclusive organiza-
tion; mechanization of industrial processes increased the number of
unskilled workers ready to assume a place in the labor movement.

At the end of the Civil War, the national unions were gaining strength
and increasing in number, while almost every important city had its
trade assembly. The Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers had been
formed in 1868, the Order of Railway Conductors saw the light of day in
1868, and the Brotherhood of Firemen and Enginemen in 1873. Outside
of the transportation field, the carpenters, bricklayers, typographical
workers, machinists, and other groups of craftsmen either formed
national unions, reorganized existing nationals, or strengthened and

1 Cf. vol. 1, of this series, pp. 261-269. -

2 Real wages of industrial workers increased appreciably during this period, even
though gains in the purchasing power of hourly rates and full-time weekly earnings were
offset to an extent by widespread unemployment. See vol. I of this series, pp. 82-85.



NINETEENTH CENTURY AMERICAN UNIONISM 49

extended—as in the case of the cigar makers—those already established
during the previous period. Although the Railroad Brotherhoods were
founded primarily as mutual benefit associations and evolved into busi-
ness institutions, these national craft organizations were for the most
part bargaining institutions, with benefit features of secondary impor-
tance. During the three years 1870-1873 nine new national unions
appeared, and previously organized unions experienced substantial
growth.! Overshadowed both within and without the ranks of labor by
the National Labor Union and its individualistic panaceas though the
trade unions were, they constituted the real strength of the American
labor movement. Hours began to be limited by agreements with
employers, and the eight-hour movement reached its climax in the sum-
mer of 1872, when New York City experienced a general eight-hour
strike.?

Financial panic, then business depression, overtook the country
in 1873, and in the face of underlying economic forces the craft unions
found themselves comparatively helpless. To an extent, labor’s reaction
was the same as during other periods of depression: a turning to panaceas,
an imbibing of the medicines that economic doctors prescribed as the
cure-all for economic ills, a search for the villains who were crushing
down upon the brow of labor its crown of thorns. But the spirit of
resentment expressed itself in a more militant economic movement,
as well as in espousal of the current isms. Between 1873 and 1878
strikes were frequent and sometimes violent,® the Molly Maguires*
terrorized the community with a success entirely disproportionate to
their strength and numbers; the judiciary came to the protection of

1S, Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . .., p. 44. Estimates of trade-union
membership during this period varied greatly. In 1869 the New York Herald estimated it
to be about 170,000, and a labor leader at the same time claimed that the total was as high
as 600,000 (tbid.). As was stated earlier (supra, p. 46), probably trade-union membership
at the end of the 1860’s fell not far short of 300,000.

2J. B. Andrews in Commons and Associates, op. cit., vol. 8, pp. 42-84, and S. Perlman,
History of Trade Unionism . . . , p. 50.

3 For an excellent account of these strikes, see S. Perlman, op. cit., pp. 58-60, and for
more detailed account see J. B. Andrews in vol. 2 of Commons and Associates, op. cit.,
pp. 185-195. .

4 The Molly Maguires was an organization of terrorists—a kind of labor Ku Klux Klan.
Between 1871 and 1879 the Pennsylvania coal strikes gravitated, to a considerable extent,
into the hands of the Molly Maguires, and several of the Mollies, in turn, gravitated into
the hands of the Pinkerton detectives. The first national miners’ organization, the
National Association of Miners, organized by John Siney in 1873, was destroyed in 1875
when the Molly Maguires got control (N. Ware, Labor ¢tn Modern Industrial Society, p.320).
The terroristic activities of the Molly Maguires reached their climax in the railroad strikes
of 1877. The most authentic account of this organization is J. Walter Coleman’s The
Molly Maguire Riots (1936). See also Louis Adamic’s Dynamile, The Story of Class Violence,
in America.
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private property with injunctions against railroad strikes; and federal
troops intervened in industrial disputes.! In general, the strikes failed,
and for a time the workers seemed more interested in Greenbackism
and consumers’ cooperation. About 1879, however, trade-union mem-
bership again showed a tendency to increase substantially, and the
year 1883 found nearly fifty nationals in cxistence, with a combined
membership, it has been estimated,? of between 200,000 and 225,000.
Early in 1885 total union membership probably was not greatly below
800,000. Collective bargaining began to be put upon a more stable
basis, with sliding scales and systems of local and district conciliation
and arbitration operative in the coal fields and elsewhere.

It is, however, in the attempts to consolidate all labor forces into a
single organization that the mixture of trade unionism and uplift unionism
characterizing the period comes into clearest relief. The National
Labor Union, a politico-reform and trade-union society, was founded
in 1866, and during the six tempestuous years of its existence it voiced
an ideology that was more expressive of the purposes of uplift or anti-
monopoly unionism than of the less romantic business type. Struc-
turally, this organization was a loosely built federation of city trades’
assemblies, national trade unions, local trade unions, and reform organiza-
tions ranging from those dominated by philosophical anarchists to those
of the socialists and woman suffragists; and as a loose federation it
was ill adapted to effective representation of the craft-union point of
view.3 Labor and the farmers—all the plain people of the nation—should
become affiliated in one general organization; strikes should be regarded
only as weapons of last resort and abolished entirely as soon as possible;
easy money should be provided for the farmers and for the producers’
cooperatives by an increase in the volume of United States notes out-
standing and by provision for their redemption in government bonds
rather than in specie; interest rates should be reduced by law and the
procuring of profits above the wages of management made a conspiracy;
the political instrument should be used to rectify the shortcomings of
the national banking system and to protect American standards of

1Qutbreaks of physical violence were fairly frequent, and in some cases order was
restored only when federal troops arrived. 'The greatest of the strikes was on the Pennsyl-
vania line, in and around Pittsburgh. The railroad yards were set on fire and damages of
about $5,000,000 were caused. Order was restored in this case by patrols of citizens.
Violence also characterized the southwestern railroad strikes, in spite of the industrially
pacificist proclivities of the leader, Martin Irons. Cf. Terence V. Powderly’s The Path I

Trod (1940).
2 By Commons and Associates, vol. 2, pp. 802-881, and by S. Perlman, History of Trade
Unionism . . ., p. 82. .

3 For account of the National Labor Union, see J. B. Andrews in Commons and Asso-
ciates, op. oit., vol. 2, pp. 86-156, and Lewis Lorwin, The American Federation of Labor,
PD. 7-9,
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living from the competition of Oriental labor; both political action and
trade agreements should be the means of protecting women workers and
preventing their underbidding of adult males, maintaining the apprentice-
ship system, making the eight-hour day universal, and hastening the
advent of a cooperative industrial system. As a movement seeking
attainment of these ends, the National Labor Union reflected the aspira-
tions and ideals of labor during the years immediately following the
conflict between the states. A bit of detail concerning a few of the
crusades expressive of these aspirations and ideals is in point.

When the first convention was held in 1866, unemployment was
widespread. War industries were closing their plants, the economic
dislocations incident to readjustment to peacetime conditions were
disturbing the economy, and demobilized soldiers were being absorbed
only slowly into gainful pursuits. Emphasis accordingly was placed
upon the eight-hour day, to be attained chiefly by legislation. In part,
the simple work-sharing and “lump of labor” or “work fund’’ notions
actuated the eight-hour movement, but to a greater extent the philosophy
of Ira Steward—with its intermingling of the ideas of higher st:ndards
of living as a causal factor in increasing wagesand the demand for labor, of
increased purchasing power to lift off the market the increased output of
goods that was resulting from technological advances, and of increased
physical productivity consequent upon the shorter work day or week'—
predominated in the thinking of the leaders and of the rank and file.?
The eight-hour day for employees of the Federal Government was
attained in 1868, largely as a result of the propagandistic activities of
the National Labor Union, and although expectation that the eight-hour
day would quickly spread to private employment failed to materialize,
the achievement encouraged resort to political tactics; it demonstrated
that when labor concentrated upon a modest objective and exerted
steady pressure, prospects securing desired legislation were not entirely
hopeless. But the effort to bring about enactment of general eight-hour
laws in the several industrialized states failed.?

1 Cf. vol. I of this series, pp. 494—497.

2 Ira Steward himself had a fundamental skepticism concerning the efficacy of trade
unionism, and he preferred legislation to trade-union activity as a means of achieving the
eight-hour day. In 1866, the year of the founding of the National Labor Union, Steward
organized the Grand Eight-hour League of Massachusetts as a special propagandist organi-
zation (S. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . ., pp. 46—47). The League was a
secret body, intended as the central organigation of a chain of subordinate leagues in the
state, and its establishment was followed by the appearance of Eight-hour Leagues in states
other than Massachusetts.

3 Eight-hour laws were, in fact, enacted in a number of the states, but they were largely
ineffective because they permitted longer hours than the legal maxima when the contract of
employment so specified and because they lacked provisions for effective enforcement.
Several of the states enacted laws limiting the hours of women workers, although these
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Other panaceas meanwhile engrossed the National Labor Union
and its constituent organizations. Cooperative workshops were the next
best thing to individual proprietorship, and an organization with such a
strong producer-conscious, uplift bent could not but succumb to the
lure. The motto of the Order of the Knights of St. Crispin,! then
the largest trade union of the country, epitomized the place occupied by
the self-governing workshop in the ultimate objectives of the wage earners
of the late 1860’s: “The present demand of the Crispin is steady employ-
ment and fair wages, but his future is self-employment.”? Unsuccessful
strikes during 1867 and 1868 only served to strengthen the conviction
that in the establishment of cooperative shops rather than in trade-union
activities lay the salvation of the workers. The Iron Molders, under the
leadership of W. H. Sylvis,® opened ten or more cooperative foundries,
all of which quickly found themselves in financial difficulties, and the
bakers, coachmakers, collar makers, coal miners, shipwrights, machinists
and blacksmiths, foundry workers, nailers, ship carpentcrs, calkers,

laws were subject, even if in somewhat lesser degree, to the shortcomings of the general
eight-hour laws. For details concerning the hours legislation of this period, see J. B.
Andrews in Commons and Associates, 0p. cit., vol. 8, pp. 102-111, Commons and Andrews,
Principles of Labor Legislation (1936 ed.), pp. 101-102, S. Perlman, History of Trade Union-
ism . . ., pp. 49-60, and vol. I of this series, pp. 527-529.

1 For accounts of the Order of St. Crispin, see D. D. Lescohier, ‘“The Knights of St.
Crispin, 1867-1874,” Universily of Wisconsin Bulletin 355; J. R. Commons and Others,
Documentary History of American Industrial Society, vol. 8, pp. 51-54; and J. B. Andrews in
Commons and \ssociates, History of Labor in the United States, vol. 2, pp. 76-79. This
union of shoemakers was organized as a secret order early in 1867. Its numerous strikes
were chiefly for the purpose of protecting the journeymen from the competition of *green
hands” and apprentices, rather than to advance wages and shorten hours. Throughout
its brief but meteoric career, however, it was strongly wedded to the ideal of cooperative
self-employment. Defeated in a majority of its strikes and unsuccessful for the most part
in its cooperative stores and cooperative workshops, the order went out of existence in 1874.
A number of the Crispins later became leaders in the Knights of Labor.

2 From the American Workman, June, 1869, quoted by J. B. Andrews, op. cit., p. 79.

3W. H. Sylvis really deserves more than footnote mention in an account of American
labor during the post-Civil War period, both because he symbolized the conviction of so
many of the economically submerged that in political action and cooperation rather than
in trade unionism were to be found their economic salvation and because of the enormous
practical influence he exercised. He became president of the Iron Molders National Union
in 1864, and the following year toured the country, preaching cooperation, the formation of
a general national assembly, and independent political action. He was convinced that
“‘pure and simple” trade unions were at best defensive organizations only, and that perma-
nent reform would have to come through political actien. Nonpartisan political action he
definitely repudiated. ‘“We have tried the balance of power or make-weight expedient of
questioning candidates and throwing our votes in favor of such as endorsed or were pledged
to our interests. How vain and futile this expedignt has proven is known to all” (from
James Sylvis, The Life, Speeches, and Essays of William H. Sylvis, p. 72, quoted by
Norman Ware in Labor in Modern Industrial Society, p. 178). Monetary reform, he
came to believe, ““could so change the whole face of society as to do away with the necessity
of trade unions entirely” (ibid.).
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glass blowers, hatters, boilermakers, plumbers, tailors, printers, needle-
women, and others joined in the movement.! A large proportion were
the aftermath of unsuccessful strikes. But the sum-total effect of the
ventures was much the same as in the forties: the cooperatives competed
too strongly for the meager financial resources of the trade unions, they
frequently found it necessary to cut prices and thus indirectly to underbid
labor employed by capitalistic enterprises, and when successful they
generally ceased to be real cooperatives and worked with hired labor.
A movement for consumers’ cooperation, preceding in point of time the
height of enthusiasm for producers’ cooperation, likewise ran its course
during the six years of the life of the National Labor Union.?
Experience with producers’ cooperation convinced many of the trade-
union leaders that labor could not secure its ‘“‘natural rights” while the
credit system of the nation enabled ‘““nonproducers” to accumulate
wealth more rapidly than labor could create it, and this experience was
in part responsible for the embracing, as one of the most revered isms,
of monetary reform. Greenbackism had as its motivating force the
desire to give the man without capital an opportunity in business equal
to that of his rich compelitor; as a labor movement, it was anolher mani-
festation of the individualistic disposition of the nineteenth-century
American wage earner. The bankers and the middlemen controlled the
credit resources of the nation and restricted, in consequence, the oppor-
tunity of the submerged. Patently, then, the remedy lay in govern-
mental aid in furnishing capital and credit to the producers of physical
products. The means, moreover, were alrecady at hand.® The govern-
ment need not resort to exercise of the power to tax in order to furnish
capital to the workers, as Ferdinand Lassalle had advocated,* for the

1 From the enumeration given by Professor Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . . ,
p. 53. See also vol. 2 of Commons and Associates, op. cit., pp. 111-119.

2 The upswing of prices during the Civil War gave rise to a luxuriant crop of consumers’
cooperatives. Thomas Phillips, a shoemaker, arrived in the United States from England
in 1852, fired with evangelistic zeal for Rochdale principles, and under his inspiration the
Union Cooperative Association was established in Philadelphia in 1862. By 1866 almost
every industrial town between Boston and San Francisco had some form of distributive
cooperation. After that ycar, the one of the founding of the National Labor Union, the
movement for a time became less important. For details, see James P. Warbasse, Cooper-
ative Democracy, J. B. Andrews, op. cit., pp. 88—41, and S. Perlman, History of Trade
Unionism . . . , pp. 52-538.

3 For an account of Greenbackism as a labor movement, ¢f. J. B. Andrews, op. cit.,
118-124.

4 Lassalle, Karl Marx’s great contemporary, would have had the state lend its credit to
cooperative associations of workmen, the funds being raised by taxation. The Lassallean
socialist program, which is sometimes—with general but not strict accuracy—said to have
differed from that of Marx in its greater emphasis upon political methods, was an important
influence in the United States when the International Workingmen’s Association was set-
ting out to capture the American labor movement. For an account of the life and doctrines



54 ORGANIZED LABOR

enormous public debt consequent upon the Civil War was already avail-
able for that purpose. The United States notes, instead of remaining
what they then were, irredeemable promises to pay in specie, were to be
made convertible into government bonds bearing a rate of interest
reduced to 3 per cent, and the bonds in turn were to be convertible into
legal-tender currency. The quantity of circulating media could accord-
ingly be inflated to the amount of the outstanding bonds, but the danger
of retrogression of real earnings consequent upon inflation seems to have
been given little thought by a labor movement closely allied with the
Western agrarians, who wanted higher prices and whose interests as “real
producers” were assumed by the leaders of the labor segments of the
Greenback movement to be fundamentally harmonious with those of the
urban workers. Of overshadowing immediate appeal was the fact that
the workingmen, the trade-union cooperatives, and the farmers would be
able to secure capital at only slightly more than 8 per cent instead of at
the much higher interest rates charged by the banks.!

Greenbackism accentuated the already strong political bent of the
National Labor Union, and political action, in turn, was in large part
responsible for the demise of the organization. The 1872 convention
convened as a political convention, to nominate a national ticket upon a
Greenback platform, and with the failure of this project the National
Labor Union disintegrated.? The cheap-money cause continued, it is
true, to command the allegiance of the workers, centering upon govern-
ment-issued paper money until the resumption of specie payments
(1879),3 and then, during the 1880’s, upon righting of the “crime of 1873”

of Lassalle, see Arnold Shirokauer, Lassalle (Eden and Cedar Paul, trans. 1932). The
biographies of Karl Marx by Franz Mehring and Otto Rihle are also illuminating in their
exposition of Lassalle’s theories and in their account of the cleavage in the international
socialist movement between the Marxian and Lassallean formulations.

1 This would follow from the fact that the bonds would bear this rate of interest and
from the convertibility of bonds into greenbacksand vice versa. Whena bondholder could
secure slightly more than 8 per cent by lending to a borrower—a workman, a businessman,
a farmer, a producers’ cooperative—he would convert his bonds into greenbacks and lend
them. '

2 Ag early as 1866, when the eight-hour demand was still uppermost, the National
Labor Union had resolved upon independent party action, and its history—particularly
after the embracing of Greenbackism in 1867—became largely the history of labor’s first
attempt on a national scale to play a lone political hand. At the 1872 convention a Green-
back platform was adopted and the new party there formed, the National Labor and Reform
Party, nominated Judge David Davis of Illinois for the presidency. When the Democrats
nominated Horace Greeley, Judge Davis withdrew; the party was a failure, and with its
failure the National Labor Union collapsed. From detail presented by S. Perlman, History
of Trade Unionism . . . , pp. 5657, and J. B. Andrews, op. cit., 158-156.

# Throughout the depressed 1870°s Greenbackism continued to be popular with the
working people, chiefly because the rise of prices that would accompany currency inflation
was believed to foreshadow prosperity and fuller employment. During the mid-1870’s
many of the organized’wage earnérs seemed to lose their enthusiasm, practically all of the
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and free coinage of silver at the ratio of sixteen to one. Likewise con-
sumers’ cooperation to an extent came back into its own after the death
of the National Labor Union.! But the organization itself was defunct
in 1872, after six years of turbulent existence.

As in the earlier period of political activity, the chief effect of labor’s
participation in politics was to force upon the old parties an acceptance
of its demands, some of which were eventually enacted into law. The
Bland-Allison Act of 1878, the decision to leave permanently outstanding,
even though redeemable in gold, $346,000,000 in United States notes,
the already recorded establishment of the eight-hour day upon govern-
ment works, and the Chinese Exclusion Act were at least partly attribut-
able to the political activities of this organization. When, however, the
trade unions contemplated the superiority of business unionism over
political and uplift methods, they found the National Labor Union
cumbersome and ineffective when seeking to give expression to the trade-
union point of view, and before the disastrous political adventure of the
fall of 1872 the “pure and simple’” unionists had manifested disposition
to leave it to the political reformers. For a time job-conscious unionism
found expression in a National Industrial Congress, established in 1873
upon a platform of straight unionism, with resort to politics only when
industrial methods proved to be ineffective; but the establishment of the
Congress, an event that marked “the first appearance of an organization
similar in object and structure to the present American Federation of
Labor,”? was followed in two months by business depression, and almost
from the start it was doomed to failure. Another attempt at organiza-
tion on a national basis was made in 1876, when a National Labor

100,000 votes Peter Cooper received as the Greenback Party candidate in 1876 coming from
rural districts; but in the political labor upheaval that followed the strikes of 1877 Green-
backism assumed formidable proportions. It then became primarily a labor movement.
In the congressional elections of 1878 the aggregate Greenback vote was not far short of a
million, and fourteen representatives pledged to the Greenback program were returned to
Congress. Late in 1878, however, the date for the redemption of greenbacks in gold was
set as Jan. 1, 1879, the premium on gold disappeared, and Greenbackism as an issue became
a matter of historical record.

1 Consumers’ cooperation of the middle and late seventies was a movement organized
by the Sovereigns of Industry, a secret order, in 1874. *The Order of the Sovereigns of
Industry,” read its Declaration of Purposes, “is an association of the industrial or laboring
classes, without regard to race, sex, color, nationality, or occupation; not founded for the
purpose of waging any war of aggression upon any other class, or for fostering any antago-
nism of labor against capital, or of arraying the poor against the rich; but for mutual assist-
ance in self-improvement and self-protection.” The chief strength of this organization,
which for a few years enjoyed considerable success, was in the New England and the Middle
Atlantic states. The Order began to decline in 1878 and was dissolved in 1880. For
details see J. B. Andrews, o0p. cit., pp. 171-174, and E. M, Chamherlinedlbs.Sonasstonees

Industry.
¢ J. B. Andrews, op. oit., p. 156.



56 ORGANIZED LABOR

Congress was held in Pittsburgh, but the participants were largely Green-
backers and socialists, who could not agree among themselves, and the
attempt came to nothing. Not until the rapid rise of the Knights of
Labor some years later did the attempt to consolidate all labor forces into
one organization again give promise of success.

In the meantime, at least three distinct ideas regarding the form and
objectives of a national labor association continued to struggle with each
other for supremacy, blurred and interwoven as the ideas and their
organizational forms sometimes became. The unions of the skilled
workers! continued to look toward a combination the functions of which
would be the attainment of trade-union—not uplift or socialistic—
objectives and assistance to each other in strikes; other groups of organized
workers were more concerned, as the American workers had so long been
concerned, with those panaceas which would enable wage earners to rise
out of their class and restore equality of opportunity, and they concerned
themselves chiefly with the broad program of social reform for which the
National Labor Union had stood; while further to the left a few unions
and propagandist groups, composed largely of immigrant workers, sought
to establish a national labor association built upon a firm basis of class-
conscious socialism. The last-named movement, failing though it did
as an immediate effort, descrves a few words of separate mention, for it
was of profound influence in bringing forth—ironically enough from one
point of view—a national association of trade unions that might, upon
superficial scrutiny, be regarded as its conditioned opposite.

The International Workingmen’s Association, established in London
in 1864, had almost been rent asunder by the split between the Marxian
socialists and the anarchist followers of Bakunin,? and in 1872 the head-

1 For a tabular summary of the unions formed or reorganized during these years, see
L. Lorwin, The American Federation of Labor, pp. 474—475.

2 Michael Bakunin (1814-1876), a revolutionist whose antecedents were those of the
Russian nobility, differed from Marx on a number of grounds. ‘‘He hated the state, indus-
trialism, and therefore state socialism” (N. Ware, Labor in Modern Economic Society,
p- 238). Bakunin tried to get control of the International, and Marx feared that he would.
“Marx began a violent and more or less secret campaign against . . . [Bakunin] accusing
him of trying to dominate the movement and of acting as an agent of the Russian govern-
ment. Bakunin for his part professed to believe that Marx was a tool of Bismarck”
(Donald Wagner, Social Reformers, p. 588). Accusations and cross accusations developed.
The rumor circulated that Marx had been told that Bakunin was a Russian spy. Marx
accused Bakunin of embezzling & small sum of money advanced for the translation of the
(then completed) first volume of Das Kapital. The London (i.e., Marxian) clique con-
trolled the General Council of the International, and Marx called a “ conference” in London
in 1871, instead of the regular meeting provided for in the constitution. A protest from
beyond London, where the membership was more under the anarchist influence of Bakunin,
immediately made itself heard, chiefly in protest against choice of The Hague as the place of
the 1872 meeting. I_.I:1 };?73 at The }IaFue meeting, where the issues were the nature, aims,
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quarters were moved—at the instigation of Marx and his followers—to
New York. Prior to that time the First International had, to be sure,
attempted to permeate the American labor movement,' but the methods
had been those of persuasion and of “boring from within”’ the National
Labor Union. During the second half of the 1870’s, with the Inter-
national—now no longer a truly “international” organization—having
its directing center on American soil, tactics changed; *““sections” were
established under the New York headquarters of Marx’s American
lieutenant, F. A. Sorge;? and aggressive efforts were made to capture
American labor. When the socialists failed in 1876 to capture a Congress
called in Tyrone, Pa., for the purpose of uniting all interested “in the
elevation of labor,” they formed a Workingmen’s Party of the United
States, which one year later took its present name of Socialist-Labor Party.
For years, this Party tried to become the dominating force in the Ameri-
can labor movement and to create an American labor (i.e., socialist) party
that could command the primary allegiance of the working-class people.
Neither the Marxists affiliated with the various American sections of the
International nor the Lassallean socialists, whose appeal seemed for a
time, during the depressed middle seventies, to reach more responsive
ears than did that of the followers of Marx,? ever attained those positions

and methods of revolutionary activity and permission for a secret organization to function
within the International, the Marxists put through a resolution that headquarters of
the General Council be moved to New York. The last congress of the First International
was held in Geneva in 1878, with the American section not represented. Another inter-
national organization, popularly known as the *“ Black International,” was formed by the
followers of Bakunin and drew to itself some wage-earning followers in the United States,
particularly the group active in propagandist activities during the years immediately
preceding the Haymarket riot of 1886. From detail in N. Ware, op. ¢it. (D. C. Heath and
Company) and Donald Wagner, 0p. cit. (The Macmillan Company).

1 Between 1866 and 1870 the International had no important organization of its own on
American soil, but it tried to establish itself and spread its doctrines through affiliation
with the National Labor Union, which it promised, as an inducement, international regula-
tion of immigration (S. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism in the United States, p. 75).
Membership had increased appreciably by 1870, however, and after headquarters of the
General Council had been established in this country the International had its ““sections”
in nearly every large city. New York and Chicago were the two most important centers.

2 F. A. Sorge, a music teacher of New York City and Hoboken, had emigrated from
Germany in the mid-1850’s. He was a fundamentalist Marxist, incapable of being secured
by the political socialism of the Lassallean faction or the anarchism of the Bakunists, and
Marx turned to him when looking for a leader of the International in America.

3 As a matter of fact, a majority of the German socialists who arrived in the United
States during the late 1860’s and early 1870’s were Lassalleans rather than Marxists.
Ferdinand Lassalle, magnetic orator and brilliant popular leader, had a following among
the German working people that Karl Marx, living a semi-impoverished life in London and
working in his lonely way upon the great treatise, never possessed. The Lassalleans, as
has been said earlier, tended to subordinate the economic organization of the working class
in trade unions to political action; the Marxists in the International, on the other hand, were
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of dominance and leadership which they sought and which—from the
Marxist point of view at least—it was their ““historic mission”’ to attain.
Nevertheless, the socialistic influence of this period was important in
determining the bent taken by American unionism before the turn of the
century.

Characterization of this influence carries with it, however, distinct
hazard of overfacile generalization. Socialistic ideology’s vicissitudes in
American manualist thinking fit into no pattern of ultimate logic. The
federated trade unionism that gained ascendency after 1886 was in func-
tional character an amalgam of diverse elements: of business-union
theorizing incubated by labor’s own hard experience, without benefit of
reasoned conviction that organization for job protection was in America
the only workable application of the Marxist principle of economic organ-
ization of labor; of socialistic aspirations that bred impatience with the
narrow job-conscious variety of “applied socialism” practiced by the
trade unions; of much social meliorism; of vigorous, even if somewhat
subordinated, political consciousness. It was far from constituting a
clear-cut, simon-pure expression of socialistic class consciousness. Yet
the profound importance of socialism in bringing into being a federated
““‘business’’ unionism should not, on the other hand, be understated. The
workers imbued with the philosophy of the International were, ¢pso facto,
unsympathetic toward the individualistic American idea of self-employ-
ment, and they were cynical about antimonopoly political movements;
their very fidelity to socialistic tenets restrained them from pursuing the
gaudy siren of antimonopoly, uplift unionism.! Within the trade-union
movement, particularly as it began to be grouped around the Cigar-
makers’ Union, the leaders thought and argued and meditated; they
studied Marx while working on the job,? and they also studied realisti-

convinced that trade unionism must be prior to, and the substructure of, political action.
The political predilections of the Lassalleans in America probably were a not negligible
factor in shunting the Internationalists into trade-union activity.

1 As Professor Perlman, imputing perhaps more direct cause-and-effect relationship
between the socialistic movement and the emergence of a ““job-conscious’ unionism than
the above paragraph does, has phrased it: “[The leaders] had grasped the idea, supremely
correct for American labor conditions, that the economic front was the only front on which
the labor army could stay united. . . . But this discovery . . . could not have been hit
upon . . . if the class-consciousness of these ‘philosophers-organizers’ had not rendered
them immune . . . against being swept off their feet by the ‘producer-consciousness’ of
the individualistic panaceas of the native American labor movement.” A Theory of the
Labor Movement, pp. 197-198.

2 For an account of the efforts of the group that came to be designated as the ““ philoso-
pher-organizers” to arrive at some working creed for the American labor movement, see
the interesting account in Mr. Gompers’s memoirs, My Seventy Years of Life and Labor,
vol. 1. The cigar makers in the shops on the east side of Manhattan Island developed the
practice of designating one of their number to read from Capital or from various socialistic
tracts while the others worked, the group as a whole contributing the wages of the reader



NINETEENTH CENTURY AMERICAN UNIONISM 59

cally the American labor scene; and they arrived at some rather definite
conclusions. The socialistic movement was in part—although only in
part—the training school of the leaders who finally arrived at a creed of
““pure and simple” trade unionism;! and the class-consciousness imbibed
in this training school made itself manifest as they became absorbed in
practical, day-to-day problems. They became, it is true, more prag-
matic, more opportunist, but they retained the International’s conception
of economic labor organization, and this conception dictated a species of
labor movement differing markedly from the native individualistic
variety, with its hankering for self-employment and its periodic anti-
monopoly crusades. While overemphasis upon the socialistic strands
that went into the making of a job-conscious, business unionism would
do violence to historical accuracy, it is equally true that failure to recog-
nize the importance of the background in socialism of some of the trade-
union leaders would be to ignore one of the most real and vital of the
constituents of the unionism of the decades after about 1890.

Yet the American worker needed more than the propaganda of the
Internationalists and the failure of the National Labor Union to prove
to him the superiority of business unionism over the more romantic type;
his individualistic yearnings still prompted him to enlist under the
banners of antimonopoly politics and uplift associations. The arousing
of a great hope, accompanied by proportionately great disappointment,
was perhaps necessary before he was willing to abandon the type of
unionism for which he had manifested profound affection over a period
of almost a century. The rise of a movement like the Knights of Labor—
a movement that may, in one sense, be regarded as the last great fling
at a reformist type of unionism—could no more have been prevented in
the United States than could the movement of population westward
have been halted or the demand for free silver reasoned out of court.

In the year 1869, while the wise men and the voluble men of the nation
were pointing to the joining of the Union Pacific and the Central Pacific at
Promontory Point as proof that the star of Manifest Destiny hung high

during the hours lost from work. Mr. Gompers, whose vocal intonations were apparently
superior to those of some of his colleagues, seems frequently to have been the one desig-
nated as the reader.

1 The various “sections” of the International in the United States, it has been estimated
(S. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . . , p. 78), probably never had more than 1,000
members, most of whom were immigrants. Nevertheless, these “sections” became a
preparatory school in trade-union leadership for many of the later organizers and leaders of
the American Federation of Labor. Among the outstanding leaders who had their training
in this preparatory school were Adolph Strasser, a German-born cigar maker whose union
became a kind of “new model” in the United States, P. J. McGuire, an American-born
carpenter who founded the Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners, and Mr. Gompers, who
was grounded in practical trade-union experience, in class-consciousness derived from the
study of Marx, and in a great deal of practical idealism.
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in the heavens, seven tailors met one evening at the home of Uriah
Stephens in Philadelphia.! The residue of a garment cutters’ benefit
society that had found the standards of its trade undermined during the
Civil War by cheap work upon government contracts for army supplies,
these men were convinced that the narrow craft sentiment of the trade
unions brought division among the workers where unity was essential;
they wanted a labor organization that would include all wage earners and
real producers (t.e., farmers and members of the lower middle class as
well as wage earners) irrespective of craft, race, nationality, sex, or creed.
They formed such an organization,? a secret society that for a time grew
only slowly.? Early in the 1870’s, however, the Order of the Knights
of Labor had extended westward through Reading and to Pittsburgh,
and northward as far as Massachusetts; and during the depression years
it was able, as a secret society, to expand as an open trade-union move-
ment probably could not have done.* By 1878, when the General
Assembly met for the first time and national organization became a
reality, the Knights included about fifteen districts in Pennsylvania,
Ohio, West Virginia, Indiana, Illinois, and New York. It completed its

1 Uriah Stephens, founder of the Knights of Labor, approached labor problems from the
point of view of a kind of semi-religious humanitarianism. Trained for the Baptist minis-
try, he was motivated by evangelistic zeal, by a desire to improve the lot of the economi-
cally submerged everywhere, that made him impatient of the narrow and—as it seemed to
him—the selfish purposes of the craft unions. Stephens continued to head the Knights
until 1878, when he was succeeded by Terence V. Powderly.

2 The organization that became Assembly No. 1 of the Knights of Labor when, in 1871,
the name by which the organization is known in American labor history was adopted.

3 The literature pertaining to the Knights of Labor is voluminous. In the standard
American history of labor, Commons and Associates, History of Labor in the United States,
the story of this organization is told by Selig Perlman in vol. 1, pp. 301-521. Norman
Ware's The Labor Movement, 18651897 is in considerable part a history of the Knights of
Labor. Years ago (1893) Terence V. Powderly’s Thirty Years of Labor was published, and
in 1940 a second Powderly memoir, based upon a manuscript the existence of which at the
time of Powderly’s death was known only to his widow, and in recent years only to a few,
was edited by Henry David and others and published by the Columbia University Press
under the title The Path I Trod. Richard T. Ely’s pioneering work, The Labor Movement in
America (1886) is illuminating in its portrayal of the impression the Knights of Labor made
at the time of its greatest strength upon an observant young American economist. The
Labor Movement, The Problem of Today, edited by George E. McNeill (with a group of
associate editors including such diverse persons as Terence V. Powderly, Dr. Edmund J.
James of the University of Pennsylvania, P. J. McGuire of the Carpenters’ Union, Henry
George, the Rev. R. Heber Newton of New York, and John J. O’Neill of Missouri) and
published in 1887, is a contemporary publication by labor leaders and organized labor’s
friends that is well worth consulting for the light it throws upon the broadly social and
humanitarian objectives of the Order of the Knights of Labor. These, however, are only a
few of the many tracts and books dealing with the Knights.

4 The Order, able to avoid notice because it was a secret organization, benefited from
the misfortunes the depressions of the 1870’s inflicted upon the trade unions. As the open
unions disintegrated, many of their members affiliated with the Knights.
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national organization in time for the upturn of business, and with the
dropping of its secrecy numerous workers theretofore skeptical or dis-
trustful of the organization found no reason for not affiliating with it.

For a time the new assemblies, or local units, that were established
had a trade basis, but as the idea of labor or plain-people solidarity began
to express itself more strongly, a greater number of the local units began
to be mixed in character, including persons of different trades or (with
exceptions mentioned later) gainful occupations, of both sexes, and
irrespective of race or color. By the beginning of the second decade
of its existence the Knights was, theoretically and to a certain extent in
practice, a hierarchy contemplating the welding together of all the labor
forces of the nation. At the head was the General Assembly, given by
the constitution “full and final jurisdiction in all matters pertaining to
local and district assemblies”’; then came the district assemblies, which
possessed power within their districts “to decide all appeals and settle
all controversies within or between local assemblies”; and finally there
were the local assemblies, to which workers belonged as individuals. In
practice, however, this high degree of centralization frequently was lack-
ing, the local and district assemblies disregarding more than once the
decisions of the General Assembly and its officers. Although the number
of “mixed’ assemblies increased after the organization was established
on a national basis, with a new constitution, in 1878, the majority of the
local assemblies appear always to have been trade and industrial units.?
Often the Order accepted local craft unions without a change in their
structure, and a number of the national craft unions were admitted as
district assemblies, gencrally under the name of “trade districts.” In
consequence of this practice, the national unions were able to maintain
their structure and existence intact and at the same time to become
integral parts of this all-embracing labor, plain-people organization.

It can be seen that by the early 1880’s the Knights of Labor—in
accordance with the hope and expectation of the founders—had ceased
to be primarily a trade society, and the evolution in structure was of
course a consequence of evolution in functional character. The aim of

1 The secret “vow” had been contributed by Uriah Stephens, the founder of the Order.
When Powderly became General Master Workman in 1879 he insisted that the vow be
replaced by a promise and undertook to prove to Cardinal Gibbons, who had been opposed
to an Order that was not only secret but also was believed to harbor socialistic purposes,
that there was nothing socialistic about the Knights. Cardinal Gibbons in turn persuaded
the Vatican to this effect, and Catholics felt free to join the Order.

2 On Jan. 1, 1882, the Knights of Labor included 484 local assemblies, and only 116 were
mixed locals. Four years later, when the Knights of Labor reached its peak in membership
and in strength—and included by far the largest number of workers who had ever been
affiliated with an American labor organization—there were 1,499 local assemblies, of which
836 were trade locals and the rest were mixed. Edward Berman, in Stein, Davis, and
Others, Labor Problems in America, p. 155.
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the Order and of the leaders of the mixed assemblies was, in spite of the
trade-union character of most of the local and some of the district assem-
blies, to weld the labor movement into a single disciplined army, subject
to orders from a central office, rather than to promote the interests of
the craft unions; and this aim inevitably led both to catholicity of mem-
bership and to a broadly political and uplift program. Although three-
fourths of the members of each assembly were required to be wage-earners,
all gainfully employed persons except lawyers, bankers, professional
gamblers or stockbrokers, saloonkeepers, and (prior to 1881) physicians
were eligible to membership. To such an organization the unskilled
workers flocked in hordes, joined by many of the economically submerged
of the self-employed,! and for a time membership increased almost beyond
the expectations of the most optimistic. There was, however, little
stability in personnel; many came, some remained only a little while and
then lost interest, and the whole was, in the words of Professor Commons,
“more nearly a procession than an organization, so rapidly did the
membership change.”? But the years of its spectacular rise were years
that have properly been characterized? as those of ‘“the great upheaval,”
and the Knights of Labor became the most important labor organization
that had yet developed on American soil.

Various factors contributed to the remarkable growth of the Order.
The abolition of secrecy and the completion of national organization in
1878 synchronized, as has already been said, with the beginning of an
upward trend of business. During the years from 1879 to 1882, to be
sure, the labor movement was typical of any period of rising prices; it was
confined in large part to the skilled, it did not press aggressively for class
solidarity, and it was predominately trade-union rather than political
and uplift in color and purpose. Nevertheless, the Order as it had been
reconstituted merely awaited conditions that in 1885 and 1886 were
literally to hurl people—skilled and unskilled workers alike—into its local
assemblies. Depression again overtook the nation’s economy in 1884—
1885, the trade unions were defeated in their strikes against wage reduc-

1 Throughout its history, there was a major division within the Knights between the
East and the West, in spite of the basic assumption of harmony of interest among all the
“real producers” of the nation. The farmers and the small-town elements of the West were
on the whole more politically minded than were the trade unionists of the East, then turn-
ing their attention—partly as a result of the already discussed socialistic influences—
toward purely economic organization of labor. Within the city assemblies, also, there was
more or less constant cleavage. In New York City the two groups that struggled for
ascendency were the Irish-American politicians in the district organization and the various
socialist cliques. For details, see N. Ware, The Labor Movement, 1865-1897.

2 In History of Labor in the United States, vol. 1, p. 18.

$By S. Perlman (History of Trade Unionism . . .", pp. 80-90), by J. B. Andrews in
Commons and Associates, op. cit., vol. 2, pp. 856-895, and various other labor historians.
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tions,! unemployment became widespread, and trade-union members
manifested a disposition to turn from the empty larder of business unionism
to the attractive menu of an uplift association. Protests against political
corruption and concentration of property ownership also stimulated the
growth of an organization permeated with reform idealism. In 1886
economically submerged social classes of the country were electrified
by a political campaign in New York City, where Henry George was
almost elected mayor (just possibly was elected, but counted out in the
tabulation of votes) upon a platform not altogether different in its
broader philosophical basis from that of the Knights of Labor.? Radical
sentiment, nurtured in the economic conditions of the mid-1880’s, induced
men to affiliate with a movement whose program seemed to promise a
kindlier and more equitable social system. The Haymarket riot of
May 4, 1886,3 a consequence of the eight-hour movement, aroused public

1 For details concerning these strikes, see S. Perlman, ibid., pp. 82-84, and Commons
and Associates, o0p. cit., vol. 2, pp. 856-386, and N. Ware, The Labor Movement, 1865-1897.

2 Henry George was the candidate of the United Labor Party of New York City, an
admixture of liberals, reformers, trade unionists, Knights of Labor, socialists, and single-
taxers. Abram S. Hewitt, the Democratic organization candidate, polled 90,000 votes, and
Henry George 68,000. The third candidate, who received the vote of 60,000, was a young
“good-government” reformer named Theodore Roosevelt. For accounts of this cam-
paign, see Henry George, Jr., Life of Henry George, Louis Post, Henry George, The Prophet of
San Francisco, and S. Perlman in Commons and Associates, op. cit., pp. 450-454. Dr.
Perlman concluded that ““there is sufficient ground for the belief that George was counted
out by thousands of votes.”

3In 1884 the Federation of Organized Trades and Labor Unions, formed three years
earlier (¢f. infra, p. 72), resolved to initiate eight hours as the legal workday on May 1,
1886. The movement was endorsed by the anarchistic International Working Peoples’
Association, popularly known as the Black International. Powderly, head of the Knights
of Labor, opposed participation in the May 1 demonstrations, but many of the members and
local officers of the Knights were eager to demonstrate for the shorter workday. May 1 for
the most part passed peacefully, but on May 8 August Spies, one of the revolutionists sup-
porting the May 1 demonstrations, addressed a group of workers near the plant of the
McCormick Harvester Co., in Chicago, where a strike had been in progress since early in
the year. Some of the striking McCormick employees attacked strikebreakers leaving the
factory; police were called; and in the resulting riot one person was killed. The radical
leaders (chiefly those affiliated with the Black International) called a meeting the following
night (May 4) in Haymarket Square to protest against “police brutality.” The number
attending the meeting did not exceed 1,300, and when rain began to fall the crowd dwindled
to about one-fourth of the number originally assembled. Testimony at the time and sub-
sequent research have established that the speeches made by the members of the Black
International were less provocative than many they had given before in Chicago. Mayor
Carter Harrison observed the meeting in person, concluded that there was no danger of
physical violence, and departed. Just as Samuel Fielden, one of the social revolutionists,
was on the point of closing his speech, police appeared and ordered dispersion of the meeting.
Then a bomb, hurled by an unknown person at the first rank of the police, exploded. The
police reformed their ranks and began to fire; the crowd fled. One policeman was killed
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antagonism to the Knights and to the labor movement generally, but
the following trial and execution of four radical leaders—believed by
many to be “labor martyrs”—inculcated a frame of mind not entirely
irrelevant to the “great upheaval,” and accordingly to growth of the
Knights of Labor. Aggressive efforts on the part of the national officers
were another factor stimulating the expansion of the Order. Lecturers
and recruiters were sent throughout the country, bringing to thousands
its doctrines and its promises. The unskilled found the warm welcome
accorded them by the Knights in marked contrast to the frigidity of the
trade unions. Perhaps most important of all, however, was the success
—a trifle ironical, in view of its deep-rooted antipathy toward industrial
strife—of the Order in conducting strikes. During 1885 and 1886
ordinary strikes over wages and hours, sympathetic strikes, and boycotts!

during the encounter, six died of their wounds, and possibly a hundred persons were injured.
Public opinion at once placed the blame for the bombing upon the “anarchists” affiliated
with the Black International. Upon a theory of conspiracy advanced in the court of
Judge Joseph E. Gary, eight of them were found guilty of murder, and four—August Spies,
Albert Parsons, Adolph Fischer, and George Engle—were executed on Nov. 11, 1887. Six
years later John Peter Altgeld, governor of Illinois, defied still-hysterical public opinion by
pardoning the three convicted men who were then in prison (another, sentenced to be
hanged, had committed suicide in his cell), and issued a statement concerning the conduct
of the trial by Judge Gary that remains one of the most damning—and convincing—
characterizations of judicial partiality in American history. The identity of the bomb
thrower has never been learned, and almost certainly it now never will be learned; but all
the evidence that has come to light in the years since the 1880’s exculpates the accused
from any direct responsibility for the crime. The case became a cause célébre during the
years immediately following 1886. Labor organizations in Europe as well as in the United
States protested against the executions, and the four * Chicago anarchists” became revolu-
tionary labor’s symbol of martyrdom. The affair had other consequences. The middle-
class hysteria that gripped the country convinced the trade-union leaders of the danger
inherent in identification of their movement with the more extreme forms of radicalism and
was probably a factor of no little importance in shunting the federated trade unionism that
succeeded the Knights of Labor into a position of conservatism with respect to property
rights. Mr. Gompers always said that the eight-hour movement was set back at least ten
years by the Haymarket bomb. The most detailed and careful investigation of the Hay-
market incident is that of Henry David, who has told the story in The History of the Hay-
market Affair (Farrar & Rinchart, Inc., New York, 1936), a book to which this footnote
is indebted for the factual material presented. In the Commons and Associates History,
the details of the tragedy and an appraisal of its significance in the history of the American
labor movement are presented by Selig Perlman, vol. 2, pp. 886-895. Louis Adamic’s
Dynamite, The Story of Class Violence in America and Robert Hunter’s Violence and the
Labor Movement also set forth the essential facts, and C. O. Johnson’s Carter Harrison I,
A Study in Political Leadership gives the Chicago setting at the time as well as circum-
stantial evidence that there was no danger of physical violence at the time Mayor Harrison
left the meeting shortly before the—never fully explained—arrival of police and the throw-
ing of the bomb. .

1 In 1885 the number of boycotts was nearly seven times as large as it had been in 1884.
Nearly all of these boycotts either originated with, or else were taken up by, the Knights of
Labor (S. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . ., p. 85).
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became increasingly common. National officers of the Knights of Labor
generally, it is true, tried to avoid these strikes, but they found them-
selves unable to do so; and it is likely that in the turmoil of industrial
warfare the educational and humanitarian objectives tended to recede
into the background, even in the minds of idealistic leaders with anti-
strike predilections. Sometimes the Knights gave the impression of
having won victories for striking workers that the trade unions were
unable to achieve, and, in more cases than one, the workers joined the
Order after they already had struck; but some of its victories—achieved
in spite of the inadaptability to strike prosecution of an organization
composed of mixed assemblies—were substantial and spectacular. They
galvanized the labor movement into militant action. When Jay Gould,
perhaps the most powerful capitalist in the United States, was forced to
recognize the Order as a power equal to himself,’ there was literally a
stampede to organize under the banner of the Knights of Labor.

As a result of all these influences and conditions, the membership of
the Knights increased by approximately 600,000 within one year, while
the trade unions likewise experienced substantial gains. In 1879 only
20,151 workers were affiliated with the Knights, and four years later the
estimated membership was 51,914.2 The summer of 1885 found the
organization possessed of a paid-up membership of 104,000; then, during

10n Feb. 27 and Mar. 9, 1885, strikes against wage reductions occurred on two of the
Gould railways, the Wabash and the Missouri, Kansas, and Texas. The men on the third
Gould road, the Missouri Pacific, joined those of the other two at all points where the lines
touched. The wage reductions had applied to the shopmen, but the locomotive engineers,
firemen, brakemen, and conductors supported the strikers. The strike was won; wage
rates were restored and the strikers were reinstated. Six months later, however, a second
strike occurred—one that resulted in probably the most publicized victory in the history of
the Knights of Labor. The Wabash, then in the hands of a receiver, reduced the force in
the shops at Moberly, Mo., to a point that virtually constituted a lockout of members of
the Knights of Labor in violation of the settlement of the preceding strike. The General
Executive Board of the Knights declared a boycott on Wabash rolling stock—an order that
would have affected over 20,000 miles of railway. Jay Gould (who was then engaged in
stock manipulations and wanted to maintain the price of Wabash stock) capitulated. Ata
conference of the Executive Board of the Knights and the managers of the Missouri Pacific
and the Wabash railroads, he threw his influence in favor of making concessions to the men.
The receiver of the Wabash road, under pressure from Mr. Gould, issued an order conceding
all the demands of the Knights: discharge of all new men hired in Wabash shops since the
beginning of the lockout, reinstatement of all discharged men, and assurance that no dis-
crimination against the members of the Order would be made in the future. Mr. Gould
also assured the Knights that he believed in labor organization and arbitration, that he
wanted the employees to come to him directly in all difficulties, and that in the future he
“would always endeavor to do what was right.” From details presented by S. Perlman,
tbid., pp. 86—88, and in Commons and Associates, op. cif., vol. 1, pp. 362-874.

2 Estimated membership for each of the years 18791883 inclusive was: 1879, 20,151;
1880, 28,136; 1881, 19,422; 1882, 42,417; 1883, 51,914. S. Perlman, History of Trade
Unionism . . . , pp. 82-83.
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the following fourteen months, it increased to perhaps more than 700,000.*
The trade unions that same year (1886) included at least 250,000 mem-
bers.2 The “great upheaval” had reached its peak, and this upheaval
“meant more than the mere quickening of the pace of the movement
begun in previous years and decades. . . . It signalled the appearance
on the scene of a new class which had not hitherto found a place in the
labor movement, namely the unskilled. . . . This movement, rising as
an elemental protest against oppression and degradation, could be but
feebly restrained by any considerations of expediency and prudence; nor,
of course, could it be restrained by any lessons from experience.”’?

The functional character of the Knights of Labor—the purposes, the
social and economic assumptions and theories, the remedial policies and
methods—has necessarily been touched upon in the preceding paragraphs,
but more particularity is called for at this point. When the Order was
established, as has been said, the purpose was broadly reformist, the
methods contemplated educational rather than militant, even though
during the early years the organization functioned chiefly as a trade
society and during the years 1884—1886 it became increasingly aggressive
and militant. ‘““Education” meant, it is true, different things to different
leaders, but to Powderly and his followers, at least, it connoted planning
and propaganda for an economic system in which self-employment and
ownership of small parcels of property by the great mass of the producers
would supplant the wage system.# Reliance upon educational methods,
in turn, dictated deprecation of strikes. ‘‘Strikes should be avoided

1 The books of the Order showed 702,824 members in 1886, although some officials
claimed a membership of more than 780,000. Terence V. Powderly in his Thirty Years of
Labor, p. 641, on the other hand, says that membership never rose above 600,000. Cf. also
the Powderly memoirs published in 1940, The Path I Trod. The constantly changing com-
position, and hence the inevitability that at any one time large numbers would be included
who had really dropped out, is chiefly responsible for the wide variation in the estimates of
membership in 1886, the year when the order attained its greatest strength.

2 All of these 250,000 cannot, of course, be added to the same 700,000 Knights to obtain
a figure of total union membership in 1886, since some of the union members were also
included within the Knights of Labor total, either because trade-union locals were accepted
as local assemblies or because the national trade unions were given the status of “district
trade assemblies” of the Knights of Labor.

88, Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . . , p. 80.

4To Uriah Stephens, founder of the Order, the word “education” probably did not
denote peaceful means of attaining such far-reaching ends as those contemplated when the
constitution of 1878 was adopted and Powderly became General Master Workman; rather
the term denoted a vague kind of semireligious humanitarianism. Cf. Powderly’s Thirty
Years of Labor and The Path I Trod and N. Ware’s The Labor Movement, 1865-1897. As
Professor Perlman (History of Trade Unionism, p. 71) has characterized the purposes
and attitudes of Powderly: “ Powderly bore unmistakeably the stamp of this sort of idealism
throughout all the time when he was the foremost labor leader in the country [the idealism
set forth in the Preamble of the Order, as summarized later in this paragraph]. Unlike
Samuel Gompers . . . he was foreign to that spirit of combative unionism which accepts
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whenever possible,” the constitution declared. ‘‘Strikes at best only
afford temporary relief, and members should be educated to depend upon
thorough organization, cooperation, and political action, and through
these the abolishment of the wage system. Our mission cannot be accom-
plished in a day or a generation. Agitation, education, and organization
are all necessary.” And when establishing an assistance fund for district
and local assemblies, the General Assembly was careful to guard against
the use of money for strike purposes. “We declare that strikes are
deplorable in their effect and contrary to the best interests of the Order.”
Instead, the Order looked—in spite of its involvement in the strikes which
it deprecated—toward propaganda politics, legislative action, land
reform, producers’ cooperation,® and those weapons which were aimed
at the “money power” and the corporations, at a concentration of wealth
ownership that “unless checked” would “inevitably lead to the pauperi-
sation and hopeless degradation of the toiling masses,” at inequality of
economic opportunity.

The Preamble adopted in 1878 in place of the former secret ritual,
setting forth the cardinal ““First Principles,” and the reiteration of these
in the 1884 platform are worthy of paraphragse: direct representation and
legislation, the initiative and referendum, establishment of bureaus of
labor statistics, taxation of unearned increment in land, abrogation of all
legislation not resting equally upon employers and employees, laws to
further health and safety and to prevent accidents and occupational
diseases, laws to compel corporations to pay their workers weekly,
abolition of the contract system on public works, compulsory arbitration
and enforcement of the decisions, prohibition of the employment of
children less than fifteen years of age, compulsory schooling and free
textbooks, income and inheritance taxes, prohibition of the hiring out of
convict labor, retention of the greenbacks as a permanent part of the
nation’s circulating media, free coinage of silver at the ratio of sixteen

the wage system but concentrates on a struggle to wrest concessions from the employers.
Even when circumstances which were largely beyond his control made Powderly a strike
leader on a huge scale, his heart lay elsewhere—in circumventing the wage system by
opening to the worker an escape into self-employment through cooperation.”

1 Producers’ cooperation of course appealed strongly to workers whose yearnings for
self-employment and ownership of property were so strong, and the Knights instituted
cooperative experiments more extensive than those of the National Labor Union period.
Also, the work was carried on by the Order as a whole, not by the scattered initiative of
national and local unions. The plan was to start an organization of consumers, somewhat
along Rochdale lines, these consumers being the members of the Order; but it differed from
the English model in that consumers’ cooperation did not have as its primary object the
reduction of costs in distribution and saving of money for consumers but was intended
primarily to create a market for the products of the producers’ cooperatives. Consumers’
cooperation, in other words, was to be merely a steppingstone to producers’ cooperation, or
self-employment.
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to one, government ownership of the railroads and telegraph systems, a
merit basis of appointment and promotion in the government service, a
cooperative industrial system, the eight-hour day, and equal rights
(including equal pay for equal work) for both sexes. For reforms such
as these the Knights endeavored to bring the whole of the producing
masses within its all-inclusive organization, engaged incessantly in
propagandist and educational work, lobbied at Washington and the state
capitols, and aligned itself with the Greenback and Populist parties, and
then with the Bryan Democrats in 1896 and 1900.

A generalization as to the character of these objectives may be made,
even if doing so involves some repetition. The Knights was clearly
proceeding upon the assumption that no fundamental disharmony of
interest obtained between employers and workers as such and that the
interests of all workers were basically the same. The real conflict was
between the producing and the nonproducing classes. Only on these
assumptions could the deprecation of strikes, the emphasis upon educa-
tional and political methods, and the ignoring of the separate trade
interests be regarded as consistent. It was a plain-people crusade,
based upon the premise of an abundance of opportunity to be shared
among all workers of hand and brain; the mission of the producing classes
was to regain for themselves, and to protect, this opportunity.

These broadly reformist objectives and the all-embracing structural
character soon brought the Order into conflict with the trade unions,
even as workers were turning by the thousands to it. For a while, to be
sure, it looked as if an amicable adjustment might be made.! Thousands
of the trade unionists were attracted by the idealism of spirit and purpose
motivating the Knights, and the latter in turn had found the aid of the
skilled workers essential for victory in many of the strikes that had been
precipitated by the unskilled and semiskilled workers.2 But the plain-
people objectives of the Order sometimes required subordination of the
immediate interests of those seeking better control of their jobs, and its
structural arrangements prevented exercise of group pressure where
such pressure could most effectively be exercised.! The monetary
proposals, having their immediate inception, to no inconsiderable extent,
in the financial difficulties of the cooperatives and their rationale in the
thesis that many of the evils of contemporary society sprang from the
fact that credit went to privileged middlemen rather than to individual
producers or groups of producers, brought subordination of the wage-
earner point of view to that of the debtor agrarian classes. Likewise

1 The facts about the negotiations between the Knights and the trade unions and the
final break are sketched infra, pp. 73, 74-75.

2 Cf. L. Lorwin, The American Federation of Labor, pp. 17-18.

3 The reasons for this structural inadaptability are discussed in some detail infra, pp.
69, 74-75.
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the political crusades distracted attention from immediate improvement
of working. conditions of skilled workers. Producers’ cooperation bore
much the same fruits that it had borne during earlier periods: competition
for the interest, enthusiasm, and financial resources of the labor organi-
zations, antagonism between the small group of cooperators and the mass
of the workers who remained in private employment, and ultimate
failure.!

The growing indifference of the trade unions toward the Knights of
Labor, even while the latter was steadily becoming more powerful, was
not, however, so much a result of the Order’s interest in intellectual,
social, and political improvement as of its ineffectiveness as a trade union
device. It must be remembered that while on the one side the Knights
was an idealistic movement, it always tried to maintain control over
collective bargaining. Moreover, it is possible to overstate the differences
between the Knights of Labor and the federated organization of trade
unions that had appeared on the industrial horizon in 1881.2 While in
theory, and to a considerable extent in practice, the Knights stood
opposed to the principle that the primary unit of organization should be a
local composed of artisans following a single vocation, most of the local
assemblies were composed exclusively of workers in a single trade.? On
the other hand, the organizers of the Federation of Organized Trades
and Labor Unions (after 1886 the American Federation of Labor) fre-
quently found it necessary to assimilate into one local union workers of
miscellaneous crafts—‘federal labor unions.”” Nevertheless, the sum-
total effect of the concurrent presence of the trade unions and the Knights
of Labor was to create dual authority and divided loyalty on the part
of individual members, and to tempt those skilled workers who were
wedded much more strongly to their unions than to the Order to abandon
the least effective protector of immediate job interests. In spite of the
success in winning victories over employers during the days of the great
upheaval, the centralized character of the organization and the mixture
in some local assemblies of workers of miscellaneous trades were impedi-
ments to effective concentration of economic strength where it was most
needed that neither spectacular short-run success nor moralizing about
the ultimate viciousness of strikes could obliterate.

1The story of, and reasons for, this failure are recorded by S. Perlman, History of Trade
Untonism in the United States, pp. 125-129, and in Commons and Associates, History of
Labor in the United States, vol. 1, pp. 430-439.

2 The Federation of Organized Trades and Labor Unions, formed in Pittsburgh in 1881.
Cf. infra, pp. 72-78.

3 Also, it will be remembered, some of the national unions were admitted to the Knights
as district assemblies. In addition, some of the influential trade-union leaders, like Adolph
Strasser, P. J. McGuire, Frank K. Foster, and Samuel Gompers, were members of the
Order.
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Trade unionists accordingly began to abandon the Order; and by 1887
the great upheaval of the unskilled and semiskilled had subsided. After
that year the Knights for the most part lost its hold upon the wage-
conscious and largely foreign population of the great cities and became
predominantly an organization of country folk, of mechanics in the
smaller towns, and of small merchants and farmers. Membership in
good standing had fallen to 222,000 by midsummer of 1888, to a claimed
100,000 in 1890, and to 75,000 in 1893. By 1890 the American Federa-
tion of Labor had the allegiance of the majority of the national trade
unions, and by the turn of the century the Knights had become only a
shadow of its former self. The causes of its decline should be discussed
in a little more detail, for they are of profound significance in an inter-
pretation of the bent taken by the American labor movement.

Factors of a more or less immediate ¢ - d circumstantial character, such
as the unsuccessful outcome of the strikes in which the Order became
engaged after 1886, internal dissension, the opposition of employers,
churches, and the judiciary, and the failure of the cooperative efforts,
of course contributed to the rapid decline in membership and influence
of the Knights, but for the most part these immediate and circumstantial
causes were merely symptomatic of more fundamental factors. The more
basic causes are to be found in the inadaptability of its structure to the
economic needs of the workers, in the fallacy of some of the assumptions
adopted, and in the failure to take into account some highly significant
characteristics of the American community and of American working-
class psychology.

The structural arrangements of the Order were in large part, of
course, a consequence of its basic assumptions. Proceeding upon the
notion of a harmony of interests among all workers of hand and brain,
and minimizing or ignoring the ever-present conflict over division of the
value product of industry between employers and employees, the Knights
built its centralized heirarchy and its system of mixed local and district
units, and thus invited difficulties with the trade unions. As a matter of
fact, the skilled craftsmen sometimes found their affiliation with the Order
a positive handicap, since immediate self-interest often dictated restrict-
ions of numbers through apprenticeship rules and other devices and the
pressing of an advantage that reacted detrimentally to the unskilled.
Nor did these unskilled find the mixed assemblies permanently congenial.
Immigrants in large part, they had come to the land where—they had
been told—opportunity and individual enterprise abounded; and the
shock of their first contact with the American industrialism of the
1880’s, of their discovery of its autocratic systems of management and
its ugly harshness, resulted in the “great upheaval” of 1884-1886. But
after the first violent reaction, expressing itself in the organization move-
ment of these two years, they tended to abandon the Order, some because
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they sought channels of life that would lead to individual gain, others
merely because they sensed the indifference of the skilled to their needs
and problems. There could, in any event, be little unity of purpose,
except when uplift legislation was being approved or magnificently
platitudinous resolutions were being passed, within mixed assemblies.
Trade or craft consciousness was increasing among the workers but there
was not enough strictly wage-earning class consciousness to make possible
the organization of the entire wage-earning population into a mixed
industrial assembly. The heterogeneity of the Order became greater—
and the inadaptability of the structure in the meeting of practical, every-
day problems on the economic front accordingly became more apparent—
when the organization spread to the agricultural regions, and its mem-
bership became diluted with farmers, shopkeepers, and small employers—
groups possessed of little interest in the problems that were agitating the
urban wage earners. The Knights, however, proceeded upon the assump-
tion, and built up a structure compatible with the assumption, that
organization could be successful and permanent when inclusive of both
wage earners and other members of the “productive classes.” This
mistake about the class cohesiveness of the employed, and of the eco-
nomically underprivileged self-employed, masses was one of the greatest
mistakes made by the Knights, and the judgment of the socialists,
who were turning their attention to the trade unions, was on this point
superior. The leaders of the Order never quite sensed the fact that those
individualistic traits with which their philosophy harmonized so well
inhibited fighting solidarity except where the workers were held together
by the common purpose of protecting and extending job opportunity.
Nor did the Knights take sufficient cognizance of two characteristics
of the American community: the limitations placed by the governmental
structure upon labor’s successful exercise of the political weapon and the
property-mindedness of the powerful middle class. In spite of the fact
that “‘education”—a vague and blessed word, meaning different things
to different leaders—and not politics was originally contemplated as the
foremost means of achieving the idealistic and humanitarian objectives,
the Knights more and more found itself drawn into the whirlpool of
politics. Subordination of the purposes and objectives of wage earners
to the broad vistas of social reform promised through political action, as
well as practical demonstration of the difficulties of purely wage-earner
political action, were the consequence; and those workers with a narrow
but substantial job interest to protect became more and more enamored
of the idea of purely economic organization of labor. Failure to take
into account the property-mindedness of public opinion (which meant,
in large part, middle-class opinion) likewise contributed to the decline
of the Order. An age that considered John Hay’s The Breadwinners a
daring bit of economic radicalism, and that denounced as an anarchist
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the Governor of Illinois who possessed the courage to pardon men
wrongly convicted of responsibility for the Haymarket riots, was not
ready to tolerate the encroachments upon vested interests contemplated
by the Knights’ political and social program. The situation was, it is
true, a trifle anomalous. The period was one of prevailing discontent,
a condition that itself rendered attractive the Order’s program; even
though the ultimate objective, to be achieved through peaceful and
nonrevolutionary means, was nothing short of abolition of the wage
system, no movement along the German socialistic route toward abolition
of the institution of private property was included in the plans for a better
social order;! and, indeed, the rank and file of the membership tended to
revere private property and fervidly hoped to get some of it. The
evangelical zeal of the leaders and the religious humanitarianism of their
appeal brought, for a time, also, a considerable amount of middle-class
support, and middle-class people were affiliated with the organization.
The essential fact, however, is that the Knights’ program for bringing
to the masses the benefits of the wealth of the nation encroached upon
the interests of dominant property groups and made them determined
that their grip on what they possessed should not be weakened. The
socialists in the trade unions, unlike many of the Knights, had no par-
ticular reverence for the institution of private property, but they had
great reverence for practical facts, and they therefore evolved a program
of worker control of jobs that was in important respects less alarming
to the more influential groups in American social and economic life.

ApvENT OoF THE ERA OF FEDERATED Trape UnioNs

Even before the years that marked the sudden growth of the Order
of the Knights of Labor, the trade unions had, for reasons already men-
tioned, manifested a disposition to draw away from the weaker elements
of unskilled and semiskilled workers and to concentrate their efforts
upon the building up of organizations, coextensive with trade competitive
areas, that would be strong enough to win recognition from employers,
establish collective bargaining and stable trade agreements, and retain
their memberships during periods of depression. Expressive of this
disposition was the formation, in November, 1881, of the Federation of
Organized Trades and Labor Unions of the United States and Canada,
the forerunner of the American Federation of Labor.2 Between 1881 and

1 0f course, socialists affiliated with the Order and tried to get control of it. Assembly
No. 49 (the New York City assembly) was in particular the scene of conflict between
socialists and others. The story of the attempt of Daniel DeLeon and the Socialist-Labor
Party to seize control of Assembly No. 49 is told in the following chapter (infra, pp. 107-
118). Butfundamentally, as has been said or implied more than once in the preceding pages,
the Knights envisaged as the route to abolition of the wage system self-employment and
ownership of small parcels of property, not an attack on the institution of private property.

% Cf. L. Lorwin, op. cit., pp. 17-21.
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1886, as the Knights grew in numbers and power, the growth of the Feder-
ation was moderate, some years witnessing losses rather than gains;! and
efforts to work out a modus vivendi between the two organizations were
pushed aggressively by its leaders. By 1885, however, relations between
the Knights and the craft unions (both those that were included within
the Federation and those that were not) had become increasingly strained,
and the events of 1886 widened the rift.2 When a proposed “treaty,”
under the terms of which the Knights would have ceased organizing
trades in which there were unions without the consent of the latter, dis-
banded their trade assemblies, and refrained from interfering in strikes
or issuing labels in competition with the unions,® was rejected by the
Order,* a trade-union committee of five® issued a call to all tradeunions

1 Within a year following the Pittsburgh convention of 1881, the Federation had
dwindled to such an extent that it had become an insignificant body. Samuel Gompers,
who assumed chairmanship of the Legislative Committee of the Federation in 1883, was
constantly active in its behalf, but the Federation made little progress. Its annual income
between 1882 and 1885 varied between $400 to $725. Ibud., p. 17.

2 For & time it looked as if an amicable settlement might be reached. Events of
1885 and 1866, however, rendered less probable the reaching of any compromise
satisfactory to both the trade unions and the Knights. With the rapid growth of
the Order, the unions lost in both numbers and cohesion, and the Knights—intoxicated
a bit, perhaps, by their success in strikes, boycotts, and collective bargaining—were
becoming more certain that the unions could be forced into the Order, even against
their will. Activities of the socialists, who tried to control both the Order and the
trade unions, intensified the friction. The rift was accentuated by the eight-hour
movement of the mid-1880’s. The Knights opposed the resolution of the Federation
of Organized Trades and Labor Unions that labor strike for the eight-hour day on
May 1, 1886 (¢f. supra, p. 68), in spite of the favor with which the project was
regarded by some of the local assemblies and by many of the individual members of
the Order. While the agitation for the eight-hour day was increasing, five trade-union
officials (P. J. McGuire, Adolph Strasser, W. H. Foster, and two others) issued a circular
calling attention to the damage done the trade unions by a “malicious” element within
the Knights of Labor, and summoning the unions to send delegates to a convention in
Philadelphia on May 18, 1886, for the purpose of considering the situation. The delegates
attending declared—in language savoring of the influence of the International Working-
men’s Association upon trade-union ideology—that the craft unions had a “historical
basis” and “ were best qualified to regulate their own internal concerns” (L. Lorwin, op. cit.,
p. 20). But they still professed faith in “the solidarity of all labor interests,” and
appointed a committee of five to draft the “treaty” referred to above. For fuller details,
see L. Lorwin, ibid., pp. 18-21.

3 Patently the effect of this agreement would have been to deprive the Order of its
industrial features and to make it a subsidiary of the unions.

4 The rejection took place at the General Assembly of the Knights (then at the height
of its power, with perhaps 700,000 members), which convened in Richmond, Va., on Oct. 4,
1886. The Knights added insult to injury by admitting to membership the Progressive
Cigarmakers’ Union, a rival of the established Cigarmakers’ Union, and expelling all
cigar makers affiliated with the latter. L. Lorwin, bid., p. 21.

5 The same committee that had issued the call for the Philadelphia convention of May
18, 1886.
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of the United States to send representatives to a convention in Columbus,
Ohio, on Dec. 8, 1886, for the purpose of drawing “the bonds of unity
much closer together between all trades unions of America” by means of
“an American federation or alliance of all national and international
trades unions.” The convention acted in accordance with the purpose
set forth in the summons. At the same time, the Federation of Organized
Trades and Labor Unions of the United States and Canada met at
Columbus and decided to merge with the new Federation. Thus was
born the American Federation of Labor.!

Based upon national and international unions, and pledged to a
“strict recognition of the autonomy of each trade,” the Federation pro-
ceeded to tread the straight and narrow path of business unionism. It
lacked the idealistic and emotional appeal of the Knights, and for a time
after 1886 its progress was slow. Negotiations were, indeed, raised once
more with the Knights in 1888, but these negotiations, like those of 1886,
were merely demonstrative of the irreconcilability of the points of view
of the two organizations.? The Federation refused to recede from the
substance of its position that the interests of labor could be best advanced
through the mechanism of trade unions, that these unions should have
complete control over all trade matters, that dualism therefore could not

1 At its 1889 convention the American Federation of Labor decided to regard the Federa-
tion of Organized Trades and Labor Unions of the United States and Canada as an earlier
stage of its own history, and to date its origin from 1881; hence the “Founded in 1881
that appears on all the official publications of the Federation.

2 The Knights, in the 1888 negotiations, proposed mutual recognition of working cards
and labels, and mutual exclusion of suspended or expelled members, while the Federation
demanded that the Order revoke the charters of its trade districts and become a purely
benevolent, educational, and humanitarian society. Were the Knights thus reconstituted,
the Federation was perfectly willing to have all working people become members of the
Order. It insisted, however, that there must be only one jurisdiction in each trade or craft
and that the unions could not share control of trade matters with other organizations. It
is most apparent that each organization felt that its very existence depended upon the
capitulation of the other to its point of view. The Knights realized that if the Federation
did not recognize the mixed assemblies as bona fide locals, the members were not union men
and could not work with union men in closed shops; the Federation realized that to respect
the working card of the Knights would, as a practical matter, be to surrender the fight
for trade autonomy. The story of the negotiations between the Knights and the Federa-
tion has been traced by a number of writers. An excellent summary account is that of
William Kirk in Hollander and Barnett, Studies in American Trade Unionism, pp. 345-880.
L. Lorwin’s The American Federation of Labor, pp. 8-24, also presents a most excellent and
authoritative account. An account is also given in G. G. Groat’s Organized Labor in
America, pp. 73-99. Among other works to which reference may be made are Commons
and Associates, History of Labor in the United States, vol. 2, pp. 482495, N. Ware, The
Labor Movement, 18651897, pp. 187-198, and S. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism in
the United States, pp. 106-129. Mr. Gompers's My Sévenly Years of Life and Labor and
T. V. Powderly’s The Path I Trod should also be consulted by ene wishing to investigate
the matter in more detail.
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be tolerated, and that the national trade unions should become affiliated
with each other only in voluntary federation; the Knights could not con-
sider these proposals, the manifest consequence of which would have
been surrender of the Order’s industrial features. Each went its way—
the Federation to grow only slowly for a time, the Knights to continue
to decline rapidly.

By 1890 the fcderation of autonomous trade unions overshadowed
the Knights of Labor. But the advent of this new unionism signified
more than merely the supersession of a highly centralized organization
by a federation of autonomous trade unions. It marked a change in the
tactics and ultimate objectives of the labor movement, an abandonment
of the idea that all workers had the same economic interests, and a
departure from the old “producing classes” point of view. After
seventy-five years of oscillation between trade unionism and utopianism,
craft-consciousness and humanitarianism, job control and uplift of the
masses, the American manualists seemed to have made a choice. They
did not deny the abstract principle of a common labor cause, but they
had become convinced that the mechanism through which the interests
of all could best be promoted was the craft union, with as much voluntary
federation as was nccessary to protect craft interests and administer
those phases of labor’s program not coming easily within the scope of
autonomous trade bodies.
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In functional character, the unionism that slowly achieved predomi-
nance during the latter years of the nineteenth century, as the Knights
of Labor declined in numbers and influence, was no consistent or unitary
thing. On the contrary, its group interpretation and its program of
action stemmed from various sources, each of which contributed to the
composite whole: from practical lessons learned during a century of
oscillations between one set of objectives and another, from the socialist
concept of class conflict, from indigenously American antimonopoly and
uplift predispositions, from the disillusionment of many wage earners
with the all-embracing organizations into which these very predisposi-
tions had led them, from observation of the readiness of the American
community ferociously to resist encroachments upon the institution of
private property, from demonstration by skilled workers of the superior-
ity of economic methods and trade-union organization in the achievement
of immediate ends, from a group egotism born of the battles waged by
craftsmen on the economic front.

But diversified and antithetical in character though the sources of
this unionism were, its basic economic assumptions and convictions had
crystallized by the second half of the 1880’s; and during the years of
stabilization, between 1886 and 1897, these convictions—although chal-
lenged constantly by strong minorities within the movement—became
clearer and stronger. Brief recapitulation of these assumptions and a
reminder of their implications in union policies and methods are here in
point.

Primarily, the leaders of federated trade unionism were convinced,
reliance must be placed upon economic methods and trade organization.
The principle that economic power transcends all other kinds of power
found substantiation in the experience of the American workers as well
as in socialist theory, and the logical deduction from this principle was
the principle of economic methods; while decades of alliances between
the wage earners and other members of the “productive classes” had
engendered the conviction that the workers must have their own dis-
tinctive organization, that the fiction of harmony of economic interests
among all the “real producers” must be sternly rejected. Moreover,
organization for economic—not political, or uplift, or broadly humani-
tarian, or “educational ”—action must be spontaneous and voluntary.
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There was not enough class consciousness, there was too much identifica-
tion in interest and outlook with the propertied classes, on the part of the
American workers to permit successful and permanent organization save
when the urge to organize originated in their own consciousness of the
common or group character of their needs and problems. Nor was the
socialist concept of antagonism of interest between the workers and
the property owners employing them absent from the philosophy of the
unionism that is the concern of the present chapter. A fundamental
conflict of interest was inherent in capitalistic institutionalism,! but
this conflict need not assume a violent character; shorn of its more
extreme character, the socialist notion of class struggle became a demand
for mutual agreement about those matters on which the interests of
employers and workers clashed.

This trade-union creed carried with it concrete implications. Since
the great unifying element, the one common denominator, in the func-
tional type of unionism dominated by the American Federation of Labor
was control of the workers’ immediate economic opportunity—:.e., con-
trol of jobs—the “natural” unit of organization was that of men in the
same occupations, possessed of approximately the same skill and technical
knowledge and potential underbidders of each other in the absence of
collective selling of labor power. Such a unionism appealed mightily
to the skilled workers. ‘It embodied the idea of skill, craft solidarity,
monopolistic power, and protection against insecurity due either to
scarcity of jobs or to arbitrariness of employers. It promised quick
returns for limited obligations.”? Implicit also in the assumptions that
have been stated was the policy of stressing immediate improvements
rather than ultimate aims. The American worker, experience of many
years had demonstrated, was willing to subordinate his individualistic
urges to purely wage-earner solidarity only when immediate gains in the
matters of wages, hours, and working conditions, not the ultimate build-
ing of the structure of a new society within the shell of the old, was the
promise placed before him. Still another of the implications of the trade-

1The preamble of the conmstitution of the American Federation of Labor reads:
““Whereas, A struggle is going on in all the nations of the civilized world between the oppres-
sors and the oppressed of all countries, a struggle between the capitalist and the laborer,
which grows in intensity from year to year, and will work disastrous results to the toiling
millions if they are not combined for mutual protection and benefit;

“Tt, therefore, behooves the representatives of the Trade and Labor Unions of America,
in Convention assembled, to adopt such measures and disseminate such principles among
the mechanics and laborers of our country as will permanently unite them to secure the
recognition of rights to which they are justly entitled.

“We, therefore, declare ourselves in favor of the formation of a thorough Federation,
embracing every Trade and Labor Organization in America, organized under the Trade

Union system.”
2 Lewis Lorwin, The American Federation of Labor (Brookings Institution, Washington,
D. C., 1038), p. 53.
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union working creed was ruthless suppression of dualism. The internal
solidarity of labor groups being a thing of most fragile character—the
overshadowing problem of organized labor in America being, indeed, the
problem of how to stay organized—anything tending to undermine this
solidarity must be severely suppressed. Motivated by this opposition
to dual unionism, the American Federation of Labor insisted that only its
charter should give to an individual union its rights and privileges and
that the principle of strict trade autonomy should be religiously observed.
Nor could the unions too rapidly push on toward solidarity inclusive of
more than the craft group, for worker solidarity, as understood by the
leaders, was a ““solidarity with a quickly diminishing potency as one
passed from the craft group—which looks upon the jobs in a craft as its
common property for which it is ready to fight long and bitterly—to the
widening concentric circles of related fields, the industry, the American
Federation of Labor, and the world labor movement.”?

Specific techniques dictated by the economic assumptions of the kind
of unionism that superseded the Knights of Labor type were restrained
militancy; caution in resort to strikes and boycotts; centralized authority
within each union in order to enforce discipline, negotiate successfully
with employers, and carry out the terms of joint agreements; high dues
and large strike funds; sustained efforts to bring within the trade-union
fold the unorganized segments of different crafts or trades; and the
obtaining of public approval of unionism. Finally, thcre must be sought,
as a kind of ultimate end, written trade agreements. Some form of
trade agreement—the outcome of direct negotiation between employers
and workers, negotiation that constitutes the essence of “recognition”
of the union—has, indeed, almost necessarily to be the chief objective
of a unionism that accepts the institutional characteristics of a system of
quasi-competitive capitalism, rejects, at least for the immediate future,
the more fundamentalist versions of the Marxian conception of class
struggle and its concomitant belief in an inevitable cataclysm eventuating
in socialism, and tries merely to improve as much as possible the material
conditions of its members here and now.

FroMm THE 1890’s TO THE WORLD WAR

The decline in the membership and strength of American labor
organizations after the uphcaval that culminated in 1886 was reassuring
to men whose fears had been excited and dishcartening to men whose
hopes had been aroused; and to many of both groups there came the
conviction that organized labor could not occupy the place in American

1 Selig Perlman and Philip Taft in “Labor Movements,” vol. 4 of Commons and Asso-
ciates, History of Labor in the United States (The Macmillan Company, New York, 193¢,
pp. 8-8.
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economy that for a time it had seemed destined to occupy. Others, how-
ever, regarded the decline either as a temporary reaction or as demonstra-
tion that the unionism of the post-Civil War years was to be supplanted
by another species. ““A reaction appears to have set in,” wrote Professor
Ely of Johns Hopkins University, ‘“but a change will again come, and
the unions and various associations will once more report an increasing
membership. The progress of the labor movement may be compared
to the incoming tide. Each wave advances a little further than the
previous one; and he is the merest tyro in social science, and an ignoramus
in the history of his country, who imagines that a permanent decline has
overtaken organized labor, whatever his talents or acquisitions may be
in other respects.”* Likewise the lcaders of the trade unions were con-
fident that ultimately their kind of labor organization would demonstrate
renewed vitality and unquestionable survival capacity. They set about
the development of their techniques and the strengthening of their
organizations and a decade later were able to point to a “stabilization”
of the labor movement upon the solid foundations of trade unionism.
This decade of stabilization (1887-1897) was a crucial one, and it invites
brief examination.

The ‘“Stabilization” Years, 1887-1897.—Comparative economic tran-
quility characterized the years between 1887 and 1892, while the Knights
lost the greater part of their membership and the A. F. of L., patiently
plodding ahead, enjoyed some modest gains. Strikes of 1888 and 1889
failed to reach the proportions of those that had occurred a few years
earlier,? and a renewed eight-hour movement attained little success out-
side of the building trades.®? But new trade unions were being formed
each year. In the majority of cases, memberships were small and the

1 Richard T. Ely, The Labor Movement in America (1886), p. 90.

2 For details about the railroad and other strikes of these two years see S. Perlman in
History of Trade Unionism in the United States, pp. 130-131, and in vol. 2 of Commons and
Associates, Ilistory of Labor in the United States, pp. 498-501.

3The failure of the earlier eight-hour movement has been discussed in the preceding
chapter (supra, pp. 63-64). At the 1888 convention of the A. F. of L. a resolution that a
general demand for an eight-hour day should be made on May 1, 1890, was adopted. ~Chief
advocates of the resolution were the delegates of the Carpenters’ Union, which had experi-
enced rapid growth during the preceding two years and was the largest union affiliated with
the Federation. The strategy called first for a drive to obtain the eight-hour day for the
carpenters, then for a centering upon the coal miners. The carpenters achieved consider-
able success and claimed that they had won the eight-hour day in 187 cities, but the miners’
union was then in a weak position and not more than one-tenth of the miners were
organized. Little progress toward the shorter work period was made after the victories
achieved by the carpenters, and for a time the eight-hour movement came to an end.

4 Between 1886 and 1890 the following national unions, some of which later became
powerful labor organizations, were formed or reorganized: Maintenance of Way Employees,
Order of Railroad Telegraphers, Brotherhood of Lake Engineers, Bakers’ National Union,
National Union of Brewers of the United States (1888); Brotherhood of Painters and
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high dues and benefit features regarded as essentials in a solid trade-union
movement were lacking; but a few of the organizations emerged from
the 1880’s with centralized power and control over considerable sections
of their respective trades! and were able to lend indispensable aid to the
Federation in its work of unifying the scattered elements of organized
labor. The Federation itself, in 1892, was a loose association of some
forty nationals, of which twenty-five or thirty paid dues and sent dele-
gates to the annual conventions.? In the year ending October 81, 1892,
eight new national unions were chartered, and the total number of
charters issued to local unions, city centrals, and state federations in
thirty-two states was 277.%

Events of the second half of the decade 18871897 were of a character
challenging the progress of federated trade unionism, but the failure of
these events to shake the labor movement from the chosen groove of
“pure and simple” unionism, as like events had shaken it in the past,
constituted impressive evidence that the trade-union economic creed
and form of organization had secured the permanent allegiance of at
least a majority of America’s skilled workers. In the Homestead strike
of 1892, the Association of Iron and Steel Workers lost its control over
important segments of the industry,* and the labor movement as a whole
had brought home to it the power of the modern corporation. Then,
in 1893, financial panic, followed by a business depression that continued
for three years, challenged trade unionism and no doubt caused many

Decorators, Stone Cutters’ Union, Pattern Makers’ League, Order of Railway Conductors
(incorporated), American Brotherhood of Steamboat Pilots, Paving Cutters’ Union (1887);
United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America (result of amalgamation, the
United Brotherhood of Carpenters having been formed in 1881), United Machinists and
Mechanical Engineers of America, Tin, Sheet Iron, and Cornice Workers’ Association,
Metal Polishers (Knights of Labor Trade Assembly 252), Brotherhood of Railway Car
Repairers (1888); Operative Plasterers’ International Union (change of name), United
Association of Journeymen Plumbers and Steamfitters, National Association of Machinists
(change of name), National Progressive Miners’ Union, National Association of Letter
Carriers (1889); International Brotherhood of Brass Molders, United Mine Workers of
America, United Green Glass Workers’ Association (1890). From L. Lorwin, op. cit.,
Pp. 474475,

1 The United Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners in 1892 had a membership of
57,000, the Cigarmakers’ Union 27,000, the Iron and Steel Workers’ Union more than
24,000, the Iron Molders’ Union 23,000, and the Typographical Union 28,000. Also,
several smaller unions, like the Granite Cutters, had achieved stability and centralized
power. From detail presented by L. Lorwin, ibid., p. 32.

2 Itid., p. 81.

3 Ibid., p. 88.

4 For details about the Homestead strike, see S. Perlman in History of Trade Unionism

. » pp. 188-185, and in Commons and Associates, History of Labor in the United States,
vol. 2, pp. 495497, and L. Lorwin, op. cit., pp. 33-84. The defeat of the union meant not
only the loss of the Carnegie Homestead plant, but, as other steel companies followed the
lead of the Carnegie corporation, of the majority of mills in the Pittsburgh district.
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workers to wonder whether the trade-union idea, rather than the panaceas
of political action and social meliorism, really was correct. The number
of employees on strike in 1894, about 750,000, surpassed even the mark
that had been set in 1886; the majority of these strikes were defensive
in character, not aggressive, as they had been eight years earlier; and in
general the workers lost. The Pullman strike of 1894! demonstrated—in
the opinion of President Gompers and the other trade-union leaders—the
danger of general strikes, which would inevitably disrupt the unions and
array public opinion against them, and it impressed upon the union
leadership with unmistakable force the fact that the employers had a
powerful ally in the courts. Demands for sociallstic and political action
became more insistent during the years 1893-1896.2

Nevertheless, the trade unions held their membership, the aggregate
figure of all unions affiliated with the Federation remaining nearly 275,000
throughout the years 1893-1897; and the success in withstanding the
conditions of the depression period proved that trade unionism had won
over political action and all-embracing uplift organizations. In his
presidential address of 1899 Samuel Gompers characterized as ‘““note-
worthy” the fact that “while in every previous industrial crisis the trade
unions were literally mowed down and swept out of existence, the unions

1 The Pullman strike of 1894 constituted the first attempt to stage a strike on the con-
tinental European model, and its apparent potentialities alarmed both the trade-union
leaders, who feared that a general strike would disrupt the unions and the Federation, and
the property-minded middle class, who regarded the strike as an attack upon the entire
social order. In March, 1894, the Pullman Palace Car Co. employees (employed at the
plant in Pullman, 1ll., south of Chicago) had voted to join Eugene V. Debs’s American
Railway Union, an organization formed the preceding year under the leadership of Debs
to unite all railroad workers in one organization. The Pullman strike, growing out of a
demand of certain employees in the shops at Pullman for a restoration of wages paid the
preceding year, began on May 11, 1894. The American Railway Union unanimously voted
at its June, 1894, convention that members should stop handling Pullman cars, and sym-
pathetic strikes began on June 26. The strike soon spread over a wide territory. The
Knights of Labor endorsed it, the Farmers’ Alliance offered to feed the strikers, and many
members of the Railroad Brotherhoods participated, even though their organizations were
opposed to the strike. An injunction restraining Debs and the other principal officers of
the American Railway Union from compelling or inducing railway employees to strike
by threats was issued, and these officers were charged with contempt of court for disobeying
this injunction. Pressure upon President Gompers to lend Federation support to the
American Railway Union resulted in a conference of about twenty-five of the officers of
national and international unions affiliated with the Federation. Gompers persuaded
the conference to endorse a statement advising the unions affiliated with the A. F. of L. to
refrain from participating in any general or local strikes. Federal troops were sent to
Chicago by President Cleveland, in spite of the protest of Governor Altgeld, to protect the
United States mails, and the strike collapsed. For details concerning the Pullman strike,
see the standard American history of organized labor, Commons and Associates, History of
Labor in the United States, vol. 2, pp. 502-507, Norman Ware, Labor in Modern Industrial
Society, pp. 275-291, and S. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . . , pp. 186-139.

2 See infra, pp. 107-115.



82 ORGANIZED LABOR

now in existence have manifested not only the power of resistance, but of
stability and permanency . ... As a result of the trade-union form
of organization membership is maintained; the organization remains
intact during dull periods of industry, and is prepared to take advantage
of the first sign of an industrial revival.”’? As the depression of the 1890’s
lifted, the species of unionism that had demonstrated its stability and
survival capacity, in spite of frequent defeats on the economic front,
and had convinced the skilled workers that it was the most appropriate
instrument for achievement of their purposes entered upon its first
great expansion.

Trade-union Growth, 1897-1914.—From the 1886 peak of possibly
1,000,000, the membership of all American labor organizations had
shrunk to less than 450,000 in 1897;2 then, during the seven-year period
1897-1904 it increased to more than 2,000,000, and in 1914, the year of
the outbreak of the First World War, it had attained a level in excess of
2,600,000. The following tabular summary indicates the year-by-year
trend in both estimated total trade-union membership and reported?
A. F. of L. membership.

Several of the facts indicated by the foregoing data deserve comment.
(1) The substantial growth experienced by American unionism during
these seventeen years is apparent. Trade unionism entered the War
period with a membership of 2,687,000, and in 1913 its membership had
exceeded this figure by 29,000. The average annual increase was approxi-
mately 125,000. In only four of these seventeen years did membership
decline, and in none of the four was the drop as great as 10 per cent. (2)
The gains, it will be noted, took place to a great extent in the years

1 American Federation of Labor, Convention Proceedings, 1899, quoted by S. Perlman in
History of Trade Unionism . . . , pp. 185-136.

2 It will be recalled (supra, pp. 65-66) that in 1886 the Knights of Labor perhaps had
more than 700,000 members, and that there was considerable independent trade unionism.
Estimates of actual membership in 1886 vary, but the conclusion of “possibly 1,000,000,”
with emphasis upon the “possibly,” appears to be the one accepted by the majority of labor
historians. In 1897, according to the estimates of Prof. Wolman (Growth of American
Trade Unions, p. 33, and Ebb and Flow in Trade Unionism, p. 16) total trade-union mem-
bership was an estimated 447,000. That same year (1897) reported membership of the
A. F. of L. was 264,825.

3 The membership reported by member unions at the conventions of the A. F. of L. has
probably exceeded to an extent actual membership. See L. Lorwin’s The American
Federation of Labor, p. 484, where estimates of annual average membership of a selected
group of unions in 1931 (made by Dr. Leo Wolman for the President’s Committee on
BRecent Social Changes) are compared with reported membership. The data there pre-
sented show reported membership of these selected unions to have been 1,119,200, and the
estimated membership only 847,300. Since there is ne reason for assuming that the same
ratio should be applied to all the A. F. of L. unions, or for all years included in the table,
however, the authors have presented reported membership in Table 1.
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TasLE 1.—AMERICAN TRADE Unions, ToraL MEMBERSHIP AND AMERICAN FEDERATION
oF LaBor MEMBERSHIP, 1897-1914!

Year Average annual trade- | Average annual American Feder-
union membership tion of Labor membership
1897 447,000 264,825
1898 500,700 278,016
1899 611,000 849,422
1900 868,500 548,821
1901 1,124,700 787,587
1902 1,875,900 1,024,399
1908 1,918,900 1,465,300
1904 2,072,700 1,676,200
1905 2,022,300 1,494,800
1906 1,907,300 1,454,200
1907 2,080,400 1,538,970
1908 2,130,600 1,586,885
1909 2,005,600 1,482,872
1910 2,140,500 1,562,112
1911 2,343,400 1,761,885
1912 2,452,400 1,770,145
1913 2,716,300 1,996,004
1914 2,687,100 2,020,671

1 Data on total trade union membership have been taken from p. 16 of Prof. Wolman’s Ebb and Flow in
Trads Unionizm, (National Bureau of Economic Research Inc., New York, 1936), and those on A. F. of L.
membership from the Reports of Proceedings of the conventions. Both series of data are here presented in order
that the increasing influence of the Federation in American unionism as a whole may be expressed with a
modicum of quantitative precision.

1897-1904. During the period 1904-1910, on the other hand, the
increase in membership was small, and three of the four years that
witnessed declines in both total union membership and A. F. of L. mem-
bership during the whole seventeen-year period 1897-1917 were between
1904 and 1910.! Between 1910 and 1918, however, union membership
increased by almost 600,000. (3) The increased percentage of all
American unionists who by 1914 were members of organizations affiliated
with the A. F. of L. should also be noted. In 1897 total membership of
the Federation was 264,825, or about 60 per cent of the 447,000 trade
unionists in the country; in 1904 the Federation included 1,676,200 out
of a total of 2,072,700, or about 80 per cent; six years later (1910) the
figures were 1,562,112 and 2,140,500, respectively, or 75 per cent; and in

! Factors accounting for the less-accelerated progress between 1904 and 1910 are alluded
to in the following sections of the chapter. Brief summary mention of the more important
of them is sufficient at this point. By 1904 the zest for organization had, to an extent,
spent itself. Employer opposition, as is indicated later, solidified abeut 1902 and became
relatively effective by 1904. To an extent, the immediate limits of craft-union develop-
ment had been reached by 1904, the unions having asserted their jurisdictional claims to
areas of industry they regarded as organizable.
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1914 the Federation included about 77 per cent of the 2,678,100 trade-
union members.!

By 1914, then, organized labor was more than twice as strong, numeri-
cally, as it had been in 1886, when the great organization movement of
the Knights of Labor period reached its peak, and it was appreciably
stronger even when allowance has been made for the increase in popula-
tion and in the number of gainfully employed and potentially organizable
persons. A few important questions concerning the nature of this
growth between 1897 and 1914 suggest themselves. Was it chiefly a
consequence of an expansion of existing unions, or did it reflect an increase
in the number of functioning labor organizations? Was trade-union
membership, in spite of the increasc that has just been summarized, con-
centrated in a comparatively small number of categorics of cmployment,
or had it penetrated fairly generally the occupations in which the Ameri-
can wage earners found employment? Was it confined to the urban
centers, or had it intruded itself into the smaller cities and towns of the
United States? Data are available that make possible reasonably
accurate answers to all three of these questions.

Statistics of the number of national and international unions affiliated
with the A. F. of L. each year and of the total number of charters issued
by, and surrendered to, both the Federation and the international unions
afford the best available—although not conclusive—evidence as to whether
the 1897-1914 growth was chiefly a consequence of the expansion of
existing unions or of an increase in the number of functioning organiza-
tions.2 The conclusion to which examination of both sets of evidence
points is that prior to 1904 the growth in union membership was in con-
siderable part a consequence of an increase in the number of trade unions,
but that thereafter it was much more attributable to expansion of those
already in existence. During the seven-year period 1897-1904 the num-
ber of national and international unions affiliated with the Federation

1 The most important groups outside the Federation in 1914 were the “Big Four™ Rail-
road Brotherhoods (the Brotherhood of Locomotive Engineers, the Brotherhood of Railroad
Firemen and Enginemen, the Brotherhood of Railway Trainmen, and the Brotherhood of
Railway Conductors), groups that as late as the 1940’s still remained independent, the
Industrial Workers of the World, which had been formed in 1908 (cf. ¢nfre, pp. 115-118),
and the Bricklayers’ Union. The last-named union affiliated with the Federation in 1917.

2 The data on number of affiliated unions quoted in this paragraph and the following
footnote are from L. Wolman’s Ebb and Flow in Trade Unionism, p. 18, and those on the net
number of charters granted each year are from Selig Perlman and Philip Taft, “Labo
Movements,” in Commons and Associates, History of Labor in the United States, vol. 4,
p. 14. Professor Wolman’s data for 1897 and 1898 were compiled from the Procecdings
of the annual conventions of the American Federation of Labor, and his data for other
years are from L. Lorwin’s The American Federation of Labor, p. 488. Professors Perlman
and Taft have taken their data from the Proceedings of the American Federation of Labor
for the various years covered. As the above sentence says, the evidence is not conclusive.
Many of the organizations affiliating had existed for some time.
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increased from 58 to 120,! and the excess of charters granted over charters
surrendered from 1,979 in 1899 to 6,211 in 1903, although in 1904 the
figure fell to 1,867.2 In only one year during the decade following 1904,
however, did the number of nationals and internationals in the Federation
equal the 1904 figure, and in 1914 ten fewer were reported than had been
ten years earlier.? In part the decline in the number of nationals and
internationals after 1904 was a consequence of amalgamations of existing
organizations; but, in conjunction with the increase in total union mem-
bership and the annual ratios of charters granted to charters surrendered,
it was also a reflection of the fact that during the decade 1904-1914 the
growth was due to expansion of existing unions rather than to formation
of new ones. Data on the excess of charters granted over those surren-
dered show that with the exception of one year (1907) the net annual
increase was less than 1,000.4

In spite of the increase in membership between 1897 and 1914 and of
the increase in number of functioning unions between the former year and
1904, Amcrican unionism remained concentrated in a comparatively
small number of catcgories of employment. More than half of the total
increase of 2,240,100 during the seventeen-year period was due to the
growth of three groups of unions—those of the coal miners, the railroad
workers, and the building trades workers®—and except for the miners the
great mass of semiskilled and unskilled workers remained unorganized.
In 1910, 27.8 per cent of the employees in mining, quarrying, and crude
petroleum and gas production are estimated to have been organized;®
11.4 per cent of those in manufacturing and mechanical industries
(including the construction industries); 19.5 per cent of those in trans-
portation and communication; and only 2.0 per cent of those in the
service industries.”

1 The number during each of these years was as follows: 1897, 58; 1898, 67; 1899, 73;
1900, 82; 1901, 87; 1902, 97; 1903, 113; 1904, 120.

2 Perlman and Taft, op. cit., p. 14. The excess of charters granted by both the Federa-
tion and the international unions over charters surrendered to them during each of the
years 1899-1904 was as follows: 1899, 1,979; 1900, 3,300; 1901, £,906; 1902, 4,185; 1903,
4,185; 1904, 1,367.

3L. Wolman, Ebb and Flow in Trade Unionism, p. 18. The number of nationals and
internationals affiliated with the Federation each year was: 1905, 118; 1906, 119; 1907, 117;
1908, 116; 1909, 119; 1910, 120; 1911, 115; 1912, 112; 1918, 111; 1914, 110.

¢ Excess of charters granted by both the Federation and the international unions over
charters surrendered to them for each of the years 1905-1910: 1905, 253; 1906, 415; 1907,
1,285; 1908, 815; 1909, 131; 1910, 929. Perlman and Taft, op. cit., p. 14.

5 From L. Wolman, Ebb and Flow in Trade Unionism, pp. 19 and 20.

8 Ibid., p. 118.

7In some of the subdivisions within these main industrial groups, however, the per-
centages were considerably higher. In coal mining 36.8 per cent of the workers were
organized in 1910; 27.6 per cent of the employees of steam railroad companies were that

Year members of trade unions; and 33.2 per cent of the employees in water transportation
held membership in trade unions. Ibd., p. 118.



86 ) ORGANIZED LABOR

Trade-union penetration of the less urban sections of the country
was another characteristic of the years 1897-1904. According to the
analysis of Professors Perlman and Taft,! who have examined the data
for seven states,? the driving force of organized labor prior to 1904 was
confined to no one region; indeed, the small-town trade-union membership
in some states increased more than did that of the urban centers. After
1904, however, the tendencv toward geographical dispersion appears to
have run its course. In nonurban communities such as those of the coal
industry, trade unionism remained entrenched and sometimes expanded;
but for the most part it withdrew to the more hospitable environment
of the larger cities, and the outbreak of the European War in 1914 found
it, on the whole, with comparatively small representation in the rural
regions.?

Economic and Social Background.—The years of the trade-union
growth summarized in the immediatcly preceding paragraphs were
years when the American economy and American social life were under-
going changes the import of which was profound. Summary mention
of some of these changes and reference to the environmental determinants
of the unionism of 1897-1914 is imperative at this point, for it is in the
light of these changes and environmental determinants that the phases
of trade-union history discussed in the following pages must be examined
and interpreted.

By 1900, the economic and social United States had, in some respects,
reached a turning point. The last frontier had disappeared, and with its
disappearance one great epoch in American cultural and economic history
came to an end. From the fact that part of the population, all through
the nineteenth century, had been migrating westward, carving out anew
its mode of life, wresting with primitive and elemental forces, and attain-
ing ownership of small parcels of property had proceeded a spirit of
individualism, a buoyancy, a colorful and exuberant culture, that became
enduring parts of the American heritage; but these forces operated less
powerfully when they ceased to be nurtured by the activism of the
frontier.* Free land ceased to be the ‘“natural” regulator of wages
that it had been during the nineteenth century, and opportunity to
attain proprietorship status, fairly real so long as desirable land could
be had for the taking, became less abundant. Wage earners were con-
sequently not so prone to think of themselves as future property owners
rather than as persons who must act collectively to enhance their job
opportunities, and agrarian movements ceased to have their nineteenth-

10p. cit., pp. 15-19.

2 New York, New Hampshire, Maine, Missouri, Minnesota, Michigan, and Iowa.

? For detail, see Perlman and Taft, op. cit., pp. 15-20.

4For the standard treatise on the influence of the frontier, see F. J. Turner, The
Frontier in American History.
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century lure for urban craftsmen. A smaller percentage of the nation’s
population was dependent upon agriculture for livelihood as the twentieth
century entered its second decade than had been during the years that
witnessed the rise and decline of the Knights of Labor and the stabiliza-
tion of federated trade unionism; more found place in industrial pursuits.!
These changes in the relative importance of different sources of livelihood
were accompanied by an increase in the relative number of wage earners
and lower salaried persons in the gainfully occupied part of the popula-
tion.? Along with the changes that have just been mentioned went
increasing urbanization of the population,® another trend of significance
in accounting for the trade-union expansion of these years. The kind
of unionism that succeeded the nineteenth-century ‘‘plain people”
varieties was, in spite of the expansion into rural areas before 1904, more
indigenous to, and found a more hospitable environment in, the cities and
larger towns. As urban dwellers, the wage carners were confronted by
various kinds of economic insecurity, they were more—in the majority
of cases entirely—dependent upon the wages they earned for livelihood,
and they discovered that their economic ties with others working in the
same occupations or trades were exccedingly strong. To many of them
the proper remedial expedient, organization and collective dealing with
employers, scemed to be obvious.

As industrialization and urbanization were proceeding, the rising tide
of immigration reached its peak. Net annual immigration during the
decade 1881-1890 had bcen 524,661; then, during the 1890’s, a decade
that included a prolonged depression, the annual average dropped to

1 Agriculture, which in the 1880’s had been the most important source of livelihood,
absorbing 44.4 per cent of the gainfully occupied persons of the United States, according to
the Census of 1880, had by 1900 come to include only 35.7 per cent of them, and by 1910
only 32.6 per cent. Manufacturing, on the other hand, included £1.8 per cent of the
gainfully occupied in 1880, 24.4 per cent in 1900, and 29.3 per cent in 1910 (Abstract of the
Fifteenth Census of the United States, p. 305). For a more detailed summary and for dis-
cussion of the changes in sources of livelihood, see vol. I of this series, pp. 21-23.

2 For a breakdown of the census data to show ehanges in the absolute and relative size
of different economic groups (i.e., farmers, farm laborers, proprietors and officials, profes-
sional persons, lower-salaried persons, servants, and industrial wage earners), made by
A. H. Hansen and T. M. Sogge, cf. Journal of the American Statistical Association, vol. 28
(June, 1933), pp. 199-203. Professor Leo Wolman’s classification of the working popula-
tion into three major groups—employees, professional workers, and proprietors, managers,
officials, salaried workers, and commission workers—is to be found in Ebb and Flow in T'rade
Unionism, p. 118. For a summary of both of these studies and for discussion of changes in
the economic status of the working population, see vol. I of this series, pp. 82-38.

8 In 1890, 85.4 per cent of the American people lived in “urban territory” (places of
2,500 or more population), and 64.6 per cent in “rural territory”; in 1910 the figures were
45.8 and 54.2, respectively. In the former year 15.0 per cent of the people lived in cities of
100,000 or more population, and 18.2 per cent in cities of 50,000 or more, while in 1910 the
respective figures were 21.6 and 26.1. Abstract of the Fifteenth Census of the United States,
p. 14.
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367,856; but during the first ten years of the 1900’s it mounted to 869,536.
More than 750,000 persons from other countries arrived in the United
States during the year prior to the outbreak of war in Europe.! As
significant as the increase in the volume of immigration were the changes
in its sources. In the early 1880’s, more than five-sixths of the European
immigration was from Northern and Western Europe and less than one-
sixth from Southern and Eastern Europe; by 1914 the proportions had
been almost exactly reversed.? The older immigrants had frequently
brought with them a “craft mastery,” far from all of them were unfamiliar
with the theories and methods of trade unionism, and some brought to
the American working class doctrines that, as has been indicated in the
preceding chapter, contributed not a little to the building of a strictly
wage-earner movement for improvement of material conditions.

That the effccts upon the trade unionism of the early twentieth
century of both the large volume of immigration and of the changes in
its sources were fundamental and pervasive goes without saying. To
the leaders of the federated craft unionism, the newer immigrant workers
constituted a competitive menace that must be guarded against both
by the attainment of a trade-union ‘““job ownership” excluding from
participation in the opportunities of the craft these competitive under-
bidders and by governmental restriction of immigration. Frequently
the consequence of abundant immigration was the undermining of the
jobs of skilled workers, since—particularly as the ‘“new’ immigrants
took the place of the ““old "—many employers found it more economical
to adapt jobs to the limited capacities of men than to assume the expense
of developing, through costly training programs, skilled workers. ,They
could not buy skill ready-made in the European market to so great an
extent as they had formerly been able to buy it and accordingly they
introduced technological conditions reducing the proportion of all wage
earners who must possess craft knowledge and skill. As a result, the
cleavage between the skilled and the unskilled was widened, and the
organized segments of the former set about perfecting their control over
job opportunities through a system of working rules that sometimes had
little application to the employment conditions of employees whose jobs
were unskilled or semiskilled. The fact that many of the newer immi-
grants, arriving in the United States with backgrounds of racial or class
oppression, had developed habits of docility rendered easier the introduc-
tion of employer policies in which there was little place for collective
dealing and labor organization and at the same time sincerely convinced
many of the trade-union leaders that to atfempt to organize the unskilled

1 From Annual Reports of the United States Commissioner of Immigration.

2 In 1882 the “old” immigration constituted 86.9 per cent of all European immigration,
and the “new” 13.1 per cent. In 1914 the proportions were: ““old,” 15.5 per cent; *new,”
84.5 per cent.
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was, save in exceptional cases, a task of insurmountable difficulty. As
was indicated in the preceding chapter, racial and nationalistic differences
between the skilled and the unskilled were a barrier to crystallization
of the conviction that they should attack their economic problems
together; and the fact that workers and employers in the United States
were to a considerable extent of different racial and nationalistic stock
was a force accentuating the differences in points of view and the fun-
damental antagonisms that were already inherent in employer-worker
relations. Unlike the older immigrants from England or Germany, some
of whom had contributed so greatly to the building of a federated trade
unionism, the majority of those who turned their eyes and directed their
footsteps to America during the decade and a half before 1914 were
possessed of little acquaintance with labor organization, and they less
frequently brought with them a clearly developed or articulated philos-
ophy of labor’s position in a system of capitalism.

Other developmental trends deserve brief mention. The competitive
areas within which were determined the prices of commodities continued
to expand, and the trade unions, in consequence, found imperative the
organization of theretofore unorganized regions, in order to prevent
undermining of their standards by competition of goods produced under
lower labor costs. As union-produced and nonunion-produced goods
came to compete to a greater extent, the temptation to resort to the
boycott—legally hazardous as judicial construction of the Antitrust Act
of 1890 proved this to be before the end of the first decade of the century
—became stronger. With the expansion of market areas, industry
became larger of scale,! and it made more extensive application of indus-
trial inventions. While the majority of factories remained comparatively
small and while the prevalence of small-scale establishments continued
to be one of the important problems, confronting some of the trade
unions,? the dominant trend during the years that are the concern of
these pages was, particularly in manufacturing, toward larger scale

1 Between 1899 and 1909 the number of manufacturing establishments in the United
States increased by 29.4 per cent, the number of wage earners by 40.4 per cent, wages (in
dollars) by 70.6 per cent, value product by 81.2 per cent, and value added by manufacture
by 76.5 per cent (Biennial Census of Manufactures, 1933, pp. 18-19). In other words, the
number of wage earners increased much more rapidly than the number of establishments,
while gross value of products and value added by manufacture increased much more rapidly
than the number of wage earners. In 1904 manufacturing establishments the value of
whose product was $100,000 or more constituted 11.2 per cent of all manufacturing estab-
lishments; a decade later, in 1914, such establishments constituted 19.2 per cent of all
manufacturing establishments (Statistical Abstract of the United States, 1920, p. 190). Fora
fuller account of the development of large-scale production and discussion of its effects
upon the position of labor, see vol. I of this series, pp. 6-13.

2 For a brief discussion of some of the problems to which continued prevalence of small-
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establishments. Relatively fewer workers, in other words, found place
in employing units where “individual bargaining’ could be much more
than an empty phrase. Changes in basic production processes and
techniques accompanied the development of large-scale industry, the
quantity of capital and nonhuman power utilized in the processes of
production increased much more rapidly than did the quantity of labor,*
and in the majority of lines of enterprise physical output per employee
became greater.2 Mechanization, the increase in the quantity of capital
and nonhuman power, and simplification of task in large-scale establish-
ments—the last-named trend being encouraged, as has already been
pointed out, by the character of the immigrant labor supply—often
operated to undermine the jobs of skilled workers. The labor organiza-
tions did not, in the majority of cases, take a position of long-run opposi-
tion to technological changes and the introduction of machinery,? but
they did insist that their employment opportunities be protected in some
manner when innovations and laborsaving machinery were introduced,
and they looked more than ever to trade-union working rules as the
short-run protectors of eraft opportunity.

The increasing importance of the corporate form of business organiza-
tion also deserves mention. By 1909 only 25.9 per cent of the nation’s
manufacturing establishments were owned by corporations, but this
25.9 per cent of the establishments employed 75.6 per cent of all wage

1 1n manufacturing, for example, the number of wage earners employed (average for the
year) was 4,713,000 in 1899 and 6,888,000 in 1914. The amount of horsepower devoted to
productive operations, on the other hard, increased from 10,098,000 to 22,264,000 (Statisti-
cal Abstract of the United States, 1936, p. 733). The quantity of fixed capital devoted to
manufacturing is estimated to have increased by 144 per cent during this period (P. H-
Douglas, The Theory of Wages, pp. 118-121). See vol. I of this series, pp. 19-21, where data
on wage earners, horsepower, total fixed capital, and relative fixed capital, as compiled from
various sources, are given for the years 1869-1929.

2 Although physical output per employee perhaps did not increase as much during these
years as one might be led to expect in view of the really great increase in nonhuman power
and fixed capital. Professor Douglas’s index of physical productivity in all manufacturing
(see Real Wages in the United States, p. 510) shows the index number for 1914 (on the 1899
base of 100) to have been 116. For estimates of the trend of physical product per employee
in specific manufacturing industries and in nonmanufacturing lines of enterprise, see the
same study, pp. 509-524, and vol. I of this series, pp. 151-157. The reason physical
product per employee did not increase to a greater extent than it did during these years is
probably to be found in part in the fact that in the majority of plants and industries not a
great deal was done to increase the efficiency of labor. During these years markets were
fairly “easy,” prices were rising, and cheap immigrant labor was available; consequently
the interest in increasing productivity, while far from absent, perhaps did not reach the
proportions that it would have reached under other conditions. In some sections of indus-
try the average level of efficiency in 1914 was much lower than it was a decade later.

3See infra, pp. 429487, where trade-union position on these matters is discussed in
some detail, and S. H. Slichter, Unjon Policies and Industrial Management, Chaps. 7, 8,
and 9.
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earners attached to manufacturing enterprises.! Possessing unity of
action and employing thousands of workers, the large corporation was
obviously in better position to resist the demands of workers than was
the small firm. Together with the rise of the corporation as the domi-
nant (in point of number of wage earners employed, capital, and value of
product) form of business organization went horizontal and vertical
combination of industry.? In some respects the development of business
combinations—the old technical “trusts,” holding companies, mergers,
and then more subtle forms—redounded to the benefit of labor. Less
subject to the nibbling of competition, these combinations were frequently
able to maintain better terms and conditions of employment, dictated
by unions with which they must deal, than were attainable in sharply
competitive industries of many units. But the majority of them were
antiunion in their labor predilections, and they frequently were able to
recruit nonunion labor from a rather wide area and to set and maintain
wage rates, even in the face of trade-union pressure, when competitive
forces in industries where labor was unorganized—or trade-union pressure
upon numerous smaller competing employers—would have forced read-
justment upward.

The wealth and income of the American people increased appreciably
between the late 1890’s and 1914, but neither concentration of property
ownership nor inequality in the distribution of income showed signs of
giving way to wider diffusion,® and real earnings advanced but little.*
A majority of the semiskilled and unskilled workers—perhaps a majority
of all wage earners—continyed to receive incomes insufficient to support
families of average or “standard” size at a minimum health and decency
level.5 Awareness of these facts was one of the motivations of the
“progressive revolt”—of the ‘““quest for social justice’’—of the years
between 1909 and 1912, with its accompanying crusade for labor legisla-
tion. Convinced that laissez faire must be modified, but with the basic
institutions of capitalism retained, the reformers pictured the worker
as the chief victim of the conditions it was their mission to analyze and
expose; and the intellectual climate engendered by the various “social
justice” movements was favorable to collective self-help efforts on the
part of the wage earners. The remedies sought by the reformers were,
it is true, to be achieved in large part by political methods, and their

1 Abstract of the Fourteenth Census of the United States, p. 1021.

2 For a discussion of the significance, from the point of view of the position of labor, of
the development of the corporate form of business orgamzatxon and of business combina-
tions, see vol. I of this series, pp. 14-19.

8 For estimates of the increase in the absolute and per capita national wealth, and of its
distribution, see vol. I of this series, pp. 261-271, and for data on the increase in the absolute
and per capita national income, see pp. 187-157 and 219-227 of the same volume.

4 See bid., pp. 85-115.
8 See 1bid., pp. 233-239.
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proponents were generally middle-class people actuated by strongly
humanitarian motives; but to a not-negligible extent the labor organiza-
tions were the beneficiaries of the social temper of the time. The job-
conscious unionists of the Federation and the members of nonaffiliated
conservative organizations like the railroad brotherhoods did not revert
to the nineteenth-century habit of abandoning, so far as primary emphasis
was concerned, the “pure and simple” variety of unionism, of permitting
the distinctively labor organizations to be submerged in the broader
reform movements. But with the help of their middle-class friends,
they did—while continuing to tread the straight and narrow path of
trade unionism—make the American public much more familiar with
labor’s grievances and with its aspirations.

Stabilization of Contractual Relations.—A unionism eschewing, for
the most part, political tactics and adhering tenaciously to the thesis that
the economic basis of labor organization was superior to any other neces-
sarily had as its chief aspiration the attainment of trade agreements with
employers. These agreements, the outcome of direct negotiation
between organized workers and organized employers (or between organ-
ized workers and individual employers), were in themselves the ultimate
form of “recognition” of the union. To the extent that they embodied
those rules and protective regulations that had been sought by the labor
organizations, job ownership had been conceded to the wage earners as a
group. Such agreements, specifying the basic conditions of employment
and ordinarily outlining procedures for enforcement and renewal, were
evidence that collective bargaining had succeeded in its purpose. The
increasing number of trade agreements during the late 1890’s and the
early 1900’s is an important part of the story of trade-union development
during those years.

Prior to the 1890’s trade agreements had, of course, resulted from
employer-union negotiations,’ but they still remained the exceptional,

1The early “bill of prices” or “price list” (cf. supra, pp. 20-21) was the precursor of the
modern trade agreement. The earliest known trade agreement in the United States, “a
simple wage agreement of a very primitive type,” appeared in the printing industry in 1795
(Division of Economic Research, National Labor Relations Board, Written Trade Agree-
ments in Collective Bargaining, Government Printing Office, 1940, p. 20). By the 1830’s
written agreements covering matters other than wages and hours existed, and by the middle
of the nineteenth century they had become longer and somewhat complicated documents.
The agreements of that time were, however, almost entirely those of local craft unions and
the employers. With the industrialization of the country, the coverage tended to be ex-
tended, both geographically and industrially. During the 1870’s written agreements were
maintained and in some areas even advanced, in spite of business depression. In the iron
industry, where there had been a written wage scale sinee 1866, the trade agreements were
extended during the 1870’s, and the first written agreements in the bituminous coal indus-
try were also introduced during this period. Trade agreements were introduced in the
anthracite coal industry in 1869, although they were temporarily abandoned a few years
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not the ordinary, outcome of trade-union activity. In 1890 a system of
national agreements and annual conferences was established in the glass-
container industry; and the following year the National Union of Iron
Molders and the Stove Founders Defense Association entered into a
national agreement that has frequently been characterized as the begin-
ning of the modern trade agreements.! Depression during and after
1893 retarded somewhat the application of the trade-agreement systcm,
but about 1897, as the business cycle turned upward, this normal con-
comitant of successful collective-bargaining relationships appeared in
an increasing number of trades and industries. The 1897 strike of the
bituminous coal miners led to the agreement of 1898 and to establishment
of the Interstate Joint Conference as an instrument of collective bargain-
ing, and shortly thercafter the anthracite miners secured an agreement
incorporating part of their demands upon the operators.? In the build-
ing trades agreements between the unions in particular trades and their
employers, frequently incorporating plans for conciliation and arbitration
of disputes, had been entered into as early as the 1880’s, and uniformity
in the main provisions of the agreements of the various trades began to

later. With the expansion of industry and the extension of the factory system in the 1880’s,
trade agreements multiplied, especially beginning about 1887, but still they remained the
exception (Ibid., pp. 20~22). See also J. R. Commons, Trade Unionism and Labor Problems
(1905 ed.).

1 A few words about the agreement in the stove industry—one of the first national
agreements and for years one of the most successful—are merited at this point. Three
decades of strife, discontent, and unstabilized competitive conditions preceded the institu-
tion of peaceful collective bargaining. The first step toward achieving a national agree-
ment was taken at the Union convention of 1890, when a conference was proposed to the
employers. At the conference of March, 1891, a joint committee (three representatives of
the employees and Lhree of the employers) was set up. The three basic clauscs in the agree-
ment were: (1) disputes that could not be settled directly were to be submitted to the presi-
dents of the two associations; (2) should they fail to reach an agreement, the question in
dispute was to be placed before the Conference Committee, whose majority decision was to
be binding for twelve months; and (3) no change was to be made in the status quo while a
dispute was pending. The agreement has been renewed periodically, and on the whole it
has functioned successfully in the solving of long-standing problems as well as of new ones.
During the postwar period the competition of factory-made central-heating systems and
loss of membership by the Association occasioned considerable difficulties in the operation
of the system, but the conference method has been continued. By the early 1940’s, the
agreement contained twenty-eight clauses that had been added from time to time to the
original three. For accounts of this interesting agreement, see Philip Taft in the Twentieth
Century Fund Volume, How Collective Bargaining Works (1942), S. Perlman, History of
Trade Unionism . . . , pp. 148-144, and Frey and Commons, “Conciliation in the Stove
Industry,” Bulletin of the Bureau of Labor, January, 1906, pp. 138-150.

2 See A. E. Suffern, Conciliation and Arbitration in the Coal Industry of America and The
Coal Miner’s Struggle for Industrial Status, Perlman and Taft, vol. 4 of History of Labor in
the United States, pp. 2050, Chris Evans, History of the United Mine Workers of America,
Isador Lubin, Miners’ Wages and the Cost of Coal, and Elsie Gluck, John Mitchell, Labor
Leader.
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be attained in the various cities.! The printers, a group always most
adept in the practices of conservative business unionism, in 1898 entered
into the “Syracuse agreement’” with the United Typothetae, an agree-
ment providing for gradual reduction in hours from ten to nine, the
unions promising to do all they could to equalize wage scales in the vari-
ous competitive districts.? Organized workers engaged in the operation
of trains had secured agreements with individual carriers, in a few cases,
more than a decade before 1890.% Among other industries in which
collective agreements were established during the years immediately
following 1898 were iron molding, newspaper publishing, stove mounting,
brass polishing, machine shop, pottery, overalls manufacture, and ship-
ping on the Great Lakes.* “The clarification of the conception of the
trade agreement was perhaps the main achievement of the nineties.
Without the trade agreement, the labor movement could hardly come
to eschew ‘panaceas’ and to reconstitute itself upon the basis of oppor-
tunism. The coming in of the trade agreement, whether national,
sectional, or local, was also the chief factor in stabilizing the movement
against industrial depressions.”®

1See William Haber, Industrial Relations in the Building Industry, pp. 346-463.

2 This agreement was between the United Typothetae, representing the employers, and
three labor organizations, the International Typographical Union, the International Print-
ing Pressmen and Assistants’ Union, and the International Brotherhood of Bookbinders.
Attempts to reach a national agreement with the employers, primarily as a means of
equalizing wages among competitive districts and of shortening hours, had been made by
the organized printers a decade before the Syracuse agreement of 1898. The 1888 conven-
tion of the International Typographical Union appointed a committee to visit the national
session of the United Typothetae and discuss a ““basis of cooperation between the two
organizations” (Perlman and Taft, “Labor Movements,” in Commons and Associates,
History of Labor in the United States, vol. 4, p. 53). The Typothetae rejected the suggestion
and recommended that differences between employers and employees be settled locally.
By 1897, however, the Typographical Union had secured the support of the Pressmen and
of the Bookbinders, and the Typothetae received union representatives at its 1898 conven-
tion and in the fall of that year entered into the Syracuse conference that produced the
agreement. The union continued its shorter-hours campaign, seeking now the eight-hour
day. The Typothetae in 1902 offered to sign an agreement with the International Typo-
graphical to pay the union scale and maintain union conditions, provided the employer
was granted the right to employ whomever he chose, regardless of union affiliation (¢bid.,
p. 56). The Typographical Union rejected this proposal, although the Pressmen accepted
it. It was not until 1908 that the Union won on the eight-hour-day issue. For details in
connection with the agreements in the printing industry, see George Barnett, The Printers,
Leona M. Powell, History of the United Typothetae of America, and George A. Tracy, His-
tory of the Typographical Union.

3 With enactment of the legislation of 1888, and then of the Erdman Act of 1898, terms
and conditions of employment of railway employees of course became more subject to
governmental influence. See infra, pp. 780-750, where the machinery of dispute adjustment
on railways, as provided for in successive legislative enactments, is discussed in some detail.

¢ Division of Economic Research, National Labor Relations Board, op. cit., p. 28.

5 8. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism, p. 145.
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Opposition of Employers.—Between 1897 and 1904, as has already
been indicated, the membership of American trade unions increased from
less than 500,000 to more than 2,000,000. Concurrently with this
increase in numerical strength, the national and international organiza-
tions—to which the locals became more subordinated—acquired greater
power, more centralized control, and enhanced elasticity and unity of
action. Treasuries came to hold funds sufficient to finance expensive
strikes. Trade-union strength sometimes necessitated the surrender,
under the terms of trade agreements, of employer prerogatives that had
been regarded as sacred. In the face of these developments, the alarm
of many employers increased and their opposition to trade unionism
increased, even while collective bargaining and agreements incorporating
jointly determined rules and practices were becoming the accepted mode
of industrial relations in important trades and industries.

Conditions toward the end of 1901 appeared to be favorable for an
open-shop drive that, many business interests hoped, would prevent the
spread of unionism, if not eradicate it where a foothold had already been
secured. Those industries in which employers, for one reason or another,
were comparatively willing to enter into collective agreements had by
that year been fairly well organized, and the mere fact that unionism had
advanced to a certain extent rendered further advances more difficult,
opposition to them more promising. Although opposition to trade
unionism seems to have been more bitter among the owners of small- and
medium-sized firms,! the risc of the corporation as the dominant form of
business organization on the whole lent sustenance to the antiunion
activities of the period. Not only were they in better position to utilize
the weapons of discharge for union activities, espionage, propaganda, and
paternalistic welfare work, but the necessity that their labor policies

1 While the large employers in steel, the metal trades, Great Lakes shipping, and else-
where were antiunion, it probably was the smaller employers—men who owned and man-
aged their own businesses—who were most reluctant to permit any curbing of individual
initiative, freedom of contract, and competition. These smaller enterprises were vigor-
ously opposed to “trusts,” and their opposition to trusts of course included opposition to
“labor trusts.” Also, the real strength of the movement seems to have centered in the
West rather than in the East, in spite of the fact that its financial nourishment was in the
latter part of the country and that the headquarters of the various associations partici-
pating in the drive were generally in New York City or one of the other eastern cities.
Nevertheless, the rise of giant corporations and of industrial combinations, antiunion in
their labor predilections, was a most potent factor in the open-shop drive of the years
following 1901, even though the feeling against unions ran higher, was more personal in
character, and tended to express itself more in terms of the indignities of invasion of “rights,”
among the smaller businessmen of the country than among the managers of large corpora-
tions and the bankers who frequently controlled these corporations. For an excellent dis-
cussion of the sources of this opposition to unions, see L. Lorwin, The American Federation
of Labor, pp. 76-84.
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be accepted by fairly large portions of the labor supply implemented
tremendously the open-shop movement.

Various organizations participated in the drive.! Between 1900,
when John Kirby, Jr., organized an association of employers in Dayton,
Ohio—the first ‘““completely open-shop city” of any appreciable size
in the United States—and 1906, employers’ associations unalterably
opposed to the closed shop, and in some cases refusing to have any deal-
ings with labor organizations, were formed in a number of large and
medium-sized cities. The National Association of Manufacturers? had
by 1903 adopted an aggressive open-shop policy, and it, in turn, pro-
moted the organization of the Citizens’ Industrial Association of America,
a body of more inclusive membership.? Still a third of the general asso-
ciations, the American Anti-boycott Association, organized in 1902,
devoted its energies in large part to bringing restraint of trade prosecu-
tions against the unions, and in 1908 its efforts were rewarded with an
unqualified Supreme Court declaration that labor combinations came
within the purview of the Sherman Antitrust Act of 1890.# The efforts
of these general associations were supplemented by those of several trade
associations. The National Metal Trades Association in 1901 broke off
relations with the Machinists’ Union, with which it had entered into a
national agreement the year before, and from then on maintained a con-
sistently open-shop policy. The National Founders Association refused
in 1904 to deal longer with the Molders Union; and in 1905 a break
between the National Erectors Association and the Bridge and Structural
Iron Workers Union caused the former to espouse the cause of the open

1 For more detailed account of the open-shop drive of this period, see Perlman and Taft,
o0p. cit., pp. 129-137, and L. Lorwin, op. cit., pp. 76-84.

2 The National Association of Manufacturers, organized in 1895, had originally been
concerned chiefly with questions of trade expansion, but by 1903 it had definitely become
converted to a policy of belligerent open-shopism. For a detailed account of the history,
policies, philosophy, and propaganda and other methods of the N.A.M,, see A. G. Taylor,
“The National Association of Manufacturers,” University of Illinois Studies tn the Social
Sciences, vol. 15 (1927).

3 This association included employers in branches of industry other than manufacturing
and devoted its energies in large part to arousing public opinion against unions and making
the public aware of the “pitfalls of unionism.” The Association brought patronage pres-
sure against businessmen in the various cities where its branches were formed to force them
to become members, and when necessary attempt was made to mobilize the purchasing
power of the general public. L. Lorwin, op. cit., p. 77.

4 Loewe v. Lawlor, 208 U. S. 274 (1908). The Supreme Court reasoning in this, the
famous Danbury Hatters case, is discussed later in this volume (infra, pp. 568-569). The
American Anti-boycott Association was in part the creation of Daniel Davenport, a
Bridgeport, Conn., lawyer. D. E. Loewe, one of the manufacturers boycotted by the
United Hatters of America, took the first step in organizing the American Anti-boycott
Association, and it was he who enlisted the efforts of Mr. Davenport. The name of the
American Anti-boycott Association has since been changed to League for Industrial Rights.
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shop.! The National Council for Industrial Defense, an inclusive organi-
zation with primarily political and lobbying functions, was organized at
the instigation of the National Association of Manufacturers in1907.
Organized and disciplined national leadership was given the movement
when, in October of 1903, a number of open-shop propagandists met in
convention and formed the Citizens’ Industrial Association.?

Various tactics were employed by these antiunion associations.
Members were exhorted to maintain open shops, not to become “traitors
to their class” or “traitors to America”’; in some cases membership itself
involved a virtual pledge not to enter into closed-shop agreements;
financial assistance was extended to employers engaged in trade disputes;
black lists were maintained; joint support was given in cases involving
litigation; legislation sponsored by the trade unions was opposed; and
directly or indirectly attempts were made to mold public opinion in favor
of the open shop.® Constantly the thesis that the interests of the employ-
ing class were the interests of society as a whole, including the wage
earners, was reciterated,* and the moral duty of the employer to defend,
in the name of society, the ‘““‘right” of the nonunion man to work was
emphasized.

The drive produced results. While unionism continued to maintain
the foothold it had acquired in some of the most important industries and
trades, there is little doubt that the already noted slowing down of the

1 See Luke Grant, The Bridge and Structural Iron Workers Union (one of the studies pre-
pared for the United States Commission on Industrial Relations of 1914-1915).

2 In April, 1908, a number of the leaders of the open-shop movement met, at the call of
D. M. Parry, president of the National Association of Manufacturers, to formulate plans
and to provide cohesion and unity on a national scale for the open-shop drive. It was this
action that in fact constituted the turning point in the history of the National Association
of Manufacturers, which had formerly concerned itself primarily with trade problems, the
tariff, and the like. The April, 1903, conference issued a call for a convention to be held
on October 29, 1903. At this convention, attended by 250 delegates from 124 employers’
organizations, the Citizens’ Industrial Association was launched. An executive committee,
a kind of general staff of the open-shop campaign, was appointed; a statement attacking the
closed shop as contrary to the principles of American government and institutions was
issued; and formation of local associations in each craft and affiliation of local associations
with the National Association of Manufacturers were urged. Conventions were held
annually for several ycars thereafter. From detail in Perlman and Taft, op. cit., pp. 183
186.

3 A number of individuals of influence, the purity of whose motives is beyond question,
were enlisted in the open-shop drive. One of these, President Charles W. Eliot of Harvard
University, characterized the scab worker as being in fact “a very good type of modern
hero.”

4 An extreme statement of employer position, quoted many times during the years since
it was made, is that of George F. Baer, president of the Philadelphia and Reading Company:
“The rights and interests of the laboring man will be protected and cared for not by labor
agitators but by Christian men to whom God in His infinite wisdom has given control of the
property interests of the country.”
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rate of growth after 1904! was in part imputable to the concerted efforts
of employers to halt the advance that began in 1897 and to maintain or
re-establish the open shop. Public opinion was influenced by the crusade
against unionism in general as it had not been by the employers’ resistance
to particular unions on specific fronts.? Particularly in the primarily
agricultural states did trade unions become increasingly suspect. ““The
concerted campaign of open-shop employers . . . had stopped unionism
in its tracks, as [is] borne out by the aggregate membership figures of
the labor organizations. The liquidation of unionism in the smaller
communities that accompanied this general repulse of the labor move-
ment possessed a significance beyond mere loss in membership. It was
as if non-urbanized America, still the nation’s political and social strong-
hold, had tried unionism and rejected it as an alien growth.”* About
1908 a rising political progressivism reinculcated in the public mind a
somewhat more liberal attitude on labor questions, and the influence of
the Citizens’ Industrial Association and other labor-opposing organiza-
tions waned. Equally important in explaining the decline in their influ-
ence and aggressiveness, however, was the fact that to no inconsiderable
cxtent their purpose of checking the growth of unionism had been
achieved.

Organized labor’s reaction to the employers’ offensive followed no
consistent or unitary pattern. To the socialists within the Federation
and to the western radical elements, some of whom in 1906 united in
forming the Industrial Workers of the World,* the appreciable success of
the open-shop crusade and the public support it elicited were evidence
of the fatuity of expecting that unionism, if it confined its objectives to
a narrow range and did not seek to deprive the incumbent owners of
industry of their property rights, would be able to entrench itself as the
protector of the workers’ job interests in all or a majority of the branches
of American economic life. The business interests of the individualistic

1 Cf. supra, p. 83.

2 During the anthracite strike of 1902, public opinion was on the whole favorable to the
miners, and this favorable opinion inevitably extended to an extent to organized labor in
general. But by 1904 or 1905 a distinct change in the public temper could be noted. At
the 1906 convention of the Citizens’ Industrial Association, C. W. Post, then its head, was
able to say that “two years ago the press and pulpit were delivering platitudes about the
oppression of the workingman. Now this all has been changed since it has been discovered
that the enormous Labor Trust is the heaviest oppressor of the independent workingman
as well as the common American citizen. The people have become aroused and are now
acting. It has been the duty of this Association to place the facts before the people by
various forms of publicity in the work of moulding public opinion to a point of active self-
defense.”  Citizens’ Industrial Association, Proceedings of the Fourth Convention, pp. 6-9,
quoted by Perlman and Taft, in Commons and Associates, op. cit., vol. 4, pp. 186-187
(The Macmillan Company, New York, 1932).

8 Itid., p. 186 (The Macmillan Company, New York, 1932).

4 Cf. infra, pp. 116-118,
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United States, these left-wing groups contended, had demonstrated their
unyielding opposition to even such minor encroachments upon property
prerogatives as were contemplated by the program of the trade unions and
their unwillingness to be lured into recognition of the unions and collective
bargaining by protestations of reverence for private property and prom-
ises of stability and good faith in contractual relations. Obviously, then,
the moral of the employers’ offensive was the need to revitalize the trade-
union movement into an instrumentality for hastening the collapse of
the social relations of production that, in their aggregate, constituted
capitalism. Conservative trade unionism, the dominant type both
within and without the Federation, had impressed upon it the fact that
it would be accepted as part of the permanent institutionalism of many
industries only when employers could do no other than accept it, and
its conviction that hard-hitting tactics on the economic front—tactics
dictating centralized control on the part of the national organizations,
discipline, strike funds, and those auxiliary features which would aid in
holding the membership in days of adversity as well as in days of triumph
and improvement in material status—were a prime essential was deepened
and solidified. Legislation emancipating organized labor from the fetters
of judicial interference was sought, but only as a means of rendering the
unions stronger in achieving by economic action their limited objectives.
The conviction that the opposition of employers dictated more, not less,
militancy and aggressiveness on the economie front was, however, accom-
panied by a greater consciousness that the unions must demonstrate to
employers and to the public their determination to abide in good faith
by the terms of agreements once entered into and that hasty and ill-
considered strikes must be prevented. To an extent the open-shop drive
had been precipitated, the leadership and many of the rank and file
became aware, by the irresponsibility of some of the organizations and,
particularly, by their readiness to strike regardless of unexpired agree-
ments if opportunity for attainment of immediate advantages presented
itself; and the offspring of this awareness was an enhanced feeling of
responsibility.

Still another phase of labor’s defense, or counteroffensive, was the
qualified adoption of a policy of interclass collaboration on a scale wider
than merely that of joint negotiation and mutual effort to arrive at
satisfactory trade agreements. This policy—anathema to the radical
elements, a crass violation, from their point of view, of the principles of
the class struggle—is best typified by the alignment of Mr. Gompers
and other labor leaders with the National Civic Federation. It left its
imprint upon American unionism during the years on through, and after,
the World War of 1914-1918, and its adoption was symptomatic of
developments in the economic theorizing and social outlook of the leader-
ship that—in spite of adherence to the fundamentals of the economic
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creed formulated during the years the trade unions were superseding the
Knights of Labor—had been taking place.

A product of the industrial turmoil of the 1890’s, the National Civic
Federation! was predicated upon the assumption that the employers.
workers, capitalists, philanthropists, and intellectuals of the country
could, and should, be brought into agreement on a number of broad
industrial principles, the acceptance of which was dictated by the mutual
interdependence of labor and capital and by the public interest in the
maintenance of tranquil industrial relations. As applied to the develop-
ment of labor policies, the Civic Federation’s program was threefold:
convincing the public that strikes and lockouts could be avoided, inducing
employers and workers to enter into trade agreements, and main-
taining machinery for the mediation and adjudication of industrial
disputes.

Samuel Gompers,? John Mitchell, James O’Connell, and a number of
other outstanding trade unionists affiliated with the Civic Federation,
and from the point of view of an opportunistic and pragmatic business
unionism their action was far from lacking in reasonable basis. Well-
financed employer associations were actively engaged in molding the
kind of public opinion on labor questions that they wanted, and in the
Civic Federation the trade-union leaders thought they saw an instru-
mentality for putting their case before the public. Moreover, a pro-
collective-bargaining organization that itself included representatives
of the employing and investing classes might be most helpful in inducing
employers to recognize unions and enter into trade agreements without
the preceding pressure of strikes. Since the financial strain imposed by
the employers’ offensive upon both the American Federation of Labor
and the national and international unions had been very great, the
possibility of warding off preventable struggles and of procuring through
the mediational machinery of the Civic Federation at least part of the
gains that might—or might not—result from costly struggles was appeal-
ing. It was recognized, also, that with the markets for the products
of many manufacturers expanding, and expected to continue to expand,
employers might often be ready to make rather appreciable concessions
to the trade unions if they were assured, in return, of trade-union respon-
sibility in carrying out the terms of collective agreements and of immunity
from strikes.

Considerations such as these, rather than desertion of any essential
part of trade unionism’s assumptions and theories, accounted for the

1 For a more detailed account of the National Civic Federation, see L. Lorwin, The
American Federation of Labor, pp. 64-65, and 82-84. .

% See Samuel Gompers’s My Seventy Years of Life and Labor, vol. I, pp. 1056-118, for his
own account of the motives underlying his affiliation with the Civic Federation.
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alignment of trade-union leaders with the employing interests and with
socially minded citizens of the upper wealth and income brackets.? To
an extent, the anticipated benefits were realized. Unionism was able to
“enlighten”” the less prejudiced and already better informed portions of
the citizenry concerning its principles and its aspirations. Employers in
some cases recognized and dealt with labor organizations when, had it not
been for labor’s participation in a movement like the National Civic
Federation, they might not have done so. The National Association
of Manufacturers found its open-shop propaganda vigorously combated
by the National Civic Federation,® even though the latter included
among its members some of the outstanding protagonists of the open
shop. Nor did labor’s expectation that strikes would be averted or
settled more quickly prove to be without foundation.? In realization
through the interventionist activities of a public-spirited organization
friendly to collective bargaining, instead of through costly strikes, of
improved terms and conditions of employment, the trade unionists found

1 The employing interests were a minority within the Civic Federation. Under the
plan of organization adopted in 1900, when the National Civic Federation appeared as an
outgrowth of the Chicago Civic Federation, established in 1893, employers, labor, and the
public had separate representation on the leading committees. Dr. Lorwin (op. cit., pp.
82-83), after his careful analysis, concluded that there were two main reasons why the
Civic Federation could be used as it was by the American Federation of Labor: sectional
differences within it, and differences in the occupations of its members. Although it
originated in Chicago, the National Civic Federation was in considerable part an Eastern
institution, and the intellectual and industrial climate of the East was more favorable to
unionism than was that of the West. The occupations of the members were diverse.
Clergymen, editors, sociologists, social workers, economists, and other professional persons,
as well as employers, capitalists, and representatives of organized labor, found place within
the organization. ““The men who owned and managed their own businesses were in a
minority. On the other hand, it contained many men of great wealth with large holdings
and responsible positions in great corporations. . . . The bankers and men of Wall Street,
more remote from the scene of industrial struggles, seemed readier at times to concede, at
least in general terms, the justice of organized labor’s claims.” Ibid., p. 88.

3 Mark Hanna was chairman of the Civic Federation and Samuel Gompers vice-
chairman. Among the public representatives were such men as August Belmont, Grover
Cleveland, and Charles W. Eliot.

8 The 1900 preamble of the National Civic Federation declared: “QOrganized labor can-
not be destroyed without debasement of the masses. . . . Organized labor can correct its
errors.” Quoted by Perlman and Taft, “Labor Movements,” in Commons and Associates.
op. cit., vol. 4, p. 48 (The Macmillan Company, New York, 1932).

¢ The National Civic Federation maintained a Division of Mediation and Conciliation,
and it also promoted permanent local boards of conciliation that sought to avert and to
settle strikes. The conciliation work if 1905 and 1906 extended to twenty-two states.
The years 1900-1905 were those of the National Civic Federation’s greatest influence as a
force making for conciliation, mediation, and arbitration of labor disputes, as well as in
other matters coming within the scope of its program, From detail presented by Professers
Perlman and Taft, tbid., pp. 48—49.
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vindication of their policy of interclass collaboration; and such part
of the stabilization of industrial relations under trade agreements
during the early years of the century as was attributable to the
policies and activities of the group with which they had become
associated could be pointed to as corroborative evidence of the wisdom
of the leaders.

Yet debit, as well as credit, items appeared on the balance sheet of
this new policy. The National Civic Federation, endorsing collective
bargaining and trade agreements though it did, had in common with the
antiunion employers’ associations the desire to curb the more aggressive
aspects of unionism. Alignment with groups antipathetic to aggressive-
ness and militancy hardly provided the nourishment necessary for com-
pletion of unionism’s task of organizing the workers in a country where
so little of this task had been accomplished, so much still remained to be
done. In all likelihood, Mr. Gompers and the other leaders overesti-
mated the value of hearings before distinguished audiences; probably
they underestimated, on the other hand, the sedative and lethargic
effect upon the American labor movement of alliance with the employing
interests. The craft unions felt, in many cases, that the community
had accepted them as necessary and desirable institutions, and this
feeling dulled their consciousness of the reservations with which they had
been accepted and at the same time dampened their latent fervor to
extend a helping hand to those further down in the economic scale,
rendered them more unwilling to permit, if immediate cost in job oppor-
tunity were involved, those structural readjustments which would make
possible inclusion within the organized labor movement of the millions
of unskilled workers. The kind of unionism represented by the American
Federation of Labor experienced no clearcut and complete metamor-
phosis of policy and social outlook as a result of entering into an entente
with employers, corporation magnates, and intellectuals, but its aggres-
siveness was curbed to an extent and the conservative components of its
economic and political philosophy came to bulk larger.!

Problems of Structure.—The ““naturalness” of the craft form of
organization, except where craft lines of demarcation were virtually non-

1In consequence of the fight with the socialists in the American Federation of Labor
(cf. infra, pp. 107-112), Mr. Gompers and his colleagues may have become, in fact, more
receptive to the politically and economically conservative implications of alignment with the
employer and public factions of the National Civic Federation than they realized. The
1900 preamble of the National Civic Federation set forth the dictum that “the twin foes of
industrial peace are the anti-union employers and the socialists.” Mr. Gompers did not
need to be persuaded that both were foes, and—the struggle to prevent the socialists from
gaining control of the Federation perhaps having pushed him into a somewhat more con-
servative position than he would have taken had this struggle not occurred—he was not
likely to eschew the social philosophy of a movement directing its ammunition against both
socialism and the antiunion employers.
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existent, was, for reasons indicated in the preceding chapter,! one of the
important notions impressed upon the unionists, whose experience with
the Knights of Labor had convinced them that an all-embracing organi-
zation was an ineffective protector of immediate job interests. Not only
must the organization of labor have a basis primarily, if not exclusively,
economic in character, but it must recognize that the solidarity and
cohesion of the labor movement stemmed from the common concern of
men about the same jobs, and it must build its structure accordingly.
This meant craft unionism where distinct crafts obtained. The rise
of the federated trade unionism of the late nineteenth century is, again
as was pointed out in the preceding chapter, to be explained largely in
terms of the interests and outlook of the skilled workers, and these
interests and this outlook had as a iogical implication the preservation
of the form of organization that would protect the immediate job oppor-
tunity of skilled craftsmen.

Prior to about the turn of the century the deficiencies of, and the
problems inherent in, this form of organization occasioned little difficulty.
But as membership increased, and as theretofore unorganized sectors of
industry were brought within the trade-union fold, the question of
structural arrangements, particularly as this question centered upon the
boundaries of different crafts and the settlement of demarcation disputes,?
became increasingly acute. Disputes between or among unions as to
what work belonged to each multiplied; attack upon problems of common
interest to the members of several crafts was inhibited by the absence
of satisfactory forms of intercraft organization; uniformity in the more
general terms of agreements of different craft unions, desirable in cases
like building construction, where several distinct crafts are usually
employed simultaneously on the same product, was difficult to attain;
and organization by separate crafts of the skilled workers of an industry
usually meant, as a practical matter, that the unskilled remained unor-
ganized.® Recognition of the threat to trade unionism’s growth and

1 Cf. supra, p. 77. The entire problem of structure is discussed in Chap. VI. Here

we are concerned with the problem only in so far as it is inseparable from a historical account
and an understanding of the forces that have made American trade-union history what it
has been.

2 The problem of jurisdictional disputes is discussed in some detail infra, pp. 272-279.

8 Although the last-named consequence of the structure unionism had assumed was
not the primary motivation of the readjustments of the period that is the concern of this
section of the chapter. Efforts during the years prior to 1914 were focused for the most
part upon the development of interorganizations that would make possible common attack
by a number of craft or compound-craft organizations when their problems were of com-
mon character and upon devising machinery for the avoidance of inter-union disputes over
jurisdiction. With the development of the mass-production industries, employing large
numbers of unskilled or production workers and relatively few craftsmen, the practical
exclusion of part of the labor supply from the organized labor movement of course became
a structural problem of greater proportions and the need of interorganizations of craftsmen
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health that was inherent in these conditions gave rise to various attempts
to surmount the structural shortcomings: amalgamation of related crafts,
widening by more liberal rules of admission the base of different craft
unions, and interorganizations of crafts with common problems.!
Initiative in these attempts had to come, in part, from the national
federation of trade unions.? The smaller unions looked with no little
fear upon the possibility of absorption by the larger ones, and some
sacrifice of trade autonomy was likely to be involved in participation in
machinery for the settlement of jurisdictional disputes and in member-
ship in quasi-industrial federations; pressure from above was accordingly
necessary. But the American Federation of Labor was a voluntary
organization, and in the determination of policy it could make no depar-
tures from past practices, and no changes in past organizational forms,
except those the member unions controlling it willed to permit. Pro-
nouncements of the annual conventions and the Executive Council on
the problem of craft-union claims and on structural arrangements in
general were, in consequence, frequently vague and calculated to please
all, and policy as a whole often seemed vacillating. Nevertheless, steps
were taken to remedy the deficiencies of the craft form of organization.
At the 1900 convention of the Federation, the delegates urged abandon-
ment of the narrower conceptions of craft autonomy, recommended that
disputes between unions be settled by amalgamation, and specifically
instructed the Executive Council to grant no charter in the future without
a clear definition of the jurisdiction of the recipient union.®> The con-
vention of the following year, while reiterating the principle of craft or
trade organization and again calling for amalgamations, conceded the
existence of exceptional cases in which all workers—temporarily at
least—should be enrolled in the ‘“paramount organization® in the
industry. Compulsory methods of enforcing such deviations from

and of machinery for the settlement of jurisdictional disputes among craftsmen relatively
less important.

1The interorganizations discussed in the present section of the chapter are, perhaps
needless to say, those formed for attainment of the economic ends of business unionism—
recognition by employers, collective bargaining, trade agreements, improvement in terms
and conditions of employment—and not those the function of which was the advancement,
by methods not primarily economic as well as by economic methods, of the interests of
labor generally, such as the city centrals and state federations.

2In the case of the National Departments, as is indicated later, the suggestion seems
to have come from some of the national unions before the American Federation became
enthusiastic about the idea; but without the efforts of the Federation it is most unlikely
that they would have been formed.

3This was the so-called “Scranton Declaration.” For details, see L. Lorwin, The
American Federation of Labor, pp. 68-89. One year earlier (1899) a resolution introduced
by James O’Connell, head of the Machinists’ Union, had expressed the disposition of the
convention to guarantee to each craft “absolute self-government and complete jurisdiction
over its members wherever employed.”
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craft-union principles were, however, specifically rejected. These resolu-
tions bespoke the difficulties inherent in effecting necessary changes in
trade-union structure. To ignore the problem would be perilous; to
grapple with it in a thoroughgoing fashion would involve a treading
upon the interests of the various unions, a treading that they were unwill-
ing to permit and generally were in position to prevent.

Discovery of ways and means to eliminate the weaknesses arising
in the trade-union movement as a whole from the predominance within
it of the craft form of organization and at the same time to preserve
the autonomy and protect the rights of craft unions continued, therefore,
to be one of the most acute, and at the same time one of the most baffling,
of problems. In the opportunistic manner of business unionists, how-
ever, the leaders of the Federation and of the constituent nationals and
internationals were able to devise expedients and institute policies that—
at a time when fewer workers were employed in the mechanized, mass-
production industries than are today—succeeded to an appreciable
extent. Beginning in 1905 the Executive Council of the Federation
became more cautious in the granting of charters, and the resultant check
upon increase in the number of unions was that overlapping jurisdictions
were less numerous than they otherwise would have been and jurisdic-
tional disputes less frequent. Trades councils bringing together the
different craft unions, formation of which was advocated by the 1901
convention of the Federation, were established with increasing frequency
during the early years of the 1900’s.! Amalgamations were effected, and
some of the craft unions, particularly during the last four or five years
before the outbreak of the war of 1914-1918, when the “new” (South-
eastern European) immigrants had come to constitute a majority of the
employees in a number of the larger industries, showed greater readiness
to make common cause with the semiskilled or unskilled workers and
to modify their structures accordingly.? With the formation of the
Departments of the American Federation of Labor,? beginning in 1908,
however, the most important step was taken to solve the problem of
structure for the organizations affiliated with the Federation.* These

1In the building construction industry, the metal trades, and elsewhere some of these
local trades councils had in fact been established during the 1890’s or—in a few cases—
earlier.

2 The Machinists, the Carpenters, and a few other craft unions lowered initiation fees
and sought to broaden their jurisdictions, and in a few cases, like that of the International
Ladies Garment Workers Union, reorganizations on a wider trade and industrial basis were
effected. The 1.L.G.W.U., formed in 1890, was reorganized as a semi-industrial or amalga-
mated union in 1910.

3 For the most complete account of these Departments, see A. T. Hebbing, The Depart-
ments of the American Federation of Labor, (1931).

41t will be recalled (supra, p. 83) that in 1908, when the first of the Departments (the
Building Trades Department) was formed, the A. F. of L. included 1,586,885 of the coun
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Departments, indebted for their existence partly to the efforts of leaders
of the Federation to work out some kind of modus vivend: that would
preserve craft autonomy and at the same time provide industrial unity
where it was needed, and partly to the efforts of member unions,! were
national federations of the craft and compound craft unions within the
industries for which they were established. Functioning as the formu-
lators of policies of common concern to all member unions? and especially
as agencies for the avoidance and settlement of jurisdictional disputes,
the Departments constituted the craft unions’ answer to criticisms of the
industrial unionists—an answer the substance of which was that a sub-
stitute retaining the advantages of craft unionism and at the same time
able to present a united industrial front when necessary had been evolved.

Challenges from the Left.—The “pure and simple”” unionism that
was engrossed, during the pre-1914 years, in remodeling to some extent
its structure, resisting open-shop drives, securing recognition and collec-
tive agreements, convincing the American community of its nonsub-
versive character, and meeting the problem of adverse court decisions,
was indebted for part of its economic crecd, as has necessarily been said
more than once, to the socialist movement of the 1870’s and 1880’s. Two
notions in particular had their sources in doctrinairc socialism rather
than in American uplift and “producer-conscious” movements: that
labor must have its own distinctive organizations, inclusive of none but

try’s 2,180,600 trade unionists. The organization and functions of the Departments of the
Federation are discussed later in this volutne, and refcrence here is confined to those
aspects which are an essential part of the historical record. 1In 1943 the Federation had
four Departments: the Building Trades Construction Department, the Metal Trades
Department, the Railway Employees Department, and the Union-label Trades Depart-
ment. A Mining Department was organized in 1911 and abolished in 1922.

11n spite of the fact that the craft unions were fearful of affiliations with other craft
unions in the same industry when such affiliations might threaten their jurisdiction, the
movement for interorganization on this basis appears to have originated with some of the
member unions and for a time to have received a rather frigid reception from the Federa-
tion itself. Mr. Gompers, it is true, had suggested the idea as early as 1888, but when in
1897 the unions in the building trades set up an international building trades council the
A. F. of L. refused, on the ground that it trespassed upon the rights and authority of the
national unions, to recognize it. At the 1907 convention, however, President Gompers
sponsored a plan to continue a Structural Building Trades Alliance, which had been estab-
lished by the Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners in 1908. The charter was issued to
the Building Trades Department (now called the Building Trades Construction Depart-
ment) on Mar. 20, 1908. That same year the Metal Trades Department was chartered,
while in 1909 the Railway Employees Department and the Union-label Department came
into existence.

2 This statement in fact applies to only the first three of the four Departments now in
existence, as enumerated in a foregoing footnote. The Union-label Department differs
from the others in that its function is the aiding of unionism in general by promoting the
affirmative use of labor’s purchasing power—i.¢., the purchase by union members and others
of goods carrying the union label.
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wage earners, and that the primacy of economic methods must ever be
kept in mind. From these premises, the labor movement proceeded
along the trade-union route, its social outlook becoming a little more
conservative and its militancy a bit more restrained.

To the orthodox followers of Marx in the United States, however, the
applied socialism of the Gompers group was an illegitimate and highly
disreputable offspring of socialism—a brazen denial of labor’s ““historic
mission,” crass treachery to the class struggle. The misleaders of labor
must be ejected from the movement; the labor organizations must be
transformed from instrumentalities for attainment of the palliatives of
collective bargaining and job control into the vanguards of the society

of tomorrow.

Socialist members abounded, it is true, in the unions affiliated with
the A. F. of L., but the apostles of doctrinaire purity were impatient of
their policy of slow penetration; and the Socialist Labor Party, under
the leadership of Daniel DeLeon, set about the task of injecting true
socialism into the life blood of the organized labor movement. Founded
in 1876, and possessed of some real influence during the height of the
struggle between the Knights of labor and the A. F. of L. by virtue of
the fact that it held a certain balance of power, the Socialist Labor Party
had declined in strength and influence by 1889, when Daniel DeLeon
affiliated with it.2 But it was the sole political representative of unadul-

1 See supra, p. 57, where the circumstances bringing the Socialist Labor Party into
being and the clements composing it at the outset are discussed. The name “Socialist
Labor Party” was not taken until 1877, and that year is sometimes given as the one of the
actual establishment of the Party.

2 Daniel DeLeon was born on the island of Curacao, off Venezuela, in 1852, was educated
in Germany and at Columbia University, taught mathematics for a time at a school in
Westchester County, New York, lectured on international law at Columbia University, and
in 1889 resigned his university post and definitely aligned himself with the socialist move-
ment. He was instrumental in the establishment, that same year, of the New York Central
Labor Federation as a rival of the old Central Labor Union of New York (cf. infra, p. 108).
1n 1892 he became editor of the Socialist Labor paper The People, in the columns of which he
employed his consummate art of vituperation to demounce Mr. Gompers and the other
leaders of the A. F. of L. A man of erudition, possessed of a command of several languages,
steeped in the Marxian classics, DeLeon to a considerable extent fitted the specifications of
“the intellectual of the labor movement.” But his influence upon the great mass of
American trade unionists was both temporary and slight. As is indicated shortly, he
split the socialist movement and probably caused many of the socialists within the American
TFederation to move closer to the Gompers position in respect to economic creed and
methods. By not a few of his contemporary Socialists, DeLeon was regarded as not being
a “true” or “sound’ Marxist. He adhered, they said, to the “iron law of wages” Marx
had repudiated, lacked real faith in the capacity of the working class to function as a
vehicle of social change, and really wanted a program of direction of revolutionary activity
by a selected few in the party that would logically have displaced the self-governing trade
unions. Learned though he was, he never had the intuitive appreciation of the American
scene, of the responses different kinds of appeals and tactics would elicit from the wage
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terated Marxism in the United States, and it set out to capture the
American labor movement. A campaign would be launched to infuse
with socialistic doctrines, objectives, and methods both the A. F. of L.
and the declining Knights of Labor; should it fail, there remained more
drastic methods.

The trade unionists won the first engagement. At the 1890 conven-
tion of the A. F. of L., President Gompers’s refusal to grant a charter to
the socialistic Central Labor Federation of New York, a refusal based
not upon the socialism of the petitioning organization but upon the con-
tention that it was allied with a political party, was sustained 1,574 to
496.! In the opinion of the socialists, the issue had been clearly drawn.
Their party was a workers’ party; as such it was different from other
parties, and it should accordingly be regarded differently by a federation
purporting to represent the wage-earning masses of the country. The
contention of Gompers, P. J. McGuire,? and others that to admit, even
in this indirect manner, the Socialist Labor Party would in effect beto
open the door to other political parties, with possible submergence of the
unions in politics as an ultimate result, was a red herring; the real motiva-
tion was opposition to a truly socialistic labor movement. Encouraged
by the support accorded their position on the floor of the convention,?

earners and the middle class, that Samuel Gompers possessed. Disagreement with his
interpretations of economic forces and with his decisions he regarded as tantamount to
betrayal of the cause of labor. For an excellent brief characterization of DeLeon, see
Perlman and Taft in vol. 4 of Commons and Associates, History of Labor in the United
States, pp. 217-219. See also Morris Hillquit’s History of Socialism in the United States,
and Olive M. Johnson’s Daniel DeLeon (publication of National Executive Committee of
the Socialist Labor Party, 1923).

1 The Central Labor Federation of New York was organized by the socialists, who were
supported by unions of German and Russian-Jewish immigrants, as a rival of the Central
Labor Union (the A. F. of L. affiliate) in 1889. Unfriendliness of the latter organization to
the Socialist Labor Party in the local political campaigns of 1887 and 1888 appears to have
been the immediate reason for the organization of the Central Labor Federation. Gompers
issued a charter to the new organization upon its formation in 1889; then a compromise
between the two New York unions was worked out, the Central Labor Federation member
unions re-entering the Central Labor Union and returning their charter; but in 1890 they
again withdrew and asked the A. F. of L. for a return of the Central Labor Federation
charter. Gompers refused on the ground that the Central Labor Federation, by virtue of
its having admitted to membership the English-speaking section of the Socialist Labor
Party, was a political organization. The issue came before the 1890 convention of the A. F,
of L. when Lucien Sanial, sent as a delegate to contest Gompers’s decision, sought to gain a
seat as the representative of the Central Labor Federation. For accounts of this episode,
see Perlman and Taft, op. cit., pp. 219220, L. Lorwin, op. cit., pp. 30-381, and Norman Ware,
Labor tn Modern Industrial Society, pp. 264—265.

2 McGuire had been one of the original (1876) members of the Socialist Labor Party,
but he dropped out in 1881 when, largely as a result of his efforts, the Carpenters’ Union was
organized.

3 The chief support of the socialist position in the 1890 convention came from the miners,
who at that time were divided about equally between the A. F. of L. and the Knights of
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even though the defeat had been decisive, the DeLeon socialists launched
their campaign—in the columns of The People and elsewhere—against
the “labor lieutenants of capitalism,” attempted to ‘““bore from within”
the Federation’s unions, and in 1892 submitted their first presidential
ticket for the approval of the American electorate.?

Conditions of 1893 and 1894 were favorable to those seeking to bestow
upon the organized labor movement the proper—in their opinion—
doctrinaire inspiration and political methodology, to convert the A. F.
of L. from a mere economic organization of limited objectives to an
economic-political one of far-reaching objectives. The beginning of
depression and increasing unemployment, defeat of the unions in strikes,
a rapidly shrinking labor market, the political-mindedness and radicalism
of the Populist movement, and court prosecutions all combined to aid
powerfully the socialist and radical leaders within the Federation in
their attempts to remake it into something more to their liking. In this
atmosphere the delegates to the 1893 convention, by a vote of 2,244 to
67,2 submitted to the affiliated unions an eleven-point “political pro-
gramme,” adoption of which would have committed the Federation to
political action and to ““collective ownership by the people of all means of
production and distribution.”?® The program proved attractive to the

Labor, and from the German unions. Groups other than the miners that supported the
socialist cause were the bakers, brewery workers, furniture workers, and boot and shoe
workers. From detail in N. Ware, op. cit., p. 264, and L. Lorwin, op. cit., p. 81.

1Simon Wing of Massachusetts and Charles H. Matchett of New York. The ticket
polled 21,532 votes, almost all of which were from New York City, out of a total popular
vote of 12,040,384. James B. Weaver, candidate of the Populist Party, an expression of
the unrest that was sweeping the West in 1892, received 1,040,886 votes, in contrast to the
Marxist party’s 21,532.

2 Probably the temper of the convention was not so radical, however, as this overwhelm-
ing vote in favor of submission of the “political programme’ would indicate. In the first
place, the delegates were merely voting on ‘‘submission” to the member unions for their
consideration and ratification or rejection, not necessarily taking a stand on the merits
of the proposals. In the second place, the vote for the political-socialistic program was
increased as a result of the attempt to prevent the re-election of Mr. Gompers as president.
Some of the delegates opposed to him on personal grounds started a movement to bring
about his defeat, and both sides solicited votes of the socialist delegates. With the aid of
some of the socialists, Gompers was re-elected over John McBride of the United Mine
Workers by the close vote of 1,314 to 1,22¢, and the socialists in turn received support from
some of the nonsocialists for their “political programme and its controversial Plank Ten.
For details about the fight against Gompers, see L. Lorwin, op. cit., p. 36.

3'The proposal for independent political action referred to the recent action of the
British Trade Union Congress in endorsing political action, reciting that the English trade
unions had entered the field of independent politics “as auxiliary to their economic action.”
This political plank, by referring to the example of the British unions, in effect constituted a
proposal for independent political action. The eleven points of the program demanded:
compulsory education, popular initiation of legislation, a legal eight-hour day, govern-
mental inspection of mines and workshops, abolition of the sweating system, employers’
liability laws, abolition of the contract system upon public work, municipal ownership of



110 ORGANIZED LABOR

memberships of the affiliated unions during the following months, as
business activity declined and unemployment and labor unrest mounted,
and before the convention of 1894 assembled in Denver a majority of
the member organizations had given their endorsement.! Opposition
manifested itself somewhat tardily, but the seriousness of the situation
was apparent. Adoption of Plank Ten, the one calling for “collective
ownership by the people of all the means of production and distribution,”
would be tantamount to subordination of job-conscious, business union-
ism to class-conscious socialism, so feared by the middle class, whose
antagonism the trade-union leaders felt they must avoid as much as
possible; endorsement of political action might result in submergence of
the instruments of economic action in the whirlpool of polities.

. Socialists and antisocialists debated for five days at the Denver con-
vention of 1894,2 and through a series of parliamentary maneuvers the

electric light, gas, street railway, and water systems, nationalization of the people of all
means of production and distribution, and the referendum upon all legislation. The most
controversial parts were, of course, the endorsement of political action and Plank Ten, the
one calling for ““collective ownership by the people of all means of production and distribu-
tion.” The other planks, it may be noted, bore a coloration that was Knights of Labor as
much as A. F. of L. While Plank Ten of course met with the approval of the Socialist
Labor Party, its adoption for submission to the member unions was not the achievement
of this party or of DeLeon’s propaganda, but of those trade unionists who were content to
move more slowly than was DeLeon, quietly boring from within but not expecting that the
transformation of the Federation into a socialistic organization could take place in any
but piecemeal manner—if, indeed, it could take place at all, and if, indeed, transformation
into a thoroughgoing socialistic organization was to be desired. The 1898 “political pro-
gramme’’ was introduced by Thomas J. Morgan, a machinist by trade and a delegate from
the Central Labor Union of Chicago.

1 Indicative of the disposition of trade unionists to depart somewhat from the narrow
“economism’’ of the Federation during these years of depression and labor unrest was the
active participation of the unions in politics in 1894. The American Federationist (official
organ of the Federation) of November, 1894, listed more than 800 union members who were
candidates for some elective office. Only half a dozen of these were elected, and Mr.
Gompers was able to point, in the presidential address of 1894, to these failures as persuasive
argument against adoption of the political program. S. Perlman, History of Trade Union-
sm . . . , p. 140.

2 The convention of 1894 was the first one farther west than Chicago, and the selection
of Denver was in the nature of a gesture to the West on the part of the Federation. The
appearance of the Western Federation of Miners (which was organized in 1893 but did not
affiliate with the A. F. of L. until 1896) and the Populist sentiment within the Federation
also influenced the choice of the convention city. Undoubtedly, also, the influence of the
silver-mine owners, who were anxious that the Federation support strongly the movement
for remonetization of silver at the old sixteen-to-one ratio, was another factor bringing the
convention westward. Free-silver sentiment ran high among the trade-union memberships
at that time. “The delegates . . . were royally entertained. They were shown the
silver mines and were able to pick up ‘souvenirs.” They were addressed by a Populist
governor in true Populist style”” (N. Ware, op. cit., p. 266, D. C. Heath and Company,
Boston, 1985). The location of the convention and the atmosphere in which it was held
were distinctly favorable to adoption of a political and broadly reformist program.
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proposal to endorse collective ownership and independent political action
was defeated.! The action of the convention appeared to be contrary
to the disposition of the trade-union members, as expressed when they
approved the “political programme,”? and it was made possible only
because many delegates voted contrary to the instructions of their organi-
zations to support the resolution. But the Federation had gone on
record as officially opposed to both independent political action and
participation in efforts to hasten the advent of the socialist common-
wealth, and in doing so it had made a decision the effect of which was
important and lasting. The federated trade unions, in spite of the
politically and socialistically minded portions of their memberships,
became increasingly wary of the pitfalls of independent party action and
of espousal of radical objectives that would dissipate the energy needed
for achieving the immediate objectives of business unionism. While the
socialists of course did not abandon their efforts to capture the Federa-
tion,? many of them—particularly those of the doctrinaire DeLeon faction
—became pessimistic about the possibility of molding the Federation
into an organ for the advancement of socialism and directed more of their

1 The first nine of the eleven planks in the program that had been submitted to the
member unions the preceding year were adopted with modifying amendments. When
Plank Ten was reached the antisocialists introduced a series of absurd amendments,
intended to make both the plank and the consideration of it ridiculous, and in what the
records indicate must have been considerable parliamentary confusion Plank Ten was
defeated. The preamble calling for independent political action was defeated, on motion
of Adolph Strasser, by the close delegate vote of twenty-nine to twenty-seven (1,845 to
861 as votes were cast on the basis of the size of the unions represented by the delegates).
From detail presented in S. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . . , pp. 140-141, Com-
mons and Associates, History of Labor in the United States, vol. £, pp. §11-514, L. Lorwin,
op. cit., pp. 38-39, and N. Ware, op. cit., pp. 267-268.

2In the debate Mr. Gompers declared that *the submission of this program to our
organizations was largely accepted by the membership as an endorsement of political
action,” thus implying that an erroneous impression was responsible for the endorsements.
The logical corollary of this view was, of course, that the delegates were not bound by
endorsements and instructions given under a wrong impression—i.e., that the 1893 conven-
tion had expressed approval of the program instead of merely approval of its submission to
the unions. But it is likely that in this case Mr. Gompers was performing chiefly in his
role of tactician, a role that he always played superbly. The member unions did not have
to endorse the program if they did not want to, and it is questionable how much an impres-
sion that the Federation convention had approved it would have influenced them.

3 At the next (1895) convention of the A. F. of L., a resolution seeking to pledge it to
independent political action for the achievement of socialistic objectives was introduced,
but instead the convention, by a vote of 1,460 to 158, adopted the following resolution:
““That it is clearly the duty of union workingmen to use their franchise so as to protect and
advance the class interests of the men and women of labor and their children; that the
interests of the workers as a class are of paramount importance to party interests; that the
class interests of labor demand labor measures in preference to party measures, and, we,
therefore, recommend to the workers more independent voting outside of party lines.”
Quoted in Commons and Associates, op. cit., vol. 2, pp. 518-514.
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efforts to the building of dual organizations that would be true expressions
of the class struggle. Mr. Gompers, defeated for the presidency in 1894
but re-elected in 1895, had permanently alienated the socialists; and the
socialists, in turn, had permanently alienated Mr. Gompers.

The Knights of Labor, as well as the A. F. of L., had been included
as an object of frontal attack in the campaign plans of the DeLeon
socialists, and by the capture of District Assembly 49 (the New York
City Assembly) a short-lived victory was achieved.? It proved, how-
ever, to be of little consequence in advancement of the cause of socialism;
the Knights of Labor was rapidly becoming decrepit, and in spite of the
catholicity of social outlook it included and of the affiliation of some of
its members with the Socialist Labor Party,? it never was imbued with
truly socialistic (in the Marxian sense) class consciousness. DeLeon was
denied control of the Journal of the Knights of Labor, allegedly promised
him in return for socialist support of the winning candidate for head of
the Order in 1894, and then, in 1895, he was even refused a seat in the
General Assembly. The moral—its impressiveness increased by the
re-election of Gompers as president of the Federation in 1895—was
obvious: the cause of the proletariat must be carried forward by a new
national organization, destined ultimately to displace both of the existing
“buffers of capitalism against whom every intelligent effort of the work-
ing class for emancipation has hitherto gone to pieces.”* But the
Socialist Trade and Labor Alliance® was a failure from the start. Its

1 Deprived of the socialist vote that had retained him in office in 1893 (cf. supra, p. 109),
Gompers was defeated in 1894 by John McBride, a United Mine Workers socialist, 1,170 to
976. The following year, Gompers defeated McBride, although only by the close vote of
1,041 to 1,023. The year 18941895 was the only one between 1886 and his death in 1925
that Samuel Gompers was not president of the Federation.

2 Under orders from DeLeon, the socialist unions, including the influential United
Hebrew Trades, joined and captured District Assembly 49, and at the General Assembly of
1894 the socialists combined with the supporters of James R. Sovereign to defeat Terence V.
Powderly for Grand Master Workman. For a summary account of the efforts to capture
the Knights and of the alliance of the DeLeonites and the Soverign supporters, see Perlman
and Taft, op. cit., pp. 220-221.

# Charles H. Matchett, the New York telephone mechanic who was candidate for the
vice-presidency on the first (1892) Socialist Labor Party national ticket and for president in
1896, had been a prominent Knights of Labor man, and others of the Order had become
active Socialist Labor Party workers by the early 1890’s. The eight socialist delegates to
the 1894 convention of the Knights held the balance of power, and Sovereign defeated
Powderly as a result of the deal he made with DeLeon for socialist support.

4 Words of Deleon at the 1896 convention of the Socialist Labor Party, quoted from
the convention Proceedings by Professors Perlman and Taft, op. cit., p. 222.

5 The Socialist Trade and Labor Alliance came into_existence as a result of DeLeon’s
control of District Assembly 49 of the Knights of Labor. This Assembly repudiated the
national officers the year DeLeon was denied a seat in the General Assembly (1895) and
issued an appeal to local assemblies and trade unions to join in forming a rival of the A. F.
of L. that would be a true exponent of international socialism; and at a meeting attended
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membership, variously estimated in 1898 at between 15,000 and 30,000,
was confined almost entirely to a few unions of socialistic bent in and near
New York City. From the standpoint of socialism, as many of the
socialists, increasingly impatient with DeLeon and his leadership, them-
selves concluded, the step was unfortunate, since the socialists were
stamped as destroyers of the unity of labor at a time when, owing to
experience of the unions in the struggle with the Knights of Labor, feeling
against dualism ran high. Socialist trade unionists, aware of the eco-
nomic ineffectiveness of a movement devoid of ‘““organization conscious”
labor representatives, in many cases came to the support of Mr. Gompers.

Lacking, then, the support of a majority of the radical trade unionists,
both the Alliance and the Socialist Labor Party became little more than
select societies of rigid doctrinarians, and a new social-democratic party,
rooted in the native American strain of social and political radical-
ism as well as in Marxian tenets and recognizing that ‘“‘trade unions are
by historical necessity organized on neutral grounds so far as political
affiliation is concerned,”? came into being. In 1899 the anti-DeLeon
faction of the Socialist Labor Party openly revolted® and, headed by
Morris Hillquit,* departed for Rochester and held a convention of its own
early in 1900. Two midwestern movements had in the meantime
developed. Eugene V. Debs, idealistic, nontheoretical, humanitarian,’
had left the Populist Party, after voting for Bryan in 1896, and established
his Social Democracy of America and his Brotherhood of the Cooperative
Commonwealth, organizations in which the strands of utopianism and
indigenously American populism were extremely strong; and then, with
others, had launched the Social Democratic Party in 1898.%6 Victor

by representatives of the few unions responding to the call, the Socialist Trade and Labor
Alliance was formed. Perlman and Taft, op. cit., pp. 221-222.

1L. Lorwin, The American Federation of Labor, p. 57.

2 From a resolution adopted at the ‘““unity convention” of 1901, where the Socialist
Party of America was founded. Quoted by S. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . . ,
p. 212.

3 The immediate issue on which the final break took place was that of election of dele-
gates to the General Committee of Section New York. This Committee had absolute
power over selection of the National Secretary and National Executive Committee. For
details of the break, see Perlman and Taft, op. cit., 223-224.

4 Morris Hillquit, a Russian Jew who came to the United States in 1888, was a lawyer
and leading socialist at the time of the 1889 split within the Party. In 1917 he polled the
largest vote a Socialist has ever received for the mayoralty of New York City. Mr.
Hillquit’s History of Socialism in the United States (1908) is an able historical record.

8 For an interpretative account of Debs’s life and influence, see McAlister Coleman,
Eugene V. Debs.

¢ The Brotherhood of the Cooperative Commonwealth advocated a colonization scheme.
The membership of the Brotherhood would gradually settle in colonies in one of the Western
states, capture control of the state, and then transform it into a socialistic commonwealth.
By the time of the Rochester Convention (1900) the colonization scheme had been aban-
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Berger of Milwaukee, newspaper editor, student of Marx, and proponent
of a kind of revisionist socialism that was anticipatory of Eduard Bern-
stein, differed from the socialists who had arrived via the populistic route
on more points than one, but he and his group had broken with the
Socialist Labor Party and its doctrinaire orthodoxy and they found
cooperation with other reform groups far from impossible.! The two
midwestern movements became known as the Debs-Berger socialism, and
in 1900 they joined with the secessionist Socialist Labor Party group in
nominating the same presidential ticket.? The vote polled that Novem-
ber, 97,730, was nearly three times as large as that of DeLeon’s candidate,
and it constituted a compelling argument for fusion of the Debs-Berger
Social Democracy and the secessionists from the twenty-four year-old
socialist party.®? At a Unity Convention in 1901 the Socialist Party of
America was founded upon a platform stressing a series of immediate
demands* but having as its ultimate goal “the organization of the work-
ing class and those in sympathy with it into a political party, with the

doned and both the Brotherhood and the Social Democracy of America had ceased to
function.

1 In fact, the Berger socialists cooperated with the Populists in 1894, and in 1896 Berger
organized a presidential boom for Debs at the People’s Party (Populist) convention. Debs
supported Bryan on the Populist ticket, but the Milwaukee group decided that Bryan’s
nomination proved there was no point in longer cooperating with the Populists. Both
before and after 1896, however, there was cooperation between the two men in their
socialistic-populistic-reformist activities. Berger had visited Debs when the latter was in
the Woodstock jail and has been referred to as Debs’s “socialist god-father.” Cf. Perlman
and Taft, op. cit., pp. 225-226.

2 For president, Eugene V. Debs; for vice-president, Job Harriman.

3 A motion to unite was defeated in 1900, when the common presidential ticket was
nominated, 1,218 to 939. The question of the name of the new party was one obstacle to
amalgamation. Also, the westerners were suspicious of any group that had been affiliated
with DeLeon, and Hillquit and his followers were not enthusiastic about Debs’s former
colonizing socialism. But, as was indicated earlier, this scheme had been abandoned
before 1900, and all recognized the necessity of a socialism that regarded accomplishment
in the American scene as more important than rigid doctrinaire orthodoxy, and the results
of the 1900 election were too encouraging to permit postponement of unification.

4 Among others: Public ownership of all means of transportation and all other public
utilities, as well as all industries controlled by monopolies, trusts, and combines, the revenue
from these publicly owned industries being applied to “the increase of wages and shortening
of hours, to the improvement of service and the lowering of prices to consumers’’; pro-
gressive reduction of the hours of labor and increase of wages; state or national insurance
of working people in case of accidents, unemployment, sickness, and want in old age, the
funds for this purpose “to be collected from the capitalist class’’; inauguration by employ-
ment of public credit of a system of public industries “in order that the workers may be
secured the full product of their labor”*; education for all with state and municipal aid for
books, clothing, and food; equal civil and political rights for both sexes; the initiative and
referendum, proportional representation, and recall of representatives. From the sum-
mary of the 1901 Socialist platform in Earl R. Sikes, Contemporary Economic Systems
(Henry Holt and Company, Inc., New York, 1940), p. 208,
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object of conquering the powers of government and using them for
the purpose of transforming the present system of private ownership
of means of production and distribution into collective ownership by the
entire people.”

Repudiation by the new Socialist Party of the extremes of doctrinaire
orthodoxy insisted upon by the Socialist Labor Party and recognition of
the “neutral grounds,” so far as political affiliation was concerned, upon
which the trade unions were “by historical necessity”” organized did not,
of course, involve abandonment of efforts to convert the membership
of the A. F. of L. to socialism and to elicit from it a declaration of ultimate
purposes socialistic in character, and after 1901 the “boring from within”
tactics were continued.! The socialist offensive did not, however,
become so great a threat to the established precepts of federated trade
unionism as it had been during the 1890’s. During the second half of
the decade 1900-1910 the challenge was different in character, and it
emerged not from the citadel of finance and industrial capitalism in the
East, where the Marxian “inevitabilities”” should by all principles of
economic determinism have worked themselves out most fully, but from
the conditions of labor and the robust activism of the American West.
It found its organizational expression in the Industrial Workers of the
World.?

The American West of the closing years of the nineteenth and the
early years of the twentieth century afforded fertile soil for the rise of a
revolutionary industrial unionism. Industrial disputes had been bitter
and prolonged, and frequently they had partaken more of the nature of
civil war than of ordinary labor struggles. In a number of the western
states the restraining influence of a dominant middle class was absent.
Facing a capitalism that was, on the whole, more ruthless than the finance

1 At the 1902 convention of the A. F. of L. a resolution directing it to advise the working
people of America to organize their economic and political power ““to secure for labor the
full equivalent of its toil” failed to carry by a vote of 4,899 to 4,171 (L. Lorwin, op. ctt.,
p. 73), and substantially the same resolution failed of adoption, by a wider margin, at the
1908 convention. That year the socialist candidate for the presidency of the Federation
received only 1,286 votes, as against 12,449 for Mr. Gompers (:bid., p. 74). After 1903
the socialists changed their tactics for a time, and merely urged the trade unionists “to
study economic conditions” (ibid.). In 1912, for the first time after 1903, the socialists
nominated one of their leaders, Max Hayes, for the presidency, and he mustered 27 per cent
of the votes of the convention.

2 The most detailed account of the I.W.W. during the first fifteen years of its history is
Paul F. Brissenden’s The I.W.W., A Study in American Syndicalism (1920). The following
fifteen years of its history are traced in John Gambs, The Decline of the I.W.W. (1932).
David J. Saposs’ Left Wing Unionism (1926) includes an excellent interpretative account of
the policies and tactics of the L. W.W., and Carleton Parker’s The Casual Laborer and Other
Essays (1020) sets forth vividly the sociopsychological basis of the movement. Extremely
good accounts, more summary in form, are those of Perlman and Taft, op. cit., pp. 169-217,
and L. Lorwin, op. cit., pp. 84-87.
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capitalism of the East, more primitive in the methods it adopted to oppose
labor, and more insistent upon maintenance of individualistic preroga-
tives, was a working force that often tended to be impetuous, impatient
of restraint and slow-moving processes, contemptuous of property rights,
and cynical about the trade-agreement form of interclass collaboration.
The mining industry of the Rockies had attracted men who necessarily
had to be self-assertive and daring, men to whom the acquisition of wealth
was often a matter of sheer luck and whose reverence for property rights
was consequently slight. In the lumber camps of the Northwest, the
hop fields of California, the fruit- and wheat-producing areas on both
sides of the mountains, the Pacific Coast marine industry, and elsewhere,
thousands of migratory workers—men divorced from the stabilizing
influence of permanent employment connections, property ownership,
home life, social status, and the conventional forms of approbation, men
who saw no reason why they should feel indebted to the established order
of things—were ready to fight capitalism with the first weapons at hand.
An anarcho-syndicalistic program harmonized with the predispositions
of such workers, and the socialistic analysis that found its way into the
official philosophy of the I.W.W. probably came to them as a consistent
explanation of their own experiences. Moreover, the craft unions of the
A. F. of L. had failed to make those adjustments and to take those steps
prerequisite to the organization of these workers, and at the same time
the conscrvative economic doctrines and limited objectives of the Federa-
tion made little appeal to men sometimes employed under quasi-feudal-
istic industrial conditions and keenly cognizant of the ferocity with which
Western capitalism opposed their concerted efforts to deprive it of its
industrially autocratic powers.

Conviction of the miners of the West that their salvation lay in
industrial unionism and aggressive tactics expressed itself in 1893 in the
formation of the Western Federation of Miners, a union attempting to
include all employees of the metal mines and smelters, and for a brief
period (1896-1897) this organization held membership in the American
Federation. But between the two federations there was a basic incom-
patibility of structure and an irreconcilable conflict of policy and program,
and the Western organization went its own way.! Seeking to establish a
national labor organization that would reflect its own militant spirit and

t Asis indicated shortly (infra, pp. 117-118), the Western Federation of Miners was the
only group of any considerable membership represented in the convention that in 1905 gave
birth to the LW.W. Two years later, however, after a defeat in the coal-mining industry
that followed an earlier defeat at Cripple Creek, the Western Federation of Miners became
bitterly opposed to the I.W.W. under the leadership of William D. Haywood and withdrew
from it. In 1911 it rejoined the American Federation, and in 1916 changed its name to
International Union of Mine, Mill, and Smelter Workers. By that time it had become a
respectable industrial union. In 1985 this union was one of the original members of the
Committee for Industrial Organization.
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function throughout the entire West, the Miners’ Federation in 1898
established a rival of the A. F. of L., the American Labor Union.! Both
the new organization and the parent body, of which William D. Haywood?
was elected secretary-treasurer in 1900, became increasingly militant
and radical, more impelled to expand and unite all laboring groups of
revolutionary disposition in one big union. Defeat of the Western
Federation of Miners in its industrial struggles likewise encouraged the
movement for amalgamation with other groups.? Conferences looking
toward formation of a new national organization were held in 1904 and
early 1905, originally without benefit of official socialist participation,*

1 Originally the new organization was called the Western Labor Union, the name
American Labor Union being taken in 1902. This organization endorsed socialism, the
cooperative commonwealth, and collective ownership of the instruments of production and
distribution. but it was primarily a nondoctrinaire and militant labor union exercising
centralized control over strikes and deriving its revolutionary fervor from the industrial
background and experience of the membership rather than from theoretical socialism.
By 1905, the year of the formation of the I.W.W., this organization had a membership of
about 16,000, in addition to about 27,000 in the parent Western Federation of Miners (S.
Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . . , p. 214).

2 William D. Haywood, for years regarded by thousands of the economically submerged
unskilled workers as their champion, was born in Salt Lake City in 1869, went to work in
the mines at the age of nine, joined the Western Federation of Miners in 1896, and became
secretary-treasurer of that organization in 1900. About 1901 he became converted to
socialism, and he had already arrived at the conclusion that craft unionism of the A. F. of L.
species could be only a stumbling block to working-class progress. ~After his acquittal in
1907 on the charge of murdering Governor Steunenberg of Idaho he became a national
figure in radical circles. He was for a time active in the Socialist Party, and in 1915
he became secretary-treasurer of the IL.W.W. In 1918 he was sentenced to twenty years
of imprisonment on the charge of conspiracy to obstruct the progress of the War, and
in 1920, when his sentence was sustained upon appeal, he escaped to Russia, where he died
in 1928. Cf. Bill Haywood’s Book, An Autobiography (1929), P. F. Brissenden, op. cit.,
J. F. Gambs, op. cit., and Perlman and Taft, in vol. 4 of Commons and Associates, History
of Labor in the United States, pp. 270-272.

3 By the summer of 1904 the Western Federation of Miners had been entirely wiped out
of the Cripple Creek district of Colorado, and the officers became convinced that survival
of the organization depended upon amalgamation with other groups, in order that the miners
could count on having allies in their own Western territory.

4 The participants in a conference held in Chicago in the fall of 1904 were the editor of
the official organ of the United Brewery Workmen, the president and secretary-treasurer of
the United Brotherhood of Railway Employees, the American representative of the Amalga-
mated Society of Engineers of Great Britain, and two officials of the American Labor Union
(N. Ware, op. cit., p. 805; cf. also P. R. Brissenden, op. cit.). The American Labor Union
and the United Brotherhood of Railway Employees were satellites of the Western Federa-
tion of Miners, which was the dominant factor in the conference. The Brewers, affiliated
with the A. F. of L., although originally a Knights of Labor organization, was dissatisfied
because of its constant jurisdictional disputes with the Federation’s craft unions. It is
important, as Professor Ware has pointed out (op. ¢if., pp. 305-808), to remember that in
spite of the emphasis that has been placed upon the syndicalistic and socialistic character of
the LW.W., this “original group’’ was brought together by the needs and circumstances of
trade and industrial unions. But the trade-union character and immediate needs and
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and at a convention in Chicago, June, 1905, the Industrial Workers of
the World was launched upon its tempestuous career.

A heterogeneous group assembled at this first convention. There
were representatives of the Western Federation of Miners, the only well-
organized group with any considerable numerical strength, and its
American Labor Union, of the Socialist Trade and Labor Alliance, and of
dissatisfied A. F. of L. locals.! A number of individuals, not authorized
to represent any organizations, participated: intellectuals, disgruntled
trade unionists, members of the Socialist Party and the Socialist Labor
Party, and ordinary wage earners. William D. Haywood was there, as
were Mother Jones, ardent defender of the rights of the coal miners,
Daniel DeLeon, and Eugene V. Debs. In addition to those attending
as individuals, 186 dclegates from 34 state, district, and national organi-
zations took part in the convention.? No national union affiliated with
the A. F. of L. was represented.

From the outset, the L. W.W. was divided upon the question of the
relative emphasis to be placed upon political action and industrial action,
or whether all political action should not—as the syndicalist followers of
Sorel in France averred—be sternly repudiated.? But there was agree-
ment upon certain fundamentals: the idea of a struggle, inherent in the
capitalism, between the capitalists and the proletariat; abhorrence of
the conservative aims of the American Federation of Labor; adoption of
the revolutionary watchword “abolition of the wage system” instead
of the conservative motto “a fair day’s wage for a fair day’s work”;
repudiation of a craft unionism that “pitted one set of workers against
another in the same industry” and acceptance of the principle of indus-
trial organization; the necessity that the structure of the organization be
such as to provide a framework of the workers’ cooperative common-
wealth of the future; and the desirability that the new movement function
as a dual organization rather than merely as a propaganda and edu-

circumstances should not, on the other hand, be overemphasized, as there is danger of their
being in a “revisionist” interpretation of the origins of the LW.W. The Western Federa-
tion of Miners and the American Labor Union (which had little existence apart from the
Western Federation of Miners) were both class-conscious and revolutionary organizations,
even if they were not politically minded, and a second preliminary conference (convening
Jan. 2, 1905) was participated in by Eugene V. Debs of the Socialist Party and Daniel
DeLeon, recognized leader of the Socialist Labor Party and the Socialist Trade and Labor
Alliance. Ibid., p. 808.

! Among others, locals of the miners, brewers, printers, hotel and restaurant workers,
switchmen, street-railway employees, barbers, metal polishers, carpenters, and tailors.
N. Ware, tbid., p. 811; P. F. Brissenden, op. cit., pp. 68-73.

* Proceedings of First Annual Convention, quoted by Perlman and Taft, op. cit., p. 282.

3 This issue caused a split in the organization in 1908. At its first convention the
I.W.W. endorsed independent working-class political action but did not mention a
specific party.
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cational agency.! A preamble expressive of these fundamentals and
ringing with the terminology of the class struggle was adopted,? and an
elaborate form of industrial organization, in which all industry would be
divided into thirteen departments, was set forth.? Immediate tactics
were to include aggressive organization drives, sustained militancy, con-
tinual emphasis upon the spirit of revolutionary solidarity in contrast to
the supine spirit of business unionism, and, as a kind of natural conse-
quence of these, “direct action”—strikes, sympathetic strikes, the “strike
on the job,” restriction of output, and the various methods of imposing
obstacles upon the employers’ conduct of industrial operations and inter-
fering with capitalistic procedures in general. Direct action did not mean
that contractual relations might never be entered into, but it did mean

1 Although disagreement on this point developed later, it is likely that al the outset
the socialists who were parties to the establishment of the . W.W.—both those of Debs and
those of DeLeon persuasion—really expected that it would function chiefly as a propagan-
dist, “boring from within,” and political agency, even though rigidly “dual” at the outset.
During the period 1911-1913, the question of whether the I.W.W. should adhere to the
basic strategy of dualism became acute. William Z. Foster had rcturned from Europe,
converted to the idea that in “boring from within,” not in the establishment of rival or
dual organizations, lay the really effective tactic of radical unionism, and he wanted the
L.W.W. to become a kind of propagandist league. While the “Wobblies”” (workers carry-
ing I.W.W. cards or regarding themselves as connected with the organization) almost
instinctively took to the “boring from within” tactic, they never regarded this as a substi-
tute for the maintenance and extension of their organization, but only as an adventitious
adjunct. William Z. Foster left the organization and established a Syndicalist League in
1912.

2 The full preamble of the 1. W.W. reads: “The working class and the employing class
have nothing in common. There can be no peace so long as hunger and want are found
among millions of working people and the few, who make up the employing class, have all
the good things of life. Between these two classes a struggle must go on until the workers
of the world organize as a class, take possession of the earth and the machinery of produc-
tion, and abolish the wage system. We find that the centering of management of the
industries into fewer and fewer hands makes the trade unions unable to cope with the ever-
growing power of the employing class. The trade unions foster a state of affairs which
allows one set of workers to be pitted against another set of workers in the same industry,
thereby helping defeat one another in wage wars. Moreover, the trade unions aid the
employing class to mislead the workers into the belief that the working class have interests
in common with their employers. These conditions can be changed and the interest of the
working class upheld only by an organization formed in such a way that all its members in
any one industry, or in all industries if necessary, cease work whenever a strike or lockout
is on in any department thereof, thus making an injury to one an injury to all. Instead of
the conservative motto, ‘A fair day’s wage for a fair day’s work,” we must inscribe on our
banner the revolutionary watchword, ‘Abolition of the wage system.” It is the historic
mission of the working class to do away with capitalism. The army of production must be
organized, not only for the every-day struggle with capitalists, but also to carry on produc-
tion when capitalism shall have been overthrown. By organizing industrially we are
forming the structure of the new society within the shell of the old.”

2 For the details of this departmental organization, see P. F. Brissenden, op. ci.,
pp. 98-101.
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that reliance could not be placed upon these palliatives except as imme-
diate strategic devices.

Internal dissension arose within the I.W.W. almost at the start,
particularly between the politically minded and theoretical socialists and
the nontheoretical Westerners who, while willing to have the organization
bestow verbal benediction upon the analyses and program of the revolu-
tionary theoreticians, were more concerned about building effective
industrial organizations and by direct action wresting from capitalism
as many of the prerogatives it had been exercising as possible. Daniel
DelLecon wanted to fight capitalism, to employ his own phrase, “on a
civilized plane,” but the lives and social thinking of the Western miners
and lumber-camp employees, as hasbeen observed!, were little complicated
by ““civilized” inhibitions.? Socialist ideology failed to influence them
as its proponents were confident that it would; on the other hand, they
were greatlx influenced by fear of dualism and division within the organi-
zation. At the 1906 convention disagreement betwcen the ““conser-
valives” (those concerned chiefly with more effective organization of
labor) and the “radicals” resulted in withdrawal of the charter members
of the . W.W. who were identified with the Socialist Party,® and at the
same time the westerners launched a vigorous campaign against DeLeon
and the Socialist Labor Party faction. The Western Federation of
Miners, the only member union of any considerable numerical strength,
had been torn between the ‘‘radical” and ‘““conservative” factions, but
its disposition to favor the latter was accentuated by an unforiunate
strike experience in 1907, and it withdrew, a sobered and more job-
conscious organization and an embittered foe of the movement it had
done so much to initiate. In 1908 DeLeon was cxpelled from the con-
vention, the direct-actionists from the West developing a sudden respect
for parliamentary procedure and a devout constitutionalism and voting
DcLeon out on the technical ground that he was a delegate from a union
in an industry different from his own.5

1 By Professors Perlman and Taft, op. cit., p. 235.

2 For an account of these differences in points of view and objectives, seebid., pp.
233-236.

3 Ibid., p. 235.

¢ The Western Federation of Miners was itself split between the radical socialist faction
of the I.W.W. and the faction seeking the immediate building of effective and militant labor
organizations, but the latter won. In the 1907 conflict between the miners and the
employers in Goldfield, Nev., the Western Federation found that the support accorded it
by the nonminer L. W.W. contingent had, if anything, increased the improbability of win-
ning against the employers, because of the accentuation of community hostility toward
the union. This experience solidified the conviction expressed by Acting Secretary-
treasurer Kirwan at the 1907 convention of the Western Federation of Miners (ibid., p.
284), that the I. W.W. had become a “millstone around the neck” of the Western Federation
of Miners.

8 The DeLeonites formed a rival 1. W.W. with headquarters in Detroit, an organization
generally referred to as the ‘“Detroit Branch” or the *“Detroit LW.W.” In 1915 the
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With both socialist factions eliminated, the I. W.W. became in a true
sense the representative of the unskilled and migratory workers of the
West and the exponent of their brand of radicalism.! It initiated, or
intervened in, strikes of workers on construction jobs, in agriculture and
fruit growing, in the lumber camps, in the Wheatland hop fields, in the
shipping industry, and in other segments of Western industry; and
beginning about 1909 it offered its leadership to the unorganized immi-
grant workers of the East, many of whom were employed in fields that
the A. F. of L. unions had either neglected or found beyond their ability
to organize. The success attained in some of these Eastern strikes,
particularly those at McKees Rocks, Pa., and Lawrence, Mass., adver-
tised the I.W.W. favorably among foreign-language wage earners, and
its “‘free speech’ campaigns, a practical necessity in view of the fact that
the agitational and propagandist activities so often took the form of
street meetings,? frequently cnabled it to appear in the role of defender,
against an alliance of employing interests and local government officials,
of labor’s constitutional rights. Rarely, however, did permanent organ-
izations of stable mcmberships result from success in the conduct of
strikes, and after the unsuccessful Paterson textile disputes of 1912 and
1913 total membership of the I.W.W. declined.?

The A. F. of L. regarded the . W.W. as a potential menace. Craft
autonomy had been challenged by ‘“industrialism,” business unionism by
the revolutionary kind. Mr. Gompers and his associates remembered
the “Great Upheaval® of 1885-1887, and, in the widely heralded appear-
ance of the I.W.W. in the East, as well as in its organizing of the casual
and migratory workers of the West, they envisaged the possibilities of
another upheaval threatening the established trade-union order. More-
over, the program of industrial unionism was likely to appeal to the two
large industrial unions within the Federation, the United Mine Workers

Detroit, . W.W. changed its name to ‘“Workers’ International Industrial Union.” It
never developed into a movement of any importance.

! Perhaps needless to say, however, schisms continued to develop within the I.W.W.
during the pre-1914 period. As is indicated in an earlier footnote (supra, p. 119), the
question of whether the tactics of dualism should be subordinated to those of propaganda
and “boring from within” resulted in the withdrawal of William Z. Foster and the group
he led. Another issue upon which the I.W.W. divided was whether control should be
centralized or decentralized. The issue came before the eighth (1912) convention, where
the proposals of the decentralizers, although strongly supported, were defeated.

2 For an account of the free-speech fight, in which the 1.W.W. engaged most actively
between 1909 and 1912, see Perlman and Taft, op. cit., pp. 236-247 and P. F. Brissenden,
The I.W.W., A Study in American Syndicalism, Chap. 11.

3 Total membership of the I.W.W. has always been difficult to estimate. Claims of
officials during the years of its rise were, of course, extravagant, but it is probable that the
total never reached 60,000. It must be remembered, however, that paid-up membership
or the number of workers carrying cards is not a measure of the importance and influence
of such an organization to the extent that it is of an organization like the A. F, of L.
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and the Brewery Workers.! An inevitable counterattack, the com-
ponents of which were vehement denunciation and a hurling of the
epithet “socialist,” on the one hand, and plans to meet the L. W.W. on its
own ground by organizing within the Federation those elements to which
the rival addressed itself, on the other, was launched.? Probably the rise
of a revolutionary opponent after 1905 entrenched even more the con-
servative social and economic philosophy of the leaders of the A. F. of L.,
just as the efforts of the socialists to capture it had done a few years
before, but the threat of the . W.W. did prod the dominant labor move-
ment into giving more consideration to the problem of organizing the
unskilled.

The failure of the . W.W. to materialize as a real rival of the A. F. of
L. is attributable, however, not to the kind of attack the Gompers group
made upon it, but rather to its own inherent weaknesses and to the
incompatibility of its policies and purposes with both the immediate
needs of the workers and the attitudes of the great American middle
class. By its more extreme direct-action tactics it aroused the fear of the
farmers, the small tradesmen, and the self-employed, as well as the
antagonism of conservative unionists; to thousands of middle-class
Americans the organization appeared to be a mysterious, incalculable
force, likely to appear any time and work destruction. It was not
entitled to the ordinary protections of due process of law, and vigilance
committees were organized to see that it did not get them. As a purely
industrial union, the I. W.W. harbored weaknesses that prevented it from
building permanently and extensively. Inspired by a semianarchist
philosophy—a philosophy that in its nature tends to cast suspicion on
attempts to build permanently and therefore paralyzes the disposition
to build—the leaders concerned themselves more with furthering revolu-
tionary propaganda in industrial centers under the guise of unionism than
with performing the day-to-day tasks that a successful and enduring
unionism must perform; and revolutionary propaganda in itself was not

11t will be recalled (supra, pp. 117-118) that locals of both of these unions had been
represented at the 1905 Chicago convention at which the LW.W. was formed.

2 The Executive Council of the Federation instructed the constituent unions to oppose
the I.W.W., and Mr. Gompers indiscriminately identified all socialists with the movement.
““In vain did Max Hayes, representing the moderate socialists inside the trade unions, plead
that no socialist would indorse the ‘revolutionary and almost unintelligible’ preamble of
the I.W.W. and that the majority of socialist trade unionists, like himself, were determined
to remain loyal to the A. F. of L.” (L. Lorwin, The American Federation of Labor, p. 87).
The leaders of the Federation were aware, however, that denunciation and application of
the socialist label were not in themselves sufficient and that the best way to meet the enemy
was by competing for the allegiance of the unskilled, to which it addressed much of its appeal.
At the 1912 Rochester convention of the A. F. of L., the organization of the unskilled was
near the head of the list of problems considered. S. Perlman, History of T'rade Unionism
««« s P. 216,
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sufficient to attract and hold the majority of immigrant and other
unskilled workers.! Ideals the fulfillment of which lay in the distant
future overshadowed immediate economic needs. The I.W.W. did, to
be sure, win strikes, but after a strike had been won it generally reverted
to propaganda activities, neglecting to lay the foundations of permanent
unions. On the other hand, its revolutionary zeal caused it to believe
that once a strike was started it must be fought out to the end without
compromise, irrespective of the probable outcome.? Finally, the
obstacles to permanent organization in situations in which the L. W.W.
operated—the fear and in some cases the docility of foreign workers,
nationalistic antagonisms within the labor force, frequent absence of as
permanent and substantial a job interest as that possessed by members
of the Federation’s constituent units, the strength of employers’ associa-
tions, the alliance with employers of “law and order’ agencies and the
“respectable” elements of the community, the attitude of the courts
toward a revolutionary and direct-actionist movement—were so great
as to render difficult the task of an organization not hampered by the
LW.W.’s inherent weaknesses.

Trade Unionism and Politics, 1897-1914.—Efforts of the socialists to
commit the Federation to endorsement of an independent labor party
had apparently failed by the early 1900’s,® and the primacy of economic
efforts was a firmly ingrained tenet of the federated trade unionism.4
Nevertheless, events were conspiring to force the trade unions to par-
ticipate somewhat more actively in politics, even though this participa-
tion be of the nonpartisan or bipartisan variety. The antiunion offensive
of the employers® caused many of the rank and file to question whether

1 For an excellent critical discussion of the reasons for the failure of the LW.W. to
maintain permanent organizations with substantial membership, the thought of which is
followed to an extent in the above lines, see David J. Saposs, Left Wing Unionism, pp. 144~
162 (International Publishers Co., Inc., New York, 1923).

2 Dr. Saposs summarizes the indictments of the immigrant and unskilled workers
against the LW.W. (:bid., pp. 148-149) as follows: (1) Except in strike periods, it only
indirectly concerned itself with furtherance of the immediate material interests of its
adherents. (2) Even during strikes, leaders frequently subordinated immediate issues to
propagating their doctrines. (3) It failed to establish continually functioning local
organizations. (4) By withdrawing prominent leaders after strikes and diverting their
energies to propaganda, it deprived local leaders of necessary counsel and guidance. (5) Its
policy of denouncing accumulation of strike funds and of discouraging retention of a staff
of paid officials was a handicap. (6) After the automatic poststrike disbanding of the local
strike organization, no organization remained to protect the workers in maintaining the
gains they had wrested from the employers. (7) When a new crisis developed, the organiz-
ing work had to be done over again.

8 Of. supra, pp. 107-112.

§ Cf. supra, pp. 76-77. The subject of labor and politics and the political activities of
trade unionism are not, in this volume, discussed in a separate chapter, but are treated
as matters inseparable from a historical survey of the trade-union movement.

5 Cf. supra, pp. 95-102.
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the potentialities of purely economic action had not been overestimated;
unorganized workers, many of whom did not fit into the craft system
that formed the basis of the dominant movement, tended to look toward
ameliorative legislation for improvement of their working and living
conditions; the ‘“‘progressive revolt” of the years preceding 1912! carried
with it an intellectual climate conducive to a program of broad
legislative reform; and the success of the British independent political
movement in the election of 1905, followed as it was by enactment of
the Trades Disputes Act of 1906,2 stimulated a desire on the part of
many American unionists to follow the example of their English
fellows. Even more important was the disposition of the courts to
issue injunctions restricting or entirely preventing resort to the methods
the unions regarded as essential to the prosecution of strikes,® and to
regard unions as coming within the application of the Sherman Antitrust
Act of 1890.4

By 1906 the pressure of some of the international unions and the
manifest concern of some of labor’s friends over the lethargy of the
Federation in the political arena resulted in a conference, summoned by
President Gompers, of the executive heads of the international unions.
A Bill of Grievances was submitted to the President and to both houses
of the national legislature® and a program of labor legislation and political
and economic reforms was formulated. Some of the demands incor-
porated in this Bill and the program formulated—child-labor laws, free
schools and textbooks, votes for women, and issue of money by the
government free from the manipulation of private bankers for gain—were
reminiscent of the ““upliftism” of the Knights of Labor; others were
expressive of the progressive and reformist spirit of the time; but to a
considerable extent they were trade union in character. Immigration
must be restricted, the government must prohibit or curb the manufac-
ture and sale of products made by convict labor, the eight-hour-day

1 Cf. supra, pp. 91-92.

2 Cf. infra, p. 496.

3 The common-law bases of the conspiracy doctrine upon which injunctions were issued
with increasing frequency during the late 1880’s and the 1890’s is discussed infra, pp. 499—
509 and the nature and problems arising out of the application of this legal instrument are
discussed infra, pp. 629—651.

41t was not until 1908 that the Supreme Court, in the historic Danbury Hatters case
(Loewe v. Lawlor, 208 U. S. 274), clearly established that trade unions come within the pur-
view of the Antitrust Act, but lower federal courts had taken this position some years
before. The Danbury Hatters decision is summarized and discussed in some detail infra
pp. 568-569.

8 For detailed discussion of the 1906 Bill of Grievances see L. Lorwin, op. cit., pp. 88-90,
Perlman and Taft, in vol. 4 of Commons and Associafes, History of Labor in the United
States, pp. 152-158, and Mollie Ray Carroll, Labor and Politics. The entire Bill is to be
found in the Proceedings of the Twenty-sixth Annual Convention of the A. F. of L., 1906.
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standard must be maintained and prevailing wage rates paid on govern-
ment work, and most of all the misuse of the injunction in labor disputes
must be ended and trade unions exempted from operation of the Anti-
trust Act. There was, in addition, a threat to appeal over the heads of
elected representatives to the electorate itself, should the demands not
be heeded. “Labor brings these, its grievances, to your attention
because’ you are the representatives responsible for legislation and for
failure of legislation. . . . Labor now appeals to you, and we trust it
may not be in vain. But if perchance you may not heed us, we shall
appeal to the conscicnce and support of our fellow citizens.”

When a bill regulating the issuance of injunctions in labor disputes,
introduced in the House of Representatives at A. F. of L. instigation,
failed to reccive serious consideration, and congressional indifference to
the other demands of the Bill of Grievances became apparent, the
Federation entered politics in a nonpartisan capacity. A Labor Repre-
sentation Committee! of the Executive Council circularized organized
labor and its friends in 1906, urging nomination by the Democratic
and the Republican parties of candidates favorable to labor’s demands
and recommending that wherever both major parties ignored these
demands a straight labor ticket be nominated. The candidates whose
records the various affiliated units—city centrals, state federations, and
local unions—found to be unsatisfactory were, in the majority of cases,
re-elected in November of 1906, but with reduced pluralities; Congress-
man Littlefield of Maine, upon whom the Federation’s attack had been
centered, was returned to the House with a plurality only one-fourth
that he had received two years earlier; and six trade-union members were
elected to Congress.? Mr. Gompers characterized the results of the
Federation’s excursion into politics as ‘“magical,”® but the House of
Representatives elected in 1906 proved to be more unsympathetic toward
labor’s legislative program than its predecessor had been.

The 1906 political activities of the trade-union movement were
significant. They did not constitute a step toward independent labor-
party action, and lest they be so construed Mr. Gompers at the 1906 con-
vention of the Federation emphasized that there had been no deviation
from the political policy endorsed by previous conventions. The dele-
gates to this convention, still fearful of the disruptive effects of independ-
ent political efforts upon the economic strength of the trade unions and
perhaps influenced by the old horror that the labor movement might fall
into the hands of the socialists, officially sanctioned the nonpartisan
policy. Nevertheless, the Federation had actively entered politics to
reward its friends and punish its enemies, and this step was itself recogni-

1 Samuel Gompers, Frank Morrison, and James O’Connell.
2 Perlman and Taft, op. cit., p. 154.
3L. Lorwin, op. cit., p. 90.
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tion that in the developing American economic and social structure
greater emphasis had to be placed upon political methods. For the
first time, city and state central bodies and local organizations had been
placed under pressure to elect delegates to conferences or conventions
called to formulate plans for effecting the defeat of legislators indifferent
or hostile to labor’s demands, and perhaps even more important was the
instruction of the Labor Representation Committee that a straight labor
ticket be nominated where both parties ignored the trade-union legislative
program. Nor did events of the ycars immediately after 1906 permit
the Federation to return to the relatively quiescent political policy of
earlier years. Early in 1908 the Danbury Hatters decision was rendered,
and a conference of trade-union officers and representatives of several
farm organizations, called by the Executive Council of the A. F. of L.,
urged the calling of meetings in protest against the labor injunction and
against application of the Sherman Act to the “legitimate” activities of
labor organizations. Labor’s first entry into a national campaign took
place that year, when the influence and support of the Federation were
thrown to Bryan.! Two years later organized labor’s participation
in the congressional elections produced results regarded by the leaders
as satisfactory,? and then, in 1912, a party of distinctly prolabor pre-
dilections came into power. In 1914, President Wilson signed the
Clayton Amendment to the Antitrust Act,? and organized labor believed
that its greatest legislative objectives—freedom from the writ of injunc-
tion, exemption from the Antitrust Act, statutory enunciation of its

1 A series of demands, formulated by the American Federation of Labor, was presented
to the Resolutions Committees of both the Democratic and the Republican parties in 1908,
the antiinjunction plank being, of course, the one most stressed. The more important
of the demands were: statutory enunciation of the right of labor to organize; prohibition of
the issuance of injunctions in labor disputes where such injunctions would not apply in the
absence of a labor dispute and in cases where there already existed a remedy at law; trial
by jury in contempt cases when the contempt was not committed in the presence of the court
or so near as to obstruct the administration of justice; extension of the eight-hour day to all
public works, both those carried on directly by the government and those done by private
contractors; endorsement of an employers’ liability law; a constitutional amendment grant-
ing suffrage to women; and creation of a department of labor and a bureau of mines. From
Perlman and Taft, op. cit., p. 157. Cf. also L. Lorwin, 0p. cit., pp. 116-122, and Mollie Ray
Carroll, op. cit.

2 More active efforts to obtain state labor legislation also characterized the developing
political policy of the Federation during the seven or eight years prior to 1914. The
Federation fell in line with, then actively supported, the movement for workmen’s com-
pensation laws. With some apparent misgivings, it also took an attitude more favorable
to old-age pensions. Legal limitations upon the hours of women workers were also sup-
ported, although the Gompers group apparently remained skeptical concerning the desir-
ability of minimum wage laws for women. The development of these types of labor
legislation and the forces active in support of them are discussed in vol. I of this series,
pp- 801-828 and 527-534, and in vol. II, pp. 187-205 and 378-382.

838 Stat. L. 730.



AMERICAN TRADE-UNION HISTORY, 1890-1920 127

lawfulness per se and of its right to utilize without judicial interference
its traditional and revered techniques—had been achieved.

When the president of the A. F. of L. could proclaim that a “new
magna charta” and a “bill of rights” for labor had been written upon
the statutes of the United States, critics of the nonpartisan political
policy found themselves at an argumentative disadvantage. But the
magna charta as construed by the Supreme Court between 1914 and the
end of the 1930’s! made lawful nothing that had been unlawful prior to
its enactment. As vitiating—from the point of view of labor’s expecta-
tions—constructions began to be placed upon the “exemption” from the
operation of the Antitrust law, the declaration that nothing in these
laws should prevent labor organizations from “lawfully’ carrying out
their “legitimate” objects, and the immunities from injunctive inter-
ference in cases of concerted cessation of work or patronage and of peace-
ful persuasion,? the exuberance over this political achievement gave way
to sober recognition of the ever-present danger of judicial nullification or
emasculation of the gains labor had achieved through political action.

In view of the decades-old disagreement among courts as to what did
and what did not constitute an actionable conspiracy, what was lawful
and what was unlawful when the motives of combinations were probed,
the confidence of the trade-union leadership that the Clayton Act had
wrought a substantive change in the law of labor is revealing. There
was little or no anticipation of the judicial pitfalls inherent in the words
of the Act, and apparently there was entire assurance that a mere declara-
tion of the permissibility under the Antitrust laws of the “existence and
operation” of labor organizations and of the “lawfully carrying out of
their legitimate objects” necessarily rendered lawful activities that

1 The interpretation placed upon the Sherman Act and the Clayton Amendment in the
early 1940’s (especially in Milk Drivers Local v. Lake Valley Products Co., 61 Sup. Ct. 122,
and U. S. Hutcheson, 61 Sup. Ct. 463) are discussed infra, pp. 575~581.

2 The story of the Clayton Act’s judicial vicissitudes is recorded later in this volume
(énfra, pp. 569-570, 578-580, 615-616, 622-624), and mention of its main provisions and of
the aggregate import of the Supreme Court constructions suffices for the purposes of this
chapter. Section 6 enunciated the amiable principle that “the labor of a human being is
not a commodity or article of commerce” and declared that nothing in the Antitrust laws
should be construed to forbid the existence and operation of labor organizations or to pre-
vent their lawfully carrying out their legitimate objects. Section 20, the other most impor-
tant labor section, provided that no injunction should be granted in any case “between
employers and employees, or between employees, or between persons employed and persons
seeking employment ” growing out of a dispute concerning terms and conditions of employ-
ment, “unless necessary to prevent irreparable injury to property or a property right,” and
that no injunction should be issued preventing persons, singly or in concert, from ceasing
to work, or from persuading others “by peaceful and lawful means”’ to do so, or from ceasing
to patronize, or from “peaceably’” assembling in a “lawful” manner and for “‘lawful” pur-
poses. In the tortuous field of labor law, it of course still remained for the courts to decide
what was “lawful,” “legitimate,” *“peaceful,” etc.
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theretofore had been regarded as unlawful restraint of trade. A unionism
forced into political action largely in consequence of judicial prevention
of what it wanted to do—center its activities in the economic area—was
not so cognizant of political hurdles to be taken as it was of the familiar
economic hurdles, and its traditional patterns of thought caused it to
regard the political victory as an achievement no more subject to the
refereeship of a higher power than were its victories over employers
in trade disputes. In any event, the fact that the legislation achieved
after years of effort to be exempted from the operation of the Antitrust
laws and “emancipated” from judicial interference did not (in Supreme
Court contemplation) introduce any real change in the substantive law
(and would have been in violation of constitutional guarantees if it had
to be construed as so doing) was not apparent until some years after
1914; and with the “magna charta” still apparently a magna charta, and
with other legislative achievements to which to point,! the Federation
was able to declare that, given a sympathetic administration, labor-
sponsored measures could be enacted into law without unionism’s having
to assume the risks of independent party action.

WartiME UNIONISM, 1914-1920

Not more than one of every nine of the nonagricultural employees
of the United States was a trade-union member when, in 1914, the nations
of Europe faced each other in a life-and-death struggle,? but the unionism
that had emerged out of the turmoil of the 1880’s found reason to assert

1 Among which were the prohibition in government arsenals and naval establishments
of the so-called ““scientific management ” systems (U. S.Laws, 1914-1915, C. 83 and C. 148),
the Lloyd-LaFollette Act, granting to public employees the right of lobbying and affiliating
with labor organizations and the “LaFollette Seamen’s Act” (88 Stat. L. 1164, signed by
the President in 1915), under which some of the worst of the working conditions of men
employed in marine transportation were eradicated.

2 It will be recalled (supra, pp. 82-86) that in 1910, according to the estimates of Professor
Wolman, less than one-tenth (9.9 per cent) of the nonagricultural employees were trade-
union members. Between 1910 and 1914, trade-union membership increased, according to
the same source, from 2,140,500 to 2,687,100, or by more than half a million. The total
number of nonagricultural employees in 1910 is estimated by Professor Wolman to have been
20,140,904, and it seems safe to assume that in 1914 the total number did not exceed 24,000,-
000. (Professor Wolman’s estimate of the total number of nonagricultural employees in
1920 is 27,359,660, and if a “straight-line”” method of estimating the increase during the
intercensal years is used—i.e., if the increase of 6,548,756 is assumed to have occurred in
annual increments of 654,975—the number of nonagricultural employees in 1914 was
28,429,800. There can, however, be no doubt that more of the total 1910-1920 increase
took place during the first half of the decade than did during the second half, when immi-
gration was curtailed and the cityward migration was not exceeding the farmward migra-
tion as it did during the 1920’s; and probably in 1914 the total number of nonagricultural
workers was considerably greater than 23,500,000 but still-less than 24,000,000.) Hence
the percentage of organization was probably less than 11 (or “one of every nine™) that

Jear.
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that it had proved its superiority to other kinds of labor organization.
In spite of the criticism that both progressive unionists within its ranks
and intellectuals outside were wont to hurl, the federated trade unionism
had demonstrated its stability and survival capacity. Membership
had increased from less than 500,000 in 1897 to more than 2,500,000 in
1914.! Recognition had been attained; trade agreements had been
entered into and enforced. Attacks of open-shop employers and of left-
wing elements had retarded and checked, not prevented, substantial
growth and expansion. With the subordination of locals to the national
and international unions, necessary coordination and unity of action
had been attained. Structural modifications—departments, amalgama-
tions, widening of craft bases, trades’ councils—had been effected without
sacrifice of the virtues of the craft form of organization, and the Federa-
tion had demonstrated an adaptability and a catholicity of outlook that
enabled it to include such diverse groups as the United Mine Workers,
the Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners, the Photo Engravers, the
Western Federation of Miners, and the Brewery Workers. The trade-
union leadership believed that the primacy of economic action policy
and the tenet of nonpartisanship had been vindicated.

Other phases of the 1914 trade-union situation were, however, less
favorable. Structural modifications had not kept pace with the increas-
ing need for them. After the first great increase in membership, between
1897 and 1905, the rate of growth had been much slower. Save for
anthracite coal, the “trustified”” industries remained unconquered; the
unskilled and semiskilled workers, with few exceptions, were still unor-
ganized. Industrial unrest mounted during the two or three years
before the outbreak of the European War, and the voluminous testimony
taken and published by the United States Commission on Industrial
Relations? revealed how much of unionism’s task of substituting its kind
of “industrial government” for managerial autocracy remained to be
accomplished. Business activity decreased during the twelve months
prior to the beginning of the war, and the accompanying decline in trade-
union membership, while not great, was a little ominous. But the
impact of war abroad upon conditions in the American labor market,
and then the manifold repercussions upon the labor movement of Ameri-
can participation in the conflict, rendered academic for a time any ques-

1 Cf. supra, p. 83.

% This Commission was created by Act of Congress in 1912, largely in response to the
mounting industrial unrest. Strikes, such as the one in the Colorado coal fields, had been
characterized by a great deal of violence, and incidents, such as the bombing of the Los
Angeles Times building, an act growing out of a strike, aroused public apprehension. The
Report of the Commission rejected the compulsory arbitration proposal of its employer
members and advocated strongly an extension of trade unionism and collective agreements.
The Final Report and Testimony of the Commission on I ndustrial Relations was published in

twelve volumes in 1915.
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tion of whether the A. F. of L. kind of unionism had approached the
natural limits of its growth and strength.

The Wartime Background.—During the six-year period 1914-1920
trade-union membership increased by almost 2,500,000—a gain in excess
of that of the seventeen-year period 1897-1914. Industries and regions
heretofore almost entirely unorganized were penetrated, ‘“recognition”
was secured from employers who had been unbending in their opposition
to unionism, discrimination against workers because of union affiliations
or activities was in effect prohibited in industries essential to wartime
efforts, and union standards of wages, hours, and conditions became the
accepted norm in governmental labor policies. Concessions were
wrested from employers and gains were achieved that probably would
have been unattainable under normal conditions for years. A brief
summary of the causes of this advance should precede detailed dis-
cussion of it.

Business depression turned into prosperity as European orders for
munitions and other goods—the purchase of which was made possible,
to a considerable extent, by loans of American financial institutions—
began to reach the United States in increasing numbers. Widened
profit margins caused employers to be less reluctant to grant wage
increases and to be more unwilling to risk interruptions in production
that might result from failure to negotiate with the unions. The war
abroad reduced to a small fraction of its pre-1914 proportions the volume
of immigration,! and unemployment diminished. By 1916 the labor
market was much more a ““sellers’ market,”” much less a “buyers’,” than
it had been two years before. Strikes for higher wages and recognition
increased in number, and frequently the A. F. of L. affiliates emerged
from them with enhanced prestige and larger memberships.? All of the
losses in numerical strength during the minor depression of 1913-1914
had been, as is indicated shortly,? retrieved by 1916. That same year
the Railroad Brotherhoods, under threat of strike, were able to bring
about enactment of the Adamson Act,* establishing the basic eight-hour
day, and—partaking of the nature of an official declaration of the accept-
ance of trade unionism as an integral part of the American commonwealth

1 Cf. vol. I of this series, pp. 20-31.

2The A. F. of L. affiliates gained significantly from strikes involving the munitions
workers, which were led by the International Association of Machinists, and from those of
the New York longshoremen, the building trades unions, the streetcar employees of Chicago,
and the women’s garment workers of Philadelphia. In another series of strikes, the Feder-
ation was able to capture from the I.W.W. leadership of a number of groups of unskilled
and, for the most part, foreign-born workers. For details see L. Lorwin, The American
Federation of Labor, pp. 132-134.

3Cf. infra, p. 182.

4. S. Laws, 1916, C. 4386. Constitutionality of the Act was sustained by the Supreme
Court in 1917 (Wilson 9. New, 248 U. S. 832).
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—President Wilson stated that in the future no President would be able to
ignore the organized labor movement.!

Organized labor’s great opportunity came, however, when the United
States entered the war, Increased output in all the basic industries was
imperative, and, since unmitigated cooperation of labor was one of the
conditions essential to its attainment, both employers and the govern-
ment were willing to make concessions. As small industries expanded
rapidly and new industries experienced a mushroom growth, competition
for labor became extremely keen, while on the supply side the curtailment
of immigration synchronized with withdrawal of more than 5,000,000
able-bodied men into the military establishment. Willingness to bid
wages upward and reluctance to risk strikes were increased by the “cost-
plus” terms of many of the government contracts,? while the practical
suspension of the Antitrust laws for the duration of the war, which meant
that combination and the pooling of trade data were permissible, was an
inducement to employers to make concessions to organized labor in
return for labor’s promise to cooperate and hold in abeyance the strike
weapon. The conservative position of the A. F. of L. with reference to
property rights and its comparative indifference to far-reaching plans
for social reorganization® likewise rendered the government and undoubt-
edly no negligible number of employers more ready to enter into arrange-
ments with the unions involving concessions they had sought for years.

Still another force operating powerfully to advance trade unionism
and collective bargaining was the official policy of the Federal Adminis-
tration. When the government undertook operation or administration
of basic industries like the railroads and coal mining, it gave official
recognition to collective bargaining with labor, and the various govern-
ment boards established to unify the labor policy of the country and
prevent strikes adopted as a basic canon the right of workers to organize
and bargain collectively free from discrimination because of union mem-
bership or activity. Finally, the social and political atmosphere of the
War period was far from irrelevant to the spread of unionism and the
new power it attained. The war was professedly one for “democracy,”
and the democratic claims of a labor movement that itself refused to
challenge the basic precepts of capitalistic democracy could not with
consistency be ignored. In the fervor and emotionalism of the time,

1 At the dedication of the new A. F. of L. building in Washington, July 4, 1916.

3 That is, the government agreed to pay those with whom it entered into contracts the
cost of the work (including, of course, labor cost) plus a certain percentage of the costs,

which would constitute a “fair’ profit.

# The postarmistice Reconstruction Program of the A. F. of L. (¢f. infra, pp. 141-148)
and British labor’s program for a new social order stand out in marked contrast to each
other, and the former is expressive of a social and economic attitude that employers
found not intolerable, even though many of them were awaiting the end of the war to put
labor in its place in respect of the “right to organize.”
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employers refusing to cooperate with boards and commissions established
to adjust labor disputes and develop a national labor policy, merely
because these boards had adopted policies and enunciated principles
antithetical to traditional open-shop predilections, were likely to be
labeled ““obstructionists”; and many of them, convinced of the righteous-
ness of the government’s war efforts, did not want either to be or to be
labeled obstructionists. Moral conviction joined with *cost-plus”
contracts to accord to trade unionism a new status and a new opportunity.

Increase in, and Distribution of, Trade-union Membership.—The
story of the increase in total trade-union membership and in membership
of the A. F. of L. is told, in quantitative terms, in Table 2. The growth
revealed was without precedent. Between 1914 and 1920, total mem-

TasLE 2—ToraL MEMBERSHIP OF AMERICAN TRADE UN1ONS AND OF UNIONS AFFILIATED
WITH THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR, AND ANNUAL CHANGES IN BotH, 1914—

1920!
All unions American Federation of Labor

Year

Average annual Increase or decrcase Average annual Increase or decrease

membership over preceding year membership over preceding year

1914 2,687,100 2,020,700
1915 2,582,600 —104,500 1,946,300 ~ 74,400
1916 2,772,700 +190,100 2,072,700 +126,400
1917 8,061,400 -+288,700 2,371,400 +298,700
1918 3,467,300 -+405,900 2,726,500 +855,100
1919 4,125,200 +657,900 3,260,100 + 533,600
1920 5,047,800 +922,600 4,078,700 +4-818,600

1 Compiled from Leo Wolman, Ebband Flow in Trade Unionisn, p. 26, and from the Proceedings of the
American Federation of Labor for the various years.
bership increased from 2,687,100 to 5,047,800, and between 1915, when
membership was less than in 1914, and 1920 the increase was 2,465,200—
almost a 100 per cent increase in five years. In one year, 1919-1920, the
gain fell not far short of a million (922,600). It will be noted, also, that
the increase in A. F. of L. membership about kept pace with the increase
in total union membership and that the percentage of all unionists
included within the Federation’s affiliates did not change appreciably.!
Relative to the total number of wage earners in the United States, trade
unionism was almost twice as strong when it reached its 1920 peak as it
had been ten years earlier. In 1910 only 8.6 per cent of all employees,

1Tt will be noted that in 1917 total A. F. of L. membership, according to the foregoing
data, increased by 10,000 more than did membership of all unions. This would indicate
losses on the part of some of the nonaffiliated organizations. It is likely, however, that
the fact that A. F. of L. figures on “paid-up’’ membership are not exactly comparable to
the more refined figures resulting from Professor Wolman's statistical investigation accounts
chiefly for the difference.
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and 9.9 per cent of all nonagricultural employees, were, according to the
most competent estimates, members of trade unions.! Ten years later,
the respective percentages were 17.5 and 19.4.2

The wartime expansion of unionism was, on the whole, confined to a
relatively restricted class of workers, the building and transportation
groups, together with the unions in the metal, machinery, shipbuilding,
and clothing industries, accounting for about three-fourths of the total
1915-1920 increase in membership.? Unions in industries most essential
to the prosecution of the war experienced, as would have been expected,
the greatest growth.? In contrast to the next period of great expansion,
that of the post-1933 years,® the gains of the War period were less widely
diffused among industries and occupations, and they constituted to a
greater extent a development of unionism where it already had a foothold
rather than a conquering of theretofore almost entirely unorganized

1L. Wolman, op. cit., p. 116.

2 Jbid. It may be noted in passing that there was nothing especially unique about the
development of labor organization in the United States during the war and early postwar
periods. In all countries affected by similar conditions, the membership trends were much
the same. For example, total membership of English trade unions in 1920 is estimated to
have been 8,346,000, as contrasted to 4,145,000 in 1914 (from data in the Ministry of
Labour Gazette, October, 1935, as summarized by Professor Wolman, op. cit., p. 81). The
real uniqueness of trade-union growth during this period lay in the fact that in spite of the
traditional antiunion attitude in major sectors of industry, an attitude much stronger than
in England, and of the failure of unionism prior to the war to be accepted and recognized as
it had been in England, the growth here was relatively as great as it was there.

3 The total increase in membership of these four groups of unions and of all unions has
been estimated by Professor Wolman (op. cit., p. 28) as follows:

Group of Unions Increase 19151920
Building construction. ......... «.otiiuiiat s . 855,200
Metals, machinery, shipbuilding. .... . ........... ..o e 634,600
Transportation and communication 680,100
Clothing........ ......... . C e e e e 200,800

Total above groups........ ..... .. 1,870,700
Total all unions. ........... ... 2,465,200

4 As examples: The Seamen’s Union included 21,700 members in 1916, 65,000 in 1920,
and 108,800 in 1921. The Longshoremen’s Union increased from 25,000 in 1916 to 74,000
in 1920, the Maintenance of Way Employees from 8,900 in 1916 to 54,200 in 1919; the
Teamsters’ Union from 59,000 in 1916 to 110,800 in 1920. Metal trades unions began, as a
result of the manufacture of munitions for the Allies, to expand prior to entrance of the
United States into the war. Within this group, the Machinists’ Union numbered 71,900
in 1915, 112,500 in 1917, and 830,800 in 1920; the Boiler Makers’ membership jumped from
81,200 in 1917 to 103,000 in 1920; and the Blacksmiths’ Union from 12,000 in 1917 to
48,300 in 1920. Within the building trades, the Carpenters’ Union included 831,500 in 1920
as contrasted to 281,700 in 1917, and the Electricians’ membership increased from 41,500
to 180,200. From data compiled by Perlman and Taft, in vol. 4 of Commons and Associ-
ates, History of Labor in the United States, p. 410. The sources of the data are the 1919
Proceedings of the American Federation of Labor, pp. 80-81, and Professor Wolman’s
Growth of American Trade Unions, pp. 110-116.

8 Cf. infra, pp. 192-201.
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industries and trades.! Industrial unionism was no stronger, relative
to craft unionism, in 1920 than it had been in 1914; on the contrary, a
slightly smaller percentage of all unionists seem to have been affiliated
with organizations having an industrial basis.? As a sum-total con-
sequence of the war-period increase in union membership, almost twice
as large a proportion of the employees of manufacturing and mechanical
industries (including construction) were organized in 1920 as had been
ten years before (22.2 per cent, as contrasted to 11.4 per cent in 1910),
slightly more than twice as large a proportion in transportation and
communication (89.6 per cent in 1920 as contrasted to 19.5 per cent in
1910) and in the service industries (4.9 and 2.0 per cent in these two years
respectively).? Inmining, quarrying, and gas and petroleum production,
the percentage of trade-union organization among employees increased
from 28.8 to 89.6 per cent.*

Distribution of the total membership of American labor organizations
among different industries and trades of course changed to an extent
during these years of expansion. Some unions largest in 1914 found
themselves constituting a smaller percentage of the total organized labor

1Tt will be noted that the Miners were not one of the groups, listed in footnote 8,
p. 183, as contributing most to the expansion of unionism during this period. The reason
was that the United Mine Workers had already become one of the largest American unions
by 1914, and with its capacity for further development limited, it gained only 55,000 mem-
bers between 1914 and 1920. The building and the transportation and communication
groups, which together contributed 963,300 to the total 1915-1920 increase of 1,870,700,
had been of substantial size at the beginning of the War period, but they had included
many small unions and had claimed jurisdiction over numerous occupations that were
hardly organized. These small unions grew during the War period, and at the same time
substantial memberships were acquired in occupations where the jurisdictional claims had
theretofore been chiefly paper claims. While the building industry proper failed to share
proportionately in the general prosperity of American industry during this period, and
some of the strictly building-trades organizations (like the Bricklayers’ Union) failed to
increase in membership, the membership of unions like the Carpenters, which has always
had jurisdiction over a substantial number of craftsmen in other industries, increased
greatly and accounted for a considerable part of the increase of 355,200 credited in footnote
8, p. 188, of the building-construction unions. The 200,800 increase in the clothing
industry group was largely due to the founding in 1915 of the Amalgamated Clothing
Workers of America and to the rapid growth of this union during the five years
thereafter. The observations in this footnote are based upon and follow closely the
analysis of Professor Wolman in Ebb and Flow tn Trade Unionism, pp. 26-32.

2 Professor Wolman’s estimate (Ebb and Flow in Trade Unionism, p. 92) is that 75 per
cent of the total union membership found place in craft or compound-craft organizations
in 1914 and 78 per cent in 1920. These percentages were arrived at by subtracting from
total union membership the membership of all mining, clothing, and shoe unions and of the
United Textile Workers, the Amalgamated Textile Workers, the Associated Silk Workers,
the Brewery Workers, the Marine and Shipbuilding Workers, the Iron and Steel Workers,
and the Electrical Industry Employees Union.

# The estimates of Professor Wolman, ¢bd., p. 118.

¢ Ibid.
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movement in 1920 than they had constituted six or ten years earlier, even
though contributing greatly to the absolute increase.! The unions in
the building—construction industry contributed an estimated 855,200
to the total increase in the union membership of 2,465,200,% but in 1920
they included more nearly one-sixth of the total of all organized workers
than the one-fifth they had included in 1914. The mining and quarrying
industry, in which 27.8 per cent of the employees were organized in
1910 and 39.6 per cent in 1920, employed only between one-eleventh
and one-twelfth of all the country’s unionists in 1920, as contrasted to
more than one-eighth in 1910 and more than one-seventh in 1914. The
metals, machinery, and shipbuilding unions, on the other hand, included
in 1920 nearly twice as large a proportion of all organized workers as in
1910 and more than twice as large a proportion as in 1914. Transporta-
tion and communication unions, which are estimated to have increased
in membership by 680,000 during the 1915-1920 period, had the affilia-
tion of nearly one-quarter of all American unionists in 1920, as against a
little more than one-fifth in 1914. On the whole, however, no startling
change in the distribution of trade-union membership occurred during
the years of wartime expansion. The essential facts are set forth in the
following table.

TABLE 3.—MEMBERSHIP OF AMERICAN TrRADE UN1oNS, PERCENTAGE IN EACH INDUSTRIAL
Group, 1910, 1914, 1920?

Industrial group 1910 1914 1920

Mining, quarrymg, andoil........... .. . i 12.8 14.1 8.7
Building construction.............. ..o 21.4 20.2 17.6
Metals, machinery, shipbuilding....................... 9.2 8.4 17.0
Textiles. .o v v e et ee e e e 1.0 1.1 3.0
Leather andshoes.............. ...t 2.2 2.2 2.2
Clothing. .. ......ouriiiiiiie e 4.6 5.9 7.4
Lumber and woodworking. ...............coiiiiiin. 1.8 0.9 0.5
Paper, printing, bookbinding. ............. ... ...l 4.2 4.1 3.2
Chemicals, clay, glass, stone.......................... 2.8 2.1 1.0
Food, liquor, BODACCO . . .. v o ee e et 5.7 46 3.6
Transportatxon and communication.................... 22.5 20.9 24.9
Public S€rVice. ... ve et e 2.7 8.4 3.2
Theater and MUSIC. . « ..o vvvvrenineen i iiineneennnn. 2.8 3.4 2.0
1 LTS 0.7 06 0.4
Hotel and restaurant service...............ocvvevennn. 1.7 2.7 1.2
Domestic and personal service.............covuvne.n. 1.4 1.4 1.0
MiSCEllaNEOUS. «vvvveeeerronneeeenenesrnseeenanenenns 3.0 3.2 3.1

B0 105 7Y PO 100.0 100.0 100.0

1 Compiled from the data presented by Professor Wolman, op. c¢it., Appendix, Table II, pp. 198-109.

1 As a consequence, of course, of the fact that their memberships had bulked large in
total trade-union membership at the beginning of the period and that the absolute increases
were not as great relative to the membership at the beginning as were those of the unions
in branches of the economy where labor organization bad included much smaller percent-
ages of the total working force.

2 Cf. supra, p. 183, footnote 3.
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Labor’s Attitude toward the War.—In the United States, as in all
countries, the first reaction of the wage-earning masses toward the War
was a recoil at the horror of it all, and pressure to mobilize labor opinion
against American participation was strong. The leadership of organized
labor, however, was reluctant to sanction a declaration that in no event
would labor support American involvement, and as the War progressed
pro-Ally feeling became stronger in the officialdom and also among the
rank and file.! During the latter part of 1915 and 1916, the leadership
of the Federation participated actively in the preparedness campaign,
and Mr. Gompers was among the National Civic Federation members
who drafted a resolution calling upon Congress to create a Council of
National Defense. Official proclamation of organized labor’s position
on the war was made at a conference, held on Mar. 12, 1917, when war
seemed inevitable, of 148 officers of various national unions, including
the Railroad Brotherhoods.? A resolution interpreted as an uncondi-
tional pledge that organized labor would support the government should
the United States enter the war was adopted,? but “the government must
recognize the organized labor movement as the agency through which it
must cooperate with the wage-earners.” Specific safeguards of the
interests of trade unionism, demanded in return for the pledge to support
the government in waging a war, included: representation of organized
labor on all agencies determining or administering policies of national
defense; conformity to trade-union standards in government and private
employment; agreement “by representatives of the government and
those engaged and employed in the industry as a prerequisite to “what-
ever changes in the organization of industry are necessary”’; imposition
of the same demands for service upon property as upon labor and limita-
tion of profits; and maintenance of industrial and commercial service

1 The story of the various forces brought to bear upon the leadership of the A. F. of L.
is told in excellent fashion in L. Lorwin, The American Federation of Labor, pp. 136-148.
Mr. Gompers’s My Seventy Years of Life and Labor, vol. 11, pp. 322-387, should also be
consulted by one seeking to disentangle the numerous forces that went into the making of
the final war position of the dominant labor faction.

2 The conference was called by Mr. Gompers, who was concerned lest the trade-union
movement fail to be put before the public in a “patriotic light.” The only important
international unions not represented were the International Ladies’ Garment Workers, the
Western Federation of Miners, the Journeymen Barbers, and the International Typo-
graphical Union. L. Lorwin, op. cit., p. 143.

3“We . . . hereby pledge ourselves, in peace or in war, in stress or in strain, to stand
unreservedly by the standards of liberty and the safety and preservation of the institutions
and ideals of our Republic. . . . Should our country be drawn into the maelstrom of
European conflict, we, with these ideals of liberty and justice, . . . offer our services to
our country in every field of activity to defend, safeguard, and preserve the Republic of
the United States of America against its enemies whomsoever they may be, and call upon
our fellow workers and fellow citizens in the holy name of labor, justice, freedom, and
humanity devotedly and patriotically to give like service.”



AMERICAN TRADE-UNION HISTORY, 1890-1920 . 187

upon a nonmilitary basis, since ‘“the same voluntary institutions that
organized industrial, commercial, and transportation workers in times of
peace will best take care of the same problems in time of war.”! The
reception the trade unions accorded this resolution, and the demands it
incorporated, was decidedly lukecwarm, but the country as a whole
accepted it as a statement of organized labor’s official position.

The A. F. of L. accordingly was—on the conditions just enumerated—
strongly committed to a prowar position by April of 1917, and the opposi-
tion of the traditionally obstructionist—from its point of view—Socialist
Party and the I.W.W. only solidified this position and convinced it that
it must put the labor movement before the American people in the proper
light.2 An “American Alliance for Labor and Democracy”’ was formed—
at the instigation of the Executive Council of the Federation and with
the financial aid of the Creel Committee on Public Information—?2 to

1 From the summary of the demands in S. Perlman, History of Trade Unionism . . . ,
Pp. 283234,

2 The story of left-wing opposition to the War and to the Federation’s prowar position
must here be confined to a brief summary. A referendum of Socialist Party membership,
shortly after the declaration of war, overwhelmingly endorsed resolutions condemning
the entry of the United States into the War, characterizing the conflict as an outgrowth of
commercial and financial rivalry, and pledging the Party’s opposition to conscription and
censorship. In spite of the withdrawal of some prowar socialists (like Upton Sinclair and
John Spargo), the War gave the party a new cause and membership increased from 67,788
to 81,172 during the two months between April and June, 1917 (Perlman and Taft, op. cit.,
p. 422). Government reprisals were of course visited upon the socialists, and a number of
prominent members, including Eugene V. Debs, Victor Berger, and Adolph Germer, were
sentenced to prison for violation of the espionage act. The I.W.W. had probably alarmed
the business interests of the country more than had the Socialist Party, and it was the chief
object of a campaign the immediate purpose of which was to stifle sedition and disloyalty
but the roots of which had been nurtured in industrial conflict. Raids were made by
agents of the Department of Justice upon I.W.W. headquarters in Pittsburgh, New York,
Boston, Baltimore, Detroit, San Francisco, Milwaukee, Los Angeles, Spokane, Portland,
Ore., Omaha, Minneapolis, and Lincoln, Neb., even while the President was appointing a
liberal jurist to make an impartial survey of the activities of the organization; 166 members
were indicted for violation of the espionage act; local authorities sprang to the defense of
the industrial status quo and unofficial vigilante organizations took law and order into their
own hands. Of the 166 leaders and members arrested during the federal raids of Sept. 5,
1917, an even 100 were convicted of conspiracy to obstruct and hamper the military pro-
gram (from detail in Perlman and Taft, op. cit., pp. 416-419). The government’s wartime
attack upon the I.W.W. had the effect of virtually bringing about the cnd of that organiza-
tion as an effective economic force, although the organization continued its existence and
at the time of the writing of these lines (1943) still maintained a national headquarters in
Chicago and published a weekly paper. The government’s antisedition campaign removed
the I.W.W. leaders who had been most adept in “organizing on the job,”” and the less stable
and mature leadership that succeeded them were more concerned with propaganda and a
vague “revolutionary cause” than with building a-militant but stable industrial unionism.

3 For accounts of the somewhat checkered career of this prowar labor organization see
L. Lorwin, op. cit., pp. 149-153 and Perlman and Taft, op. cit., pp. 403—406. The leaders
of the Alliance were social reformers, pro-war socialists, and various heads of national and
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combat subversive elements and prove to all that American labor was
unqualifiedly in favor of vigorous prosecution of the military program.
As a further evidence of labor’s position, various semiofficial trade-union
committees went abroad to win the support by European trade-union
and socialist organizations of America’s war aims. More important
than the propagandist activities of the Federation and its Alliance for
Labor and Democracy, however, were the trade-union policies of coopera-
tion with the government to maintain uninterrupted production and the
concessions granted to unionism in return for its adoption of these
policies.

Government Labor Policies and Unionism.—The proviso in organized
labor’s agreement to support the war that it be represented on all govern-
ment agencies and commissions concerned with labor matters was
accepted and adhered to faithfully by the administration. When the
Council of National Defense was formed in 1916, unionism was repre-
sented on the Advisory Council by Mr. Gompers, who in turn headed a
committee of his own choosing to formulate and recommend to the gov-
ernment and to the labor organizations those phases of labor policy
it deemed desirable; and labor was represented on, among other agencies,
the Emergency Construction Board, the Fuel Administration, the Food
Administration Board, and the powerful War Industries Board, the last-
named being the recognized arbiter of the country’s industries for the
duration of the War. The President’s Mediation Commission was
established in the summer of 1917 and was followed by similar tripartite
bodies. In April, 1918, the most important single agency of the War
period in the field of industrial relations, the War Labor Board, was
established.! Having as its primary function the settlement by media-
tion and conciliation of controversies in fields of production that were
directly or indirectly necessary for effective conduct of the War, this
Board inevitably had to establish standards, develop policies, and apply
canons the effect of which was profound.

international unions. The organization declared that “a sturdy defense of the interests of
labor is wholly compatible with loyalty to the government,” demanded conscription of
wealth as well as of men, and accompanied its ringing defense of free speech with the quali-
fication that “all those whose expressions are obstructive to the government in its conduct
of the war, or who are capable of giving aid or comfort to the nation’s foes, should be sup-
pressed by the authorities.” Support of the Alliance was officially voted at the 1917 con-
vention of the A. F. of L., and its pronunciamentos became official expressions of the war
position of the Federation.

1 The War Labor Board consisted of five representatives of the employers, five of labor,
and two (William Howard Taft and Frank P. Walsh) of the public. 'When the War Labor
Board was established it was decided that agencies already operating were to be continued,
but that the War Labor Board should act as a court of appeal for cases under the jurisdic-
tion of these boards as well as a court of first resort in cases involving war production.
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Basic in these principles and canons was the right of the workers to
bargain collectively through representatives of their own choosing, a
tenet to which the Board and the other governmental agencies adhered
consistently, and this in turn dictated the principle—necessary to make
the general right to organize and bargain collectively real and dynamic—
that workers were not to be discharged for membership in trade unions
or in any way be subjected to discrimination because of such membership.
Labor, on the other hand, must not exercise ‘““coercion” in attempting
to induce nonunion men to affiliate or employers to enter into agreements,
and specific declaration was made that in establishments where both
union and nonunion workers were employed continuation of this situation
should not be deemed a grievance; the status quo with reference to the
union or closed shop was, in other words, to be maintained for the dura-
tion of the War. TUnion rates of wages were to be paid where they had
been customary in the past, and the living-wage principle was to be made
applicable to all workers, including common laborers. The basic eight-
hour day was to be recognized as applying in all cases in which the
existing law required it,while in other cases the question of hours was to be
settled “with due regard to government necessities and the welfare,
health, and proper comfort of the workers.””* Finally, the principle was
established that strikes and lockouts should be abandoned as methods
of achieving the purposes of the workers and of the employers during the
period of the War, although no penalties were provided in the case of
breaches of the rulc.?

The public policy toward labor combinations expressed in these
principles and policies was, needless to say, the most favorable from the
point of view of unionism that had ever been adopted and it was, in addi-
tion, an enforceable policy to all intents and purposes. Organized labor
made only one real concession—relinquishment of the right to strike—
but it made this concession in general terms, with no penalties attached.?
In such a sctting, the trade-union growth that has already been sum-
marized was almost inevitable.

1 Quoted from the statement of “Principles and Policies” by S. Perlman in History of
Trade Uniontsm . . . , p. 238. See also L. Lorwin, op. c¢it., p. 165.

2 Establishment of the War Labor Board of course did not constitute adoption of the
principle of compulsory arbitration, since the Board could not force a party to a dispute to
submit to its arbitration or to that of its designated umpire. Nevertheless, public opinion
was so strongly against any interruptions of production in the war industries and the
government possessed such far-reaching powers by virtue of its orders and the priority of
its right to materials and labor that in almost every instance the decision of the War Labor
Board was accepted without strikes or lockouts.

3 The agreement to maintain the status quo with reference to the open or closed shop can
hardly be called a concession, since labor was protected in maintenance of the closed or
union shop where it had already been attained and was only postponing exercise of the new

strength that government policies and war conditions generally brought to it in seeking
this particular objective where it had not already been attained.
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TuaE PosTARMISTICE YEARS, 1918-1920

Business went into a brief downswing after the armistice of November,
1918, then quickly revived, and, during the prosperity that continued
until the summer of 1920, union membership increased, as has already
been said, by nearly a million and a half.! But even as the organized
labor movement was attaining a numerical strength greater than ever
before, and not again to be equaled for fiftcen years, it found itself con-
fronted with challenges and beset by problems that it was in some ways
ill prepared to meect and solve. Under the exhilarating influence of
wartime conditions, the outlook and programs of many of the unions had
expanded, had come to include the ends connoted by the rather vague but
extremely popular terms “industrial citizenship” and ‘““constitutional
government 'in industry” as well the ends—even if not substantively
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