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{Extract from act of Congress of June 18, 1598, defining the duties of the Industrial Commission and
showing the scope of its inquiries.]

Skec. 2. That it shall be the duty of this commission to investigate questions per-
taining to immigration, to labor, to agriculture, to manufacturing, and to business,
and to report fo Congress and to suggest such legislation asit may deem best upon
these subjects.

Skc. 3. That it shall furnish such mformatlon and suggest such laws as may be
made a basis for uniform legislation by the various States of the Union, in order to
harmonize conflicting interests and to be equitable to the laborer, the employer, the
producer, and the consumer.
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LETTER OF TRANSMITTAL.

OrFrFicke OF THE INDUSTRIAL (COMMISSION,
Washington, D. C., December 5, 1901.
To THE Firry-sEVENTH CONGRESS:

I have the honor to transmit herewith, on behalf of the Industrial
Commission, a report to Congress on the subject of the Chicago labor
disputes of 1900, with especial reference to the disputes in the build-
ing and machinery trades. This report is prepared in conformity
with an act of Congress of June 18, 1898. It contains testimony
showing the history, causes, and results of the two great labor dis-
putes in Chicago, together with a review and a digest of the evidence.

Respectfully,
ALBERT CLARKE,
Chairman.
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REVIEW OF EVIDENCE.

INTRODUCTION.

A special subcommission of the Industrial Commission went to Chicago in
Muarch, 1900, and took the testimony of a large number of witnesses, chiefly con-
cerning the great disputesin the building trades and the machineshops which were
then in force there. Representatives of both employers and employees were
heard, and also a number of witnesses who were neither employers nor employees.
The strike of the machinists was settled in May, 1900, and two witnesses, repre-
senting the employers and employees respectively, gave testimony at Washington
soon after regarding the conditions of the settlement. The building trades lock-
out was much more prolonged, but was practically ended by an agreement between
the contractors and the carpenters’ unions in February, 1901. At that time a
representative of the contractors gave evidence in Washington, and Professor
Taylor, of the Chicago Commons, who had been active in attempts to bring about
a settlement of the dispute, also appeared as a witness. The representatives of
the employees at this time declined to present further evidence.

The testimony herewith presented gives a detailed picture of the conditions
and differences leading to the two great disputes, the policies and practices of the
organizations of workingmen and of employers in Chicago, the methods of both
parties during the disputes, the negotiations for settlement, and the final outcome.
It must be remembered in reading the testimony, as well ag the review of evi-
dence and the digest, that most of the witnesses testified during the existence of
the strikes. Later events would, of course, have modified their statements mate-
rially. In the digest of testimony these statements of witnesses are mostly sum-
marized in the present tense.

A small amount of testimony was also taken by the subcommission at Chicago
concerning the lockout of the journeymen tailors then in force, concerning the
conditions of labor in the clothing trades, and concerning more general matters,
Such of these statements as appear of sufficient importance are summarized in the
following review, while_the others are covered by the digest of testimony.

INAUGURATION AND CAUSES OF i\([ACHINISTS’ STRIKE.

It appears from the testimony that in January, 1900, the officers of the Chi-
- cago local lodge of the International Association of Machinists asked the ma-
chinery manufacturers to meet the representatives of the association, to discuss
an agreement as to wages, hours, and conditions of labor generally. On the date
fixed for this meeting few of the manufacturers appeared. One witness asserts
that this was not due to any desire to disregard the request of their employees,
but rather to unwillingness to deal with business agents with whom they were
unacquainted. Another manufacturer, however, thinks that the employers were
at fault in disregarding these first demands.!

1 Reid, p. 178; Chalmers, p. 6; Webster, p, 145,



VI INDUSTRIAL COMMISSION ;—CHICAGO LABOR DISPUTES.

About March 1, 1900, a form of written confract was drawn up by the asso-
ciation of machinists and presented to the various machinery manufacturers.
Most of them refused tosign the agreement, whereupon the employees of all butone
or two of those who refused struck, and at the time when the first testimony before
the commission was given, in the latter part of March, alimost none of the strikers
had returned to work. The total number of machinists on strike was estimated
at about 6,000. Members of several other organizations represented in the machine
shops also struck. A few of the establishments were able to continue working
with their old nonunion employees, and with others obtained after the strike, but
most of them either closed or worked on a very limited scale. The manufacturers
claimed that the strike was destroying all prospects for a prosperous year in the
machinery trade of Chicago.!

It was claimed by two or three witnesses that at the beginning of the strike not
more than a third or a half of the machinists were members of the union, but that
pressure was brought to bear to compel the others to join the union or to strike,
which many did against their inclination.?

DISCUSSION OF DEMANDS OF MACHINISTS.

The chief demands included in the proposed contract were: Recognition of the
union; a minimum rate of wages; payment of overtime at one and one-half times
the regular rate, and on Sundays and holidays and after midnight at double rates;
the 9-hour day; limitation of apprentices in the proportion of not more than 1 to
5 machinists, with a 4 years’ term; arbitration of difficulties which could not be
settled by conference.? .

The most important demand of the machinists’ nnion, according to several
employers, was that only members of the union in good standing should be em-
ployed to do machinists’ and die and tool work. These employers stated, with
practical unanimity, that they have no objection to dealing with the repre-
sentatives of their men, and most of them are willing to deal with the officers
of the unions. They admitted the necessity of proper representation of their em-
ployees. They declared, however, that they would not surrender their independ-
ence and would not do an injustice to many of their old employees by agreeing to
employ onlyunion men. They all agreed in asserting that this demand was unjust
and selfish. They were unwilling, also, to allow the union to interfere with the
discharging of union members.* ’

Mr. Reid, national organizer of the International Association of Machinists,
said that that organization believes that exclusive employment of union members
tends to produce harmony and faithful service and to prevent strikes, and is,
therefore, beneficial to employers. On the other hand, he asserted that the machin-
ists did not insist absolutely on the exclusive employment of the members of the
union, but that the manufacturers broke off negotiations® before the willingness
of the organization to make these concessions could be made known. He pointed -
to the fact that an agreement had been made with Siemens & Halske, in which
the company agreed that it would give a shop committee of its employees 48
hours in which to furnish competent men for vacancies, after which time the
company should have the right to hire union or nonunion men at pleasure. Mr.
Reid said further that the organization had not interfered with the discharging
of men unless it was obviously done on account of membership or activity in the
union,$

1 Reid, pp. 178, 187; Chalmers, pp. 8, 16; Webster, pp. 144, 147; Ryan, pp. 200-295; Gates, pp. 19,
20, 25; Board, pp. 89, 47; Walser, pp. 871, 374; Barton, pp. 296, 298; Rountree, pp. 28, 29, 8.

tRountree, pp. 28, 29, 32; Board, pp. 39, 47; Walser, p. 874

3Reid, pp. 178, 187.

4 Webster, pp. 147, 148; Barton, pp. 209-301; Walser, p. §76; Chalmers, p. 6.
° Reid, pp. 179, 181, 188,
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The proposed contract also demanded that the minimum rate of wages for
gkilled machinists should be 28 cents per hour, and for die and tool men 32} cents
per hour. Mr, Reid declares that these are very moderate rates in view of the
high skill required, that there was no attempt to insist on a uniform rate of wages,
and that the minimum fixed was practically rio higher than the usual rate of
wages previously paid to machinists in Chicago.! The mostof the employers say,
also, that their employees presented no real grievances asregards wages or hours,
that in fact the minimum wage of skilled mechanics has been practically the same
a8 that fixed in the proposed contract. They add that the regularity of work in
the trade makes a rate of 25 or 80 cents per hour really a higher wage, taking the
entire year into consideration, than is earned by the bricklayers, carpenters, etc.?

The machinists also demanded that the hours of labor be fixed at 9. Mr, Reid
said that there was no desire to obtain 10 hours’ pay for 9 hours’ work; the wages
demanded per hour were not greater than those already paid. He thinks. that
the work of machinists involves a severe méntal strain, and that their physical
and social welfare would be greatly increased by the reduction of hours.? Two
or three employers also expressed themselves in favor of areduction of hours in the
machinery trade and generally. They thought that the improvements in machin-
ery make it possible to reduce hours, and perhaps even necessary in order to prevent
unemployment, and they believed that the superior efficiency of American work-
men would enable them to compete successfully against European workmen
having longer hours and lower wages.* Two or three other witnesses, however,
declared that they could not afford to run 9 hours, leaving their expensive machin-
ery idle one-tenth of its normal time, especially because their product comes into
competition with that of Eastern manufacturers of machinery,where the prevailing
hours are 10.%

There was practically no dmcussmn as to the other demands of the union. One
manufacturer says that there has been a tendency on the part of the organization
to limit the amount of work which a man shall do, one rule in particular providing
that no man should work more than one machine at a time.® Mr. Reid and Mr.
Wilson, however, deny that the organization has ever attempted to limit the
amount of work.?

NEGOTIATIONS FOR SETTLEMENT OF MACHINISTS’ STRIKE

According to the testimony the negotiations which finally led up to the satis-
factory settlement of the Chicago machinists’strike, in May, 1900, were very com-
plicated. Shortly before the inauguration of the strike an organization of
employers had been formed, taking its origin 1n New York City, and known as
the National Metal Trades Association. Its chief purpose was to protect employ-
ers from unreasonable demands of employees. This organization had few mem-
bers in Chicago. A local association of manufacturers was formed after the
strike began, but, so the representatives of the machinists declare, this organiza-
tion refused even to discuss the first clause of the contract proposed by the union,
that regarding the recognition of the International Association of Machinists.
Later, on March 17, the national officers of the Metal Trades Association met a
committee of the International Association of Machinists and presented a plan
for arbitration, since known as the *Chicago agreement.” One clause of this

1 Reid, pp. 179, 189-191.

3Chalmers, pp. 7, 8; Barton, pp. 296,297; Rountree, Pp- 29, 83; Board, pp. 872, 875; Ryan, p. 802.
* Pp. 179, 180.

¢ McGarry, pp. 308, 309; Ryan, p. 202; Webster, pp. 147, 148, 150; Barton, pp. 296, 301

8 Chalmers, p. 7; Walser, pp. 872, 876,

¢ Board, p. 47.

TP, 183,
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agreement demanded that the existing strike should be declared off pending arbi-
tration on the points at issue. The representatives of the machinists declare that
they at that time refused to sign the agreement because the National Metal
Trades Association embraced such a small proportion of the machinery manu-
facturers of Chicago, and the others would not be bound by any decision which the
arbitrators might give. The machinists accordingly demanded that the employ-
ers should extend the scope of their organization. The representatives of the
employers, on the other hand, assert that the reason for the failure to agree was
the unwillingness of the strikers to settle the dispute with reference to the con-
-ditions of the trade in the entire country, and also the inability of the Interna-
tional Association of Machinists to control the local organization in Chicago;
that the employers wished the machinists’ association to showitsstrength by calling
oft the existing strike pending arbitration, but that the officers were unable to
doit. These witnesses assert also that, owing to the competition which Chicago
manufacturers encounter from those in other cities, it is essential that practically
the same wages, hours, and other conditions of labor should prevail in Chicago
as elsewhere, and that negotiations therefor must be carried on between national
organizations and upon a national basis.! »

About two weeks after the failure of the conference of March 17, the Interna-
tional Association of Machinists consented to the Chicago agreement,upon the
promise of certain leading manufacturers that they would endeavor to influence
the proposed arbitration committee to recognize certain principles. The strike
was immediately declared off. In accordance with the provisions of the agree-
ment, a joint arbitration committee was formed, consisting of the presidents
of the respective organizations of employers and employees and of two other
persons on each side appointed by them. This committee met in New York in
the latter part of April, and after a conference of 8 days reached an agreement
for settling the conditions of labor.

This agreement provides for the continuance of the system of joint arbitration
already established. It does not prescribe the rate of wages, leaving that to local
arrangement, but it defines a ‘‘ competent machinist,” and makes the employer
the sole judge whether an employee conforms to the definition. This provision
is considered of importance in view of the possible demand, especially by local
unions, for a minimum rate of wages for competent machinists. The agreement
further provides for special rates for overtime. It regulates the apprenticeship
system in accordance with the rules of the machinists’ association, one appren-
tice being allowed to every five journeymen. The most ‘important provision is
that by which the hours of labor per week are to be reduced from 60 to 57 after
6 months and to 54 after 12 months. It is further declared that employers shall
make no discrimination between union and nonunion men, but that on the other
hand they shall be allowed to employ either at will, and also that no restriction
shall be put upon the amount or the methods of work.

Witnesses representing both the employers’ organization. and that of the
employees express themselves as well satisfied with the terms of this agreement
and with the friendly relationship which they believe will grow out of it. A
representative of the employers, however, questions whether the rank and file of
the machinists understand some of the concessions which they have made in the
agreement, and consequently is uncertain as to the ability of the International
Association of Machinists to compel all its members to live up to it.?

1 Reid, pp. 181, 185; Chalmers, pp. 11, 13, 14; Webster, pp. 146-149; Walser, pp. 372, 376.
% Wilson, pp. 400-492; Devens, 504-612.
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GENERAL HISTORY OF BUILDING TRADES DEADLOCK.!

It appears from the testimony that the Building Contractors’ Council of Chicago
published a statement in November, 1899, to the effect that certain rules of certain
of the labor unions would not berecognized by the contractorsafter January 1, 1900.
The evidence as to the existence and nature of these practices to which objection
was made is summarized below, p. Xv. By the intervention of Mr. Madden,a
prominent material dealer, committees from the two sides were brought together
in December, and agreed upon a settlement. This settlement was promptly
ratified by the contractors’ council. By the Building Trades Council, the central
organization of the employees, it was referred to the constituent unions. The
contractors believe that the trades council did not act in good faith; that its
purpose was to secure delay, until the opening of the building season should place
the contractors at a disadvantage. Some of the employers even suspect that a
secret intimation was sent to the unions that the agreement should not be ratified.
The representatives of the unions maintain that the trades council acted in entire
good faith; that the reference to the constituent unions was required by its consti-
tution and its rules; that the proceedings were hastened as much as possible, and
that if the contractors had allowed the unions a few days more, the proposed
agreement would have been ratified. It is stated that all the unions which voted
on the question voted in the affirmative, and that any unions which should have
failed to vote within the specitied time would have been counted in the affirmative.

The contractors state that they did wait beyond the time which the labor repre-
sentatives said at first would be necessary, and that a request for a specific
settlement by a fixed date, 10 days from the date of the request, received no
answer whatever.

Under these circumstances the contractors’ council adopted a resolution, setting
forth the wages which they were prepared to pay during the coming season, and
the conditions under which they would conduct their business. The wages were
in all cases the same which the union men had received during the previous year,
except that time and one-half was to be universally allowed for overtime, for
which several of the unions had had double pay. The hours of work were to be
8 with a Saturday half holiday during the summer months. Five grievances,
which some or all of the contractors felt that they were justified in raising against
the unions, were to be remedied. These were the limitation of the amount of a
day’s work, the restriction ot the use of machinery, the forbidding of the use of
nonunion-made material, the control of foremen by the unions, and dictation by
the unjons as to the hiring and discharging of men. It was announced that all
who should work for the association contractors on and after February 5 should
be considered as working under these rules. The representatives of the unions
regard the adoption of these rules as a plain violation of several existing agree-
ments between individual unions and their employers, and as constituting an
unprovoked lockoutof the unionmen. They are unwilling that the dispute should
be considered a strike. On the other hand some employers assert that, under the
circumstances, the term lockout, as implying an initiation of the dispute- by
employers, is scarcely just. The dispute is perhaps most generally considered a
lockout,

The mayor of Chicago afterwards undertook to bring about an arbitration
between the employers and the workmen. The workmen consented, but. the
employers refused, on the ground that one settlement by arbitration had already
been made, and the workmen had then failed to ratify it and live up to it. The
attitude of both parties toward arbitration, as stated at the time itself, is
discussed in another paragraph.

IO;Flil}kenau, pp. 312-821; Woodbury, pp. 459, 460, 464; Gubbins, pp; 220-229, 240; Madden, pp.
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On April 30, 1900, the building contractors’ council issued another ‘¢ ultima-~
tum.” In connection with it a proposed form for joint agreements, to be adopted
- by organizations of employers and employed in the respective trades, was drawn
up. This contained practically the same provisions against the obnoxious rules
of the labor organizations which had been demanded in the contractors’ statement
of November, 1899. In addition there was a provision that there should be no
interference in the carrying out of the agreement on the part of any outside
organization or person. Moreover, union men were to agree not torefuse to work
because of the employment of nonunion men in their own trade orin other trades,
on the same job or on other jobs. Finally, the contractors demanded that the
various unions should withdraw from the building trades’ council and should
bind themselves not to join any similar organization in the future. It was made
clear by the evidence before the Industrial Commission in March that the con-
tractors had already at that time determined to break up the building trades
council, and this intention was made manifest by the ultimatam of April 30, 1900.!
After the issue of this nltimatum there were other attempts at bringing about
a peaceful settlement of the whole dispute by arbitration and conciliation, but
the gontractors insisted on all their demands and no agreement was reached.
Thus, when in May, 1900, a committee was established by a convention of the
trades unions of the city to cooperate with a committee of the Chicago real estate
board, with Professor Taylor as its chairman, in an investigation as to the causes
of the difficulty and an endeavor to bring about an agreement, the contractors
refused to have anything to do with the movement. Later, in June, there was a
conference of the representatives of the building contractors’ council and of the
building trades’ council at which the matters in dispute were thoroughly dis-
cussed, but no agreement was reached.?
Owing to the great prolongation of the dispute in the building trades many union
men left Chicago to obtain employment elsewhere.* Not a few men also with-
drew from their unions, and some of these formed new labor unions and made
agreements with the contractors. If is admitted, however, that these new unions
were not generally recognized among workingmen as legitimate labor organiza-
tions.* Finally, all the bricklayers’ unions withdrew from the building trades’
council and made an agreement with the employers, June 27,1900. This agree-
" ment followed quite closely the terms of the contractors’ ultimatum of April 30,
constituting practically a complete surrender on the part of the unions.® A rep-
resentative of the contractors states that, on account of the importance of the
bricklaying trade, the making of this agreement rendered it possible to resume
building operations to a very considerable extent, the work of other trades being
performed by nonunion men and, to some extent, by union men who worked either
without the knowledge of their organizations or, in some instances, by their
approval.® )

Several other less important unions withdrew from the building trades coun-
cil during the latter part of the year 1900 and made agreements with the contrac-
tors. In some of these agreements, however, the contractors receded from certain
of their more extreme demands. Thus the agreement with the structural iron
workers in October provided for withdrawal froin the existing building trades
council, but added that the union might become affiliated with a new central
organization, provided only representatives of the mechanic trades actually
employed in the construction of buildings should be admitted.?

1 For copy of ultimatum see p. 563; also evidence of Mr, Miller, p. 517,
2 Taylor, pp. 633-587. :
3 Taylor, p. 5S0.

4 Miller, p. 522,

8 For copy of this agreement see p. 525.

¢ Miller, pp. 517, 521.

T Taylor, p. 63; Miller, p. 517.
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Finally, in February, 1901, the carpenters’ executive council, representing the
several carpenters’ unions, made an agreement with the associations of master
carpenters, and withdrew from the building trades council. This event virtu-
ally ended the effectual resistance of that organization, since only 6,480 members
remained in the unions affiliated with the council, while the membership of the
13 unions which had withdrawn, at the time of their respective withdrawals, was
12,9451

The carpenters’ agreement,® which is perhaps likely to become a precedent for
the regulation of the relations between employers and employees in various other
Chicago building trades, marks a compromise between the demands of the con-
tractors and the former rules and practices of the labor organizations. The con-
tractors receded from their demand that there should be no central organization
of the building trades’ unions;the agreement containing the same provision asto
the character of the new central organization which was found in the agreement
with the structural iron workers. The agreement also permits union men to
refuse to work with nonunion men in their.own trade on the same building, but
prohibits refusal to work on account of the employment of nonunion men in other
trades or on other jobs. The original demands of the employers regarding obnox-
ious rules are for the most part met by the terms of this agreement. It forbids
limitation of the amount of work to be done in a day, restrictions on the use of
machinery, restrictions on the use of manufactured material, except prison made,
and prohibition of the use of apprentices. It provides that workmen may work
for whomsoever they see fit, and that employers may employ and discharge whom-
soever they see fit, subject to the limitation regarding the employment of nonunion
men. Foremen under this agreement become agents of the employer, and arenot
subject to the rules of the unions. No representative of the unions shall interfere
with the workingmen during their regular bours, and the men on each job shall
be represented in dealings with employers by a steward, selected by the journey-
men. The employees retain the advantage of a Saturday half holiday through- .
out the year. )

Though there is no detailed evidence as to the precise terms of the agreements
in the other trades, it seems that the above-named restrictions upon the obnox-
ious practices of the unions were incorporated in practically all of them. The
agreements differ among themselves in regard to the provisions concerning the
employment of nonunion men, and some of them provide for Saturday half holi-
days only during the summer. The rate of wages under most of the new agree-
ments is the same as had existed prior to the lockout, the contractors disclaiming
any desire to force down wages. In the case of the carpenters the agreement
provides for a rate of 42} cents-per hour until April, 1902, and 45 cents per hour
thereafter. Most, if not all, of the agreements contain provisions for arbitration
of disputes arising under them, in accordance with a system proposed by the con-
tractors in April, 1900. Thus the carpenters’ argeement establishes a board of
arbitration and conciliation, consisting of eight members from each side, with an
independent umpire, who shall be called upon in case of failure of the other mem-
bers to agree. Pending the action of this board there may be no strike or lockout,
and when its decision is rendered it is binding upon all parties. Especially inter-
esting are the provisions to secure the enforcement of the agreement and of the
awards of the board of arbitration. Fines of from $10 to $200 may be imposed

upon individuals violating the agreement. If not paid by the offender the fine
shall be paid by the organization to which he belongs, or in lieu thereof it may
suspend him. Moneys received from fines are to be divided between the two
organizations.?

1Taylor, p. 631
2See p. 528, B - ’
3 For discussion of the carpenters’ agr t see testimony of Professor Taylor, pp. 631-633.
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THE CONTRACTORS’ COUNCIL AND THE BUILDING TRADES
COUNCIL.

Having thus sketched the general history and outcome of the building trades
lockout; we may go back to consider in detail the caunses of the dispute and the
practices of employers and employees regarding which complaints were made.

It is declared by a considerable number of witnesses, both representatives of
the unions and representatives of the employers, that the great cause of the
strike or lockout was the determination of the employers to destroy the building
trades council.! Representatives of the employers regard the course of this body
as one of progressively increasing arbitrariness and injustice toward the contract-
ors. They declare that by sympathetic strikes the council was able to enforce
its demands, however extreme. The rulesof the building trades council contained
a provision that in case of any dispute affecting a particular trade the business
agent of the union should try to settle it, and if he failed to do so, should lay the
matter before the building trades council, or before the board of business agents
representing the various unions in the council. With the approval of either of
these authorities the business agent might order a general strike of all the trades
engaged on the job or building. The vote of the council or board of business
agents in such a case was by unit rule; that is, each union had equal voice, and
a majority could order a strike. Under thisrule, one of the contractors points out,
strikes could be ordered without the action of the members of the individual
unions. Contractors state that it was to gain the power of resisting such injus-
tice that the contractors established the building contractors’ council in April,
1899. The eontractors admit that they are unwilling to abandon their own central
organization, while they intend to compel the workingmen to abandon theirs.
Many acts and rules of particular unions are referred to as contributing to the
sum of grievances which the employers have against their men. These are more
particularly described below. The employers felt, however, that the possibility
of enforcing such unjust demands depended upon the existence of the building
trades council, and they considered it essential that that body be destroyed before
any negotiations were enfered upon for the removal of particular grievances.
They asserted that they had no wish to diminish wages or to increase hours of
labor.

Some representatives of the unions believed that it was the real purpose of the
employers to destroy the individual unions as well as the building trades coun-
cil. If that were done, or even if the sympathetic strike were done away with, the
- promise of the contractors to maintain wages and hours would be, it is said, of
little value. Several contractors, however, denied that they had any desire to
destroy the individual unions. ) )

It appears from the testimony that the Chicago building trades council was
formed in January, 1891. Nine unions composed it at first and 34 were affiliated
with it at the time of the strike. The membership was stated by the officers at
the beginning of the strike at from 45,000 to 60,000. Employers, however, con-
gidered this number exaggerated, and the official records of the council showed
in February, 1901, that 6,480 members remained, while the membership of the
unions which had withdrawn was, at the date of withdrawal, 12,945. However, as
‘was pointed out, many members had previously left the city to find work.? Each
affiliated union sent delegates to the council in proportion to its own member-
ship. The representatives of the council affirm that the contractors and the pub-
lic had an exaggerated idea of its powers and a wrong idea of its policy. It

1 Falkenaun, pp. 324, 329; Woodbury, pp. 460, 463; Carroll, 266, 267;- McGarry, p. 511; Long, pp.
199, 203; Preece, pp. 476, 417; Gubbins, pp. 228, 229, 286, 241; Miller, p.521; Taylor, p.542.
3Taylor, p. 581
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‘employed no business agents, made no agreements with employe=s, and did not
dictate the agreements which its affiliated unions should make. It had no confrol
over the unions, but simply declined to sanction any rules which it did not
approve of, and declined to use its power in enforcing them. It never indorsed
any of the rules which the contractors have most complained of. In particular,
it never approved the limitation of the amount of the day’s work.}

It also appears from the testimony that there are in Chicago a considerable num-
ber of associations of contractors in particular branches of the building trades, and
that some 14 or 15 of these associations are now affiliated with the building con-
tractors’ council. The several associations are represented in the council by dele-
gates, each being entitled to two delegates and one additional for each additional
50 members of the association, and a fee of $20 for each delegate is paid to the
council.

Some witnesses on behalf of the contractors hold that the whole movement of
employers toward association was due to the prior association of workingmen in
unions. Representatives of the unions, replying to the criticism that the unions
restrain the liberty of their members, assert that the associations of employers
restrain the liberty of their members quite as sharply. The conduct of the master
plumbers’ association is particularly cited. It is also asserted by an independent
builder and by representatives of the labor unions that the associations of con-
tractors, with the help of their contracts with unions and with material dealers’
combinations, have driven almost all of the contractors into their ranks.? (See
below, p. XXIV.)

Representatives of the unions think that the ill feeling between the employers
and the employed was partly due to the increased influence of the smaller class of
confractors in the contractors’ organizations, and partly to the sinister efforts of
paid agents of the employers’ organizations, who are believed to find their own
profit in the fomenting of strife.

It was also maintained by some of the union men that the press assumed an
attitude unjustly hostile to the labor organizations, and by this means contributed
to the ill feeling which resulted in the strike.

AGREEMENTS BETWEEN BUILDING TRADES UNIONS AND CON-
TRACTORS, AND VIOLATIONS OF THEM.

Another cause which is said by both employers and employees to have contrib-
uted to the friction in the building trades was the violation of joint agreements
by one party or the other. ’

Nature of agreements.—A. considerable number of witnesses refer to these agree-
ments, which several of the building trades unions have heretofore made with
their employers, either from year to year or for longer periods. They cover
wages, hours, and other conditions of employment with various degrees of elabo-
ration. They are sometimes signed by individual employers and sometimes by
associations of employers. During the sway of the building trades council the
unions customarily submitted them to that body for approval. If they were not
approved by the council by a two-thirds vote of the trades, the unions concerned
were at liberty to maintain them by their own force, but they would not be sus-
tained by the building trades council.?

Violations of agreements.—Many members of the unions assert that the con-
tractors habitually failed to live up to their agreements. Some say that the
building trades council would never have been formed if the contractors had

I Carroll, pp. 268, 267, 274, 276; Gubbins, p. 241; Pouchot, p. 435; Woodbury, p. 460, -

3Falkenau, p. 814; Miller, p. 848; Wells, pp. 380-362; Harding, pp. 168-170; Stiles, pp. 341, 342;
Long, pp. 199, 203, 204.

3 Ryan, pp. 232, 284,
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followed an hpnorable course. The strike or lockout was also attributed to the
bad faith of the employers. The ultimatum which the employers issued before
the strike is declared to have involved the violation of existing contracts with
several unions. Omne contractor admits this with regard to the carpenters’ agree-
ment, but justifies it on the ground that the contractors signed the agreement
under duress, the power of the union being such that they could not go on with
carpenter work unless they signed it.!

The most- of the complaints of bad faith do not refer to open action, but to
secret evasions of the union wage scales. Complaints on this score are made by
many union men, and the justice of them is admitted by several contractors. ?

Representatives of the contractors, on the other hand, accase some of the unions
of high-handed breaking of agreements with their employers, by the introduction
of new and harder terms, with respect to wages, the employment of apprentices,
the use of machinery, and other conditions. The plumbers and the stonecutters
are particularly complained of. 3

Neither the employers nor the workmen consider that violations by either s1de
can be effectively prevented or redressed by the courts. ¢

Exclusive alliances.—An interesting feature of this system of joint agreements
is the former existence, to which many witnesses testify, of agreements between
particular unions and the employers’ associations in their several trades, by which,
in return for the exclusive employment of union men, the unions provided that
their members should work for no one outside of the employers’ associations.
Several employers express their disapproval of such agreements, though one or
two, while considering them objectionable in themselves, justify the employers
in entering into them as long as they are compelled to employ only union work-
men. A plumbing contractor asserts that the journeymen plumbers never lived
up to their exclusive agreement with the masters. The general opinion of the
workingmen who testified is against such agreements, on the ground that they
strengthen the employers’ associations, with the result of encouraging the employ-
ers to attacks upon the unions. The union men also say that such agreements
built up alliances between the contractors’ associations and the combinations of
material dealers, which resulted in the raising of prices to the general public, as
well as the embarrassment of any person outside of the associations of contract-
ors who might wish to build without employing members of the associations.®

ATTITUDE OF WORKMEN AND EMPLOYERS TOWARD ARBITRATION.

The representatives of the building trades unions universally asserted during
the early part of the lockout that all the unions were desirous of arbitrating all
differences between them and their employers. They generally objected to the
idea of a central arbitration board, on the ground that the men of one trade are
unfamiliar with the conditions of other trades and unfit for the determination of
questions that arise in them. One or two suggested a central board of appeal to
which questions should be referred which the masters and men of any particular
trade should find themselves unable to settle. Two or three unions were stated
to have made efforts for arbitration agreements with their own employers, but to
‘have been repulsed or ignored. The representatives of the contractors, while
usually speaking well of arbitration as a general principle, declared in many cases

1 Carroll, p. 272; Ryan, pp. 465, 460; Pouchot, pp. 439, 440; Long, p. 204, Falkenau, p. 328.

3 Woodbury, p. 458; Pouchot, p.430; Ryan, p.286; Bliss, p.253.

8 Smith, pp. 408-408,411,412; Struble, p. 856.
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that they were unwilling to have any further dealings with the building trades
council in the light of their past experience with it, and that they were even
anwilling to arbitrate with any particular labor union as long as it is affiliated
with the building trades council. Some of them also considered that particular
‘questions, especially the right of the employer fo hire and discharge men as he
chooses, could not properly be made subjects of arbitration.! Reference has
already been made to the fact that in May, 1900, the contractors’ council refused
overtures for conciliation on the ground that it could not recede from any of its
demands and had nothing to arbitrate. Professor Taylor, testifying virtually at
the close of the dispute, expressed opinion that the workingmen had throughout
- .been more ready to arbitrate than the employers, but that there was unnecessary .
ill feeling and harshness in the actions of both parties throughout the strike.?

EFFECTS OF DISPUTES.

Several witnesses, especially employers and contractors, spoke during the con-
tinuance of the two great disputes of the extremely serious effect produced on
the general prosperity of Chicago, and especially on the conditions of the machin-

ry and building trades. It was declared that were it not for these difficulties
%{g would be enjoying a period of unusual prosperity. It has the facilities

to me perhaps the greatest manufacturing center in the country. The
extreme attitude of labor unions, however, it was claimed, has tended for some -
time past to prevent new establishments from being started in Chicago, and some
manufacturers, it was stated, are seriously considering the wisdom of removing
their works to other cities or to suburban towns where there will be less diffi-
culty with labor. It was maintained also that, especially where Chicago indus-
tries come into competition with those of other regions, the excessive demands of
labor make it impossible for them to compete successfully.?

It was stated especially by various witnesses that the lockout in the building
trades almost altogether stopped the erection of buildings in Chicago and have
caused great inconvenience and loss. Were it not for the dispute there would have
been a greater amount of building during the year 1900 than for several years
before. Several specific instances were mentioned by contractors in which they
had been compelled to leave unfinished or to not begin buildings for which con-
tracts had already been made. The difficulties regarding the construction of
buildings also resulted, it was claimed, in preventing the establishment of vari-
ous manuf.cturing enterprises. One contractor, in. February, 1901, estimated
the losses of employers and employees roughly at $5,000,000.*

RULES AND PRACTICES OF UNIONS.

A more detailed consideration of the rules and practices of the various unions,
concerning which employers made complaint, may now be taken up. The most
numerous complaints relate to the building trades unions, but others are directed
against the machinists’ unions particularly.

Nonunion men.—It was complained by employers and nonunion men, and gener-
ally affirmed also by representatives of the unions, that it was the policy of the
unions to prevent the employment of any but their own members, on all work

1 Carroll, pp. 68-274; Preece, pp. 477-479; Price, p. 362; Stiles, pp. 340,311; Ryan, pp, 281-284;
Klein, pp. 155-168; Gubbins, pp. 220-225,240-245; Lillien, pp. 114,115; Madden, p. 110; Nicholson,
p. 90, 91.
» 2Taylor, pp. 536, 540. :
1Offield, p. 83; Board, pp. 41,44; Rountree,ip.34; Chalmers, pp. 6,15; A, R. Clark, p. 401; Corboy,
415; Price, pp. 362,363, )
Madden. pp.108,109; Gindele, p. 367; Nicholson, pp. 89,92,94; A.R. Clark, p. 401; F, W, Clark,
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which belongs to their trades, so far as their strength enabled them to do it. The
employers and the nonunion men regard this policy as a tyrannical interference
with natural liberty. The nonunion men, it is said, have no wish o interfere
with any surrender by the union men of their right of free action, but they claim
for themselves the right to guide their own conduct by their own desires, with-
out subjecting themselves to the dictation of union leaders or of others. Itis
asserted that the unions have no right to try to force men into their ranks who do
not wish to join them, and that they have no right to demand of employers that
their shops be made agencies of compulsory recruiting for the unions. The
employers generally denied that they had any ill feeling toward the unions as
such, or any wish to discriminate against the members of the unions. They gen-
erally objected, however, to the demand that they discriminate against nonunion
men; though one or two employers regarded the attitude of the unions as necessi-
tated by their situation, and therefore justified. One contractor stated that union
and nonunion men work together. in the building trades in Boston and Baltimore,
and asserted that this condition does not result in any tendency to cut wages.!
The employers cited several instances of individual hardship brought about by
driving from employment the men not in good standing in the unions.?

The representatives of the unions argued that they had no antipathy to no
union men as individuals, and desired them as individuals to have employmeu 2~
What they ask is that the nonunion men take up their share of the common bur-
den. If the unions are to exist and perform their functions, it is necessary that
they represent all the men employed in their trades. They are doing a work for
all, and those who refuse to help it on are either ignorant or traitorous. The
union men have their rights as well as the nonunion, and among them is the
‘right to refuse to work with those who will not cooperate in securing objects
which are important to all workingmen alike.®

The contractors’ nltimatum of April 30, 1900, contained a demand that there
should be no refusal to work on account of the employment of nonunion men,
and this provision was incorporated in the agreements made with the bricklayers
and with some other organizations. The carpenters’ agreement of February,
1901, however, permitted union men to refuse to work with nonunion carpenters
on the same job, although prohibiting refusal to work on account of the employ-
ment of nonunion men otherwise.4

Nonunion-made material.—By an extension of the principle of excluding non-
union men, it appears that the building trades unions made it a practice to refuse,
so far as they were able, to make use of the products of nonunicn labor. This
rule is stated to have been applied in Chicago to the products of sash, door, and
blind mills, to various sorts of ironwork, and in one instance to brick, though the
president of the bricklayers’ union stated that there was no rule forbidding the
members of that union to work on a building where material was used that was
produced by nonunion labor. The attitude of the employers, on the one hand,
and that of the union workmen, on the other, appear to be substantially the
same on this question as upon the general question of nonunion labor.®

The employers, from the inauguration of the building trades’ dispute, insisted
that there should be no restriction by the unions on the use of material of any .
sort, except prison-made material, and clauses $o this effect were ultimately
mcorporabed in the agreements by which the dispute was brought to a close.
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Attempted lization of certain classes of work.—Distinguishable in prin-
ciple from the rules and practices above referred to was the tendency of individual
unions in the building trades to extend the borders of their own fields, and rigidly
to exclude such men as they considered trespassers, even such as were in equally
good standing in the union world at large. The rules of several unions provided
carefully against the performance of certain kinds of work by unskilled laborers,
even though they were union laborers.! Several contractors gave instances of
trouble which had arisen from the application of these rules, and of additional
expense, unnecessary from the point of view of the confractors, which had been
cansed by the necessity of employing high-priced men to do work which low-
priced men could just as well have done.*

Of similar character were the disputes which arose between unions as to the
limits of their respective fields. Several contractors gave instances of strikes and
delays, injurions to the contractors and owners, and expensive, as they said, to
the men, which were caiised by such disputes. Two or three representatives of
the unions also referred to some particular cases mentioned by contractors, explain-
ing some statements and denying some details, but not denying the occasional
occurrence of troublesome disputes between unions as to the boundaries of their
jurisdictions. One employer suggests that these difficulties arose largely from
misanderstanding of rules, due to their multiplicity and hasty formulation.?

The stonecutters’ union undertook to secure the cutting of all stone for Chicago
work within the city. The representative of the union stated that this effort had
never been successful; but a marble dealer testified to an instance in which the
union protested against, and was able to prevent, the bringing in of stone already
cut by union men in Georgia.*

Hiring and discharging of men.—Several of the representatives of the unions
denied, both for their own unions and generally, any desire or tendency to dictate
to employers as to the employment or discharge of individuals, beyond the pro-
tection of union men from discharge because of union membership or activity.
Several contractors, however, affirmed that the demands of the unions went
beyond this, and particular instances were given in which, it was alleged,
employers have been compelled to reinstate men discharged for incompetency,
and one instance in which an employer was compelled to hire several men whose
services he was in no need of.*

The contractors’ nltimatum of April 30, 1900, contamed a demand that men
should be permitted to work for whomever they pleased and that employers
be permitted to employ whomever they please, and that the foremen on jobs shonld
be considered agents of employers, not subject to the rules of the unions. Clauses
containing these various provisions were incorporated in most, if not all, of the
agreements adopted after the lockout. '

Piecework, subcontracting, and work by employers.—The rules of several unions
absolutely forbade subcontracting, piecework, or lumping of work,$

A general antipathy appears to the performance of physical work by persons
engaged in independent business in the building trades. Some unions provided
in their rules that not more than one member of any firm should work with tools,

‘or not more than one member of a firm on any job controlled by it.” The sheet-
metal workers permitted an employer to work in his shop, but not on outside
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work.! Other unions forbade work by employers altogether.? The painters per-
mitted employers to work, but required that in that case they belong to the union.?

-The representatived of the unions argued that if the employers were permitted to
work freely it would be possible for single men in some trades, and larger num-
bers forming firms in others, through assuming the position of independent con-
tractors, to cut the prices of work, and practically to effect a reduction of the
union wage scale. It wasargued on the other side that theseverer restrictions, at
least the actual prohibition of work by employers, are injurious in making
it impossible for a workingman to start a small independent business. Com-
plaints were also made of the inconvenience and loss which employers have been
occasionally put to in consequence of the impossibility of getting a man of a par-
ticular trade, on short notice, to do a job, when the employer could do it himself,
if he were not prevented by the rules of the unions, backed by the sympathetxc
strike.t

Minimum rate of wages and ils effects.—It was stated or implied by the witnesses
who referred to the subject that the general policy of the unions in the building
trades has been to fix & minimum rate of wages, without forbidding members of
the unions to get more if they can. The representatives of the unions declare that
this minimun rate is meant to apply to the less efficient workmen, and that the
employers are expected to grade up the wages of the more efficient according to
their ability. It is claimed that in times of business activity the more efficient
men do, in fact, get considerable additions to the union rate, and while it is
admitted that this condition does not continue when times are dull, it is pointed
out that the unions are able to maintain their uniform rates even through periods
of depression. It is also said that the unions have not been able to find any other
effective method of regulating wages.?

On the side of the contractors it is declared that the effect of the minimum rate
is to place good workmen and bad upon a level, and to take away the incentive to
good workmanship. The general level of mechanical skill has been depressed by
it. On the other hand, it excludes the weaker workmen from employment except
in the most prosperous times, and induces such workmen to form secret agree-
ments with unprincipled employers, by which the union scale is evaded. Honest
employers and honest workmen, who live up to their obligations, are placed at a
disadvantage. Thehonest employer finds himself underbid by the employers who
secretly depart from the wage scale. The honest workman walks the streets
while his less scrupulous companion finds employment. The tendency to evade
the scale is deplored also by representatives of the unions, but they emphasize
especially the unscrupulousness of some employers.*

Use of machinery and improved tools.—Several witnesses referred to the antipa-
thy of the unions to the use of improved appliances. The specifications referred
almost exclusively to stonecutting. It was stated by the contractors, and admit-
ted by the representatives of the stonecutters’ union, that this union has objected
to the use of machinery for dressing stone, and succeeded, after a struggle of
several years, in excluding machine-cut stone from use in Chicago. One witness
testified, however, that 85 per cent of the cut-stone contractors signed a paper to
the effect that they were not in favor of the use of machines, and Professor Taylor
asserts that it was the general opinion that this limitation was due to the influ-
ence of contractors themselves. 1t appears also that the same union had forbidden
the use of stone-scraping machines. . A wholesale marble dealer testified that the
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marble-cutters’ union had succeeded in stopping the use of the pneumatic tool for
carving—a tool which is used all over the world, it was alleged, and which is
almost indispensable for delicate work. Omne or two minor indications of the
same general trend of feeling in other unions were referred to.!

The contractors from the outset of the dispute demanded that there should be
no limitations on the use of machinery or tools, and provisions to that effect were
incorporated in the various agreements reached after the lockout:

Limitation of amount of work.—Representatives of the employers complained
of a general tendency among the unions to lessen the amount of work to be done,
especially in the building trades, in a day. Several contractors attributed this
tendency to the workings of the Building Trades Council; but they did not make it
clear that the Building Trades Council, as an organization, was to blame. It was
admitted by them that all particular rules for the limitation of work had been
made by the individual unions; their idea was that the Building Trades Council had
been active in enforcing such rules, or at least that it was in fault in refusing to
discipline unions which had established such rules. On the part of the unions it
was denied that a sympathetic strike had ever been called by the Building Trades
Council to enforce those rules of the plumbers’ and gas fitters’ unions which have
caused the most complaint.?

Among the unions which formerly had formal and specific rules fixing the -
amount of work which a man thight perform in a day the plumbers are spoken
of oftenest and most bitterly. It is asserted that in some branches their allotted
gquota was not more than a third of a reasonable day’s work, and that a particu-
larly good plumber could do four times as much. On the other hand, there were
other specifications which & man could not perform in a day. It was asserted
that the officers of the plumbers’ union had admitted that the rules were absurdly
uneven, and had promised ever since the rules- were adopted, July 1, 1899, to
reconsider and modify them, though they failed to do so. On the side of the"
unions it was said that the Building Trades Council and the other individual
unions had not approved or enforced the plumbers’ rules, and that the plumbers
themselves were ready to meet their employers in a eonciliatory way and discuss
and modify any rules which might appear to be unreasonable or unjust.?

Other unions as well as the plumbers’ had formal and specific limitations of
the day’s work. A business agent of the gas fitters’ union spoke with pride of
the fact that this union was the first to introduce such a limitation, and declared
that some of the contractors congratulated him on the working of it when it had
been a little while in force. A representative of the lathers’ union stated that its
members were expected to put on 25 bundles of laths in a day, and were not per-
mitted to put on more; but that this is as much as an average man can do.*

With regard to work in other lines, several employers made more or less defi-
nite complaints of limitations which they believed to exist. Such limitations were
believed, in most cases, to take the forms of a general discouragement of activity
and threats of trouble for foremen who undertook to hasten the work. The car-
penters had rules for fining any member who was guilty of excessive work, or any
foreman who ‘rushed ” his men. If was thought by many contractors that such
rules show a spirit of injustice to employers, and a desire to avoid doing a fair
day’s work. The same spirit was believed to exist in many other unions.®

1t is argued on behalf of the carpenters, and repeatedly argued on behalf of the
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general principle which their action illustrates, that some employers pick out one
or two of the hardiest and swiftest men, and induce them, perhaps by an additional
payment, to set a, pace which the average man is unable to keep up with. Then
it is demanded, it is said, that the whole body of workmen maintain the pace set
by these specially able and specially paid leaders.!

Representatives of the bricklayers and one or two other unions not only denied
. that their unions attempted in any way to limit the amount of a day’s perform-
ance, but asserted that their members were particularly active; even so active
that it was impossible for the ordinary man to follow the trade and hold the pace
for any considerable number of years.?

The employers insisted throughout the dispute that there should be no future
limitations on the amount of work to be done in a day, and provisions fo that
effect were incorporated in the various agreements by which the dispute was
brought to an end.

Apprenticeship.—Several representanves of the employers complained of the
restrictions upon apprenticeship which the unions formerly enforced. One wit-
ness declared that in the great majority of the building trades unions of Chicago
a contractor could not even permit his own son to learn his own trade. There
was no detailed evidence to show absolute prohibition of apprentices on the part
of most unions. It appeared that there were prohlbltxons by the plumbers and
the tile setters. On behalf of the tile setters it was stated that their helpers reg-
ularly rose into the position of journeymen of the trade. It was testified that the
carpenters’ union did not restrict the number of apprentices. Other unions fixed
the number who might be employed in proportion to the number-of employing
firms or to the number of journeymen in service. The limitation of the number
of apprentices was considered by representatives of the employers, and also by at
least one nonunion workman, asinvolving a serious limitation of the opportunities
of American young men, contributing to the overcrowding of clerical and mercan-
tile employments, and compelling the recruiting of the ranks of skilled trades with
men trained in Europe. It was stated on behalf of the unions that too great free-
dom in this regard resulted in the employment of so many apprentices by some of
the contractors that justice could not be done either to the apprentices or to the
journeymen who ought to be employed. One employer regarded the apprentice-
ship system as outgrown,and would not have it restored, even if the unions would
permit it. He would replace it with an efficient system of trade schools.?

Complaint was also made of the restriction of age for apprentices, particularly
in the case of machinists. It was stated that they prohibited the engaging of any
man over 21 yearsold asan apprentice, and that this barred out from the practical
work of machine shops the graduates of colleges and manual training schools, who
would soon become the most efficient employees, and would have the greatest
fitness for the higher positions in the work.4

Boycotting.—The boycott against the Gormully and Jeffery Company, makers of
Rambler bicycles, was recounted fully by Mr. Jeffery. He stated that it resulted
from an effort to reduce the extravagant cost of polishing in the factory, and
that it was prosecuted by the labor unions all over the country, by means of
posters and circulars, many of which contained false statements about the gqual-
ity of the Rambler bicycle, and about the cause of the boycott itself.

Other employers mentioned instances of actual or threatened boycofting on a
smaller scale, and also cases in which the action of property owmers toward

1 Murphy, p. 464; McCullough, p. 215; Taylor, p.542; Brennock, p.466; Woodbury, p. 457

2Gubbins, pp. 233, 234; Ryan, p.279; McCulloch, p. 215.

2 Havey, p. 172; Falkenanu, p. 313; Smith, pp. 404, 405, 409; Bonner, pp. 385, 838; McCullough, pp.
216,218; rules of painters, p. 844; rules of carpenters, p.98; Gubbins, p.238; rules of architectural
jron workers, p. 4561

¢ Chalmers, p. 12.



REVIEW OF EVIDENCE. XXI

building contractors and workmen was influenced by the fear that their business
would be injured if they pursued a course displeasing to the unions.?

Sympathetic strikes.—It was agreed by witnesses on both sides that the sympa-
thetic strike has been the strongest weapon of the building trades unions. Employ-
ers complained that it was used recklessly to enforce demands both trivial and
arbitrary. Representatives of the unions maintained that it was the only means
of holding the employers as a whole to their agreements, and of maintaining the
wages and general conditions of the workmen. It was agreed by both sides that -
the use of the sympathetic strike has been a powerful influence in unionizing the
building trades of Chicago. It appears to have been a somewhat common pro-
vision of the former articles of agreement between the unions and their employers
that such agreements should not be considered to be violated by sympathetic
strikes,? As to the ruleof the building trades council concerning the ordering of
sympathetic strikes, see above, p. X1 )

‘We have already seen that the contractors’ ultimatum of April 80, 1900,
demanded that there should thereafter be no interferance with the various
agreements between labor organizations and contractors’ organizations on the
part of any outside organization or party. This was virtually a demand for the
cessation of sympathetic strikes, and provisions of this character were actually
incorporated in most, if not all, of the agreements in the various trades made
after the lockout. Professor Taylor testifies that the majority of the union men
had already become convinced that sympathetic strikes were undesirable.®

Enforcement of union dues and fines.—One or two employers complained of arbi-
trary conduct in enforcing the payment of sums claimed to be due as current con-
tributions of members.4

Several witnesses alleged that they had suffered, as members of unions, from
excessive and arbitrary fines. The representatives of the unions warmly defended
the union action, and in some cases contradicted the allegations of fact on which
the accusations against the unions were based. One witness testified that in his
own union every accused member was entitled to a trial after due notice before a
formally constituted trial board of 12 men, and that a fine was levied upon any
member who brought false charges against another.®

Several contractors also complained of the levying of fines by unions upon
employers. This washeld to be different in principle from the levying of a fine by
an organization of which the sufferer is a member and whose rules he has agreed
to obey. One witness stated that in one union the half of such a fine forced from
an employer was paid to the union member who brought the charge. Several
instances of the levying of fines upon employers were detailed by witnesses who
regarded them as arbitrary and unjust. Little rebutting evidence was submitted
by members of the unions.®

Miscellaneous rules and practices.—A rule of the carpenters forbidding the
sharpening of tools on the workman’s own time while employed by a contractor
was complained of by contractors and defended by representatives of the carpen-
ters’ union. The excessive strictness of the rule of some unions forbidding work
on Saturday afterncon was also a subject of complaint. Representatives of the
contractors complained of the practice of several unions of * making more work”
by demanding that unnecessary material be applied in certain cases and that cer-
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tain work be finished with unnecessary nicety. Such accusationsappeared against
the steam fitters, the pla.stel"ers, and the plumbers. A representative of the steam
fitters denied that the rule of his union which'was complained of was wrong or
unnecessary.'

A representative of the carpenters’ union referred to a rule of that union for fining
foremen and timekeepers who steal 3 or 5 minutes from the ‘men in the morning,
at noon, and at night. He said that this finehad never been levied, though doubt-
less it should have been levied many times.?

PICKETING AND VIOLENCE DURING THE DISPUTES.

Many witnesses representing the employers declared that both in the machinists’
strike and in the building trades lockout there had been numerous instances of
violence toward employers and toward nonunion men. It appeared clear that the
" practice of picketing had been carried on systematically in the case of most of the
establishments or buildings struck against. Althoughit was rather a.géi.nst the vio-
lence and intimidation practiced by pickets that most of the complaints were made,
‘the practice of picketing itself, even where carried on peaceably, was opposed by
several employers. “One in particular complained of the injustice of the decision
of one of the judges in Chicago, who refused an injunction to prevent strikers
from placing pickets, claiming that they had a perfect right to do so provided the
number of pickets was limited and provided no violence was permitted. Such
decisions, another asserted, went contrary to the rulings of the highest courts in
various States.?

Representatives of labor admitted the universality of the practice of picketing
and upheld it as necessary. It was claimed that employers often advertised for
workmen, frequently importing them from a long distance, without informing
them of the existence of a strike. Strikers should then be permitted to inform
those who seek to take their places as to the nature of the grievances, and to try
to persuade them not to take the work.*

Numerous specific instances were mentioned, both in connection with the
machinists’ strike and with the building trades strike, in which nonunion men had
been threatened, called ‘¢ scab ” and other taunting names, stoned and ‘¢ slugged.”
Various cases of such violence in connection with earlier labor, difficulties, espe-
cially in the building trades, were also mentioned. It was claimed, broadly, by
several witnesses that the safety of nonunion men was decidedly threatened by
such action. It was pointed out also that to call out to a man “ scab,” to surround
a man with a large number of strikers, or to seek to injure a nonunion man in his
social life, as was frequently done, amounted to a form of coercion scarcely less
effective than physical violence.* Complaint was also made that the property of
employers had been destroyed in various instances by union men.*

Representatives of the unions did not deny that there had been cases of violence
against nonunion men and employers, althongh they asserted that they were
much less numerous than alleged by employers, and Professor Taylor thought it
surprising that there was so little violence, although he strongly deplored the
existence of any at all.” One union man, while not justifying ‘ slugging,”
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thought that the methods of labor unions might rightly be adapted more or
less to the justice of their claim against the employer. Under the conditions
of modern industry, it was nrged, employees have some right to continue in
employment, and acts of war on the part of their employers may justify retaliation.
In extreme cases it may be justifiable for labor unions to defy the law and to follow
nonunion men with threats and taunts, and to persecute them in their social rela-
tions and otherwise.! The more common argument of the representatives of the
unions, however, was that the organizations as such were distinctly opposed to all
acts of violence (although they considered peaceable picketing entively justifiable);
but that they were unable in certain cases to control the acts of individual members
who had been especially angered by ill treatment on the part of the employers.
It was also claimed by several witnesses that the employers had instigated vio-
lence with a view to influencing public opinion in their favor, and also in certain
cases for the sake of injuring prominent labor union men, against whom they
had a spite. Two or three specific instances were brought forward to show such
action on the part of employers, but the evidence was not altogether clear.?
Several employers declared that it could not be proved that they had in any way
stirred up violence.® ’

THE POLICE AND THE STRIKERS.

Quite a large number of witnesses on behalf of the employers complained that
the Chicago police had not during the machinists’ and building trades strikes fur-
nished fair and efficient protection to the property and business of employers
and to nonunion workmen. It was claimed that the police refused to make
arrests except for the most open acts of violence; that they even winked at * slug-
ging” and similar acts, frequently turning their backs and going around the
cornerinorder toavoid seeing what was done. The manufacturers declared that
they had been forced to employ special police officers to protect their property
and workmen.4 )

It was claimed also by several of the witnesses not only that policemen themselves
were prejudiced in favor of the strikers, but that the higher city authorities leaned
thesame way. They asserted thatthe police had their instructions not to interfere
except in case of absolute necessity, and several specific instances were cited to
show that this was the case. It was claimed that this attitude of the city authori-
ties, which showed itself also in the actions of the police justices and other inferior
courts, was due to political influence, especially to the desire of the party in power
to cater to the large vote of the laboring classes at the coming election. These
witnesses held that strikes in Chicago have often been especially numerous just
before elections, and that both partieshave been disposed to make political capital
out of labor difficulties.® .

One contractor, testifying later, said that after the session of the subcommis-
sion in Chicago in March, 1900, the city authorities, having occasion to borrow
money temporarily, applied to the banks for a loan. The banks replied that the
credit of the city was in the hands of its administration, and that they would not
advance money unless Mr. Carroll were removed from the civil-service commis-
sion and unless the police were instructed to enforce the laws against violence.
This witness declares that under this pressure the city authorities changed their
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policy; that assaults and violence almost ceased immediately, and were thereafter
not one-tenth as prevalent as before.!

Several witnesses on behalf of the labor organizations, however, while admit-
ting that the police made arrests only in case of overt acts, claimed that this was
the correct attitude to take, and that the police force had acted fairly and efficiently
throughout the disputes. The contractors and the employers had no right, it was
urged, to invoke ‘the aid of the police to destroy the labor unions.? In this con-
nection several representatives of the workmen complained that arbitrary arrests
had been made by the police, and especially by the special officers hired by the
employers.?

MATERIAL DEALERS’ COMBINATIONS.

A considerable number of witnesses testified to the existence of combinations of
dealers in building material, in alliance with the associations of contractors. It
was asserted in particular that the price of common brick had been raised $1 a
thousand by such a combination, and that members of the contractors’ association
received this amount as a rebate on their purchases. One large property owner
and builder stated that he was compelled by this arrangement todo all his impor-
tant brickwork through members of the contractors’association, and that he had
arranged to buy any small amount of brick that he might need through a mem-
ber of the association and divide the rebate with him. The same witness stated
- that hecould not buy any plumbing materials in Chicago, and that he was in conse-
quence compelled to contract for the most of hisplumbing. One labor representa-
tive asserted that he had himself seen a statement of sales, sent to the contractors’
association by a lime company, with a check for a commission or rebate in favor
of the association. One witness whose firm is a member of the contractors’ associ-
ation stated that when the firm went last year to get prices on brick it found
that the price was one thing to members of the association and quite a different
thing to persons outside of it.4

Several representatives of the contractors’ association admitted the receipt of a
rebate of $1 per thousand on brick. It was also admitted that contractors had been
fined by their association for buying brick contrary to its rules. The rebate was
represented, however, as a trade discount, arranged at least in part to secure
prompt payment of bills. One witness said that material men have told him that
outside contractors were largely men to whom they would sell only for cash. One
representative of the trades unions expressed a similar judgment of the majority
of the contractors generally. Several contractorsstated that they did not know of
any understanding that persons outside of the association should not receive the
same rebate, and expressed the opinion that outsiders could buy as cheaply as
members of the association. One or two witnesses implied or expressly asserted
that this trade discount was no longer given, though others spoke of it asif it
still existed. Several witnesses denied that prices of building materials had been
raised by combinations in Chicago, or asserted that prices are lower in Chicago
than elsewhere.®

Two plumbing contractors, referring to the alleged combination of dealers in
plumbing material, stated that these dealers gave to retail plumbers the same
protection which wholesalers give to retailers in everyline. The plumbers’ asso-
ciation contains only about half of the master plumbers in Chicago, and those
outside could buy supplies, it was said, as advantageously as those inside.®
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Witnesses in other building lines denied that there wasany combination between
contractors and dealers in their branches. One witness asserted the existence of
-such a combination in sash and blinds.?

Several representatives of the unions believed that the combinations of material
dealers and contractors had owed much of their strength to the agreements of
various labor unions not to work for any but association contractors. One ortwo
witnesses believed that the refusal of the workingmen to continue these agree-
ments and so support the combinations was a chief cause of the present wrath of
the employers against the building trades council.®

CHARACTER AND EFFECTS OF UNIONS GENERALLY.

In connection with the particular statements regarding the actions and policy
of thé Chicago trade unions, there was much discussion as to the general character
and effects of these unions and of labor oiganizations in general.

The possibility of good in labor organizations was commonly admitted by | the
employers. Even those who were most hostile to the existing unions in Chicago
pointed out that mutual insurance and educational advantages were within the
reach of organizations of this kind. Some employers were of opinion that the
actual unions with which they had had to deal did not offer even these advantages.
At least one employer, however, regarded the unions as the most powerful agency,
and almost the only agency, for the moral and intellectual elevation of the work-
ingmen. It was felt by many employers and some nonunion workmen that the
unions were indifferent or even tyrannously hostile to the rights of all persons out-
side theirown ranks. A lessradical policy would be better, in the opinion of some,
even for their own interests. Several witnesses regarded the unions as the most
grievous of trusts, and as the great cause of the growth of capitalistic trusts.
One employer, while likening the unions to .capitalistic combinations, regarded
them as the effect rather than the cause, and said that the growth of industrial
combinations and the restriction of opportunities for the md1v1dual necessitates
the combination of workingmen for self-defense.?

Employers complained most of what they called the dictation of the unions as to
the men they should hire, especially as manifested in the demand that nonunion
men be excluded from employment. The members of the unions themselves,
however, were asserted by some to be not free men. The restriction of the day’s
work and other tendencies which employers bélieved to have been particularly
evident in Chicago were also referred to. It was complained that the unions were
undertaking to share the employer’s profits without sharing hisrisks. The exces-
sive demands of the unions were asserted to result in the crippling of the busi-
nesses which were subjected to them, and in the driving of industries from places
where the unions were strong. The system of the minimum wage was regarded
by the employers as an attempt to compel the payment to poor workmen of the
wages of good workmen, and was declared to result in the leveling down of the
skill of all by removing the incentive to efficiency.

Several employers stated, however, that the union men in their own employ
were the best workmen, and said or implied that employers generally prefer to
hire union men. Representatives of the unions asserted that this was the case,
and that employers habitually applied for help to the officers of the unions, in
confidence that the men obtained through this channel would be skilled work-
men. They denied that the minimum wage wasa Ievelmg measure. (See p. XvII,
above.)
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It was also declared by representatives of the unions generally, and also by sev-
eral of the employers, that it was only by organization that the workmen were able
to maintain decent wages and tolerable hours and conditions. One employer,
while admitting the dictatorial conduct of the unions toward employers, declared
that dictatorial conduct is not peculiar to the labor unions or to laboring men, but
that employers were just as guilty of it. If the unions did not exist, he said, the
employers would dictate terms to the individual workmen with quite as little
regard for their rights or feelings, and certainly with quite as little opportunity
on their side for resistance. Representatives of the unions and at least one
employer gave figures from their own experience and observation to show the dif-
ference between the wages received by unorganized workmen and by organized
workmen. There is no danger, said one union representative, that workmen will
ask too much for their labor. The production of labor in this country averages as
much as $13 per day. 'While individual employers are desirous in many instances
of maintaining their workmen in comfort, there are too many who would grind
their men to the last point but for the action of the unions, and even those who
are best disposed would be compelled to grind their men down by the forces of
competition.!

Many witnesses gave detailed testimony as to the existing rates of wages and

" hours of labor in Chicago, particularly in the building trades. In those trades
the hours of labor appeared to be universally eight. The rates of wages per day
showed a steady advance, unbroken except in a few cases where no union had
existed or where a union had been destroyed. The success of the unions in raising
the daily rates of wages was generally admitted by the employers. Several
employers, however, were of opinion that this movement had not been accom-
panied with an increase of average annual earnings. The unsteadiness of employ-
ment was asserted to have been directly increased by the union demands, and
moreover the high wages and short hours prevailing in Chicago were stated to
have caused increased competition for employment, through their attractive force
upon workingmen in other regions. The unsteadiness of employment was empha-
sized also by representatives of the unions. They did not admit, however, that
it was due to union action. In some cases they specifically asserted that the
amount of unemployment was just as great in their particular trades before their
unions were formed. They attributed the unsteadiness of work to natural condi-
tions, such as those relating to the weather, or to methods imposed by custom or
necessity upon the building trades. Several employers took a similar attitude.
The influx of men caused by the World's Fair was referred to by one employer
as contributing to the surplus of labor in the city, though he was of opinion that
the high rates of wages prevailing there were influential in retaining the surplus.

_ The position of Chicago at the junction of so many railroads was also alluded to

as causing many men to stop there. One contractor attributed the greater
unsteadiness of work in America than in Europe to the more rapid changes which
take place here and to the greater rapidity with which buildings are put up.?

Several employers asserted that workmen were willing to leave Chicago and
work in other places at lower rates because of the greater steadiness of employ-
ment elsewhere. In some particular trades workingmen asserted that they and
their companions were able to command in other places the same superior rates of
wages that they got in Chicago, by reason of their superior efficiency.*

One union representative asserted that the condition of workingmen in Chicago
has changed for the worse in the last few years. He admitted that in many trades
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there bas been some increase of wages, but he asserted that this had not been equal
in most cases to the increase in the cost of living, and that in many cases there
had been no increase of wages at all.' A prominent grocer, however, gave evi-
dence tending to show that there has been no material increase in cost of living.

Several representatives of the unions asserted that strikes are indications rather
of deficient organization than of too much organization. Both they and certain
employers considered that the ideal condition would be one in which a strong organ-
ization of workingmen should deal with a strong organization of employers, set-
tling disputes between the two bodies by conciliation and arbitration, and con-
trolling the individual members so that individual faults of judgment and tem-
per might not bring on cessations of industrial activity.?

ORGANIZATION AND GOVERNMENT OF UNIONS.

A considerable number of facts were mentioned by various witnesses regarding
the organization and membership of particular unions, for which reference is
made to the digest, page XLIX.

Some complaint was made of the difficulty of admission to certain unions, and
a few allegations as to difficulty of withdrawal. No difficulty in withdrawal was
admitted on the part of the unions, provided a man paid up his dues and desiréd
to withdraw in an honorable way. One ingtance was given in which a particular,
workman was refused admittance to a union because he was believed to be a spy
for his employer. The rules regarding apprentices and helpers, and the age lim-
its for them, necessarily resulted, it was admitted, in the exclusion of some men
who would like to join.?

The belief was repeatedly expressed by employers that the government of the
unions has been practically oligarchical, and that many of their practices, and
even the existence of the building trades council, would have been done away
with if every member of the union voted and voted freely. It was asserted that
the meetings of the large unions were attended by only a small fraction of the
members, and that the rank and file were so intimidated that they did not ven-
ture to express their real opinions. One witness suggested the desirability of a
referendum vote by means of postal cards, and stated that workingmen have
already used this system in one or two cases with advantage, On the side of the
unions it was asserted that their government was thoroughly democratic; that
their officers and agents did not venture to takeimportant action without consult-
ing the general body of the members, and by the general body were held strictly
to account; that in every union any member could secure a secret ballot on any
question by calling for it, and that fhere was no possible obstacle in the way of
free expression of the general judgment. The assertion that only a fraction of
the members attended the meetings was not specifically denied; but the faithful-
ness of the members when strikes were declared was pointed to as proof that the
strikes were generally approved.4

Character and power of leaders.—A. considerable number of employers asserted
that the leaders of the unions, including the officers and business agents, were
likely to be men whose abilities were of the same sort as those which make a ward
politician, One or two said that the business agents have occupied a position of
great power over their members, particularly because of the dependence of mem-
bers upon them for employment. This, it was said, gave them an exaggerated
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idea of their importance, and also led them into temptations which sometimes
caused them to become mere saloon loafers. On the other hand, several employers
testified to the high character of the business agents and other officers of unions
with whom they have come into personal contact.!

All the witnesses on behalf of the unions united in expressions of high opinion of
the average character of the union representatives. Their power, the union men
said, was much less than is commonly supposed. The office of a business agent is
purely executive. -He is elected for a short period, he frequently fails of reelec-
tion, and his salary is small. The smallness of the salary was referred fo also by
one employer, as preventing the employment of a very high grade of men. This
employer contrasted the local union officers to their disadvantage with the officers

. of the national organizations. Several employers expressed a preference for deal-
ing with the highest union officer who is accessible in any given case. On the part
of the unions it was asserted that if the employers find the higher officers, or par-
ticularly the national officers, easier to deal with, it is because they are less
directly nunder the control of the rank and file.?

It was generally admitted by employers that the existence of business agents is
necessary. Their duties are to recruit the membership of the unions, to see that
the members are employed, to look after the financial affairs and general interests
of the union, torepresent the members in dealings with employers. "It was admitted
by several employers, as well as asserted by representatives of the unions, that
the individual workmen can not go freely with complaints to their employers, for
fear of being regarded as agitators. It is necessary that the workmen be repre-
sented by an official who need not fear the direct consequences of the employer’s
dislike.®? One or two witnesses, however, denied that business agents served any
useful purpose. ) .

The testimony offers some apparent contradictions with respect to the power
of the business agents or walking delegates to declare strikes. Employers gen-
erally maintained that the business agents have had this power, and often com-
plained of the use they made of it. The power was specifically given by the con-
stitutions and rules of several unions. In some unions it was apparently denied.
Even in such cases it seems to be true that the business agent habitually notified
the men on any piece of work where he desired a strike to take place, and the men
thereupon habitually ceased. Several employers express the belief that the busi-
ness agent often ordered strikes which were not approved by the majority of the
strikers.* All the representatives of the unions asserted that the desire and the
interest of the business agents are to avoid strikes., Frequent strikes disgust
the members of the union and may even destroy it, and an agent who is thought
to be fond of them will soon lose his position.®

Alleged corruption.—Many employers stated that they have been informed of the
settlement of strikes by the payment of money to business agents or union offi-
cers. Two or three specific instances were referred to in which the witnesses
believed this to have happened. The witnesses did not, however, have direct
knowledge of the facts in any of these cases. One witness testified that he put
$50 into the hands of a friend upon request, asking no questions, and was after-
wards told that it had been used, with other contributions, to settle an existing
strike. One union representative stated that he has known of one or two casesin
which a business agent has been caught receiving money for such purposes, and
has very soon ceased to be business agent. The nnion men strenuously denied the
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existence of any such practice, except in isolated cases, and Professor Taylor
denies that either the rank and file of unionists, or, in general, their officers, can
be bought. One or two of the employers who expressed a general belief in the
existence of the practice were careful to say that they did not believe that it would
be possible in the case of the unions which they themselves deal with.!

One case of alleged defalcation by the treasurer of a union, joined with the
ghielding of him by other officers and prominent members, was stated in an affi-
davit by its alleged discoverer, who is not now in good standing in the union. It
was denied by the president of the union.?

ALLEGED POLITICAL INFLUENCE OF TRADE UNIONS.

As showing the undue influence which they claimed labor organizations have
acquired in the politics of Chicago, several witnesses testified thatalarge number
of prominent labor men, from 15 to 25 at any rate, held important positions in the
city government. The president of the building trades council, Mr. Carroll,
wag, at the beginning of the lockout, also president of the civil-service commission,
though, under the influence of the banks, apparently, he was afterward removed.
It was claimed that there have been unfair discriminations in favor of union men
in the civil-service examinations and in public employment generally. Several
boards and offices in Chicago have made it a practice to employ only union men
for city work. It was maintained also that leaders in labor organizations were
regularly disposed to enter politics, taking advantage of their influence with
laboring men, and that in fact labor unions were altogether too much in politics.?

To this it was replied by representatives of the unions that the fact of union
membership should constitute no disqualification for public office, and that the
actual number of union men holding city positions was comparatively small. The
alleged instances of discrimination in public employment in favor of union men
were explained as being due simply to the supériority of the union men for the
work. It was claimed that the constitutions and policy of trade unions generally
forbid direct participation as organizations in political life. On the other hand,
exclusive employment of union men for skilled labor on city work was apparently
approved by some of the union men.*

THE COURTS AND LABOR.

Employers also complained of a prejudice on the part of the Chicago courts in
favor of workingmen. It was declared that the same political influences which
affected the action of the police interfered with the administration of justice in
matters involving labor disputes. If strikers were arrested for acts of violence
they were discharged or let off easily, while counter charges were frequently
trumped up against the accusers and costs were often levied upon them. One
contractor described the outcome of a number of specific prosecutions on-charges
of assault. Inthese instances, although the witness states that the charges were
abundantly proved, very low fines were inflicted or the defendant discharged on
technical grounds. Complaints are especially brought against the justices of the
peace; but it is claimed also that the higher criminal court of Chicago has been
inclined to discriminate in favor of workingmen. Two prominent lawyers and
one or two employers thought that the only way to secure fair decisions by State

1Falkenan, pp. 325, 826; Clark, pp. 401, 402; Sproul, pp. 480, 481; Bagley, pp, 391-393; Ryan, p.
451; McCullough, pp. 218, 219; Woodbury, p. 462; Taylor, p. 641,

2 Afidavit of Mr. Simpson, pp. 330-333; Riley, pp. 440-442.

3(Gates, p. 25; Davis, p.423; Falkenau, pp. 323, 324; Behel, p. 395; Taylor, pp. 535, 538; Chalmers,
pp. 9, 16; Miller, pp. 853, 516.

4 Reid, pp. 181, 192; Pouchot, pp. 435, 436; Carroll, p. 276; McCullough. p. 215; Buchanan, p. 472
Gubbins, pp. 225, 226, 230; Ryan, p. 285.
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courts would be to make the judges appointive instead of elective, and fo give
them a very long tenure of office, preferably for life. The Federal courts were
held up as being illustrations of the superiority of this system, and it was claimed
that their decisions are fair, not only to capitalists, but equally so to laborers.
‘Where judges are dependent upon the popular vote for their positions they can not
be so free from prejudice as where their tenure is secure.!

Several representatives of labor, however, including a lawyer who had been
active in litigation concerning labor, claimed that the State and municipal courts
were much fairer than the Federal courts; thatit wasright that judges should be
really representatives of the people, and not, as it was said the Federal judges
often are, representatives of great corporations. The Federal courts have always
been the defenders of property and employers, often against the inferests and the
rightsof the working classes. Reference was made especially to the alleged injus-
tice of the use of the injunction in labor difficulties by Federal judges. For these
reasons the system of appointing judges for life was strongly deprecated by these
witnesses.? In this connection one witness vigorously urged that theright toissue
injunctions in labor disputes should be restricted, or at any rate that the trial for
contempt of court in cases involving a criminal offense should be conducted by
Jury.? This position was opposed by one or two witnesses on the other side.*

ARBITRATION.

There was a large amount of discussion on the general subject of arbitration, in
connection with statements concerning the attempts at arbitration in the build-
ing-trades lockout and the machinists’ strike. In the case of the building-trades
lockout, as we have seen, the chief difficulty in the way of arbitration appears to
have arisen from the relation between the building trades council and the separate
organizations composing it. Employers apparently would have been willing to
negotiate or arbitrate with the various local organizations of the separate trades,
although one or two expressed a preference for arbitration between national
organizations.?

In the case of the machinists’ strike the employers especially insisted that they
could arbitrate only with national organizations of workingmen, inasmuch as
local organizations are not familiar with the conditions of the trade elsewhere,
and inasmuch as competition makes it necessary that practically the same condi-
tions of labor shall prevail in all the different sections. Several witnesses urged
that it is desirable that in practically all trades national organizations of the
employers should be formed and should stand over against strong national
organizations of the employees, with provisions for settling disputes by joint
committees representing the two organizations. They pointed especially to the
success of the National Stove Founders’ Association and the National Foundry-
men’s Association in avoiding strikes by means of such agreements with the
employees. The system of arbitration later established between the National
Metal Trades’ Association and the International Association of Machinists, fol-
lowing the lines of the organizations just named, provided that in case disputes
could not be settled by conference they should be adjusted by a joint committee
composed of the presidents of the respective national associations and two memn-
bers appointed by them.®

1 Chalmers, pp. 8, 9, 16; Walser, p. 378; Clark, p. 400; Miller, pp. 619-522; Mayer, pp. 76-79;
Offield, pp. 86, 87. . .

3 Brennock, p. 467; Darrow, pp. 67-70; Ryan, p. 283.

3 Darrow, pp. 68-71.
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Ppp. 34,88; Devens, p. 505.




REVIEW OF EVIDENCE. XXXI

Several witnesses pointed out that many agreements heretofore made between
the organizations of various building trades and the contractors provided for the
settlement of all questions not covered by the agreement by arbitration. The
success of this system in the case of the bricklayers of Boston was especially
referred to. The bricklayers in Chicago also have carried on arbitration very
successfully.!

The ultimatum of the building contractors’ council, issued April 30, 1900, pro-
vided for a system of agreements between individual labor organizations and
organizations of employers, with arbitration committees for the settlement of dis-
putes. This system was adopted in practically all of the agreements entered into
after the lockout. That in the carpenters’ agreement is more fully described
elsewhere. (See p. XI.)

Certain witnesses also believed that arbitration by State or national boards
would be very desirable. There seemed to be a general disposition among both
employers and employees to oppose strikes and to favor peaceable means of set-
tlement. A few witnesses favored compulsory arbitration. One or two, how-
ever, feared that political influences might prevent fairness on the part of official
arbitrators.? .

Several employers declared also that arbitratiod has its limits. Certain demands
of labor organizations are so extreme that the only thing to do is to fight them.
This is particularly the case, some of them asserted, as to the demand for exclu-
sive employment of union members.?

It was also suggested by a representative of organized labor that an offer to arbi-
trate is often considered a sign of weakness on the part of the strikers, although
this was denied by some employers.*

JOURNEYMEN TAILORS’ LOCKOUT.

Some testimony was also taken by the subcommission concerning the strike or
lockout of the journeymen tailors in Chicago during the spring of 1900, and con-
cerning the conditions in the tailoring and garment-making trades. The num-
ber of witnesses heard, however, was small, and no conclusive judgments can be
based on their testimony.

Two or three witnesses, representing the journeymen tailors’ union, asserted that
the demand which caused the cessation of work was that the employers should
establish shops in connection with their own stores or places of business, in which
the tailors could do the piecework which is now done ouiside. They asserted
that the demand for such shops was presented fully two yearsbefore, and thatat the
beginning of the year 1900 the employers were notified that unless the shops were
granted by April 1 there would be a general strike of the tailors. The employers
anticipated any such action by locking out their men. About 300 tailors were dis-
charged. A few of the employers have granted the demand for free shops, some
of them had done so before 1900.

These witnesses declared that up to a very recent time practically all of the tall-
oring work of the city of Chicago, including that made by the best custom tailors,
was done either in the homes of the tailors or in small shops, where each worker
rented space for himself and where there was practically no cooperation between
the different tailors. It was claimed that the system of home work tends to reduce
wages, especially where the wife and children are called in to help in the work,
and that it is injurious fo the comfort and health of the home, while it also
involves a danger that contagious diseases may be carried by the clothing to the
purchaser. The conditions in the shops referred to were declared to be exceed-

1 Falkenau, p. 824; Smith, p.403; Nichol p.-88; agr ts of organizati , PD- 99, 451,
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ingly unsanitary, while the tailors, on account of their low wages and also on
account of the amount of time wasted in getting the goods from the employers,
were forced to work excessively long hours, often far intv the night, and quite
commonly on Sundays. The impossibility of cooperation between the different
workers nnder this system is also detrimental.

It was declared further that to furnish free shops would involve verylittle outlay
on the part of the employers and would result in various conveniences and econ-
omies to them. Those employers who have established shops are entirely satisfied
with the system, and the condition of their tailors is much better.!

Miss Addams snd Mrs. Henrotin also upheld the position of the journeymen
tailors regarding the ‘furnishing of shops.®* Practically no testimony on behalf
‘of the employers has been taken, but Miss Cope, deputy State factory inspector,
in her testimony as to the general condition of clothing and garment workers in
Chicago, suggested that the centralization of tailoring work in large shops would
be injurious to the small merchant tailors and to those workers who are compelled
by circumstances to work at home.?

CONDITIONS IN CHICAGO CLOTHING TRADES.

Several witnesses on the subject of the journeymen tailors’ strike declared that
the conditions in the various clothing trades in Chicago were extremely unsatis-
factory, that the wages were low, that the work was done largely in homes or in
unsanitary °‘sweat shops,” that large numbers of women and children were
employed under exceedingly bad conditions, and that the factory-inspection system
of the State had proved ineffective in remedying the abuses, although it has
somewhat reduced the evils of child labor. Various specific statements were made
to show the low wages and other unfortunate conditions. It was suggested that
the primary employer rather than the subcontractor (*‘sweater”) or the worker
himself should be held responsible for violations of the sweat-shop and factory-
inspection laws. Labeling of tenement-made goods was also advocated.*

Miss Cope,? on the other hand, thought that the wages in the garment trades
were on the whole reasonable, that the methods of business had kept pace with
modern improvements, and that the nsual conditions of work were not especially
gevere or unsanitary.

One or two witnesses spoke of the condition of child labor in Chicago. It was
stated that there is little demand for the work of children under 15, because there
are no textile factories in the city. It was also stated that the condition of children °
and of young people employed in the city has been bettered by the State factory
law. One witness held that the child workers are not inferior to other children
in intelligence or physical development.®

SOCIAL SETTLEMENTS IN CHICAGO.

" Professor Taylor, president of the Chicago Commons, a social settlement,
described the work of that institution in considerable detail. He alluded espe-
cially to the public meetings for the free discussion of mooted gquestions which
have been held, and which have been attended by people of the widest extremes
of opinion. He believes that such free discussion serves as a valuable safety valve
to the feelings of extremists. A fuller sumomary of the testimony of Professor
Taylor on these points is contained in the digest. (P. cxLII.)

1Lindholm, pp. 424-426; Taggart, pp. 137-142; Jungstrand, p. 143.
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I. THE BUILDING TRADES DEADLOCK, 1900.

Note.—It will be remembered that mostof this testimon{ewa.s taken in March, 1900, during
the pendency of the dispute, and the digest presents the statements as in the present tense.

A, Immediate causes, (See, also, as to the character of the building trades coun-
cil, p. xLv1I; as to the practices of the unions against which complaint was made,
see p. LXVIIL.)

1. Demand for destruction of building trades council.—Mr. FALKENAU, a Tepre-
sentative of the building contractors’ council, says that the cause of the existing
strike is the insistence of the contractors’ council on the dissolution of the build-
ing trades council. The confractors are not at present willing to dispense with
their own council. Their council has much larger aims than may appear on the
surface, and is on a higher plane than the building trades council. It will never
take any action which will be in the least harmful to the interests of either the
affiliated bodies or any of the individuals that compose it. The building trades
council is bound together by the sympathetic strike; and that is the thing which
the contractors are determined to eliminate. The witness has no objection to the
recognition of labor unions, though not in such a sense that nonunion men shonld
be excluded from employment. (324-329.)

Mr, WELLS, & general contractor, thinks that the abolition of the building
trades council is necessary to remedy the present labor difficulties. If that were
effected, permanent arranﬁements could be made with the several unions, as
formerly, and business would go on smoothly. (381.)

Mr. WooDBURY, president of the carpenters’ district council, admits that the
building trades council and some of the affiliated bodies may be somewhat to
blame for the existing strike, but he believes that the contractors and the public
press are much more responsible. The demand that the building trades council
be dissolved is an unreasonable demand. Tae workmen do not demand the disso-
lution of the contractors’ council, and Mr. Woodbury believes that it should be
maintained. (463.)

Mr. PoucHOT, business agent of the sheet metal workers’ union, declares that
it would be impossible to destroy the building trades council. If it were
destroyed there would very soon be another just as strong. (436.)

_Mr. McGARRY, a manufacturer of boilers, declares that the members of the
unions engaged in the building trades strike are intelligent and honest men.
They only demand what they consider right. The witness thinks if the employ-
ers would meet them in a fair spirit the difficulty would soon be settled. But the
contractors are trying to rule or ruin. The combination between the employers
in the building trades has compelled all the unions of workmen to combine; even
thus they g.rela )'kely to be weaker than the employers, who have a great deal more
money. (311.

Mr. LoNa, business agent of the gas fitters’ association, asserts that two or three
contractors have told him that the contractors mean to break up all the unions
and starve the people into submission. (208.) ,

Testifying in February, 1901, Prof. GRAHAM TAYLOR declared that the funda-
mental question in dispute in the building trades strike was the right to maintain
the building trades council. Objection was also made by the contractors to the
restriction of the use of machinery and the limitation of a day’s work, and there
was some merit in these criticisms; the unions had gone too far. Moreover, hold-
ing political office by labor leaders was condemned by the employers and by the
general public. But the “nub” of the whole controversy from beginning to end
was the right of the employees to maintain some central body. .

The building contractors council insisted upon the dissolution of the building
trades council but never was willing to consent to disbanding its own organiza-

tion, although the employers had repeatedly said that the existence of their coun-
cil was due to the existence of the other. While the employers stoutly denied
that there was any valid reason for the existence of such a central organization,
it is well known that strong central labor organizations exist in nearly all cities;
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and though the building trades council was perhaps unique in some of its rules,
and in its strength, most of its characteristics could be paralleled from organiza-
tions in other cities.

Professor Taylor believes that if the contractors had been willing from the
beginning to permit the organization of a new central body with restricted pow-
ers and modified methods, as was finally done, the great prolongation of the dis-
putemight have been prevented. It wasnot fair, in hisopinion, for the contractors
to insist on the cessation of the sympathetic strike while they were organizing a .
sympathetic lockout; nor to charge the unions with violating agreements when
some of the contractors’ organizations had broken the agreement as to the Satur-
day half-holiday; nor to complain of the limitation of the day’s work without
recognizing the complaint of the men against the “ rusher” being selected to set
the pace for the day’s work; or to object to restriction of liberty while they were
themselves curtailing the rights of the small contractors, if they refused to join
the association, by cutting off their supply of material and labor. (535, 541,542.)

Professor Taylor says that there are various peculiar conditions in the indus-
trial life of Chicago which have tended to produce friction, and which exercised
an influence in causing and prolonging the building trades strike. The cosmo-
politan character of the population, and the fact that many of the working people
are only transcient residents, tend to favor radicalism and excitability. On the
other hand, the employing classes of the city have too little symgathy with labor
and too little information concerning the history ard purposes of labor organiza-
tions. Theslightest reflection will show the economic necessity of the organization
of labor, if organization of capital is admitted to be necessary. The employers
have also underestimated the uprightness of the laboring classes and especially
of the labor leaders. During the building trades strike a prominent business man
in Chicago suggested to Professor Taylor that the only way to settle the strike
was to provide for the leaders who would lose their salaried positions in the labor
unions by such a settlement, and he offered to put into Professor Taylor’s hands
$10,000 for that purpnse. The witness declared to him that trade unionism in
Chicago could not be purchased for $10,000 or any other sum, and that such an
estimate of the venality of the rank and file, or even of the officers of the unions,
was unwarranted, and tended to add fuel to the fire of strong feeling.

Both among employers and employees, moreover, there has been a tendency
toward bitterness and disregard of the rights on the other side. Both sides have
been quick to resort to threats. The sentiment of employers and of employees has
often been in favor of ‘ fighting it out;” employers have declared, “ We wi
starve them out.” The cuntractors have shown unnecessary rudeness in receiv-
ing delegations from the employees, and unnecessary violence has been shown in
the language used by the members of the building trades council. (540, 541.)

2. Characler of small contractors.—Mr. LONG, business agent of the gas fitters’
association, says that his union seldom has any trouble with the large contractors.
The trouble arises with the small men, who have gone into business for them-
selves because they are not first-class mechanics, and therefore have trouble in
getting employment. (208.) .

Mr. PREECE, of the bricklayers’ union, states that there was a strike of the brick-
layers in 1887, which lasted some 11 or 13 weeks. It was ended by an agreement
for permanent arbitration, which maintained harmony between the bricklayers
and their employers until 1897. Inthat year the contractors gave 6 months’notice
of the termination of the agreement, according to its terms. At the same time they
issued an ultimatum that they would not arbitrate unless the union refused to work
for any but members of the Chicago Builders’ Association. Arbitrationcommittees
were appointed by both bodies, and at the meeting the employers introduced a
resolution providing that the bricklayers should not work for outside employers.
The bricklayers succeeded in getting it modified so far as to permit them to
work also for members of the union itself who were in business as builders. In
1898 the contractors complained that the competition of these union builders was
too keen, and demanded that they be forced into the contractors’ association. The
bricklayers finally yielded and agreed to work for none but menibers of the con-
tractors’ association. The small contractors thus forced into the association
numbered, the witness believes, at least 50 per cent of the contractors. This ele-
ment, being s0 numerous, obtained control of the association and put in officers of
its own selection. These officers were men of very different caliber and character
from the old officers with whom the bricklayers had worked in harmony for many
years. They assumed a very arbitrary position toward the union, and even
objected to selecting an umpire for the settlement of disputes, Mr. Preece believes
that the bad feeling that has been growing for 3 years is due to the events just
related. The old contractors who used to control the association have now got
control of it again, but the men who have held the offices and have made the trouble
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have been able to misrepresent the causes of difficultyin such a way as to create a
prejudice against the union in the minds of the present officers. (476, 477.)

8. Paid agitators among employers.—Mr. GUBBINS, president of the bricklayers’
union, thinks that much of the trouble between the contractors and the workmen
is due not to the large and responsible contractors, but to small men, and particu-
larly to those small men whoreceive a per diem payment for sitting on committees.
One of these men did only one job in 2 years, and that involved only 60,000 bricks.
Such men can make more by prolonging the trouble and so keeping their places
on comn):itbees of the employers’ association than they can by contracting. (223,
229,241,

Mr. LoNg, president of the board of business agents of the building trades
council, states that the secretary of the committee of the contractors’ council said
to him, when the discussion preceding the present strike was going on, that the
contractors were figuring on a lockout, and continued, *‘I don’t care; I am get-
ting paid for it, you know, and I will jolly the thing along.” (199.)

4, Attitude of the press.—Mr. GUBBINS, president of the bricklayers' union,
thinks that the Chicago papers have always acted very unfairly toward organized
labor. He does not blame the reporters so much as the editorial force. He has
seen statements which were written correctly by the reporters, but which were
80 altered before they appeared as to convey false impressions. The result is that
the people at large are able to see only one side of the case. The workingmen
have no money to buy ap papers to advocate their cause. Itisnot to be wondered
at, therefore, if people in general are prejudiced against the workmen. (236.)

Unions primarily involved.—Mr. POUCHOT, business agent of the sheet metal
workers’ union, says that there are no differences to be settled between the sheet
metal workers and their employers, and that he understands that there are no
differences except in three trades—the plumbers, the gasfitters, and the lathers—
in each case on account of the limitation of the day’s work. The sheet metal
workers’ union has never struck, though it has been locked out more than once.

437.)
( B. Early demands, negotiations and attempted arbitration.—Mr. FALEENATU, a general
contractor, states that the building trades council was organized in the year 1894.
Its demands, or those of the affiliated unions which were enforced through it,
became more and more unreasonable and arbitrary as time wenton. Mr. Falkenau
specifies the shutting out of apprentices and the limitation of the day’s work. The
contractors were obliged to submit to these things, as well as to a great variety
of impositions and injustices, largely because of the necessity which they were

enerally under of finishing the work they were engaged on within a given time.

he need of an organization which should enable the contractors to resist the
arbitrary demands of the building trades council led to the organization of the
building contractors’ council in April, 1899.

On August 30, 1899, the building contractors’ canncil resolved to appoint a com-
mittee of five to submit its grievances to the building trades council, and to inform
it that unless the obnoxious rules were modified in some instances, and abolished
in others, within 1 week, the organizations affiliated with the building contract-
ors’ council would be compelled to adopt measures for their own protection. No
answer was received for more than a week. A conference was finally arranged,
but the committee of the frades council failed to appear at the appointed time.
A meeting was afterwards held, but no results were obtained. On November 17,
1899, the building contractors’ council adopted a resolution of which the follow-
ing is the important part: .

¢t Resolved, That on and after January, 1900, the trades represented in the build-
ing contractors’ council shall not recognize—

** First. Anylimitation asto the amount of work a man may perform during his
working day. .

*Second. Any restriction of the use of machinery. .

L 'flhird. The right of any person to interfere with the workmen during work-
ing hours. .

¢ Fourth. The sympathetic strike. .

“dI“ifth. Restriction of the use of any manufactured material except prison
made.

¢“Sixth. The right of the unions to prohibit the employment of apprentices.

‘““And be it_further resolved, That a copy of these regulations be sent to the
building trades council and its affiliated unions, as outlining the position of the
building contractors’ council with respect to the existing conditions in the build-
ing trade at the present time, that are detrimental to the welfare of all parties
concerned, with the assurance that there is no disposition on the part of the build-
ing contractors’ council to question the present rate of wages, hours, or the prin-
ciples of legitimate unionism.”
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A copy of this resolution was sent by special messenger to the building trades
council, and was referred by it to a committee, but no further action whatever
seems to have been,taken upon it. The resolution of the contractors was made
gublic, and the resulting understanding and discussion of the methods of the

uilding trades council brought upon it such an avalanche of public criticism
that it thought it necessary to take steps to put itself in a better position in the
public eye. It did not wish to recognize the contractors’ council, and tried to get
a committee appointed of outside contractors. This movement, if successful,
besides avoiding the acknowledgment of a backdown, would have given an oppor-
tunity of creating a division among the contractors themselves by putting those
outside the contractors’ association in a position of antagonism to those within.
Ultimately, upon the initiative of Mr. Madden, a committee of the trades council
met a cominittee of the contractors’ council and recognized it as such. The con-
tractors submitted as subjects for arbitration the rules set forth in the resolution
of November 17. The meetings of the joint committee proceeded harmoniously,
and after they had been held almost daily for 10 days an agreement was reached.

The chief desire of the contractors had been to do away with the sympathetic
strike. They believed that strikes could be avoided in nine-tenths of the cases if
all differences were submitted to arbitration. The agreement of the joint com-
mittee provided for a board of arbitration, consisting of 5 members from the trades.
council and 5§ members from the contractors’ council, who were to have power to
impose fines or punishments upon the members of both councils with such force
that members under penalty should be debarred from all the privileges of their
associations or unions until the penalties were satisfied. Every dispute, which
the parties immediately in interest should not be able to settle, wasto be referred
to a standing arbitration committee of 5 members from the employers and 5 from
the employees, representing the trade interested. If the trade directly interested
should be unable to settle any case, the difference should be adjusted by the final
board of arbitration of the two councils. No strike or lockout was to be authorized
or called by reason of any dispute between the organizations represented in either
council. Work was to continue uninterrupted during the arbitration. Other
provisions of the agreement were that there should be no limitation of the amount
of work which a man might do during the normal working day, that at least one
apprentice should be allowed at each established shop in each trade, whose term
of apprenticeship should expire before he should reach 22 years of age, and that
no rules other than those embodied in these agreements should be promulgated,
recognized, or enforced by either council unless authorized by the final board of
arbitration. The contractors were to employ no workmen except those carrying
cards of an organization affiliated with the building trades council.

The committee finished its work on December 28, and agreed to meet the next
morning to attach their names to the final report. On December 29 the report
was signed by the representatives of the contractors and by 4 representatives of
thetradescouncil. Three membersof the trades council committee did not appear.
The regort was submitted to a meeting of the contractors’ council on the same
day and immediately ratified. The representatives of the trades council had given
assurance that their body would ratify the agreement that evening, and had
agreed to exchange ratifications the next day. When the committee of the con-
tractors’ council went to make the exchange of ratifications, they found a single
representative of the trades council, who informed them that the trades council
had referred the agreement to its constituent unions for a referendum vote, and
that it would be 8 weeks before answers could be received from all the unions.

On January 5 the contractors were informed that a sympathetic strike had been
declared on the Methodist Book Concern building. The conference committee of
the contractors immediately went to the office of the trades council to protest.
At this time they met Mr. Woodbury, one of the representatives of the trades
council who had failed tosign the joint report, and asked hisreasons for refusing.
He said that they were personal and were nobody’s business but his own. On
another occasion, however, before the Sunset Club, Mr. Woodbury stated thathe
was absolutely opposed to arbitration agreements, because arbitration took too
much itme, and in the end the men always got the worst of it. The difficulty on
the Methodist Book Concern building was ultimately adjusted.

On January 17 the contractors’ council wrote to the trades council asking thata
definite answer with regard to the joint agreement be given not later than Janu-
ary 27. No answer was received within the time specified. The contractorscon-
cluded that the trades council was acting in bad faith, and was trying to delay
the matter until the building season should begin and the contractors should all
be busy. The contractors, therefore, adopted a circular notice, copies of which
were furnished to every contractor with instructions to see that a copy was placed
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in the hands of every journeyman and workman in his employ. The circular
statektlln the rates of wages which the contractors proposed to pay to each class of
workmen:

Bricklayers . .. ._.____._..__..__ $4.00 | Carpenters___.__.._________..__. $3.40
Plambers ... ... _.__.._ 4.00 | Sheet-metal workers _._.___.._.. 3.40
Stonecutters ... __________.__ 4,00 | Housedrainers_._.._._____..____ 3.28
Gasfitters ... ... ... ... _. 4,00 | Iron workers, ornamental, and

Steam fitters.____..__.___________ 4.00 brackets .. ____. .. ...

Plasterers and engineers __. .. __ 4.00 | Painters.....__..

Tilesetters__....._......_...._.. 4.00 | Gravel roofers

Iron setters and bracket, struc- Plasterers’ laborers _.._.. . .____ 2.40
taral ... ... 3.60 | Laborers..__________.__.___...... 2.00

Marble setters ... .............. 3.50

The circular continued:

“The unions affiliated with the building-trades council have absolutely ignored
the joint agreement and failed to ratify the same. We hereby make the follow-
ing rules to be enforced by the contractors of Chicago on and after February 5,
1900, and you will govern yourselves accordingly:

¢« Eight hours shall constitute a day’s work.

¢ Time and one-half will be allowed for all overtime.

‘ Double time for Sundays and holidays.

* No limitation as to the amount ot work a man shall perform in a day.

““ No restriction as to union or nonunion made material.

¢ No restriction as to the use of machinery.

‘“The foreman shall be the agent of the contractor.

¢ '{‘he right to employ and discharge whoever he may choose is reserved to the
employer.”

The ycircula.r further stated that men who should work for the contractors
on and after February 5 would have to work according to the rules adopted by
the contractors’ council. Upon the distribution of this circular the officers of
the trades council declared to their men that it constituted a lockout on the part
of the general contractors. )

Mayor Harrison afterwards undertook to bring about a settlement of the diffi-
culty by asking nine members of the contractors’ council to meet nine members
of the trades council in hig office. The contractors, considering the result of two
attempts to agree with the building-trades council, believed that that body was
‘8o unreliable, lawless, and corrupt that no possible good could come from any
conference or attempt at arbitration with them.” They announced that they
would not deal with the building-trades council as sach. They referred the
affiliated unions of the building-trades council to their respective bodies of
employers—bricklayers to deal with master masons, carpenters with the master
carpenters’ organization, ete. (812-321.

Mr. WoODBURY states that Mr. Falkenau’s account of his attitude toward arbi-

tration agreements, as expressed in a speech before the Sunset Club, is not true.
In refutation of it, he submits a stenographic report of the speech referred to.
He also states that Mr. Falkenau is not accurate in quoting the answer he made
whenhe was asked why he did not sign the joint agreement of December,1899, His
answer was that he was not making explanations now. He says, in explanation
of his refusal to sign, that he was not able to attend the first meetings of the
joint committee and did not approve of what had been done when he returned
from a necessary absence. Moreover, it was the feeling of the carpenters that
their employers had no right to take a position which violated their existing
agreement. That agreement was valid until April 1, and until that time no ques-
tion of a change could properly arise. The experience of the carpenters in per-
mitting agreements to be disturbed had not been gratifying. At the close of the
World’s Fair time they had an agreement, running nearly 2 years ahead, for
wages of 40 cents an hour. The contractors requested a reduction, and the car-
penters consented to arbitrate the question. The result was that they had to
submit to a reduction to 85 cents an hour. (459,460, 464.)
" Mr. BRENNOCK, treasurer of the building-trades council, declares that the ulti-
matum presented by the contractors’ council to the building-trades council was
an insult. No conference was asked, but it was demanded that sympathetic
strikes should be abolished. The contractors’ council disregarded Mr. Madden’s
first invitation to a conference, and when later a similar committee did meet in
conference it was found that on practically every proposition all the representa-
tives of the contractors voted solidly on the one side and all the representatives
of the employees solidly on the other. (468.)
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Mr. MADDEN refers to the effort which he made to secure a reasonable settle-
ment of the difficulties between the contractors and the workmen, and to the
fact that the building-trades council never acted upon the agreement which had
been unanimously settled by the joint committee. Every union which acted on
it acted favorably, and the witness does not understand why the trades council
did notratify it. Mr. Madden also refers to the effort of the mayor to secure a
settlement, which was defeated by the attitude of the contractors. They seem
to have felt that they were not justified in any further negotiations with the men,
i(xiogiivlv1 (;f the failure of the men fo ratify the agreement already reached.

, 111,

Mr. GUBBINS, president of the bricklayers’ union, states that the building-trades
council ignored a communication from the contractors’ council looking to an
agreement between the two bodies. Mr. B. M. Madden, a prominent material
dealer, offered his services as mediator, and asked Mr. Gubbins if he would be
willing to meet a committee of contractors toarrange a settlement of difficulties.
Mr. Gubbins, after consulting with other labor leaders, agreed to the proposition,
with a proviso that men be selected on the contractors’ side who were not known
as opponents of organized labor. This condition does not seem to Mr. Gubbins
to have been fulfilled. The committee met, however, and after long deliberation
arranged a basis of agreement which was submitted to the building contractors’
council and to the building-trades council. The contractors’ council promptly
ratified it. The trades council had to submit it to a referendum vote. Mr. Gub- -
bins is confident that it would have been ratified by the unions if the contractors
had allowed them time to act upon it. Those unions which voted at all voted in
favor of it, and those which failed to act within the period fixed, would have been
counted in the affirmative. Before the time expired which the unions had asked
for the contractors presented their ultimatum, in the shape of rules, which they
had formulated contrary to all existing agreements with the unions. These.
rules would have lost to the workingmen their Saturday half-holiday, and would
have made them work with anybody the employers saw fit to hire. They involved
the locking out, from the following Monday, of all men who would not submit.
This put an end to all negotiations. The mayor of Chicago afterwards proposed
to the*workingmen to appoint a committee to meet a like committee of the con-
tractors. The workingmen consented, but when the mayor extended his invita-
giz%n gggthze‘a1 g(;ntractors they refused in a letter through the press. (220, 221, 226,

b ] .

Mr. MILLER, & manufacturer of sheet-metal work, says that the most notice--
able feature of the Madden arbitration was the lack of interest on the part of the
laboring men, The award was signed by two or three or four of their members.
The contractors’ association now feels that it has wasted 3 or 8 weeks of time,
and that it is not now worth while to attempt to arbitrate again, although the
principal reason for refusing to negotiate further is that the contractors are not
willing to arbitrate the question whether they shall be restricted as to the men
they can employ. (354.)

Mr. OFFIELD, & patent lawyer, says that so long as the trade unions jinsist on
their extreme demands there seems to be no chance of any agreement between the
opgosing parties in the present difficulties. Many manufacturers feel that the
fight must be fought to a finish. Nevertheless, it would seem that there should
be some further steps toward arbitration. The witness understands that there
have been various negotiations and meetingsof the parties in the various strikes,
but that some difficulties have always arisen which have destroged the spirit
which would make a settlement possible. The manufacturers, so far as the wit-
ness knows, are disposed to be conciliatory, but there is a certain line, to go beyond
which would mean the destruction of their rights. It would seem, however, that
there must be some men or some organization which could be trusted to mediate
between the contending parties. Itis certainly desirable that the representatives
of the manufacturers and of the workingmen should get together and try to
harmonize their difficulties. (84, 85.)

C. Attitude of the workingmen and the employers toward arbitration. (Seealso above
as to negotiations, p. XxxVII.)

Mr. CARROLL, president of the building trades council, states that the building
trades have had the most gerfect system of arbitration in existence. That T
consists in the efforts of the business agents, and afterwards of the board of busi-
ness agents, to obtain a personal agreement with the contractors, the architects,
and the owners, whenever a difficulty arises on any building. The members of
the several unions are willing to submit their differences with their several
employers, so far as such differences exist, to arbitration. This arbitration by
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trades separately is the only sort of arbitration that is practicable. The plumbers
are not willing to let their differences be adjusted by plasterers, nor the plasterers
to let their differences be adjusted by plumbers. Nearly all of the delegates to
the building trades council were in favor of the plan submitted by Mr. Madden,
which provided for a general arbitration committee of five appointed by the
building trades council and five a.p&ointed by the contractors’ council. This plan
was disapproved by the rank and file of the individual unions. Mr. Carroll does
not think that there was one trade that wished to depart from the old plan of
settlement between the employers and the employees of the individual trades.
The trouble now is that the contractors refuse to arbitrate anything until the
building trades council is destroyed. If the contractors would consent, each
individual trade in which differences exist could proceed at once to arbitrate by
itself, as the plumbers have vainly tried to induce the master plumbers to do. It
is true that bnilding conld hardly progress in a satisfactory way while differences
exist between masters and men in any one particular trade, because the building
could not be finished without the introduction of nonunion men, and that would
involve a strike on the part of any union men employed on the building in ques-
tion or employed by the same firm in other places. Such an agreement could not
fail to be reached on the part of every trade, however, if masters and men appointed
each a man and these two men chose an umpire, whose vote should be final in all
matters of dispute. The witnessbelieves that all the trades would be willing that
an arbitration committee be appointed, consisting of one man from each organiza-
tion affiliated with the building trades council and one from each organization affili-
ated with the contractors' council. As there are more organizations in the
building trades council, this would give more votes to the workmen than to the
contractors; but the witness does not believe that any trade would be willing to
give up its vote. However, the workmen are willing to adopt any feasible plan of
arbitration. The most practical plan is that which has already existed for years,
of agreements by separate trades. (268-274.)

Mr. NICHOLSON, a contractor, says that the president of the carpenters’ union
and the head men of the bricklayers’ union have told him that they would be very
willing to arbitrate, but that they can not do so indeptndently of the building
trades council. (92.)

Mr. PREECE, of the bricklayers’ union, believes that there ought to be arrange-
ments for arbitration between the unions and the employers in each trade, but
that there ought also to be a higher board, which could be called upon in case
any trade and its employers could not agree. (477.)

Mr. PRICE, a general contractor, thinks that arbitration could be effected with
the individual unions, but not with the building trades council.  (862.)

Mr. BRENNOCK, treasurer of the building trades council, thinks that the coun-
cil can not undertake a joint settlement of a strike for all the trades represented.
The men from the different trades do not understand the conditions of any par-
ticular trade thoroughly. The proper method of settlement is with the separate
trades. There is nothing, so far as the witness knows, in the constitution of the
building trades council to prevent such a settlement. (468.)

Mr. STILES, a master painter, thinks that it would be better for the different
trades to arbitrate their own difficulties, regardless of any central bodies. It
would probably be necessary to have some practical cooperation among the dif-
ferent trades in order to reach an effective agreement. (340, 841.)

Mr. FRANK M., RYAN says that the agreement between the Bridge and Struc-
tural Iron Workers’ Union and the contractors provided for arbitration concern-
ing any matter not specifically regulated by the agreement itself. The witness
thinks that difficulties between employers and employees in the building trades
should, so far as possible, be settled by negotiations or arbitration between repre-
sentatives of the individual trade affected. A contractor who is engaged in steel
construction for buildings, or a workman who is actually performing. this class
of work, knows the conditions much better than any other person. It is not desir-
able that rc:ﬁresentaﬁves of other trades should be called in to determine the
question in dispute unless it is absolutely necessary. If, however, no agreement

‘can be reached, appeal to the building trades council is the only resort. The wit-

ness believes that the majority of the trades in the council could compel any one
trade lo arbitrate, or at least to accept the decision of arbitrators as to general
disputes affecting all of the trades. (281-284.)

Mr. KLEIN, president of the Bricklayers’ and Masons’ International Union of
America, says that it has been the policy of that organization during the past 7
years to arbitrate labor disputes, but he has been unable to bring about arbitra-
tion in the present dispute in Chicago. On his arrival in Chicago a few days
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before his testimony, the witness visited the subordinate organization of the
bricklayers’ union and appealed to them to give him a fair chance to seek arbi-
tration of the dispute between the union and the organization of the master
masons. Mr. Klein at that time believed that there must be some misunderstand-
ing as to the attitude of the master masons. He found, however, on approaching
the master masons that they refused absolutely to arbitrate. They asked how it
would be possible for the bricklayers to arbitrate independently of the building
trades council. The witness explained to the master masons that it was the
policy of the bricklayers’ organization to compel its local bodies to seek arbitra-
tion, and in case of refusal to withhold financial aid. The witness declares that
it would have been possible for the international organization to hold the local
body to conformity to the decision of the arbitrators if arbitration had been
agreed to. It would have been the duty of the parent organization, in case of
failure to carry out the decision, to take up the fight on behalf of the contractors.

On the very day when the witness appeared before the commission the master
masons declared to him,he states, that they would not arbitrate until the Building
trades council should be broken up. The witness put the question whether their
doctrine was not ‘* rule or ruin for one side or the other,” and one of the master
masons present admitted that it was. This refusal on the part of the master
masons to arbitrate is, Mr. Klein declares, entirely in disregard of the rights of
the public, whp are injured by the inability to proceed with any building what-
ever so long as the strike continues. There is no doubt that the laboring people
have made mistakes, and that in some of their demands they are wrong; but this
shonld not hinder efforts to bring about a general settlement.

Mr. Klein thinks, also, that the refusal of the master masons to agree to arbi-
tration is likely to result in the extension of the strike against them to other cities,
at least so far as master masons who belong to the organization in Chicago are
carrying on work in other cities. It is true that in most large cities there are
arrangements by which disputes between the local employers and employees are
to be settled by arbitration, but the witness thinks that even the employers them-
selves in these cities would be liberal enough to take up the fight against the
Chicago master masons in view of their absolute refusal to arbitrate, a refusal
which is entirely unreasonable and which will destroy the building business for
the entire season. .

Mr. Klein is not quite certain whether the building trades council (as distin-
guished from the bricklayers’ union) actually desires arbitration of the present
disputes, but he is inclined to think that it does. (155-159.) .

Mr. GUBBINS, president of the bricklayers’ union, states that he went with the
international president of the bricklayers’ union to the office of the contractors’
association, and that he was there told that the policy of the contractors’ associa-
tion was to rule or to ruin,and that the view of the contractors was that ¢ to the
victor belong the spoils.” It was not pretended that the contractors had any
grievance against the bricklayers. In the judgment of Mr. Gubbins the actual
purpose of the employers is to destroy not only the building trades council, but
afterwards the several individual unions. (222.) .

Mr. GINDELE refers to the testimony of Mr. Klein and Mr. Gubbins as to the
alleged statement that the policy of the contractors is one of rule or ruin, and as
to the use of the phrase, *‘ to the victor belong the spoils.” Mr. Gindele says that
while he is the person referred to, he in fact said that the policy of the contract-
ors is not oneof rule or ruin, and that, while he did use the phrase about the spoils,
he explained that the contractors seek no spoils but the return of prosperity to
the buildin%rindustries of Chicago, and that if they are victorious they will pay
tlg& vs)'ages already announced and will try to give employment to the union men.
(364.

Mr. GUBBINS states that all the workingmen in Chicago are willing to accept
arbitration, and alwayshave been. The bricklayers would not arbitrate with their
employers except upon the condition that the employers of other trades should
also arbitrate with their men. The international union of bricklayers, from
which the local bricklayers receive assistance durinf their strike, would have
required such separate arbitration if the employers had consented to it, and would
have withdrawn its aid if the local unions had refused to consent. The refusal
of the employers to arbitrate saved the bricklayers from this dilemma. The wit-
ness would not favor a general arbitration by all the bodies together, because the
conditions of each trade are understood only by men connected with it. He
would favor, however, a board of appeal, to which questions should be referred
which the several trades might be unable to settle separately. He would be glad
to have such a board appointed from among representative men of Chicago, or to
have the President of the United States select men, either from Chicago or from
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other parts of the country, or to have the places filled by members of the Indus-
trial Commission. (220, 222, 225, 240-245.) '

Mr. Gubbins says that his association made all possible effort to continue during
1900 its agreement with the mason contractors’ association. By their standing
agreement the two bodies should bave met during the month of January to renew
their arrangements for the year. Mr. Gubbins and his union wrote to the con-
tractors’ association and repeatedly telephoned to them for an appointment, accord-
ing to the understanding. The contractors’ association refused to make an
appointment. (221.)

Mr. PREECE, of the bricklayers’ union, also states that the union made several
attempts to meet the contractors to make an agreement for the coming year as
usual, but the contractors put them off from time to time and refused or neglected
to appoint the necessary committee., (479.)

Mr. NICHOLSON says that the arbitration agreement of the bricklayers was long
maintained only by a bare majority of the workmen and the employers. (91.)

Mr. LILLIEN says that the hod carriers’ union, of which he is president, made
an agreement with the master masons’ association about June 27, 1898, under
which they worked till the end of 1899, and in which, Mr, Lillien states, no change
was ever made by his organization. About January 17, 1900, the hod carriers’
union sent a communication to the master masons, asking for a joint arbitration
board. No answer was ever received, but the members of the hod carriers’union
were notified individually by their employers that certain rules, which the
employers had formulated without consulting the union, would be in force from
the 5th of February. (114,115.) )

Mr. PREECE, of the bricklayers’ union, declares that every trade of the buildin
trades’ council is willing, he believes, to arbitrate. Arbitrationisthe only metho
by which the present disputes can ever be settled. No employer has a right to
say to his employees that there is nothing to arbitrate. It is the duty of the con-
tractors to send a communication to each union asking for an arbitration com-
mittee, and every union would respond. (477-479.)

Mr, CARROLL, president of the building trades council, understands that the
plumbers have written to the contractors’ organization, besides informing them
verbally, that they are willing to arbitrate the differences between the journey-
men and the employers, and he has been informed that the employing plumbers
referred the question to the building contractors’ council, and that it refused to
allow the arbitration. (271.)

Mr. FALKENAU believes that the idea which he attributes to Mr. Woodbury,
that arbitration is rarely satisfactory and takes too much time, and the men
always get the worst of it, underlies the objections of several of the unions to the
agreement which was made by the joint committee of the contractors’council and
the trades council, but which the trades council failed to ratify. (318, 319, 825.)

Mr, MADDEN, president of the Western Stone Company, does not think that
any hesitation on the part of either the workmen or the contractors to suggest
arbitration, on the ground that such a suggestion would be regarded as a confes-
sion of weakness, is well founded. Each side knows the strength and staying
qualities of the other side so well that no such impression would be given. (111.)

Mr. NICHOLSON, a contractor, does not think that there is any basis for the
suggestion that if either side of the controversy offered to arbitrate the other side
would consider it a sign of weakness. The greatest difficulty will be in getting
unbiased arbitrators. (92.) -

Rights of the publicin the dispute.—Professor TAYLOR insists that both employ-
ers and employees in the building trades dispute disregarded the rights of the
great third party, the public, and the witness justifies his own activity in endeavor-
ing to bring about a settlement especially because of the fact that the Chicago
Commons, of which he is president, was erecting a $60,000 building at the time,
and suffered loss by the fact that from February to August it remained without
a roof and with no work done upon it. In an address before a convention of
trades unions in May, 1900, Professor Taylor declared that great damage was
being done to the industrial reputation of Chicago by the advertisement of the
insecurity of labor and capital there, and that individuals were also suffering a
great loss by the prolongation of the dispute, so that the public had a just right
to interfere, a right which, up to that time, had been contemptuously ignored by
both parties. (533,534.)

D. Later negotiations and agreements with various labor organizations.—1. Contractors’
ultimatum of April 30, 1900.—Professor TAYLOR and Mr. MiLLER in their festi-
mony given in February, 1901, referred to an ultimatum issued by the building
contractors’ council on April 30,1901. This ultimatum was very similar in its
general principles to that submitted by the contractors in November, 1899, A
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proposed form of agreement, to be adopted by the various separate contractors’
associations and the separate labor organizations, was drawn up. This provided
that there should be no limitation of the amount of work to be done in a day, of
the use of machinery and tools, or of the use of any manufactured material except
prison made; that no person should have the right to interfere with the working-
men during working hours, and that the foreman should be the agent of the
employer; that apprentices should not be prohibited, and that workingmen
should work for whomsoever they saw fit and employers employ whomsoever they
saw fit; that no union man should quit work because of the employment of non-
union men on the same building or on any other building; that thereshould be no
interference on the part of any outside person or organization. An arbitration
system was also provided for, with fines for violation of agreements or of awards
of arbitrators. The agreement should become operative only when the union
making it should withdraw permanently from the building trades council and
should agree “ not to become affiliated with any organization of a like character.”

(MILLER, 517, 525; TAYLOR, 532, 533; text of ultimatum, p. 568.)

2. Further futile atlempts at concilialion.—After this time there were various
attemgts at conciliation and arbitration as to the general dispute, which are
described by Professor TAYLOR.

At a meeting of a convention of all the trades unions of the city held on May
13, 1900, Professor Taylor made an address criticising the weak points of both
parties in the dispute, and especially urging the right of the general public, as the
great third party, to have its interests considered. As a result a resolution was
passed directing the chairman of the meeting to appoint one member from each
of three different trade unions not affiliated with the building trades council to
act together with three persous to be appointed by some commercial or real estate
body, with Professor Taylor as the seventh member, as a commission of inquiry
to investigate the facts regarding the dispute and endeavor to bring about a peace-
ful settlement. Professor Taylor wrote to Mr. O'Brien, chairman of the build-
ing contractors’ council, regarding this movement, and inquired whether the
council would present facts in connection with such on investigation, neither side
to be committed to the acceptance of the findings. The secretary of the con-
tractors’ council replied, stating that the ultimatum of April 30 contained the
only conditions upon which a settlement of the difficulties could be made, and
declaring that the principles of that ultimatum were generally approved by the
public and needed no explanation or defense, while to comply with the request
for investigation would only tend to postpone the adjustment. Nevertheless, the
matter was laid before the Chicago Real Estate Board, which agreed to lend its
aid and passed resolutions declaring that it believed that all the differences except
such as involved constitutional rights, were a proper subject for arbitration,
and that a plan of arbitration could be easily agreed upon. Repeated efforts sub-
sequently made to secure the consent of the contractors’ council to join in the
prﬁ)osed investigation failed.

* Meanwhile another movement in favor of a conference between representatives
of the contractors’ council and the building trades council had been initiated, and
the committee appointed by the convention of trades unions recommended that
further action be postponed pending the result of that conference. This confer-
ence took place between June 12 and 21, and an elaborate stenographic report of
it has been published. No agreement, however, was reached. (533-537.)

8. Agreement with bricklayers.—The first important labor organization to
withdraw from the building trades council and to enter into an agreement essen-
tially similar to that drafted by the building contractors’ council was the brick-
layers’ organization, which signed a contract June 27, 1900, A copy of this
contract is submitted in connection with the testimony of Mr. Miller. (525).

Aside from containing the provisions of the contractors’ ultimatum above
referred to, the agreement provided that 8 hours should constitute a days’ work,
except on Saturday during the summer, when there should be 4 hours’ work for
4 hours’ pay. Overtime was to be paid at one and one-half rates, and double
rates were to be paid for work on Sundays and holidays. The minimum rate of
wages was fixed at 50 cents per hour, wages payable biweekly. Each employer
was given the right to have not more than one new agprentice each year, the
term of apprenticeship to be not less than 8 years, and detailed rules regarding
apprenticeship were provided. Finally an arbitration board was established,
consisting of 5 members, elected from each side yearly, all of whom must be
actively engaged in the trade, and none of whom might hold a public office. These
members were to select an umpire, not affiliated with the building industry,
neither an employee nor an employer of labor. The board was given full power
to enforce the agreement and to make working rules, and no strike or lockout
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might be begun pendini its decision. The provisions regarding the arbitration
board were essentially the same as those contained in the draft form of agreement
submitted by the contractors’ council in April. . i

As an explanation of the early withdrawal of the bricklayers’ unions from the
building trades council, Professor TAYLOR says that this was no great surprise,
gince the bricklayers had never been very closely identified with the council. For
some years previous to the strike the relations of the bricklayers and the con-
tractors had been very friendly, and there had been no strike or lockout, all dis-
putes being settled by conciliation and arbitration. (533.)

Mr. MILLER says that the bricklayers were influenced in reaching their agree-
ment by the fact that their national organization declared the Chicago strike
irregular, and refused to furnish funds. (516.)

4. Further agreements and history after bricklayers’ agreement.—Mr. MILLER
says that a result of the agreements between the bricklayers and their employers
was the partial resumption of building operations. Employers were willing to
employ men who had withdrawn from the unions, or members of the unions
which had withdrawn from the building trades council, but it was difficult to
find out what the real status of individuals was. With the cooperation of
employers several new unions were formed, composed of men who had with-
drawn from the old unions. These were distinct from the industrial unions
formed earlier. and represented separate trades. There were such new unions of
stonecutters, carpenters, plumbers, and hoisting engineers. The witness admits
that such organizations would not be considered regular by members of the
building trades council or by labor. organizations generally. As a further
guaranty regarding the position of men employed, affidavits were required from
the men to the effect that they had withdrawn from the unions, and in the sheet-
metal trade each man had to sign an individual agreement of employment.

From time to time after this, says Mr, Miller, various trade unions withdrew
from the building trades council, and signed agreements with the contractors’

‘council. The agreements were in general based closely upon the contractors’
ultimatum of April 30, but some of them struck out the clause giving the indi-
vidual union men the right to remain at work regardless of the will of the union.
The unions had especially objected to this provision, which seemed to them totake
away their power to discipline their members. The contractors’ council did not
desire to destroy the unions. In none of these agreements were there any reduc-

. tions of the rate of wages prevailing before the strike; employers were perfectly
willing to pay the union scale.

Professor TAYLOR also refers to the tact that during the latter half of the year
1800, various other labor organizations, in addition to the bricklayers, withdrew
from the building trades council and made agreements with the respective
associations of confractors. An agreement made by the structual iron workers
in 1900 contained the same general conditions as were laid down in the ultimatum -

"of April 30, but omitted the requirement that the unions should not become
affiliated with another central organization. A provision was inserted that if
such a new central body was formed it should be composed solely of the mechanic
trades actually employed on buildings, and that its constitutions and rules must
not be in conflict with the terms of the agreement.  (532.)

Mr. MILLER states further that the master carpenters made an agreement with
the new union of carpenters to pay them 42} cents per hour and to give them
preference over union men still affiliated with the building trades’ council. The
old union in the council then authorized its members to work for any wages they
could get, and in many cases they were hired. As a matter of fact, Mr. Miller
declares, by February, 1901, employers in most building lines in Chicago were
employing men on satisfactory terms, not asking any questions as to whether
they were union men or not. (518.)

5. The carpenters’ agreement, February, 1901.—In February, 1901, at the time
of Professor TAYLOR’s testimony, representatives of the employers’ associations of
carpenters and of the carpenters’ executive council, the central organization of
the various carpenters’ unions, had reached an agreement, which had been refer-
red to a referendum vote of the unions, and which, subsequent to the testimony,
was ratified by them. This agreement was submitted in full by Professor Tay-
lor (p. 528). It contained most of the provisions laid down in the contractors’
ultimatum of April 30, but with some very important modifications, as pointed
out by Professor TAYLOR. ) .

In the first place, the agreement contained the same clause regarding the estab-
lishment of a new central body in the building trades as was contained in the
structural iron workers’ agreement (see above). This is, in the opinion of Pro-
fessor Taylor, a partial victory for the employees, since the contractors have
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abandoned their demand that no new central body of the building trades shall be
formed. The proviso that only trades actually employed on buildings shall be
admitted to the new central organization meets the just complaint of the employ-
ers against the power, under the former constitution, of the small unions only
loosely connected with the building trades, such as the mosaic setters, tile layers,
marble cutters, etc. Contracts for work done by these men are often sublet, and
the men do not come directly in contact with the chief contractor, a fact which
greatly complicates qilestions of agreement. Under the constitution of the former
council each union had equal voting power, regardless of its membership, and
these smaller unions had an undue influence. (532.)

Professor TAYLOR asserts that had the building contractors’ council been willing
many months earlier to withdraw their demans for the absolute destruction of
any central body in the building trades, as they ultimately did, the prolongation
of the dispute might have been prevented. He points out that, in a letter writ-
ten by him to a member of the contractors’ council on June 4, 1900, he suggested
that if the contractors’ ultimatum of April 30, providing that the unions should
not “become affiliated with any other organization of a like character” were
rightly interpreted, it would permit the nunions to affiliate with some other cen-
tral organization pot of a like character. The letter added that the rank and file
and even some of the leaders of the building trades were at the point,in any case,
of giving up the sympathetic strike, and that an agreement satisfactory to both -
sides might readily be reached if the contractors would avoid the mistake of
insisting that the unions should withdraw permanently from a central body,
of any kind. Limitations of the powers of the reorganized central body could
easily be prescribed by the pending conference of the contractors and the building
trades council. (532,537.)

In the second place, the carpenters’ agreement, continues Mr. TAYLOR, contains
a modification of the provisions of the contractors’ ultimatum regarding the
employment of nonunion men. The members of the union shall not work with
carpenters on the same job unless they are affiliated with the Carpenters' Execu-
tive Council, but, on the other hand, none shall quit work because of the employ-
ment of a nonunion man in some other line of work or trade on the building, or
because of the employment of nonunion men, in their own or in any other trade,
on any other building or job. :

Other provisions which, in Professor Taylor’s opinion, may be considered as
advantages gained by the contractors, are the dissolution of the existing building
trades council and the elimination of its name; the practical elimination of the
sympathetic strike; the provision that business agents shall not interfere with
men working on a job, but that a steward, appointed by the men, shall represent
them in their dealings with employers; and the prohibition of restrictions on the .
amount of work, the use of machinery, or the employment of apprentices. On
the other hand, the employees retain the Saturdag half holiday throughout the
year, the hours of labor being 8 per day on other days; they obtain a rate of 42%
cents per hour until April 1, 1902, and thereafter 45 cents per hour; they secure
the prohibition of piecework and subcontracting, and employers agree that if they
employ nonunion men they will pay them the union rate of wages. (532, 533.)

The provigion regarding arbitration in the carpenters’ agreement is based on the
contractors’ ultimatum o% April 80, 1900. The Earties agree that they will elect
an arbitration committee each year, and will submit all disputes arising under the
agreement to the committee, refraining from strikes or lockouts pending its deci-
sion, and that the decision shall be final and binding. The carpenters and build-
ers’ association is to select 5 members; the master carpenters’ association 3
members, and the carpenters’ executive council, representing all the employees, 8
members. No person may be a member who is not actively engaged in the
trade, or who holds a public office. The board is to select an umpire not affiliated
with the building trades and neither an employee nor an employer. If the board
can not agree as to any dispute, the umpire shall be requested to sit with it, and,
after he has heard the evidence, to cast the deciding vote. There are also provi-
sions regarding the enforcement of the decisions of the board by means of fines.
Any member of either the employees’ or the employers’ organization, who shall
violate any part of the agreement or the decision of the arbitrators, is subject to
a fine of from $10 to $200. If the fine is not paid b{)the offender, it shall be paid
from the treasury of the organization to which he belongs, or in lieu thereof the
organization shall suspend him, and shall not reinstate him unless he pays his fine
or unless the joint arbitration board unanimously consents. All fines are to be
divided equally between the two parties. .

The joint ar{itration board also has the right to summon any member of the
organizations of employers or employees to appear as a witness, subject to a fine
of $25 for failure to do so. (529.)
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8. Effect of the carpenters’ agreement on the building trades® lockout.—The car-
pentera’ agreement of February, 1901, according to Professor TAYLOR'S testimony

at that time, very greatly diminished the strength of the building trades’ council
and made it practically ineffective. The following statement shows the number
of unions which had, on Februrary 12, 1901, withdrawn from the council, with

their membership at the time of withdrawal, and the number of unions remain-
ing in the council, with their membership at the time:

UNIONS WITHDBAWN FROM THE BUILDING TRADES’ | UNIONS BEMAINING IN THE BUILDING TRADES’
COUNCIL OF CHICAGO. COUNCIL OF CHICAGO,

Members, Members.

Carpenters’ Executive Couneil............. 4,300 | Sheet Metal Workers...ooee.eeuoaioanaaao. 360

Tile Layers.....cccaemacmcnacan.. ... 100 | Boiler Makers....... . e 200

Tile Layers’ Helpers. . 100 | Architectural Iron Workers. 175

Blate and Tile Roofe: . 100 | Painters and Decorators.. 2,950

Hod Carriers . 3,500 | Elevator Constructors 175

Bricklayers.. . 2,225 | Gravel Roofers ...... 150

. 400 | Hoisting eers. . 1565

860 | Italian Mosaic Helpers. 100

700 | Marble Cutters......... 100

300 | Marble Setters’ Helpers 100

200 | Lathers...ococenaaaoooe 300

Gas Fitters........... 260 | Paper Hangers 160

Electricians (suspended). 400 | Stone Cutters... 700

Stone Sawyers..... 155

Stone Derrick Men 100

Stone Carvers ..... 100

Tunnel Miners .. 300

Steam Pipe and Boiler Curvers..._......... 100

Marble, Enamel, and Glass Mosaic Workers. 100

12,9456 6,480

It will be observed that 12,945 members, belonging to the largest and most
influential unions, had withdrawn up to this time, while only 6,480 members of
smaller unions remained affiliated with the council. (531.)!

II. BUILDING TRADES ORGANIZATIONS.

A, Building trades council. —1. Organization and membership.—Mr. PoucHOT, busi-
ness agent of the sheet-metal workers’ union, states that the building trades
council was formed in 1890, when a strike of the sheet-metal workers led the
workingmen to see the advisability of a central organization. He estimates its
membership at 45,000 to 50,000. (429,435,437.)

Mr. CARROLL, president of the building trades council, states that the counecil
was formed on January 10,1891. Nine unions joined in forming it. Itis now
composed of thirty-four unions. Mr. Carroll estimates the total membership at
between 50,000 and 60,000. The council itself is composed of somewhat more than
180 delegates, elected by different local unions, in proportion to their membership.
5172 g%o;er of the council except the secretary receives compensation. (266,267,

Professor TAYLOR states that in February, 1901. there remained in the building
trades council 6,480 members. The members ¢f the unions that had withdrawn
from the council, at the date of their respective withdrawals, numbered 12,945,
The witness does not believe that the statements of members of the council in
1900 that there were from 45,000 to 60,000 members in the organization, are cor-
rect, although he presumes that there were at that time many more members
than are shown in the figures above given, since a great many employees had left
the city and the figures given are those of the latest date. Perhaps 10,000 mem-
bers had left the city. (531.)

Mr. MANGAN, of the steam fitters: union, states that the building trades council
of Chicago was in its infancy in 1892. He cites the article of the steam fitters’
agreement providing that a sympathetic strike should not be a violation of the
contract as proof that the master steam fitters knew of the building trades’ council
in that year. He states thatthe council entersinto no agreement, has no business
agents in the field, and has no salaried officers except the secretary, janitor, and
treasurer. The treasurer receives $3 per week. (443,444, 446.)

Mr. GUBBINS, president of the bricklayers’ union, states that the building trades
council is made up of delegates from 34 different trade unions. The bricklayers’

1 Newspaper advices of a later date show that the remaining trades practically all reached agree-
ments with their employers shortly after the carpenters’ agreement, and that a new central council
of the building trades, on lines laid down in the carpenters’ agreement, was later organized.
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union, with about 8,000 men, is entitled to 17 delegates in the council. There is,
besides, a board of business agents, a separate organization. Each union has as
many business agents as it can support. The building trades’ council habitually
refers matters of grave importance to a referendum vote of the unions. (241.)

2. Powers and policy.—Mr. CARROLL, president of the building trades council,
says that the statements made by the contractors and the papers about the power
of the council are greatly exagerated. It does not make agreements with employ-
ers and does not dictate what agreements the individual unions may make. It
simply undertakes to secure the enforcement of such agreements as it
approves. Each union has perfect autonomy, but if a union makes a rule
contrary to the rules of the council, the council will not help to enforce it. The
council has always opposed agreements providing that the members of any union
shall work exclusively for the members of the employers’ association of that trade.
It has never approved the limiting of a day’s work, and has never placed an
embargo on material from outside of the city. These thingshave been done only
by the individual unions at the request of the contractors themselves. (266, 267.)

Mr. PoucHOT, business agent of the sheet-metal workers’ union, states that he
has been a delegate to the building trades council almost continuously since it
was formed in 1890. In all that time the building trades council has never
ordered a sympathetic strike. The board of business agents is a separate organi-
zation, but not even that board calls a sympathetic strike. When a business
agent fails to settle a grievance with an employer he asks the board of business
agents for a committee containing arepresentative of each trade employed on the
job. If the committee finds that the complaint is justified, each member notifies
the men of his own trade that a grievance exists, and the men quit work of their
own accord, if they deem it advisable. The men of the trades other than that in
which the grievance arises generally continue to work, unless nonunion men are
put on the job. (435.)

Mr.WooDBURY, president of the carpenters’ district council, says that the justest
criticism against the building trades council is that it does not assume as much

ower over the affiliated bodies as it ought. None of the rules that fault has

een found with have been indorsed by the building trades’ council. Mr. Wood-
bury does not know of & strike that has occurred to enforce them outside of the
trades concerned. (460.)

Mr. MILLER, a contractor, in his testimony of February, 1901, criticises the
constitution and rules of the building trades council. One rule provided that all
members of the various organizations belonging to the council must hold working
cards, issued guarterly by the council—one side to represent the council and the
othgr the trade organization. A man could not get work unless he had such a
card.

Another provision to which Mr. Miller objects was that regarding the power of
the board of business agents. The constitution provided that when trouble
should occur on any building the business agent of the individual union should
try to settle it with the contractor. Failing in doing so, he should lay the matter
before the building trades council or before the board of business agents, and be
governed by their action, with the power to call a generdl strike of all trades on
the building, if approved in this way. A strike could be ordered by a vote of a
majority of the trade unions or business agents, each union having equal weight
regardless of its membership. Thus the board of business agents, composed of
paid delegates of each union, had power to cause a strike without any action of
the individual union at all, and throw all the men in all the trades out of employ-
ment. There was alsv a building material trades’ council, composed of representa-
tives of unions working in factories on material afterwards put into buildings.
This organizat:ion worked in harmony with the building trades’ council, and they
strengthened one another.

Mzr. Miller also condemns the rule of the building trades council which provided
that it should use the united strength of all trades to compel nonunion men to
conform to the laws of the trade to which they should properly belong. .

The witness asserts also that unity of action in the building trades council was
secured by compulsion of the members. Each union had rules requiring its mem-
bers to stop work when ordered by the council, and prohibiting them from work-
ing with nonunion men. These rules were enforced by fines and sus;ilensions.

t the time of his testimony, February, 1901, Mr. Miller said that the buildin,
trades’ council was no longer able to enforce these rules, although they were s
in its constitution and by-laws. (515, 516.?l .

Mr, Miller declares further his belief that labor organizations in the buildi
trades are not necessary in order to maintain satisfactory conditions of labor, an
he apparently does not favor central organizations either among the employers or
the employees. The contractors’ council was formed, he says, simply to combat
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the concerted action of the other parties. The rules of the contractors’ council
are not 8o extreme as those of the building trades council. It has never expelled
anyoneor fined anyone. The witness favors no organization which will not allow
all people to conduct business and all workmen to labor whether they belong to
the organization or not. Moreover, employers do not want to make contracts
with individuals or with labor organizations and then allow some other body out-
side, like the building trades council, the right to annul such contracts. (521, 528.)

Professor TAYLOR admits that the building trades council was somewhat of an
experiment in trades unionism, but he maintains that the workers in the different
building trades are so closely brought together on the same jobs that they need
some agreement in order to protect the interests of the whole body of workingmen.
‘While there are many disputes which should be settled entirely within the trade,
where the men have technical knowledge of the conditions, there is truth in the
contention that as to many other'disputes where the interests of several trades
are involved, the building trades council might have become a clearing house.
Employers would have found it harder to refer every little difference to each trade,
often with an appeal to a national organization, than to settle these differences
with one central body. The building trades council claims that the trouble was,
not that it bad too much anthority, but that it had too little. (542,543.)

B, Facts relating to particular unions.—1. Bricklayers and Masons’ International
Union.—Mr. KLEIN, president of the Bricklayers and Masons’ International Union
of America, says that that organization has been in existence about 85 years, and
now inclundes 50,000 or 60,000 members. For the past 7 years it has compelled its
local organizations to seek arbitration of all disputes. It has agreements with
the master masons and other employees in a large number of cities, under which
alldisputes aresettled byarbitration. If thelocal organizationrefused to arbitrate
or to abide by the decision of the arbitrators, it would be denied assistance from
the strike funds. The constitution provides that in case a dispute can not be set-
tled by arbitration the general organization will contribute to the support of the
local organization, provided the strike is approved by vote of the subordinate
unions throughout the country. The organization has a strike reserve fund, and
provides for levying assessments immediately after deciding to enter a strike,

In Boston, New York, and perhaps 25 other cities the bricklayers’ organization
is kept indegendent of the local building trades’ council. In Chicago the organ-
ization has been forced to unite’ with the council. The witness thinks that the
rules of the international organization of bricklayers are paramount to those of
the local building trades’ council as regards the actions of the local bricklayers’
union. 'He believes, however, that a central organization of the different trades
connected with building operations in each city would be an advantageous thing
if arbitration were recognized as the proper method of settling disputes, although
it would be far more difficult to arrange for such settlement than if each trade
acted separately. (155,157.)

2. Bricklayers’ union of Chicago.—Mr. GUBBINS states that the bricklayers’
union of Chicago, of which he is president, has probably 5,000 names on the books,
but only about 3,100 in good standing. The members in good standing vary con-
stantly. Some men may not be in good standing this quarter and may the next.
About 97 per cent of the bricklayers of Chicago are in the union. The dues are
50 cents per month, and the benefits are only for death and accident. When a
member dies his widow gets $150. If a man is injured in connection with his
work he gets $5 a week for 75 weeks. If he is not better at the end of that time
he gets §25, and that ends his benefits. (226,281.)

3. Bridge and structural-iron workers.—Mr. FRANK M. RYAN testifies that the
bridge and structural-iron workers of Chicago were organized in 1890 and reor-
ganized in 1892, when they joined the building trades’ council. The union has
about 1,000 members in good standing. There is also a national organization,
but the Chicago union does not belong to it. The organization has succeeded in
raisin% wages materially, and has been generally beneficial. It works under
annual agreements with the employers, fixing wages and terms of employment,
with a provision for arbitrating questions not strictly provided for in the agree-
ments. The members of the organization will not work for contractors who do
not assist in Eutting everybody on the same basis so far as wage scales and con-
ditions of labor are concerned. The organization has had little difficulty with
any contfractor during the past two years. Its members are employed in all parts
of the country, not only by Chicago firms, but also by other employers. The
structural-iron workers of Chicago are specially skilled and work faster and harder

than those in any other city. Men have been sent to St. Louis and New York to
do work at wages considerably higher than those prevailing in those cities.
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The witness attributes the higher wages which are received by structural-iron
workers in Chicago largely to their effective organization, but partly also to their
higher skill and harder work. The business is a growing one, the carpenter being
more and more replaced by the structural-iron worker, so that there is a constant
increase in employment. (278,279, 281,285.) )

The bridge and structural-iron workers provide for accident and death benefits,
the indemnity in case of accident being §5 per week for 12 weeks. Such a system
is especially necessary on account of the danger of the work. It isthe duty of
the walking delegate to see to it that injured persons are properly cared for.
(Jzogtga%tors generally fail to take necessary steps to protect their workmen.
(279,280.) :

Mr. Ryan says that perhaps half of those engaged in this trade in Chicago were
formerly seamen. (286.)

4, Carpenters.—Mr. WOODBURY, president of the carpenters’ district council,
states that the executive council of the national organization has no authority to
cut off the local organization from its affiliation with the building trades council.
It does have authority to expel the local organization, subject to an appeal to the
general convention. Mr. Woodbury thinks it entirely improbable that any such
action would be taken. (463.) ’

5. Gas fitters.—Mr. LONG, business agent of the Chicago gas fitters’ association,
states that this union was formed in 1879. It has no sick benefits. Before the
‘World’s Fair it had a membership of about 100. During the World’s Fair the
number rose to about 300, and Mr. Long says that some of the new men taken in
at that time were competent and some were incompetent. The membership has
now fallen to about 160. There may be from 3 to 6 nonunion gas fitters in Chi-
cago. (205, 198.)

6. Building laborers.—Mr. LILLIEN states that the hod carriers’ union, of which
be is president, has a membership of about 5,000. Probably about 3,000 work for
members of the mason builders’ association, about 500 for plastering bosses, about
1,000 for the fireproofers, and the other 500 for carpenters. There are four local
unions, and a central hod carriers’ council, composed of delegates from the local
unions in proportion to membership. The central council consists of 33 or 84 men.
Questions of vital importance are always determined by a referendum vote at
meeings of the local nnions. When a question of importance is coming up it is
advertised in the newspapers. .

There was a hod carriers’ union in 1886 and 1887, with a membership of 7,000 or
8,000. In 1887 came the big bricklayers’ strike for a Saturday pay day. During
this strike the laborers lost their organization. It was reorganized about two

ears later, but went to pieces again in the panic that succeeded the World’s Fair.

he present organization was formed in 1896. (113,114,118,

" 7. Lathers.—Mr. REGAN states that the membership of the lathers’ union in
Chicago is about 300, and there may be from 8 to 20 lathers outside. Both wood
lathing and iron lathing are included, and the men who understand one generally
understand the other. There are 40 or 50 lathing contractors. They have an
organization, but the workmen’s union does not recognize it. The bosses’ organ-
ization refused to join the building contractors’ council, and there is no difficulty
in this trade between the employers and the men. (208,210,211.)
- 8. Plasterers.—Mr, RILEY states that the plasterers’ union, of which he is presi-
dent, has about 350 members. - (440.)

Mr. CARROLL, of the plasterers’ union, believes that this union includes 90 per
cent of the plasterers in Chicago, and that its membership is about 320. He states
that there were 2,700 plasterers in Chicago during the World’s Fair, and that before
that the number had never been less than a thousand. (269.)

9. Marble-cutters.—Mr. McCULLOUGH states that the marble-cutters’and setters’.
union, of which he is business agent, was formed in 1890. It was disbanded for 2 or
8 years, and was reorganized about 3 years ago. It now has about 287 men on its
books, i)eing about 97 per cent of the marble-cutters and setters in Chicago. Its
members are at present scattered throughout the United States. (212.)

10. Sheet metal workers.—Mr. PoucHOT states that the sheet metal workers’
union, of which he is business agent, has about 450 members in good standing, and
a total of about 630 to 640 members on the books. (429.)

11, Industrial union.—Mr. BLISS, a contracting plasterer, says that he is now
carrying on his business with men belonging to the Industrial Union, an organi-
zation which has been formed under the direction of the building contractors’
council, and which is not affiliated with the building trades council. All of the-
contractors in the building contractors’ council are employing industrial union
men. He has been told that this union includes about 200 plasterers. It is not
affiliated with any other labor organization. It is incorporated under the laws of
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Illinois. So far as plastering operations.are concerned, Mr. Boyle believes that
they are going on practically as if there were no labor difficulties.. The work in
this line is largely, however, upon buildings which were about ready for plaster-
ing when the trouble began. (333,334.)

. WELLS, general contractor, states that the Industrial Union is duly char-
tered under the laws of the State, and is not affiliated with the building trades
council or the Federation of Labor. It was formed to give men work. It has
agreed to go to work under the rules promulgated by the building contractors’
council. He believes it bas no walking delegates, Itsmembersare working at the
same wages and under the same conditions which governed the union men before
the strike, except that they work a full day on Saturday in the winter. (380.)

Mr. CLARK states that he is employing a few members of the Indusfrial Union
to do necessary work, Thisorganization has of course not members enough to do
the work that ought to be going on, but is growing. (419.

Mr. MILLER, & contractor, said in February, 1901, that the industrial union

adually went to pieces, and that the members which were left rejoined the old

. Eflilding trades council. (15{24.) .
12. Brass workers.—Mr. ROUNTREE, of the Turner Brass Works, says that the
International Brass Workers’ Union is controlled by a president at Cleveland.
The present strike among brass workers was authorized by the general executive
committee at Cleveland, but the local committee was given the power to declare
the strike off. The local executive committee is represented in its dealings with
its employers by a business agent, and this agent very largely governs the action
of the committee. (31.)

C. Admission to unions, and withdrawal from them.—Mr. MILLER, 3 manufacturer
of sheet metal work, declares that it is a rule of the sheet mctal workers’ union
in Chicago that when a man has once joined it the obligation of the union remains
in force at least so long as he is in Chicago. He can not leave the organization.
It seems to the witness that the system is absurd; that it is slavery. If a man
leaves Chicago he must pay a fine of $50, and his employer is struck against until
the fine is paid. ) :

This organization also, Mr. Miller declares, refuses admission to deserving
applicants in certain cases. He knowsof at least three competent men who were
excluded. One of these wanted a card as a helper, but was notified that only
men under 21 years of age would be taken ashelpers. Men thus excluded can
not find work in the building branch of the trade in Chicago, but there are a
number of nonunion shops which make tinware and do similar work. An
excluded man would have a remedy at law for the attempt to prevent his secur-
ing work, but few people can take advantage of it. (846, 347.)

. POUCHOT, business agent of the sheet metal workers’ union, referring to the
statement of Mr. Miller, says that his union issues withdrawal cards when a
member retires from the trade and pays up all his dues. If a man violates a rule
and does not square himself with the organization, he is suspended and perhaps
expelled. The idea that a man is a life member is absurd. A man can stop pay-
ing his dues, as in any fraternal organization, and fall away. (433.)

Mr. Pouchot says that the sheet metal workers union did refuse to take in one
man who had been employed by Mr. Miller, because the members thought that
he was a detective in Mr. Miller’s interest. The union also refused to admit a
nephew of Mr. Miller as a helper. This was because the man was over 21 years
old, am‘13 1;h;3 rules of the union forbid the admission as a helper of a man of that
age. ( :

Mr, LoNa, business agent of the Chicago gas fitters’ association, says that that
union always carries a member’s name on the books until he withdraws honorably
or dies. He is not permitted to leave the organization unless he leaves in an
honest way. (202.)

Mr. CARROLL, of the plasterers’union, states that during the World’s Fair that
union refused to admit some men because they were not mechanics and could not do
a day’s work. The unions do not refuse admission to any man on any other
ground. Even a man who has scabbed in another city and is under the ban of the
union there will be admitted to the Chicago union, provided he agrees to comply .
with the rules of his own union hereafter. No organization holds anything
against a union man for a lifetime. When a man violates a rule and is disciplined,
that is the end of it. (275, 276.) .

D. Democratic government of unions.—Mr. FALKENATU, a general contractor, believes
that if a fair and honest unrestricted ballot could be taken, it would be shown
that 80 to 85 per cent of the members of the unions are opposed to the present
union conditions, and particularly to the sympathetic strike. He makes thig
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statement at the request of union men who are afraid to appear before the Com-
mission lest they suffer personal violence. (322.)

Mr. NICHOLSON, a contractor, believes that the course of events would be dif-
ferent if the policy both of the labor unions and of the employers’ organizations
could actually be determined by the body of the members. Some of the unions
have two or three thousand members; but only some 300 or 400 go to the meetings
to elect officers. The witness wishes a referendum vote might be introduced; and
he means by this & system under which every important question should be sent
out to every member of the organization on a postal card, upon which each mem- .
ber should write his vote and return it to headquarters. The typographical
union uses this system, and the employees of the Great Northern Railroad used
it last year to vote on a question of a strike, and by means of it defeated the
strike.. The witness has observed that when unions are first formed they are
carried on in a conservative manner by wise men; but after a time certain inter-
ests get their friends into the offices, disagreeable rules and regulations are made,
and friction arises. Things are done which the rank and file do not at heart
approve of, (93.)

Mr. PRICE, a general contractor, believes that a large majority of the union
workmen are intelligent and honest, and have no sympathy with the arbitrary
action of the building trades council. He has talked with many of his men, and
has yet to find one who supports any of the arbitrary rules and exactions that are
now enforced by the building trades comncil. The trouble is that an honest
man can not oppose them single handed. The building trades council would
cease to exist to-morrow if the question could be put to a vote by any secret
system of balloting. (3862.)

Mr. BUCHANAN says that any member of any local union can have a secret bal-
lot on any important question if he chooses to call for it. Some of the unions
even elect their representatives by the Australian ballot system. If the rank
and file of the unions wished to abolish the building trades council, it would be
easy to do so by means of secret votes in all the subordinate unions. (472.) .

Mr. PoucHOT, business agent of the sheet metal workers’ union, asserts. that
the policy of the union is determined by the rank and file. They vote freely, and
their officers carry out their commands. In strikes the members of the sheet
metal workers’ union are uniformly loyal. On July 1, 1890, the union struck and
continued on strike until the following February. Not a man fell away until
December. In 1894 there was a strike in which some were off 7 weeks and some
10 weeks, and not a man failed. In the present strike not a man has fallen away
up to the time of Mr. Pouchot’s testimony. 3 :

Mr. WooDBURY states that all the laws of the carpenters’ district council, of
which he is president, its agreements and working rules, are made by a refer-
endum vote. The local unions are required to notify every member in good
standing that a vote will be taken at a certain time on a certain question. The
vote of the majority determines the action of the whole. (456.)

Mr. Woodbury knows of no member of his organization that has broken away
during the existing strike. A few of the ex-mnembers of the union are working,
but not many. Some men are not working, though not in good standing or not
members of the union. (463.)

E. Character and power of leaders. (See also below, Business agents.)

Mr. NICHOLSON, a contractor, states that he has had as much dealing with the
leaders of the unions as any employer, because he is the active outdoor superin-
tendent of the work done by his firm. He has found the present officers exceed-
ingly fair and exceedingly courteous, There are occasional difficulties, but noth-
ing which could not be readily remedied by a system of arbitration. (100.)

r. BL1ss, a painting contractor, declares that the men who get to the front
in the unions, as in politics, are often the wire-pullers and not the most reputable
class of men. The majority of the union men only go to the unions occasionally,
when it is necessary to get out their cards. This leaves the actual management
of affairs to a small clique, and from this cause many of the evils of union
action arise. (252, 253.)

Mr. JONES, a nonunion machinist, declares that leaders and agitators control
unions with dictatorial power. ¢ When Csesar pulls the string that man has got
to dance.” Men are forced to strike, and the chances are they can not find posi-
tio:ls)as good as those they are compelled to give up at the command of the officers.

194,
( Mr. CLARK states that the business agents have stopped his work on numerous
occasions, sometimes in the most outrageous and arbitrary manner. The agents
are elected by popular vote, and presumably represent the opinion of the union.
He knows to his satisfaction, however, that they are sometimes called down very
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hard and very promptly. In his own - experience he has had no trouble in con-
vincing the other officers that he was right in his disputes with the business
agents, and in getting a proper settlement. (418.)

F. Business agents.—1. Dutlies, power, and characler.—Mr. ROUNTREE, of the
Turner Brass Works, says that the duties of the businegs agents of the trade
unions in time of peace are to supply places for the journeyman members of the
union, to solicit men to join the union, to see that the members attend the meet-
ings and make their payments, and to look after the interests of the trade gener-
ally. Especially on account of the power of the business agent in securing places
for members of the union, he is apt to be flattered and complimented by the men.
Often he becomes merely a leech, and sometimes he becomes a** bum ” or a saloon
loafer. In times of strike the business agent is supposed to keep the men in line;
to advise them as to what the pickets may or may not do; to see that the men
attend roll call, and to have general supervision.

The objects of the walking delegate or business agent, if honestly éarried out,
would not be injurious. It is because the system is abused, because the walking
delegates act according to self-interest, that the system becomes an evil. Walking
delegates are usually paid $25 a week and expenses, and that amount will not
employ a very high-grade man who can withstand temptations. The witness says
that there is suspicion on the part of both workingmen and employers that walking
delegates are sometimes corrupt in their transactions. Men who are competent
to run a national organization would be more trustworthy, and employers would
be more willing to deal with them. .

On the other hand, Mr. Rountree admits that, as an employer, he is likely to
be pre{udiced in his attitude toward business agents. 'As a matter of fact, it is
scarcely ggssible for workmen who spend practically all their working hours at

-their trade to cope with their employers without representation in some such
manner. (32, 35.)

Mr. BAGLEY, a wholesale marble dealer, declares that the business agents gen-
erally possess the qualities that make the ward politician. They are not the best
mechanics, but the organizers. They are changed very often. They are without
any training in the business which they control, and their control, as a body, is
absolute and unchecked. (392.)

Mr. WEBSTER says that although most manufacturers of machinery hold the
very name of walking delegate offensive, his relations with walking delegates
have been most pleasant. I% unions be permitted in the shop, their officers must
be permitted to perform certain duties. It is better to negotiate with the walk-
ing delegate than with one of the employees, because the man who goes to his
emplo§3r feels that he is considered, in a certain sense, an agitator. (150.)

Mr. NICHOLSON, a contractor, being the man who oversees the actual work of
his firm, has had a great deal of dealing with business agents, and he has found
the most of them good men. He thinks there is little to say against the existence
of them as an insiitution and a great deal in its favor. The powers of the busi-
ness.agents are not very definite, and the workmen ascribe many powers to them
which they do not possess. If the business agent is hostile and hot tempered, he
is apt to make trouble. (93,94.)

Mr. MILLER, a contractor, says that the excuse given for the employment of
business agents was that individuals who appeared as representatives of trade
unions were victimized by employers. The witness does not believe that this was
the case, nor does he think that employers object to business agents who perform
their duties properly; they do object to their arbitrary acts. (521.)

Mr. Bisno, formerly business agent for the cloak makers’ union, declares that
the criticisms against walking delegates by employers are not justified. He
thinks that the most important element in the attitude of the employers regard-
ing the present demands of the strikers in Chicago is that they will not recognize
the walking delegate or the union. Trade unions need some men to carry on
their business, collect dues, find work for men out of employment, and attend to
many other things. The individual workman, moreover, can not present his
demands and complaints to the manufacturer satisfactorily. He is afraid to tell
him his real sentiments. In the union hall the workingman votes and expresses
his opinion, and the walking delegate. acts as his representative before the
employer. It may be true that national officers of labor unions are more easy to
deal with than the local business agents, but this is because the national officers are
less directly under the control of the rank and file of the men than the business
agents. Every act of the local business agent must be reported to the union, and
he is directly under the control of the members. Business agents do not have

high salaries. The most of them could make a better living in other callings.
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Mr. REID, organizer of the international association of machinists, declares that
tho attacks on the business agents of that organization, as well as upon those of
other labor unions, are not justifiable. The dutiesof a business agent of the asso-
ciation of machinists are almost purely clerical. - He does not rule the organiza-
tion, but his work is laid out for him by the district lodge. He is just such a man
as any company might employ to look after its interests. The machinists’ organi-
zation has no such thing as walking delegates. The proposed agreement between
the unions and the employers does not even mention a business agent. Business
agents do not force themselves into the factories; but in places where members

“of the organization are employed they are accompanied by the committee of the
employees of the shop whenever they approach the employer. (7, 11.)

Mr. WILSON, vice-president of the international association of machinists, says
that the business agent in his organization is a very harmless individual. Hehas
no powers except those delegated to him by the local union. Business agents
have been established chiefly because men who present grievances to employers
are very likely to be discharged. The general function of the agents is to confer
with employers, to collect dues, and to help members of the union find situations.
They do not enter the shop to visit men during working hours. The international
association of machinists paid business agents in 1899 $5,046, this amount being
divided among fully 20 persons. (494.) .

Mr. LILLIEN, president of the hod cartiers’ union, has had much experience
with business agents, and has no reason to doubt that they are all that they ought
to be as members of society. The reason of the complaints which the employers
make against them is that they stand up for the rights of the workmen. The

oor laborer can not protest against ill treatment; if he does, he is discharged.

he business agent stands between him and the tyrannical employer. The
straighter the walking delegate is the more unpopular he is with the contractors.

117.) ' o
¢ Mr. CARROLL, president of the building trades council, states that the duty of
the business agents is to hold the employers up to the agreements that they have
made with the union. " Without the business agent and the sympathetic strike
not half of the workmen would get the wages which the employers have agreed
with the union to pay. This fact is at the bottom of the charges which the
employers make against the business agents. (267.)

Mr. Carroll also declares that the reiterated statements that the hours of labor,
materials used, use of machinery,and other conditions of work have to beapproved
by the business agents are false. The business agent does not make the laws for
the unions. The unions make the laws and he is instructed to enforce them. It
is because he does enforce them that the dishonest contractor bates him. The
contractors are now advertising that they are ready to maintain union wages. It
has required all the strength of the building trades council, the individual unions,
the business agents, and the sympathetic strike to compel the contractors to pay
th(l)se wages. ithout these forces the contractors’ promises would be of small
value. (267.) : :

Mr. WoOoDBURY. president of the carpenters’ district council, states that a busi-
ness agent occupies a purely executive position. He makes no law. He simply
executes the laws framed by a roferendum vote of all the members of his union.
Business agents are nat responsible for troubles in the industrial world. The
witness has sometimes assumed responsibility, as an executive officer of his asso-
ciation, in opposing the laws of the union, because of the bitterness of the con-
tractors against the business agents. He has risked his position and his salary,
but has sometimes succeeded in convincing the,members of -the union that they
were wrong. (456. .

Mr RyaN, business agent of the architectural iron workers’union, says that the
business agent is not an evil. He acts entirely under instructions. He must
follow strictly the rles of the union. In most cases he holds office for only 3
months, in some cases for 6 months. (451.)

Mr. BucaanNaN, who was formerly business agent for the structural iron work-
ers’ union, declares that the business agent’s position is one of great difficulty and
hard work. It is not a position of great power. The agent is clected by the rank
and file, and acts under instructions from the union as a body. When he was
business agent he always put before the union every question as to which he was
in doubt what the will of the union was. The business agent does not desire a
strike. The men on one job quit work without authority while he was business
agent, and he demanded that they should go back to work until he should have an
opportunity to adjust thematter without astrike, and thiswasdone. If arepresent-
ative of another-union should ask him, as agent of his union, to go on strike on
account of any grievance of the other men, he would not do so until he had seen
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the employers, investigated the grievance, and determined for himself that there
was reason for the strike and that a peaceful settlement could not be got. (471.)

2. Election.—Mr. CARROLL, president of the building trades council, states that
each union selects its business agent by popular vote. Some are selected for 8
months, others for 6, and still others for a year. (267.)

Mr. LILLIEN states that his union selects its business agents by popular vote
for terms of 6 months. (118.) '
© Mr. CARROLL states that the business agents are paid salaries by their respective
local unions. (276.)

8. Power rﬁ;arding strikes and attitude toward them. (See also as to building
trades council, p. XLvIIL. )—Mr. POUCHOT, business agent of the sheet metal work-
ers’ union, states that according to the constitution of his union the business agent
has power to call out all men, when necessary, on strike. He does not know that
he ever ordered the men on a job to quit. When he finds that a rule is being
violated he informs the men, and they quit voluntarily, This is,in substance, the
same as calling them off. {432.

Mr. GRIFFITHS, a general contractor, states that the walking delegates with
whom he has had experience have power to call off the men without referring
the question to any board. (338.)

Mr. LILLIEN states that the business agents of the hod carriers’ union, of which
he is president, are not authorized to order strikes. If a member of the union
has alfrievance against the contractor the business agent goes and tries to settle
it, he and the contractor can not agree the members upon the work are
notified and they generally quit ot their own accord. Mr. Lillien regards this as
a different thing from calling a strike. A strike can be ordered only by the
union itself. (118.) .

Mr. CARROLL, president of the building trades council, quotes a portion of the
constitution of the council, which provides that when trouble occurs on any job,
affecting any trade, it shall be the duty of the business agent to try to settle it
with the contractor or owner. . If he fails in this and a strike is necessary, ‘ the
business a%ent shall have power to call a general strike, but before doing so he
shall lay the matter before the council or board of business agents at their next
meeting, and be governed by their action or decision, which shall be equally bind-
ing on all trades in this council engaged on the job or building.” (266.)

ection 13 of the articles of agreement of the painters’ district council of Chi-
cago reads as follows: ‘This agreement shall not take away the power of the
business agent of the painters’ district council to call a strike on any shop for any
reason that may appear to the painters’ district council to be just.” §345.)

The rules of the carpenters’ union provide a fine of not less than $10 for refusing
to stop work when ordered to do so by the business agent, or treating hirth with
disrespect. (398.) .

Mr. MANGAN, of the steam fitters’ union, asserts that it was his desire when he
was a business agent, and, so far as he could see, it was the desire of every man
in the board of business agents, to use every possible means to prevent a strike,
and to insist on the enforcement of agreements fairly and impartially. (444.)

Mr. BisNo does not think that it is to the interest of walking delegates to fur-
ther strikes. They know that by the strike the very existence of the organization
may be endangered, and, accordingly, their own official positions. Walking del-
egates, from their wider knowledge of the situation, are usually opposed to strikes.

Mr. McCULLOUGH, business agent of the marble setters’ union, declares that
the more trouble a business agent gives an organization the less time he is likely
to retain his position. So far as he knows, the aim of the business agent is always
to avoid strikes and trouble. (216.) .

Mr. BuCHANAN, formerly business agent of the structural iron workers’ union,
also says that business agents dislike strikes, (471.

4. Alleged corruption.—Mr. FALKENAU, a general contractor, says, *‘ We know
from experience that for a consideration you can settle a strike,” He mentions -
no instance within his knowledge, though he expresses the belief that bribery was
1(1;;;1 315% a strike of the sheet metal workers in which he was not concerned.

, 326.) . :

Mr. RyaN declares that if business agents could be bribed, Mr. Falkenau would
bribe them. He knows as a matter of fact that Mr, Falkenau has given money
to a business agent. (451.) .

Mr. PoucHOT, business agent of the sheet metal workers’ union, referring to
Mr, Falkenau’s suggestion that a strike of the sheet metal workers was believed
to have been settled for a consideration, states that the only consideration received
was the giving of the work to a contractor who had signed the union scale, and
the doing of it by union men. He has never been approached by an employer and
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offered a consideration for calling off a strike, nor known of such a practice. He
was once told by an employer whose men he had called off that, while the em-
loyer was not willing to pay some $80 which the union demanded, he would pay

r. Pouchot’s personal expenses up to the amount of $150. This suggestion Mr.,
Pouchot declined. (430-432.) -

Mr. CLARK, a contractor, states that he knows that it is a practice of the dele-
gates or men affiliated with the unions to demand bribes. He says that the owner
of a building, on which Mr. Falkenau was the contractor, settled a strike upon it,
due to the rounding off of some bricks by nonunion men, by paying $5 to the
bricklayers’ walking delegate. Mr, Clark also says that he was informed that if
he would call and see Mr. Sullivan he could make arrangements by the payment
of §$150 to proceed with the cutting of the stone on a building which he was erect-
ing at the beginning of the present strike. (401,402.)

r. SPROUL, a general contractor, testifies that the brick masons went on strike
about the middle of July. After two weeks or so a prominent Chicago brick
manufacturer, whose name he refuses to give, approached him and said, *‘Send
me your check for $50 and ask no questions.” Mr. Sproul sent the check and in
two or three days the strike was called off. The brick manufacturer afterwards
showed him a list of some 10 or 15 contractors who had contributed amounts vary-
ing from $50 to $100, and said that the money was used to settle the strike. The
wg;cg?ssostates that Mr, Wells, who also appeared before the commission, contrib-
u .

Mr, Sproul has never himself given any money to any business agent. He did
contribute $5 or $10 last December at the request of a committee of bricklayers
to give Mr. Gubbins a ‘“ blowout” when he returned from the East. The com-
mittee afterwards returned the money, saying that Mr, Gubbins had refused to
let it be kept or used. (480, 481.)

Mr. WELLS, a general contractor, states that he knows of his own knowledge
that labor disputes have been settled by payments to business agents. He is not
willing to state the circumstances. He never made such a payment, and he
believes that the few men connected with the unions whom he is personally
acquainted with are strictly honest, honorable men. (379.)

Mr. Davis states that he has had knowledge of an offer of money to settle a
liggr)difﬁculty in this city, but he does not wish to state the details of the matter.
(423.

Mr. BAGLEY, & wholesale marble dealer, does not think that bribery of the offi-
cers of the marble cutters’ union would be possible, but he has been told by people
whom he has confidence in that difficulties with other unions have been settled
bglfmyments to business agents. The labor leaders gathered together in the
building trades council are of the character of ward politicians. Their power
there is unchecked. It enables them to levy tribute on the business men whom
they come in contact with. The witness refers to the demand of Mr. Sullivan
for $5,000, made upon Judge Crane and Mr. Truax, as a flagrant and indisputable
instance of corruption. enerally the men are too sharp to take their money 1n
ways that can be legally proved, but the existence of the practice is a matter of
common knowledge. (891-393.)

Mr, CLARK, a general contractor, states that he has heard a good many stories
of settling labor disputes by corrupt means, but knows nothing of it personally.
He always deals with the highest labor officials that he can reach, preferably with
.tl;tlasp;‘esidents of the unions. He has always adjusted hisown troubles promptly.
(418.

Mr. McCuLLOUGH argues that the bitter opponents of the building trades coun-
cil, who have stated before the commission that business agents have accepted
bribes for calling off strikes, would certainly have named specific instances if
they had been able. If the building trades council understood that such things
were done by any member of it, he would soon be disciplined. A contractor met
the witness by appointment one evening last summer and said that he would
make it all right if Mr. McCullough would do certain things for him. This Mr.
McCullough regarded as an attempt to influence his actions by improper means.
He did not consent, and, out of consideration for the contractor, he declines to
mention his name. (218,219.)

Mr. WoODBURY, president of the carpenters’ district council, states that he has
no knowledge of the settlement of labor troubles by the use of money, excepting
in one or two oases, where a business agent was canght at such business, an
very soon ceased to be business agent. Mr. Woodbury once had a $10 note put
into his hands with the statement that it represented the employing company’s
appreciation of his conduct with regard to a little grievance. He promptly made
the giver take it back. (463.)
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Mr. BisNO also denies that walking delegates are corrupt; if they were the bosses
would be glad of it and would keep still about it. The interests of the working
men in their union are so important that they are constantly watchful to keep
their business agents faithful. Laboring men would consider the betrayal of
their interests by the business agent worse than almost any crime. (54.)

a. All)eged corruption in mapagement of unions. (See also above, under Business
Agents.

%(r. BOYLE, a plastering contractor, submits an affidavit of Mr. William J. Simp-
son, a journeyman plasterer, in which he sets forth his troubles with the plaster-
ers’union. According to Mr. Simpson, he detected a shortage of between $7,000
and $10,000 in the accounts of the treasurer of the union. He personally exam-
ined the books, under the authority of the union.  He was also authorized by the
anion to prosecute the guilty parties. He was balked, however, in all his efforts
by the ¢ gang” who had controlled the union and who recovered control of it.
By a vote of 9 to 8, out of a membership of 400 or over, he was ejected from the
oéce of treasurer, to which he had been elected. Fines were laid npon him and
he was expelled, without any chance of defending himself and without being
informed of the cause. He hasnot only been prevented from obtaining work in
Chicago, but has been pursued from town to town where he has tried to find
employment. His family has been broken up, and his little home has been sold
for special assessments. He declares, and Mr. Boyle fully believes, that the ban
was placed upon him merely for doing his duty as auditor of the books of the
union. Mr. Simpson particularly names Mr. Edward F. Carroll, of the Chicago
civil ‘service commission, as one who interfered in the first place with a proper
examination of the books, and who has been most active in pursuing and persecu-
ting Mr. Simpson. He alsostates that Mr. Bud Riley, the present president of the

lasterers’ union, induced him by persuasion and threats to give up the union.
gooks, which contained the chief evidence of the defalcation, and he states his
belief that Mr. Riley broke into his room and stole the rest of the documentary
evidence. (330-333.)

Mr. RILEY, president of the plasterers’ union, testifies in rebuttal of Mr. Simp-
son’s affidavit. He states that Mr. Simpson, being on the auditing committee of
the union, claimed to have found a shortage of $119 on the Labor Day suits; but
it was proved to the satisfaction of the union that there was no shortage. Mr.
Simpson then moved to have a special committee appointed to go over the books
for 4 years, and the request was granted. Mr. Simpson and two other members
formed the committee. They hired a room in a disorderly house, and were found,
by Mr. Riley, all drunk, and Mr. Simpson the drunkest. It was then resolved by
the union that the books be given to an expert accountant. Mr. Simpson did not
give the accountant all the books, but the accountant, from his investigation of
what he bad, reported a shortage, which Mr. Riley believes was $1,941.40. When
it was found that the accountant did not have all the books, the union resolved
to take the work out of his hands and give it to & committee of members of the
union.. Two members of this committee reported that they could not find any-
thing; but Mr. Simpson, the third member, claimed that he found something and
moved for a prosecuting committee. This committee was appointed, but when
the case came to trial the lawyer employed by Mr. Simpson stopped it, saying
that there was no evidence to go on with.

Mr, Simpson went to Peoria and was gone 2 months. He was treasurer of the
union, and the union had no money to pay rent, sick benefits and death benefits,
or any expenses. Mr. Riley was directed by vote of the union to go to Peoria
and make Mr. Simpson give up the books of the nnion. Mr. Simpson refused,
saying that everybody else had been stealing from the plasterers’ organization,
and he was going to do the same thing. When Mr. Riley got out a warrant for
him, Mr. Simpson said he would give up the books. Although he pretended to
surrender them, he did not surrender all of them. Mr. Riley afterwards got a
search warrant and had the remaining books taken from Mr. Simpson’s lodgings
by an officer. Mr. Simpson owed the union $182. He paid $100, but has never
paid the balance.

Mr. Riley also denies that Mr. Simpson was fined by the Chicago union, and
says that he was fined by the Peoria union. (440-442.)

III. BUILDING CONTRACTORS AND MATERIAL DEALERS AND
THEIR ORGANIZATIONS. ’

A, Character of contractors,—Mr. GUBBINS, president of the bricklayers’ union,
says that there are between 400 and 500 general contractors, of whom about 115
are good, and another 30 good for $100 if you watch them. With the rest, it is
all chance, (240.)
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Mr. BRENNOCK, treasurer of the building trades council, thinks that the time
will soon come when the building trades will get along without contractors, and
that this will be a great benefit to the community. If a man then wanted to erect
‘a building he would employ a superintendent and do the work directly. Con-
tractors are not satisfied with a reasonable profit. They want to make a fortune
in a few years. Many building contractors have made hundreds of thousands of
dollars in & short time, and have done it simply from the labor of their working-
men without doing an hour’s work themselves. (467, 469.)

Mr. Ryan says that contractors do not take proper precautions to protect their
men against accidents, and that they are not always generous, or even just, in
caring for injured men. - The local ordinances of Chicago require that temporary
floors shall be laid to protect the employees on new buildings.” But the structural-
iron workers have found it impossible to compel the contractors on buildings for
the National Government to comply with these ordinances. The witness refers
to one case in which a man was seriously crippled through an acgident on a Gov-
ernment building, which would have been prevented if the city ordinance had
been complied with. (94-2.)

Unfair actions by employers. (See also Violation of agreements by employers,
p. LX11; Evasion of wage scale, p. LXIIL.)

Mr. McCULLOUGH, business agent of the marble cutters’ union, states that
Davidson Brothers, of Chicago, took a contract for the court-house at Detroit, in
which it was stipulated that none but members of labor unions connected with
the National Building Trades Counci) should be employed on any work for the
court-house. At this time Davidson Brothers were an unfair firm in Chicago, pay-
ing good mechanics $1.50 per day. He implies that these nonunion men did work
on the Detroit court-house, in violation of the contract. and he exhibits an opinion
of the prosecuting attorney of Wayne County to the effect that it is the duty of
the building committee to see that the clause regarding the employment of union
labor ig enforced. (216, 217.)

Mr. REGAN, of the lathers’ union, declares that the advertisements posted by
the contractors’ council, offering work at union wages, are misleading and fraudu-
lent. 'When the men apply for work, in answer to the advertisements, there isno
work to give them. (209).

B. Building contractors’ council,—Mr. FALEENAU, a general contractor, says that
the increasing unreasonableness and injustice of the building trades council led
to the formation of the building contractors’ council in April, 1899. It consists
of the following associations of contractors, whe are doing business in the city of
Chicago: Chicago Masons and Builders’ Association, Master Carpenters and
Builders’ Association, Master Carpenters’ Association, Cut Stone Contractors’Asso-
ciation, Chicago Master Plumbers’ Association, Chicago Master Steam Fitters’
Association, Chicago Painters’ Association, Master Plasterers’ Association, House
Draining Association, Sheet Metal Contractors’ Association, Mantel and Tile Asso-
ciation, The Iron League, Mosaic Tile Association, and Marble Manufacturers’
Association. (314.)

Mr. MILLER, 8 manufacturer of sheet-metal work, declares that the building
contractors’ council owes its origin entirely to the establishment of the building
trades council by the labor organizations, and to the excessive demands made by
it. The main purpose is to combat the unlawful demands of the labor unions.
There are various separate associations of contractors in the special trades, and
these have representation in the general council. The members of the association
are bound by no oath, and no fine is imposed for withdrawal, but they feel that
it is to their interest to remain together. (848.)

Mr. WELLS, a general contractor, also says that the contractors’ council would
never have been possible if it had not been mnecessary to combat the buildin,
trades council. The several employers’ associations have also been necessitate
by the organization of the labor unions. Mr. Wells admits that some of the
contractors can not be trusted to live up to their agreements, and that be could
not defend the maintenance of the contractors’ council and the destruction of the
trades’ council except with the understanding that strict discipline over the con-
tractors should be maintained. He believes that such discipline could be main-
tained by the contractors’ council. (380-382.) ’

Mr. GEORGE F. HARDING, jr., an independent builder, states that the builders
who now undertake to work otherwise than by employing association contractors
are very few. - There were a considerable number of independent contractors,
but they have gradually been driven into the association, partlz by the discrimi-
nations of the material men’s combines, partly by the refusal of the union work-
men to work for any but association contractors. Mr. Harding himself does not
know whether he would be eligible for membership in the several contractors’
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associations. As he builds the whole of the buildings in which he is interested,
he would have to belong to so many different associations that it would not pay
him. Each has its fee, and he believes the master plumbers alone charge more
than $100 a year. (168-170.)

Mr. STILES, a master painter, understands that the fee for joining the building
contractors’ council is $10 for each delegate, and that each delegate represents
50 members. He has no knowledge of an admission fee of $100 or $200. He denies
that the building contractors’ council ostracises builders outside of it, or makes
any attempt to force them in. The object of the building contractors’ céuncil is
to combat the outrages which are constantly perpetrated by trade unions, and to
protect the interests of the people. (341, 342.)

C. Master plumbers’ association.—Mr. LONG, business agent of the gas fitters’ asso-
ciation, states that the organization of the contracting plumbers interferes with
the liberty of its members just as trade unions interfere with-the liberty of their
members, in that it prevents them from proceeding with their business through
the employment of men whom they desire to employ and with whom they have
no dispute as to wages or on any other subject. Only 7 contractors, among all
the employers of gas fitters, sent the ultimatum which brought on the present
lockout to the gas fitters in their employ. The agents of the master plumbers’
association have from time to time detected their members in employing union

a8 fitters, and have compelled them to cease. Several of the master plumbers

ave locked out the gas fitters under compulsion of this kind, but have said at the
same time that they would not present the contractors’ ultimatum to the men.
It is a general statement of the employers that they have no grievances agains*
the gas fitters’ union, butf it is impossible for any single organization affiliated
with the contractors’ council to agree with its men except through the central
body. (199, 203, 204.)

D. Material dealers’ combinations.—1. Generally.—Mr. GEORGE F. HARDING, jr.,
who is engaged in putting up buildings on account of his father and himself, tes-
tifies that the material men’s combination with the contractors is such that he can
not bu%plumbing material in Chicago. If hebuysany, hehastobuy outside of the
city. The result is that he generally lets his plumbing to a contractor. For brick
he has to pay $8,net. To the association contractors brick'is billed at $8 a thou-
sand, but they get a rebate of $1. Before the association was formed, about 2
gears ago, brick wasselling for $4.75. It isnot now possible, on account of the com-

ination, for Mr. Harding to do his own brickwork. He is obliged to contract it
all. The few brick which he finds it necessary to buy he has arranged to buy
through a contractor, giving him half of the rebate. Lime has about doubled in
price, pipe has more than doubled, and so has much plumbing material. The
witness does not make it clear to what extent, if at all, thé increase in the price
of these materials is due to local combinations. Mr. Harding does not under-
stand that any of the combinations referred to are consolidationsin the nature of
trusts. He understands that the brick manufacturers pool their product, limit
the-production of each, and ii,ve a rebate of §1 a thousand to the master ma-
sons’ association. He thinks that the combinations of plumbers and lima dealers
are differently constituted. (168-170.)

Mr. GuBBINS states that when the mason contractors had secured the agree-
ment from the bricklayers that they would not work for contractors outside of
the association, they made an agreement with the material combine under which
members of the contractors’ association could not buy from material men outside
of the combine, and under which the prices of materials to outsiders werelargely
raised. The price of common brick was raised $1 a thousand; pressed brick, from
$1 to §5 a thousand, according to quality; lime, 15 cents a barrel; sand, 20 to 50
cents a yard. In the case of some of the material at least, as lime, the dealers-

aid the contractors’ association a certain commission on all sales. Mr. Gubbins
as himself seen a statement of sales sent in by a lime company, and their check
in favor of the contractors’ association. Any association contractor who bought
material outside the combine was fined by his association, and if he refused to
pay the fine he was forced into line by the contract which bound the bricklayers
ggg 153 ;vg;;x )for a man not in good standing in the contractors’ association. (220,

Mr, CARROLL, president of the building trades council, states that any person.
not a contractor, who should wish to put up a building for himself and buy his
own materials, would have to pay 20 cents a barrel more for lime, and $2 a thou-
sand more for brick, than a contractor would haveto pay. He has been informed
that these additional sums are put into a pool and divided by the contractors
once a month. The owners of some brickyards on the south side receive $6,000
a year through the brick trust for keeping their yards closed. (277.)
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Mr. LILLIEN, president of the hod carriers’ union, states thata few contracting
firms have withdrawn the ultimatum of the 5th of February, and are employing
union laborers and other union men. These contractors have been fined $500
each by the contractors’ association, and it is inripossible for any one of them to
buy any kind of material in the building line unless he pays a higher price than
the members of the contractors’ association have to pay. The contractors have
even been able to prevent one of these men from renting a hand hoisting machine,
Mr. Lillien has tried to help the contractor in this particular case, but so far has
not succeeded. (115.)

Mr. GRIFFITHS, a2 general contractor, states that he does not know that the
members of the building contractors’ council get a rebate on theirmaterial. They.
pay the same as anyone else. (339.) .

Mr. WELLS, a general contractor, states that his firm does not deal with the
architechural-iron league, but buys its steel direct from Carnegie and other steel
makers. (379.) .

2. Brick.—Mr. NICHOLSON, a contractor, states that when his firm went last
year to get prices on brick they were asked if they were in good standing with
the masons’ association. The price of brick was one thing to members of the
association, and quite a different thing to persons outside of it. (91.)

Mr. FALKENAU, a general contractor, states that there has been a trade discount
of §1 on brick billed at $8 per thousand, provided payment was made in 10 days.
This discount was given only to members of the contractors’ organization. It is
not given at present. The witness does not know of any rebate which the mem-
bers of the building contractors’ council have had, and he believes that outsiders
can gogv buy buila’ing material as cheaply as members of the organization.
(327,3828.)

Mr. GINDELE, & general contractor, says that the members of the organization
have a verbal understanding with certain material dealers that they will buy only
from these dealers, and shall have a trade discount provided billsare paid promptly.
Brick was $6.50 a thousand during the summer of 1899. If a member of the organi-
zation paid his bill promptly on the 10th of the month he got a trade discount of
$1. Brick was supposed to be billed to outsiders, as well as to members of the
organization, at $8.50. Mr. Gindele does not know what arrangement the outsider
may have made with the material dealers, ‘¢ but it is natural, I suppose, that he
was to pay $6.50 a thousand.” Mr. Gindele justifies this arrangement as having.
been made in part to secure certain and prompt payment of bills. He also justi-
fies it on the ground that a man outside of the builders organization had an
advantage in that he could hire mechanics and laborers for lower wages than the
union employers were permitted to pay. He admits, however, that no contract
of any size could be executed without union labor. He denies that his association
ever entered into an arrangcment with any labor organization to boycott any
dealer in material. (368-370.)

Mr. WELLS, a general contractor, states that the members of the master masons’
association have been informed that if they bought brick from certain parties
they would get a certain discount. He does not know about an understanding
that independent owners or contractors generally are not to get the benefit of such
a discount. He knows that independent contractors get their materials and get
on with their work. The prices of materials are lower in Chicago than almost
anywhere else in the country. Material menhave told Mr. Wells that the outside
contractors are largely men to whom they would sell only for cash. He does not
télgpk that the independent contractors do more than 2 or 3 per cent of the workin

icago.

There is an association or combination of material dealers, but Mr. Wells does
not know of anything to bind him or any member of the contractors’ association
to buy from one dealer rather than another. Nocombination of dealers in building
supplies contributes anything to the building contractors’ council in the way of a
per cent of sales. (879-381.)

Mr. PRICE, 4 general contractor, testifies that he was fined by the master masons’
association for making a contract for brick contrary to a rule which the associa-
tion had adopted. He gets a rebate of a dollar a thousand on a certain quality of
brick if he pays his bills before the 15th of the month. - He does not know that
contractors outside of the association have to pay $3 a thousand and get no rebate.
He does not think that members of the association have an{ advantage over other
persons in this respect. He has bought a large amount of brick this year at $5.15
a thousand, which is much less than he has paid mmany times in the past. In 1892
he often paid as much as $7.50. (363, 364.) . .

8. Plumbing supplies.—Mr. HAVEY, a nonunion gas fitter, thinks that the
organizations of building employers in Chicago have resulted from the actions of
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the labor unions, and especially of the building trades council. Employers are
forced to organize in order to protect themselves. The employers’ associations,
of course, have some unjust rules and practices of their own. Thus there is an
organization of master plumbers and an organization of material-supply houses.
A man who wishes to put up a building may be refused materials by the supply
houses, being told that he must get a master plumber to do the plumbing work.
The witness does not think, however, that the organization of supply houses
has71;ad the effect of increasing prices or that it is in any real sense a monopoly.

177.

( Mr. SMITH, a plumbing contractor, states that the wholesale dealers in plumb-
ing sugplies give the plumbers the same protection that wholesale dealers give to
retail dealers in other lines. A person not a plumber can not buy plumbing sup-
plies except through the retail dealer. The master plumbers’ association has only
about 500 members in Chicago, while there are nearly a thousand master plumbers
in the city. Those outside of the association can buy supplies as advantageously
as those inside, provided they buy in as large quantities. If any person had any
little 3ob of repairing that he could do himself, he would find plenty of men who
would sell him the goods and let him do it himself. There is a city ordinance,
however, which makes one liable to arrest for practicing plumbing without pass-
ing an examination before the city examining board. (412,413.)

Mr. CorBOY, a plumbing contractor, also states that the contracting plumbers
have no special advantages in the purchase of materials, except such advantages
as manufacturers and wholesale dealers in every line give to retail dealers. Any
man who wants to buy plumbing material at the witness’s shop can buy it. Of
course, a person who i3 not a dealer can not buy from the wholesalers nor at
wholesale prices. (414.)

4. Other materials.—Mr. GEORGE F. HARDING, Sr., states that a trust is estab-
lished in sash and blinds in Chicago, on such a basis that sash and blinds can not
be brought from outside the city. (164.)

Mr. MILLER, & manufacturer of sheet-metal work, states that the contractors’
council does not boycott contractors or others who are not members of it, nor
work against them in any way. There is no agreement with dealers in materials
by which those who are not members of the contractors’ council are charged a
higher price, nor is there any similar agreement on the part of the sheet-metal
workers’ association. No moneyis paid into the treasury of the council by mate-
rial men, nor is there any form of discrimination. Mr. Miller says, also, that
there is no combination among the material men for increasing prices, and that
the g'r5e€;. increase in the price of iron has not been due to local conditions.
(348-350. : ; .

Mr. BONNER, a floor-tile contractor, states that there is no combination between
bis organization and the dealers'in the material they nse. Outsiders can buy this
material just as cheap as he can. The mantel and tile dealers of Chicago have an
understanding between themselves that they will withhold their custom from any
manufacturer who sells to other persons in Chicago, but they have no agreement
with any manufacturer. The witness has no knowledge of the agreement between
the general contractors’ association and certain material dealers. (389.)

Mr. STILES, a master painter, is certain that there is no combination between
the master painters and the paint dealers. Any citizen can buy painters’ mate-
rials just as cheaply as a painting contractor. Norebates are paid by the material
dealers to the painting contractors nor to their association. (841, 342.) .

5. Legal remedies.—Mr, GEORGE F, HARDING, JT,, thinks that the combinations of
material men might be broken up by law if the legal officers of the State or the
county would undertake it. They do not seem to find it to their inferest. The
combinations might be broken up at the suit of individuals, but they could make
it so expensive that a person of moderate means could not carry it through, and
other persons would probably not wish to spend the money. (170.

8. Relation to labor unions. (See also Exclusive alliances of unions with employ-
ers’ organizations, p. LXV.)

Mr. GAN, of the steam-fitters’ union, thinks that an agreement of union
men to work for none buf members of an employers’ association enables the
employers to get better discounts than they could get otherwise. It is hiscon-
viction that the apprehension of failure to get future favorable agreements with
the material dealers’ association, after this exclusive agreement with the work-
men has been abrogated, is the cause of the violent opposition of the contractors :
to the building trades council. (446.) .

Mr. CARROLL, president of the building trades council, also believes that the
whole present difficulty comes from the fact that when the workmen refused to
agree to work for none but members of the employers’ association, this broke up
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the trust that was formed between the master masons and the material men.
Such trusts in several lines had been upheld by the agreements of certain unions
te work only for the members of the employers’ associations of their trades. The
building trades council has disapproved of all such agreements, and the unions,
seeing their effect in strengthening the combinations of contractors and material
men, have gradually broken away from them. The last to do so was the hod-
carriers’ union, whose members were continually being ordered on strike to enforce
the combination between the builders’ association and the brick and lime trusts
and to force the contractors into the builders’ association, whose initiation fee
was $200. (267, 274.)

Mr. WOODBURY, president of the carpenters’ district council, states that an
attempt was made 2 or 3 years ago to induce the carpenters and the amalgamated .
woodworkers—that is, the men who work in mills on the finishings for buildings—
to make a four-cornered exclusive agreement with the material dealers and the
contractors and builders’ association. It was not accomplished. The witness is
vpposed to the enforcement of any deals between the material men and the con-
tractors by the power of the labor unions. (459.)

IV. AGREEMENTS BETWEEN UNIONS AND CONTRACTORS AND
VIOLATIONS OF THEM.

A, Gemneral character of agreements.—Mr. FRANE M. Ryan testifies concerning
the agreements as to wages and conditions of labor between various trade unions
belonging to the building trades council and the individual contractors or con-
tractors’ organizations. He says that these agreements usually run for 1 year,
but sometimes for a longer period. When a trade desires to increase its wages
or change its conditions under a new agreement, it submits the proposed agree-
ment to the building trades council and must get the approval of two-thirds of
the trades for its demands. This is necessary, because all of the trades are inter-
ested, since they may be called upon for assistance in enforcing the demands
later, in case the contractors refuse them. The demands, after being thus
approved, are submitted to the contractors. The trade organization is at hberty,
in case it can not secure all it asks, to reduce the wa%e scale or change the con-
ditions of the agreement so as to make the demands less extensive, without the
consent of the building trades council, but higher wages or more severe condi-
tions can not be demanded. In some cases the trade organization negotiates with
the contractors first and submits its agreement; to the building trades council for
approval afterwards. (282,284.) ’

Mr. SMITH, a plumbing contractor, states that by an agreement of June, 1896,
if any member of the plumbers’ union put in bad, incomplete, or careless work,
the union promised to use all honorable means to compel him to make the work
good without expense to the employer. (404.)

B. Violation of agreements by employers, generally.—Mr. CARROLL, president of the
building trades council, states that the breaking of agreements has caused all the
trouble between employer and employee, and that, in his judgment, there never.
would have been a building trades council if the contractors had lived up to their
agreements. (272.) . ’

Mr. RYAN, a structural iron worker, attributes the recent difficulties in the
building trades largely to the violation of agreements with the trade unions by the
contractors. The contractors are now asking to arbitrate questions which were
settled by their agreements. They have always been in the habit of considering
demands for increase of wages or better conditions as arbitrary.

The contractors have recently posted notices in the street cars and elsewhere
that they are willing to pay the union scale of wages, but Mr. Ryan declares that
from the experience of the unions he does not believe that the contractors will
live u%S tg g&y)agreement, even a written one; certainly not to one merely posted
up. (2883,287. -

Mr. WOODBURY, én'esident of the carpenters’ district council, attributes the
existing lockout in Chicago to the failure of the contractors to keep their agree-
ments. The contractors notified the men that if they did not comply with certain
new rules framed by the contractors, after a certain date they would be locked
out. These rules involved a violation of the c?ﬁ?enters' agreement, and of many
others, in that they allowed only time and a half for overtime, while these exist-
ing agreements provided for double time. The carpenters took the position that
* their agreement should be lived up to till it expired. When it expired they would
be willing to discuss any matters of difference with theiremployers. (455, 456, 460.)

Mr, FALKENAU, a general contractor, admits that at the beginning of the pres-
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ent strike an agreement was in force between his organization and the carpenters’
union, and that the contractors ignored it. They felt justified in ignoring it
because it had been signed under duress; the power of the union being such that
the contractors were unable to go on with carpenter work without signing the
agreement. (328.)

Mr. PoucHOT, business agent of the sheet metal workers’ union, states that that
union had an agreement with the employers which would not expire until 1901,
and that the employers have broken it in sending their ultimatum of February5,
and locking out the men. (439,440.)

Mr, BLISS, a contracting plasterer, declares that he has not locked out any men,
and t)hat to his knowledge the contractors generally have not locked out their men.

333.

( Mr, LoNG, business agent of the gas fitters’ association, says that one of the
greatest difficulties, both of his union and of the employers, arises from the fail-
ure of the contracting plumbers to keep their agreements, not only with the
workmen, but with each other. They constantly attempt to cut under each other
bg unfair means, and the fair members of the employers’ association are very glad
o tl;: as(ségia)nce of the unions in holding the unfair members to their agree-
ments. .

Mr. McCULLOTGH, business agent of the marble setters’ union, declares that
experience shows that promisesof the confractors can not be depended on. They
now admit that their principal desire is to annihilate the building trades council,
while they pretend to be willing to pay the union wages. The maintenance of
wages is the great object of the council, and wages can not be maintained with-
out the sympathetic strike. The contractors’ pretense that they will maintain

" the union rates is inconsistent with their determination to destroy the building
trades council. (213.)

C. Evasion of wage scale and detection of evasions.—Mr. WOODBURY, president of
the carpenters’ district council, complains of the fact that some members of the
union will take work below the scale of wages, and some of the contractors will
also violate their agreements in this regard. It is due to the honest contractor as
well as to the members of the union that offenders be disciplined. The carpen-
ters’ union authorizes any business agent to order any man whom he has reason
to believe fo be violating the wage scale to quit work. In such cases the men are
entitled to an immediate hearing before a committee of five carpenter business
agents, and if the committee finds the evidence sufficient, the men are ruled off
the job pending their trial in their respective organizations. If the violation of
the scale is proved the men are liable to a fine. The contractor is compelled to
make up the difference between what he has paid and the fuliscale. Thisamount
is paid tothe man whohas earned it. The statement sometimes made that it goes
to the business agent is false. The contractor is not permitted to retain the men
with whom he has been in collusion toviolatethescale. Theunionsendshim new
men whom it can rely upon. Mr. Woodbury says that several contractors have
told him that they could make more money out of the men whom the union sent
at union wages than they had been making out of the men they had employed at
cut wages. But some of the contractors who bave been disciplined in this way
are very bitter against the union in the present strike. (458.)

The trade rules of the carpenters’ union provide for a fine of not less than $10
upon any member who returns a part of his wages, or rebates to his employer.
The steward upon any job has the authority to demand of any member to see his
money immediately after he is paid, in order to know whether the member is
receiving his full wages or not. (398, 399.)

Mr, STILES, a master painter, says that business agents have stood at his front
door and taken the envelopes containing the pay of the men, tornthem open and
counted the money. (340.)

Mr. PoucHoT, business agent of the sheet metal workers union, says that one of
the largest shops sometimes tried to pay off men who were under som® necessity at
less than nnion rates. Men complained to the union of this practice, and the
union complained to the employers’ association. But that association refused to
credit the complaints. (430.)

Mr. RYAN states that one contractor tried to pay a man for night work at less
than the rates agreed upon by the contract, which were double those for day
work., The structural iron workers’ union threatened a strike, and the con-
tractor was forced to yield. (286.) :

Mr. BLISS, a painting confractor, says that in the busy season demand and
supply compel the payment of the full union rates. In the dull season evasions
are undoubtedly practiced, sometimes by the paying back of a part of the money
which is put into the men’senvelopes. Theunionsrecognize the fact by refusing,
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in some instances, to let an employer of whom they are suspicious retain his old
men. Evasion of the scale is unfair both to the other membersof the union and to
those contractors who live up to their agreement. (253.)

Mr. STRUBLE testifies that his own firm was fined $250 in 1899 because of a
charge that he had paid a member of the stonecutters’ union $6 less than the
union wages in 1897. Mr. Struble tried to induce the stonecutters’ union to sub-
mit the matter to arbitration, and when this was refused tried to induce the
building trades council to require such submission. This also was refused. The
man who was said to have received less than the union wages was once exoner-
ated by the union, after a hearing, but in spite of this the matter was broughtup
again and Mr. Struble was ultimately compelled to pay the fine. (357, 858.)

Mr. SULLIVAN, chairman of the stonecutters’ union, refers to the fine against
Mr. Struble. He states that Mr. Struble had been employing a man named Chap-
lin. ‘The union men who were working with him knew that he had worked full
time. Bymistake another man received Chaplin’s pay envelope, and it was found
that his pay was less than the hours worked would require at the union rate.
Charges were preferred against Mr. Struble by the organization and the fine
imposed as usual. Mr. Struble declared that he was not guilty, and on its being
suggested that he make an affidavit to that effect he failed to do so. The witness
thinks there was no doubt concerning the fact. (449.)

Mr. NICHOLSON, a contractor, thinks the unions are of advantage to employers
in insuring equal rates of wages to all competitors. He has not found any case
of departure from the union scales. .)

D. Violation of agreements by workmen.—Mr. SMITH, a plumbing contractor, states
that the plumbers’ union agreed, in June, 1896, that wages should be $3.75 per day
until March 1, 1898. In violation of this agreement, the union notified the -
employers on April 10, 1897, that wages would be $4 from May 1, 1897. About
June, 1896, the union had made an agreement which was to be in effect until
October 8,1898, and which allowed one apprentice for two journeymen during the
first year, one apprentice for three journeymen the second, and one apprentice for
four journeymen the third. In violation of this agreement, the union notified the
employers on April 10, 1897, that on and after May 1, 1897, only one helper would
be allowed in each shop. The masters protested against these plain violations of
the existing agreements. Theg were obliged to enter into a new arbitration and
to agree that each shop should have only one apprentice. The union seems to
have receded from its demand as to wages. The new agreement was to remain
in force until March 1, 1899. .

The a?eemeut last referred to provided that a master plumber might work
with tools, and that in the case of a firm one member of the firm might handle
tools. In violation of this agreement the union notified the employers’ associa-
tion on October 24, 1898, that union men would not be allowed in the future to
work for master plumbers who should handle tools. For fear of a sympathetic
strike the employers submitted.

In the spring of 1899 a new agreement was made. Wages were raised from
$3.75 to $4. It was agreed that no more new apprentices or junior plumbers
should be hired during the term of the agreement. The agreement was to remain
in force until March 1, 1901. If either association desired slterations or amend-
ments, it was agreed that 60 days’ notice should be given. Without any previous
notice to the employers, the union adopted rules radically altering, and so violat-
ing, the terms of the agreement, by limiting the amount of a day’s work. Insome
cases the reduction amounted to 60 per cent. The threat of a sympathetic strike
again compelled the employers to yield, and they had to bear the loss on all con-
tracts which they had already entered into. The committee of the nnion with
which the employers discussed these rules admitted that they ought to be amended
in some cases and abrogated in several others. The committee reported to the
union in this sense; but the union refused to yield, and discharged the committee.
(403-408, 411,412.)

Mr. STRUBLE, a cut-stone contractor, states that the journeymen stonecutters’

union violated an agreement with the cut-stone contractors, which was to be valid
until May, 1900, by threatening a strike in April, 1899, if the use of stone-dressing
machinery, sanctioned bi the agreement, was not abandoned. The contractors
were obliged to yield. They appealed to the building trades council, hoping that
it would compel the stonecutters to keep their agreement; but the building trades
council did not so much as answer the contractors’ communication. (356.)
- E. Redress of grievances by law.—Mr. GUBBINS, president of the bricklayers’ union,
has never considered the bringing of suit against contractors for violation of
agreements. He does not think anything could be gained by it, though the agree-
ments of the contractors are constantly violated. A very large proportion of the
contractors are not financially responsible. (239.) )
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Mr. FRANK M. RYaN declares that to try to'enforce contracts by suit in the
courts would involve needless expense, and especially needless and injurious
delay. ‘“We have a shorter method. The other union men on the job are made
acquainted with the fact, and they refuse to continue in the employment of a
contractor who would use a man that way.” Moreov-r, in the contract violated
in the particular case referred to, there was no specitic damage clause. If the
union should bring suit, the job might easily be completed long before the decis-
ion. If the union relied on-legal remedies, it would be continually in the courts.
From the moral standpoint the shorter method of enforcing agreements by strikes
is entirely justifiable. (283,286-288.)

Mr. SMITH, a plumbing contractor, does not think that the law could afford
any redress for breaches of agreements by labor unions. The union is not likely
to be incorporated, and the individunal members have no property that can be
reached. If one or two members had property, one would not desire to prosecute
them for the sins of many. (411.)

F. Exclusive alliances of unions with employers’ organizations.—1. Generally.—Mr.
MaNGAN, of the steam fitters’ union, insists that the sympathetic strike has
repeatedly been used to enforce discipline in the employers’ associations, to force
unwilling employers into them, and to protect the employers from their unscru-
pulous competitors. When the master steam fitters’ association and the steam
fitters’ union made an agreement, in 1892, that the union men would work for no
other employers and the employers would hire no other workmen, this contract,
backed by the sympathetic strike, was used to force outside employers into the
steam fitters’ association. This association raised its initiation fee to an exorbi-
tant figure and more than doubled its membership. In 1898 several of the largest
steam-fitting firms, employing fully 50 per cent of the members of the union,
withdrew from the masters’ association. By the enforcement of the exclusive
agreement between the two associations, backed by tbe threat of a sympathetic
strike, they were forced back. The association made them come in as new mem-
bers and pay a new initiation fee. The witness cites several instances in which
the sympathetic strike or the threat of it was used to secure work for the mem-
bers of the association of master steam fitters, or to protect members of the
association from competition of outsiders who hired nonunion men. (443,445.)

Mr. CARROLL, president of the building trades council, declares that the desire
of the contractors to destroy the council springs from its opposition to agreements

. which compel union men to work exclusively for the members of the employers’
association. The contractors think that if they can destroy the building trades coun-
cil they can make arrangements with the individual unions which will enable
them) to maintain combinations with material men and so rob the general public.
(267. :

Mr. FRANK M. RYAN criticises the action of some of the labor organizations in
making arrangements not to work for contractors who are not members of the
employers’ or%anization. The witness does not believe that the laboring man
should allow himself to be used to build up such organizations; the employers
should rely on themselves if they would establish them. Thelaboring man should
not place himself in a position where he might have to refuse to work for a con-
tractorwho consents to the union scale and union conditions. Contracts of the
kind mentioned have pever been approved by the building trades council. (281.)

Mr. MILLER, a manufacturer of sheet-metal work, states that during the meet-
ings of the joint committee in December, 1899, Mr. Lillien raised the question
whether the contractors’ council would withdraw its so-called ultimatum if the
trades council would agree for its affiliated unions that their members would
work only for the members of the employers’ associations affiliated with the con-
tractors’council. The committee of the contractorsrefused to consider the propo-
sition. (849.)

Mr. WOODBURY says that this question was raised by Mr. Sullivan. It was not
a proposition, but only a question meant to draw out the employers. (461.)

Mr, FRANE M. RYAN says that there is in Chicago a combination known as the
Iron League, which includes nearly all of the iron and steel foundries around Chi-
cago, although the Illinois Steel Works'do not belong to it. There wasan attempt
to make the organization general throughout the country; but one of the large
firms of general contractors in Chicago had handled more tonnage than the whole
combination in the year before, and the Carnegies and others were unwilling to
exclude this firm for the benefit of the others. . :

This Iron League at one time promised a considerable advance in wages to the
bridge and structural steel workers on condition that they would agree to work
exclusively for members of the league. The union found that it would have to
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refuse to work for a number of contractors who had treated it fairly, and accord-
ingly did not enter into the agreement; although some other labor organizations
have allowed themselves to be used in this way to build up associations ot con-
tractors. (288, 289.)

2. Masons and bricklayers.—Mr. GINDELE, a general contractor, states that the
masons and builders’ association had at one time an agreement with the bricklay-
ers’ union, by which the union men were to work for none but members of the
employers’ association, and the employers were tohire no other masons: or, rather,
each organization passed resolutions to this effect. It was impossible for the con-
tractors at that time to hire anyone but members of the union, and the witness
thinks it was only fair that the men should refrain from working for other employ-
ers, ‘* because we were trying to get our association in gcod condition.” (870.)

Mr. GUBBINS, president of the bricklayers’ nnion, says that his union made an
agreement some 3 or 4 years ago with the mason contractors’ association to work

. for n» one but members of that body. The agreement was not renewed the iol-
lowing year, Fut it was made again in 1898. The mason contractors made use of
this agreement with the journeymen to force outside contractors into their asso-
ciation, and to greatly embarrass the operations of some contractors whom they
would not admit to their association. They would admit no one who was not a
practical mason. They shut out men who had been contracting mason work for
20 years. Even a stone mason was not permitted to contract for brickwork unless
he wasa practical bricklayer. Some 90 contractors were forced into the contract-
ors’ association in 1898 through the refusal of the union bricklayers to work for
them otherwise. (119, 220.)

Mr. WELLS, a general contractor, states that though there was an agreement
between the master masons’ association and the bricklayers that the masters
should employ no other men and the men should work for no other masters, he
does not consider such an agreement proper. and would be very strongly opposed
to renewing it. (879.)

3. Building laborers.—Mr. LILLIEN, president of the hod carriers’ union, quotes
a clause of the agreement which this union formerly had with the master masons’
association, providing that members of the union should work for none but mem-
bers in good standing of the masons and builders’ association, except on work done
by the Federal, State, county, and municipal government by regular employees.
Mr. Lillien considers this agreement injurious to the interests of the laborers. If
he himself had a lot, and money to buy brick, he could not buy the brick, in view
of the agreement between the employers and the material men, without the inter-
vention of a contractor, and if he had the brick he would not be allowed, under
this agreement, to lay them. He would have to get a contractor to take the job
before re could so much as build a house for himself. (114,115.)

Mr. Lillien says that, prior to June 28, 1898, or thereabouts, when an agreement
was made between the hod carriers’ union and the master masons’ association, the
members of the masters’ association were doing about 49 per cent of the building
in the cit31'4o§ Chicago; up to July 29, 1899, the percentage was more than 97 per
cent. (114. . -

Mr. Gubbins says that about January, 1899, the agreement between the brick-
layers’ union and the mason contractors was broken, with claims of fault en each
side. The laborers’ union still maintained its agreement with the contractors,
which required them not to work for any man outside of the contractors’ associa-
tion. The bricklayers began to work for anybody who would hire them. The
contractors tried to hold the laborers to their agreement. The bricklayers, when
the laborers refused to work for men whom they were working for, began to
work with nonunion men. So the matter reached the building trades council in
the form of a dispute between the two unions. The council ordered the laborers
to break their agreement with the contractors, on the ground that the master
masons were working to the detriment of one of the trades in the council; that is,
the bricklayers. (227, 228.) . .

Mr. WOoODBURY, president of the carpenters’ district council, states that the
building trades council ordered the hod carriers to abrogate their agreement to
work only for the members of the masons and bricklayers’ association, because
the agreement between that association and the bricklayers’ union had virtually
been broken. The bricklayers had the right to work for anyone outside, an
since the bricklayers and the hod carriers necessarily work together, the result
was & number of strikes and the shutting down of a number of jobs. The wit-
ness understands that the clause in question was set aside by mutual understand-
ing between the hod carriers and the master masons and bricklayers’ association.
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4, Sheet-metal workers.—Mr. POUCHOT, business agent of the sheet-metal
workers’ union, states that the sheet-metal contractors formed an association in
1894, and tried to get an agreement with the sheet-metal workers’ union by which
the association employers should hire none but union men and the union men
should work for no other employers.. The workmen refused, and were locked
out for about 4 weeks. The employers ultimately yielded. (429.)

5. Architettural-iron workers.—Mr. RYAN, an architectural-iron worker, says
that the architectural-iron workers’ organization had an agreement with the
Architectural Iron League that only members of the union should be employed by
wmembers of the league and that members of the union should work only for mem-
bers of the league. This clause of the agreement was struck out by order of the
building-trades council after it had been in operation for some time. (450.)

6. Plumbers.—Mr. SMITH, 2 plumbing contractor, states that there was formerly
an agreement between the plumbers’ union and the master plumbers’ association
which provided that the masters should employ none but members of the union
and the members of the union should work for none but members of the mas-
ters’ association. He asserts that the union never lived up to the agreement.
The witness does not think that such exclusive agreements are for the public
interest, nor that they are legally binding. He does consider that it is as fair for
one side as for the other, and it seems to be generally considered fair for the
workmen to demand agreements that none but union men shall be hired. (410, 411.)

Mr, LoNgG, business agent of the gas fitters’ association, states that when the
master plumbers had an agreement with their men they raised their initiation
fee from $25 to $100. At that time the men compelled the contractors to join the
association. The membership had fallen away to about 100 before the present
lockout. To induce all to join the initiation fee has been reduced to $10, and a
year is granted to pay it in. (203, 204.)

7. Steam fitters.—Mr. MANGAN, of the steam fitters’ union, states that an agree-
ment was entered into between the union and the master steam fitters’ association,
October 15, 1892, by which journeymen were to work for none but the members
of the masters’ association and the masters were to hire none butthe members of
the union. The witness does not consider such an agreement beneficial to the
union. The clause was afterwards rescinded by the consent of both parties.
(443, 446, 447.) .

8. Carpenters.—Mr, W OODBURY states that the carpenters’ union hdstwiceagreed
with the builders’ association to ‘work for nobody but them. Af that time the
em{)lloyers had only a remnant of an organization. Through the exclusive privilege
of hiring union carpenters they were able to strengthen their organization very
greatly. The result was that the organization which had been built up by the
action of the workmen threw down the gauntlet to the union and a general strike
followed. (458.) .

9. Marble men.—Mr. McCULLOUGH, business agent of the marble cutters and

_setters’ union, states that the marble manufacturers of Chicago proposed to the
union in 1896 to make an agreement which should shut out any outside manu-
facturer from competing for Chicago work. The union agreed, but the arrange-
ment was not completed, because the building trades council refused its consent.
In 1899 the union proposed to the employers an agreement somewhat similar to
that formerly proposed, the chief difference being that any firm in the United
States was to be permitted to contract for Chicago work, provided the work was
done by members of the Chicago union. This agreement was refused by the
employers, and differences arose as to the rate of wages for shop hands. There
was a strike which lasted from the 1st of May, 1899, to the 15th o¥ January, 1900.
At the time of the witness’s testimony the members of the union who were in
Chicago were la.r%ely employed on the Marshall Field building, at the union rates
of $2.75 for shop hands and $3.50 for setters or building hands. (212, 213.)

10. Mantel and tile men.—Mr. BONNER, a floor tile contractor, states that the
wantel and tile dealers’ association was compelled by the tile setters and mosaic
layers’ union to sign an agreement, under which no nonunion men could be
employed, under which no apprentices could be taken, and under which no con-
tractor could do any tile setting or mosaic work. The contractors were com-
pelled to sign this agreement in order to be able to proceed with their business
They forced the workmen to agree not to work for anybody but the union employ-
ers. Mr. Bonner considers that this agreement is a conspiracy against the public
good and against the rights of other individuals. He is ashamed, as an Ameri-
can citizen, that his name is attached to it. He signed it because he had to sign
it or go out of business. (385-387.)
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V. RULES AND PRACTICES OF UNIONS.

A, Nonunion men, (See also Picketing and acts of violence, p. LXXXVII; as to
demands of contractors and final agreements on this subject, see also p. XLIIL.)

Mr. MILLER, a manufacturer of sheet-metal work, says that the chief objection
of the building contractors’ council to the methods of the labor unions is that
they are trying to maintain a monopoly. If they would allow the contractors to
employ nonunion labor when they chose, there would be no further objection. The
unions not only strike when their demands are refused, but they picket the estab-
lishments or order sympathetic strikes. To these acts the contractors’ association
objects. The witness admits that the contractors would be inclined, if possible,
tg emplé)y nonunion men exclusively if the union men behaved in the future asin
the past. '

The contractors’ council has refused to deal with the various unions in the
building trades until they should withdraw from the building trades council.
There are some other demands, such as that there shall be no restriction in the use
of machinery and materials, but the chief demand is for the right to employ non-
union labor. The contractors separately have never been able tomake any effect-
ive stand against the different uniouns, but by their affiliation in the council they
are succeeding better. The witness thinks that there is not the same justification
for the central organization of the building trades unions as for the central organ-
ization of the contractors. (849.)

Trade unions, Mr. HAVEY asserts, are simply organizations of the strong to
benefit themselves regardless of the weak. The unions in Chicago are so power-
ful that nonunion men practically can not obtain a job. The union men will
quit any building upon which a nonunion man is employed, and the employers
-are thus compelled to exclude the nonunion men. The witness himself has been
unable to get work on this account. At g:resent the labor unions in Chicago are
getting photographs of nonunion men and sending them to unions throughout the
country, a practice exactly parallel to that of blacklisting. If a man thus photo-
gr'?pli’e}g gogs)to any of the different cities, he will find himself unable to get work.
(171,172,175.

The greatest charge against the unions, Mr. CHALMERS says, is that they try to
keep nonmembers from getting work. They tell those who want work that they
maust join the union or that persuasion will be used to prevent them from work-
ing, ¢ and persuasion always means violence.” (6,8.

Mr. JONES, a nonunion machinist, says that it is no concern of nonunion men
if unionists desire to surrender their personal rights to labor agitators, but for
union men to insist that nonunion men also must do so is unjust and entirely out
of the province of the organization. Unions attempt to force all men into the
organization or else prevent them from working. This is something which no
organization has a right to do. The church teaches men tolove those who are
outside the church as well as those who are in it, but the unions teach them to
despise all who are outside the union. The unions think that all things which
they approve are right and just, and that all things which they do not approve
are unjust. They look at everything from a one-sided standpoint.

The methods employed by the union to coerce nonunion men are various.
When a strike is planned the union men commence to tell their nonynion broth-
ers that a strike is to be declared and that the union expects to win. ~They insist
that only union men will be able to obtain employment after the strike. Those
who do not yield readily tosuch persuasion are told that their photographs will be
sent broadcast over the land if they do not join the union and that they will be
everywhere branded as scabs. Some men join unions simply for fear of being
cagl’ie_d scabs. There are many in the unions to-day who were actually scared in.

194-196.)
( Mr. ROUNTREE, a manufacturer of brass work, says that it seems to be a prin-
ciple of unionism that only members of the union shall be employed. To this
demand he objects. Men out of the union should have just as good a right to
employment as men in the union. As an employer the witness does not ask men
whether they are Methodists, or Democrats, or Masons, or union men, but whether
thﬁ' can do the work. (38.)

r. WEBSTER, while favoring labor unions generally, declares that the demand
that only union men shall be employed and that employers shall make their works
recruiting stations for the organizations is unjust in every way. It is as unrea-
sonable as to demand that only Presbyterians shall be hired. There is a great

rinciple involved in resisting this demand. The employers fear, moreover, that
if they make this concession, the unions will attempt to limit the capacity of men
and secure other unreasonable conditions, (144,148.)
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Mr. GeoRGE F. HARDING, Jr., an independent builder, says that he makes no
distinction between union and nonunion men, but is obliged to employ nonunion
men almost exclusively because of the rulesof the unions. Some—as, for instance,
the g}umbers—will not work for any but the association contractors, and Mr.
Harding is therefore obliged to hire nonunion plumbers. If a plumber is in the
union when Mr. Harding hires him, he has to leave it. As union men will not
work with nonunion men, it follows that union men, generally speaking, will not
work for Mr. Harding. At least, if he employs union men, he has to work them
separately. (168,169.)

Mr. FALKENAU, a general contractor, states that union and nonunion men work
together in Boston and Baltimore. This condition does not bring with it any
tendency to cut wages. In Baltimore it took 4 months to d¢ away with the
demands of -the building trades council. (324.)

Mr. NICHOLSON, a contractor, states that the men he employs in Chicago are
necessarily union men. Inother cities, where he also does building, this is partly
true. In whatever branch of the business may be controlled by the union, union
men are employed. Last season members of 5 different organizations were
employed by the witness on one building in Chicago. (88.) .

Mr. STILES, a master painter, says that he will never make an agreement with
any organization which restricts him in the matter of employing free or nonunion
men. He would have no objection to treating with the union if this\question
were eliminated. (342.)

The articles of agreement of the painters’ district council of Chicago provide
that no nonunion men shall be employed, and that a card shall be hung in a con-
sgiiuous place in each shop stating that none but union men are employed there.

-)

The agreement of the architectural iron workers provides that members of the
employers’ league shall employ only members of the union in good standing.
(451.) _

Mr. REID says that there is mothing in the constitution of the International
Association of Machinists, of which he is organizer, to prevent its members from
working with nonunion men. Thereis, of course, often bitter feeling against such
men, and the international officers can not prevent local members from refusing
to work with them at times. It can hardly be expected, the witness declares,
that union men will be as pleasant toward men who persist in keeping aloof from
them as toward their fellow-members. (188.) :

Mr. LoNa, business agent of the gas fitters’ association, says that this union has
had no agreement with the master plumbers since 1892, but there seems to be a
mutual understandinithat they will not hire men who are not in good standing
with the union. Mr. Long believes in competition, but not in cheap competition.
A man who has devoted his life to a trade has the same right to protection as a
doctor or a lawyer. Unrestrained competition results in lowering of wages and
in bad general conditions. (202-205.)

Mr. BisNo, formerly business agent of the cloak makers’ union, says that unless
a firm agrees to employ none except members of the union, a union can not exist.
It has been the experience of his own organization, which was finally broken up
by the strength of the employers, that a union was useless unless it was able to
protect the individual members from being thrown out of employment oh account
of their membership. (54.)

Mr. PoucHoT, business agent of the sheet metal workers’ union, states that
men who are not members of the union are allowed to work by getting a permit
from the union. He would work with a nonunion man who has declared his
intention to become a union man, as a foreigner coming to this country declares
his intention to become a citizen. Otherwise he would not work with him.
(431.)

Replying to the suggestion that the unions have no right to insist that none but
union men be employed, Mr. MANGAN, of the steam fitters’ union, says that a
member of a labor organization has also his rights, and that among them is the
right to refuse to wori with a nonunion man, either of his own trade or of any
other. (442.)

Mr. CILARK cites the case of a man who had been employed by him as a plaster-
ing foreman and who afterwards did much plastering for him by contract. Hav-
ing displeased the union, apparently by persisting in employing one or two men
not in good standing in it, this contractor was fined $150. Work became slack
and he tried to get employment as a journeyman. The union drove him from
one job after another until he had to give up his trade and take work with the
stock yards company at $1.25 a day. (401.) . .

Mr. STILES, a master painter and decorator, says that his work was entirely

. .
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stopped in the busy season of 1898 because he employed his own son, who was a
nonunion man. . He was required to give bonds in the sum of $500 that he would
not employ his son or any other nonurion man. Mr. Stiles says that Mr. Riley
was compelled by a sympathetic strike to relinquish a contract for painting a
block of stores in 1837. Mr. Riley was working nonunion painters, and the
n;i(s)ons, plasterers, and lathers on the job refused to work while they were on it.

Mr. BEHEL read a newspaper d[;aragraph to the effect that the foreman of the
carpenters in the city pipe yards had been discharged because the carpenters
refused to work under him, on the ground that he was not a union man. The
foreman was a model employee, and by order of the civil service commission was
reinstated. (397,398.).

B. Nonunion-made material-—Rough work.—(See also p. XLIII.) 1 Nonunion mate-
rial.—Mr. FALRENAT, a general contractor, states that the building trades council
refuses to handle any material except that fashioned by members of the bodies
affiliated with it. He mentions an experience of his own in which some orna-
mental ironwork was fashioned by a firm just outside of Cook County, and
consequently by men not affiliated with the building trades council. He was
compelled to throw out all that iron and have it refashioned in Chicago at an
expense of $2,700. Three school buildings in Chicago have been at a standstill
for several months; one because the concrete had been laid in the basement by
nonunion men, one because of a boiler which was made in a nonunion shop, and
one because of a $17 compression tank which was made by nonunion men. Mill-
work—that 1s, the woodwork which is used around windows, for base boards,
etc.—can not be used in Chicago. under the regulations of the trade unions,
unless it has a union label. (322, 823, 329.)

Mr. EpwaARD RYAN, an architecural iron worker, contradicts the testimony of
Mr. Falkenau regarding the refusal of the architectural iron workers to set cer-
tain work on the ground that it had been done by nonunion men. The witness
declares that the reason whg the architectural iron workers refused to set this
work was that they had made an agreement with the architectural iron league,
an employers’ orianization, that they would work for none but members of the
league. v. Falkenau was not a member of the leagne. Members of the league
itself informed the architectural iron workers that Mr. Falkenau was going to
attempt to do the work. The work was brought afterwards to the factory of a
member of the league and was done over, part of the work having to be done
over on account of poor workmanship. The work was then set up by members of
the architectural iron workers under a member of the league. (450.) -

Mr. FALKENATU also mentions a case of two small windows which were fashioned
by a sheet-metal contractor in whose shop there was a strike. They were put in
by this contractor’s men outside of working hours. All the mechanics on the
building quit work, and refused to permit any other contractor to fashion frames
for subsitution, or to permit the owners to have the frames made by union labor.
They insisted that the contractors who had made them should hire union men to .
make them over. After a strike of about 9 weeks the matter was settled by leav-
ing openings for these two windows until the building was completéd. Then the
metal contractor was allowed to come on the premises and set them. The witness '
believes that this agreement was reached by means of bribery. (325.)

Mr. PoUCHOT, business agent of the sheet-metal workers’ union, states that the
building referred to by Mr. Falkenau was stopped absolutely for only about 3
wecks instead of 9 weeks. He also states that the work that had been let to the
nonunion contractor, Mr. MacFarlane, was given to a firm that had signed the
union agreement. He denies Mr. Falkenau’s suggestion that the strike was
settled for a corrupt consideration. (430.)

Mr. CLARK, a contractor, submits a letter from the mill men’s union, dated
July 25, 1898, warning him not to try to use any material from a nonunion mill
or factory, as the carpenters’ and painters’ unions had agreed not to put any such
material in place. A list of the Chicago factories which had yielded to the mill
men's demand for a 9-hour day, with a minimum wage of $2 for mechanics, was
inclosed, with the statement that all other factories in the city were nonunion
and unfair shops. (402.).

Mr. SPROUL, a general contractor, states that he was compelled last year to
cancel a contract for brick which he had bought for $4.90 a thousand and to pay
$5.25 for brick 15 per cent smaller, because the brick first bought were made by
n;:gmnion labor. The change cost him and the owners probably $5,000 or $6,000.

*(481.) .

Mr, GiuBBINS, president of the bricklayers’ union, says that the members of his
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union are not permitted to work with nonunion men, but are permitted to work
on a building where material is used that is produced by nonunion labor. (232.)

Mr. GRIFFITHS, a general contractor, mentions an instance in which a tank for
an elevator had been placed on the top of a building and was about to be set,
when the waiking delegate compelled the removal of it because it had been partly
made by nonunion labor. (335.)

Mr. FALKENAU, a general contractor, states that the mayor of Chicago has
complained of the contractors for unwillingness to use brick made at the Bride-
well. In reality the contractors were entirely willing to use prison-made brick,
but the workmen insisted that it should not be used. (829.)

2. Attempted monopolization of certain clusses of work.—The articles of agree-
ment of the painters’district council of Chicago provide that neither laborers nor
gonungon men) shall be employed to do any class of preparatory work in any

ranch. (344. .

The rulgs of the carpenters’ council provide that no member shall work on a
job where laborers are permitted to handle carpenters’tools of any kind, or set or
level up joists onthe wall. (398.) )

The structural iron workers’ agreement for 1900 provides that after material
has been unloaded on the site all handling of it shall be done by members of the
structural iron workers’union. When it is necessary to use tackle or derricks in
unloading, that also shall be done by members of the union. (99.)

Mr. CLARK, a.general contractor, states that it is necessary to have more men
on a Chicago building than the same job would need in other places, on account
of the hampering rules of the unions. It is necessary to keep enough workmen
of each class to do all the work that belongs to that clags. For instance, laborers
in Chicago do not dare to touch any iron beam. On the Schlesinger & Mayer
building the laborers refused to move an iron beam that was in the way of their
wheelbarrow run, for fear of being fined. On the same building, 4 heavy iron
beams were delivered when there were no iron men on the job. The superin-
tendent asked some laborers to take the beams into the building. Two were taken
in, but the walking delegate of the iron men then appeared and stopped the work,
with the threat of calling a strike. The other 2 beams obstructed traffic in' the
street until the iron men came next day. In any other city it is necessary to have
only enough iron men to keep the ordinary work in motion, and when an extra-
ordinary number is needed to move a heavy beam, laborers are called in. The
Chicago unions do not permit this. (416.)

Mr. FALKENAU states that when the new Montgomery Ward building was going
up, the firm sold a lot of old steam pipe and fittings which were in their old build-
ing adjoining. The purchaser employed laborers at $1.50 to $1.75 per day to take
out the old material. The union steam fitters who were at work on the new build-
ing insisted that the old material be taken out by union steam fitters and helpers.
Tllxle 1pm-chaself'ss )were compelled to yield, and to pay $8 a day for a steam fitter and
& helper. (326. .

Mr. MANGAN, of the steam fitters’ union, refers to this statement of Mr. Falke-
nau. Hisaccount is apparently not inconsistent with Mr. Falkenau's, except that,
according to him, the purchaser of the material had to pay only $5.75 instead of $8
for a steam fitter and a helper. (446.)

Mr. CLARK, a general contractor, states & case in which union laborers were
employed to tear down some old fire escapes on a building occupied by Schles-
inger & Mayer. The ornamental iron workers claimed the work and enforced
their claim with a strike. Though Mr. Lillien, president of the laborers’ union,
claimed that it was legitimate laborers’ work, it was necessary to hire an orna-
mental iron man to remove a portion of the work, and the rest was taken down
by stealth, a piece at a time. ~Laborers were employed also to remove some old
elevators in the old Schlesinger & Mayer building. The elevator men threatened
to quit work on the elevators in the new building unless the removal of the old
elevators was given to them. They had to be employed to do the work at a cost
of over $1,000, whereas ordinary laborers could have done it for probably not
more than one-third of the amount. (416,417.) .

Mr. BLiss, a painting contractor, states that he got into trouble with the paint-
ers’ union through having a laborer to carry scaffolding, bring water, and do
rough work.  The hirin%of laborers for such purposes had been permitted in the

revious year, and Mr. Bliss says that other contractors were still permitted to
ave them, thongh the walking delegate claimed that they were only carrying
drinking water. (250, 251.) . .

C. As to allotment of work.—Mr. NICHOLSON, a contractor, relates a case in which

his firm employed stonecutters to dress off the top of the large stones preparatory
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to laying the wall. The business agent of the bricklayers claimed that this was
bricklayers’ work and not stonecutters’ work. It took the unions 2 days to settle
the guestion, and they lost about $300 in wages. It was a matter of indifference
to the contractors and their loss was slight. (94.)

Mr. GRIFFITHS, a general contractor, states that it was necessary to take about
an inch off certain blocks of granite which had been cut by union men in Maine.
The soft stonecutters in Chicago claimed that it was their work, and threatened
to call off all other men from the job if the granite cutters were permitted to do
it. The men in Maine said they would not cut any ﬁranite for that building if
the soft-stone men were permitted to trim those blocks. After a long discussion
%\lilr. Grilffths succeeded in arranging a compromist by which each party did half

e work. :

In another case the walking delegate from the iron construction union demanded
that certain mullions which were being set by the ornamental iron men should
be set by his men instead. The dispute between the two unions caused a strike
which delayed the building for a week or two. The structural iron men ulti-
mately prevailed, and the mullions which had been set were taken down and laid
on the floor and set up again just as they were before, only not so well set. Mr.
Griffiths implies that these disputes between unions are due to the building trades
council, but he does not explain how. (335, 336.)

Mr. WELLS, a general contractor, relates a similar dispute between the orna-
mental iron men and the structural iron men as to the setting of mullions on the
McClurg Building. (877.)

Mr. BUCHANAN, business agent of the structural iron workers’ union, testifies as
to the dispute between that union and the architectural iron workers on the Mar-
shall Field building, referred to by Mr. Griffiths. The architectural iron men were
putting up work that belonged to the structural iron workers. The structural
iron workers were at work on the building at the same time. The witness spent
about three days’ time in trying to effect a settlement,letting the architectural
iron men go on; but he was criticised by members of his own organization,and
was compelled to bring pressure to bear and have the architectural iron men stop
the work in question. There was not a delay of two hours, however, and it is not
true that a pound of iron which had been put in place was taken dywn at the
demand of the witness or any representative of the structural iron workers. The
witness believes that about half of the work in dispute was put up by the archi-
tectural iron workers and the other half by his union. (470,475.)

Mr. RYAN, an architectural iron worker, denies the statement made by Mr, Grif-
fiths that certain work which had been put up by architectural iron workers on
‘the Merchants’ Trust Bank was taken down and put up again by structural iron
workers. (449.)

Mr. FALKENAU, a general contractor, states that the building trades council
stopped the putting up of a tall stack which he was having erected by the boiler
makers. The representative of the council said that the work belonged to the
structural iron men. The boiler makers claimed that it belonged to them. The
dispute caused the work to lie idle for ten days. It was ultimately settled that
the structural iron setters, the men least fitted to do the work, should doit. (326.)

Mr. BUCHANAN, of the structural iron workers’ union, refers to this dispute
between his union and the boiler .makers. He declares that the contractors
admitted that the structural iron workers did the work cheaper than the boiler
makers were doin%)it, although their rate per day was much higher. He points
out that work in a boiler shop and work 100 feet from the ground are not at all of
the same character, and that & man accustomed only to the shop can not work to
any advantage in elevated places. Moreover,if the boiler makers, who already
punch the holes and get out the work in the shop, were also to set up the work
outside, there would be no use for structural iron workers. (474.)

Mr. PRICE, a general contractor, mentions a case in which a subcontractor under-
took to put up some large coal bunkers, made of boiler iron, with men belonging
to the boiler makers’ union. The structural iron workers’ union claimed the
work, and neither the contractor nor the owner had anything to say aboutthe ques-
tion. It had to be referred to the building trades council, and there was a delay
of three or four weeks before it was settled. Mr. Price also states that the steam
fitters have claimed the right.to cut holes through wooden floors for their pipes;
work which had always been done by carpenters. The building trades council
decided in favor of the steam fitters, though the work was done in a way that was
not satisfactory to the architect or the owner or the contractor. (362.) .

In another case of Mr. Price’s some large sewer gipe and brick catch-basins
were to be put into a building. It had been intended to employ members of the
sewer makers’ union. This union did not belong to the building trades council.
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The bricklayers claimed the right to do the work, and it was necessary to yield to
them. They then demanded double pay, $1 an hour, for this work, although it
was properly only ordinary work; a dollar an hour was paid only in underground
sewers, Mr. Price was compelled to pay the dollar an hour, under threat of a
strike of the 125 bricklayers whom he was employing, which would have been
accompanied with a demand for payment of their wages, under the name of
waiting time, so long as they should be on strike. (361, 362.)

Mr. CLARK, a general contractor, thinks that the disputes between unions gen-
erally arise from a misunderstanding of rules. The rules are so many, and are
made so rapidly, that the men are constantly afraid of transgressing them. The
rules are not often changed except by increases in number. (418.)

Demand that work be done in city.—Mr. BAGLEY, a wholesale marble dealer, -
states that the marble for the Montgomery-Ward Building was contracted for in
Georgia, with a firm which employs union men, working 8 hours, and 4 hours on
Saturday. Itis the only quarrying firm in the marble line working union men.
in this manner. Its men are affiliated with the national association of stone-
cutters, with headquarters at Chicago. Notwithstanding these facts, the Chicago
Stonecutters’ union demanded that the stone be cut in Cook County, and even
refused to let its own men go down to Georgia to cut it. The contractors, the
Geo. A. Fuller Company, were compelled to bring the material here in a sawed
state, but uncut, to be cut by the local unions. (390,391.)

Mr. McCuLLOUGH, business agent of the marble cutters’ union, states that his
union tried to bring it about that the marble used in building in Chicago should
be prepared in the city, but never succeeded. The greater part of the work for
Chicago is done in districts where the men do not get wages enough to enable
them to live properly—in Vermont, in Georgia, in Tennessee, and some in Europe.
The marble is molded and polished and finished before reaching Chicago. The
most of the work on it is done by machinery. (213.)

D. Hiring and discharging of men.—Mr. GRIFFITHS, a general contractor, men-
tions an instance in which the walking delegate of the lathers’ union compelied
the employment of 6 men who were not needed or wanted on the job, and when
one of the 6 was discharged for not doing his work properly, the entire force
struck. He also mentions another case, in which his firm was compelled to hire
union men for work on the drainage canal, though other contractors were work-
ing there with nonunion men. The union had a hold on the witness and his
partner because they were doing other work where the union could cause them
trouble. One of the union men employed neglected his work and wasdischarged,
but the walking delegate compelled the employers to take him back under threat
of a strike. (835,336.)

Mr. BOYLE, a contracting plasterer, declares that the plasterers’ union does not
permit employers to select their own men. If an employer wants plasterers he
must go to the officers of the union and they send him whomever they please. (320.)

Mr. BLiss, a painting contractor, states that the painters’ unior does not
attempt to force the employers to hire particular men, nor to interfere with the
freedom‘)gif1 ghe employers in hiring and discharging, except to exclude nonunion
men. (254.

Mr. GUBBINS, president of the bricklayers’ union, says that he has never heard
of any union in Chicago that would not allow an employer to discharge or hire
anyone he pleased, provided he hired only union men, and provided he did not
dlilscharge any man for belonging to a union or for standing up for the rights of
the men.

Mr. CHALMERS, a manufacturer of machinery, declares that it makes no dif-
ference to a Chicago manufacturer whether he employs a union or a nonunion
man, but that manufacturers do claim the right to hire and discharge whom they
please. The unions try to prevent the employment of nonunion men and to pre-
vent the discharge of union men. The union tells manufacturers that they can
' not discharge their men without cause, and the union constitutes itself the judge
as to the cause. In some shops the unions propose, as a compromise, that the
employer appoint a committee of his workmen to supply men needed. retaining
the right to hire men himself if the committee fails to do so within 2 days. The
employers are not willing, either, to allow walking dglegates to tell their men
how wide or deep the cut of a tool shall be or what wages shall be. .

E. Work by employers—Piecework.—The proposed agreement of the structural
iron men for 1900 provides that not more than one member of a firm shall work
on a job controlled by the firm. (99.)

The carpenters’ agreement of 1899 provides that not more than one member of
any firm of contractors shall be allowed to work with tools. (98.)

Mr, PoucHOT says that his union, the sheet-metal workers’, permits an employer
to work in his shop, but not on outside work. The union would not object to an
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employer’s doing a trifling job on his own house, but if it were a considerable
job, running for some days, it would insist upon his hiring a man. Mr. Pouchot
states that his union once fined an employer for working on a building on which
there was a strike; or, rather, he was made to pay for the amount of time the
men would have had upon the job if he had not done the work. (437, 438.)

Mr. GUBBINS, president of the bricklayers’ union, states that his union permits
only one member of the contracting firm tc work on any one building, If this
limit were not fixed it would be possible for 10 bricklayers to form a firm, do their
own work, cut prices, and so work for less than the union scale of wages. The
bricklayer who becomes a contractor is not obliged to withdraw from the union,
but he does not have the privilege of the floor in meetings unless by a two-thirds
vote of the body. (234.).

Mr. LoNg, business agent of the Chicago gas fitters’ association, statés that his
union has had a great deal of trouble on account of the large number of gas fitters
-who have started small independent businesses, done a good deal of the work
themselves, hired boys as assistants, and worked nightsand Sundays. The organi-
zation passed a resolution that anybody bandling tools and doing work must carry
a card and be a member of the union. The bosses have been stopped from doing
gas fitting in Chicago. (198.) )

Mr. SMITH, a plumbing contractor, states that J. W. Brown & Co. applied to the
gas fitters’ union to send them a fitter for a small job. They waited for more than
a week, and then a member of the firm was obliged to do the work himself. The
union afterwards compelled them to hire a gas fitter and retain him on the prem-
ises for 8 days and 6 hours, the time it would have taken a union man to do the
work according to the schedule of the gas fitters’union. The same firm was com-
pelled to hire a gas fitter for 10 days to make a pretense of doing over again some
work which the members of the firm themselves had done while there was a strike
at their shop. (408.)

Mr. BONNER, a floor-tile contractor, says that the tile setters’ union in Chicago
does not permit any member of the mantle or tile dealers’ association to handle
tools. This is not only a hardship upon the dealers, but it prevents any workman
from himself becoming an employer. A man starting a business could get credit
for his material, but he can not get credit for labor. The rule which prevents a
contractor from working, therefore, prevents a man of small means from becom-
ing a contractor. (385.) .

. BLIsS, a painting contractor, states that until recently the painters’ union
did not admit any man who was carrying on business. In recent years they have
adopted a rule that no employer can work unless he belongs to the union. This
regulation compelled Mr. Bliss to join the union 2 years ago. (250,253.)

Piecework and subcontracting.—The carpenters’ agreement of 1899 provides that
no work shall be lumped or sublet, and that no journeyman shall take piecework
in any manner. (98.)

The articles of agreement of the painters’ district council of Chicago provide
that no work shall be sublet by the master painters, either to any of their
employees or to others. (844.)

Mr. STRUBLE quotes a letter from the journeymen stonecutters’ union, dated in
July, 1899, notifying his firm that the union had resolved that no member of the
cut-stone contractors’ association should let a subcontract for either stonecutting
or carving in the future. (360.) - .

Mr. CARROLL, gresident of the building trades council, states that the subcon-
tractor is gradually undergoing elimination as centralization progresses. He will
have to disappear and become either a superintendent or a workman. His present
attitude of hostility to labor is unreasonable. He lays to the labor organizations
a2misfortune which is as inevitable as the displacement of labor by machinery.
(268.)

The agreement of the carpenters, made after the strike, secured a provision
that no contractor should sublet or piece out carpenter work, and that no jour-
neyman should be permitted to take piece work. (529.)

F. Minimum rate of wages and its effects.—Mr. GINDELE, a general contractor,
declares that the minimum rate of wages is a disadvantage to the mechanic, in
that there is no inducement for a good mechanic to remain a good mechanic, nor
for & poor mechanic to become a good mechanic. We do not have now such a
class of mechanics as we had in the former days, when every man was paid
according to his work. The minimum rate of wages is a disadvantage to the
contractor who is bound, as a member of an association, to maintain the mini-
mum rate, because there are always some members who will secretly depart from
the agreed rate, b understandinss with equally dishonest members of the labor
organizations. The underhanded contractor is able to underbid the honest con-
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tractor and get the work. The underhanded mechanic has employment while
the honest mechanic walks the streets. (367.)

Mr. HAVEY, a nonunion gas fitter, insists that the rule of the unions that all
their mnembers must be paid the same rate of wages is unjust. In all higher pro-
fessions at least three different classes of men are recognized—first, second, and
third. Labor unions provide for first-class men only. ' The uniform rate of wages
is that which only first-class men earn, and employers will discharge all who are
not first class. The less competent can get nothing to do, and are forced to
become tramps or to turn to drink. There is a constant oversupply of labor, and
always will be, but the amount of work should be fairly divided up among the
workers. The witness would rather see the time come when every workman
would get only 10 cents a day than the time when some men would get from $4
to $6 per day and the great majority get nothing. It may be the tendency of
unions to encourage men to try to become first-class workers, but many can never
become such. (171,172.) ’ .

Mr. BLiss, a painting contractor, declares that the minimum wage scale

increases the disadvantage of the less efficient man. The better class of work-
men are benefited. They are able to get reagsonably steady work. Those who are.
advanced in years or less vigorous or less skillful are idle much of the time.
(254.
Mr. WoODBURY, president of the carpenters’ district council, says that the
minimum rate of wages is meant to be for the poorer grade of mechanics, and
that the employers are expected to grade up the wages of the better. .During the
World’s Fair some contractors in Chicago were offering their men 10, 15, and 20
cents an hour more than the scale. When times are slack the better mechanic is
naturally employed more steadily than the poorer. This can not be controlled.
The workmen have not been able to devise any better method of regulating wages
than the minimum scale. (460.)

G. Use of machinery and improved tools,.—1. Generally. Professor TAYLOR says
that there were grievances in this dispute on both sides in regard to restric-
tions of the unse of machinery. He believes, however, that these restrictions
were mostly confined fo the stonecutting trade, and that they were due more
to the influence of those contractors who did not own machinery than fo the
objections of the labor unions themselves. (542.) " .

The agreements of the bricklayers and carpenters, after the building trades’
strike, as well as practically all of the other agreements, contain a provision
taken from the contractors’ ultimatum of April 30, 1900, that there shall be no
restriction on the use of machinery. (516, 525,528.)

2. Stomecutling.—Mr. STRUBLE, a cut-stone contractor, states that machinery
has gradually been introduced for dressing stone for building purposes, and
that it is a great success, making it possible to produce elaborate fronts for less
than the former cost of plain fronts. The machines can be run by laborers, such
as those who run machinery in planing mills and sash, door, and blind factories.
In 1896 the journeymen stonecutters’ union of Chicago demanded that this
machinery be run by stonecutters at a wage of 50 cents per hour with an 8-hour
day. After a strike of about 8 months a compromise was made under which
one-half of the machines were to be run by stonecutters and one-half by planer
hands. In 1898 the journeymen demanded that the contractors employ 8 hand
stonecutters for every planing machine. This would have meant the stopping
of the machinery. After a strike of about 10 weeks it was agreed that the con-
tractors should employ 4 members of the journeymen stonecutters’ union to
every double planer and 2 for every single planer. This agreement was to last
until May, 1900. In January, 1899, in violation of this agreement, the journey-
men demanded that no machines be operated after April 1,1899. The contract-
ors %ot the time extended to Jume 1, 1899, but were compelled to stop the
machines then and have not been able to use them since. The machines were
used in 28 yards in Chicago, representing 75 per cent of the employing capacity
of the city in this line. The value of the machinery which was in use is esti-
mated at $110,000, This is practically a dead loss, as the machinery is fast becom-
ing useless by rust and loss of partsdue to its not being in active use. (8586.)

Mr. SULLIVAN, chairman of the stonecutters’ union, says that the planing ma-
chines, whose use is opposed by the stonecutters, have been introduced for the
most part since the year 1894. During 1894 the employers used these machines
from 10 to 24 hours per day. In 1895 the stonecutters asked the contractors to
restrict the hours of the machines and to have them run by union men. This was
refused. In 1896 the stonecutters struck to secure these concessions. The strike
was settled after 8 months, the contractors agreeing to use the machines only 8
hours per day. Later on several of the contractors declared that their machines
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were not paying investments. In 1898 the stonecutters asked that 4 union men
be employed in the operation of each machire. ' The contractors refused this, but
agreed that 2 men should be employed for each small machine and 4 men for each
large machine. In 1898 the witness introduced a resolution asking the employers
to do away with the use of the machines altogether. All but 14 of the 60 con-
tractors in the city willingly agreed to it, and the other contractors finally also
adopted a resolution to discontinue the use of planers after June 1,1899. No spe-
. cific provision was made at that time regarding the penalty for violation of this
agreement, but the suggestion was made orally that the ordinary penalty for
other violations of agreement by the employer, §250, should be enforced. (447,448.)
Mr. FALKENAU, a general contractor, states that contractors and manufactur-
ers have been compelled by the action of the unions to let thousands of dollars’
worth of machinery lie idle for years in their shops and yards. He specifies only

the case of the stone contractors. (3813.)

' Mr. GUBBINS, president of the bricklayers’ union, states that 85 per cent of the
cut-stone contractors signed a paper to the effect that they were not in favor of
the use of machines in the stone-contracting business in Chicago. (221.)

Mr. JEFFERY, a bicycle manufacturer, illustrates the injustice of the rules of
labor unions by his own experience in building a residence. In the fall of 1899,
when the weather was getting cold, the union bricklayers urged the contractor
who was cutting the stone, a union contractor, to hurry. In order to help him-
self in doing so he planed a little stone with a planing machine which he owned.
The union thereupon withdrew all the bricklayers and masons from the building,
and he could not get men until he paid a fine of $250 for having planed stone with
a machine. Each of the men who had been engaged in planing the stone was
fined $125, and the witness knows of two of them who have been unable to pay
the fine, and are seeking work. These excessive fines are fixed by the officers of
the union. Their power is superior to the laws of the United States. The witness
says also that the general labor difficulties in the building trades in the present
year have prevented him altogether from building his house. (132,133.)

Mr. STRUBLE submits an affidavit from Robert Reid, a cut-stone contractor,
stating that he was fined $250 by the journeymen stonecutters’union for using
scrapers for scraping the stonework on an old building, contrary to the union
. regulations, though he had no connection with the building, and had simply lent

scrapers to the laborers and told them they could get the work. Mr.Reid begged
to have the question arbitrated, but the union refused. The fine was not; paid,
and the president of the union came to Mr. Reid after 5 months and offered to
settle for $100. This was refused. (357.)

Mr. SULLIVAN, chairman of the stonecutters’ union, refers to the fine that was
imposed upon Mr. Reid. He says that members of the organization caught him
using & scraper contrary to the agreement with the stonecutters. He was
assessed the regular fine of $250 by the organization. Being a poor man and not
able to pay this amount, the fine was reduced to $100, but this also he refused to

ay. (448.
r 2y .M(arble) carving.—Mr. BAGLEY, a wholesale marble dealer, states that the
marble-cutters’ union in Chicago will not permit the use of the pneumatic tool
for carving, a tool which is used all over the world, and is almost indispensable
for delicate work. In one instance, that of a residence, the owner had to pay the
union $250 for permission to set certain stone which had been cut outside of Cook
County, and besides had to pay $33 for two men to scrape over surfaces which
had been cut by a machine, because the union does not permit the use of planers.

391.
¢ 3. %Iorta'r carriers.—Mr. LILLIEN, president of the hod-carriers’ umion, states
that machinery has almost entirely replaced men for the hoisting of mortar.
The only contractor who does not use the hoisting machine is the plastering con-
tractor. The number of actual hod carriers is much less than formerly, but the
number of building laborers on the whole has not decreased. (117.)

4. Carpenters.—Mr. WoODBURY, president of the carpenters’ district council,
states that the carpenters’ union did at one time forbid its members to buy and
carry patent miter boxes, onthe ground that it added an unnecessary weight tothe
carpenter’s kit, and an unnecessary expense. The union never forbade the use
of patent miter boxes, if the employers chose to furnish them. (464.)

6. Bricklayers.—Mr. FALKENAU states that a short strike was caused on the
Montgomery Ward building by the requirement of the walking delegate of the
bricklayers’ association that the mortar be placed with a hand trowel instead of
a shove{ in making beds for the dimension stones, which were in many cases 5
or 6 feet square. The walking delegate was ultimately overruled. (326.)
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H. Limitation of amount of work.—l. Generally.—Mr. WEBSTER, a machinery
manufacturer, thinks that there is a decided tendency among labor unions,
especially in the building trades in Chica%o, to limit the amount of work which
their members may do. There is no doubt that many unions would be glad to
have their members produce as little as possible, with a view to giving work to
more men. The witness has noticed a tendency among the foundry men in his
establishment to limit their output. This is a serious evil. The hope of pros-
perity to American manufactures lies in the fact that Americans can produce a
large amount in a short time. It is morally wrong for a man to try to do as
little as he can.

On the other hand, Mr. Webster says, it is no more just for employers to try
to drive their workmen too hard, as they occasionally do. Piecework is the
ideal way to adjust wages, but when employers become greedy and set the most
expert men to fix the pace for the others, it is not fair. If properly conducted a
man will earn more for himself and for his employer by the piecework method
than in any other way. (150.)

Mr. HavEY declares that it is a common evil practice of the unions to limit
the amount of work which a man may do in a day. During the World’s Fair,
when there was a great demand for work, plumbers were putting in as many as
8 fixtures in a day, and getting perhaps $4 per day wages. To-day they are
not permitted to put in more tia.n 1 fixture. The increase in the cost of build-
ing which comes from such restrictions tends to decrease the erection of buildings
a.mzi thus iﬂgi;nabely to increase the number of the unemployed in the building
trades, (172.

Mr. CLARK believes that a hostility to the rendering of a fair equivalent for a
day’s wage is being rapidly inculcated among the journeymen of Chicago, and is
an outgrowth of the rule of the trade unions. (409.) -

Mr. FALKENAU, a general contractor, states that the limitation of work is
enforced by the plumbers, the gas fitters, the plasterers, the lathers, and he under-
stands by the steam fitters. (322.)

Professor TAYLOR says that there can be no doubt that the limitation of the
amount of work imposed in two or three of the trades was unjust. Thus, the
restriction in the case of the mantel builders was too low. The best men in
‘the unions themselves admitted that they had gone too far. (542.)

The agreements of the bricklayers, carpenters, and practically all other organ-
izations, made after the building trades’ lockout, contain a provision taken from
the contractors’ ultimatum of April 30, 1900, declaring that there shall be no
limitation of the amount of a day’s work. (5186,525,528,564.)

Mr. MILLER, a contractor, says that he does not know of any objection raised by
those unions which have made agreements with the employers sinice the lockout
concerning the clause prohibiting the limitation of the amount of work. He does
not think that formal limitations are necessary to protect the employees against
rltllshing by employers. They can stop working for anyone who tries to overwork
them.  (525.)

2. Bui(lding trades council.—Mr. GRIFFITHS, a general contractor, asserts that
the building trades council.is not willing to let the men do an honest day’s work
for an honest day's wage. If he were bidding on a job at the present time he
would make his bid with the expectation that the men would do a day’s work; but
this is because he does not expect that the building trades council will be in exist-
ence when any job now in contemplation is begun. He gives two instances of
restriction of work. In the first he noticed that his men were not doing a fair
day’s work, and his foreman stated that the walking delegate had threatened the
foreman with a fine of $25 and with being compelled to leave Mr. Griffiths’s
employ if he tried to make the men work fairly. The other instance is this: The
union in a certain line was endeavoring to arrange with the employers in that
line this winter, and the first declaration of the union was that it proposed to
limit the amount of work during the coming year. Mr. Griffiths says ‘‘ that is
just what the building trades council backed up.” Mr. Griffiths declares that the

limitation of work is a new thing, and that the men do not do the work that they
did in former years in any of the trades that he is acquainted with. (335,337, 338.)

Mr. FALRENAU admits that the limitations do not extend to all trades affiliated
with the building trades council, but considers that such limitations have been
sanctioned by the council in its refusal to discipline the unions which have estab-
lished them. (313.)

Mr. BaRTON, president of the Western Electric Company, says that he has had
a house ready for plaster on which there has been no work done for 2 months.
He thinks the strike in the building trades is seriously endangering the prosperity
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of Chicago. The principle upon which the building trades council are especially
insisting is the right to limit the product of the workman. This the contractors
resist, and the witness thinks they are right in doing so, but he says that the
unions have been hitherto so successful in maintaining the principle that they
will not give it up as long as they think there is any chance of keeping it in
operation. (300.)

Mr. PoucHOT, business agent of the sheet metal workers’ union, declares that
if the men of any trade make a rule which violates an unexpired agreement with
employers the building trades council does not back them up in it. The building
trades council has never called a sympathetic strike to enforce the rules of the
plumbers and gas fitters, which have caused the most serious complaint. If the
plumbers themselves went out without a just cause the building trades council
would compel them to go back to work. The building trades council has made
some investigation of the grievances that the contractors name against plumbers,
gas fitters, and lathers, and has found in the trades a readiness to meet the
employers and remedy the alleged grievances. Mr. Pouchot believes that the
plumbers went to their employers to settle their difference in regard to working
rules, and that the employers said that they would not meet them and settle with
them till they withdrew from the building trades council. If the contractors
would call the grievances to the attention of the building trades council it would
force the offending trades to live up to their contracts with their employers. (439.)

3. Plumbers.—Mr. SMITH states that the plumbers’ union adopted a set of work-
ing rules about July 1, 1899, which involves a very radical limitation of the day’s
work. Insome cases the reduction is as much as 60 per cent; in other cases the
rules call for a good day’s work. Because of the complications that arise, a
plumber’s work can not be accurately gauged. The reduction was not due to
any excessive Eressm‘e upon the men before the rules were adopted. The witness
understands that the argument for the limit was that it would make more work,
8o that more members of the union would be employed. The master plumbers
who had contracts on hand were compelled to lose the amount of the reduction,
as the limitation was enforced without previous notice. The committee of the
union which met the employers to discuss the question admitted that the rules
were objectionable, and recommended to the union that some of them be
amended and others be abrogated; but the union refused. (407, 408,410.) :

Mr. FALKENAU, a general contractor, states that the limit of a day’s work fixed
by the plumbers—the setting of one basin, or one closet, or one bath, or the rough-
ing in for each one of these—does not permit a man to do more than three-eighths
as much as a man should do in 8 hours. The building trades council has taken
as a basisgthe amount of work which the inferior workman can do in a given
time. (313.) :

Mr. GEORGE F. HARDING, Jr., an independent builder, refers to the rule of the
plumbers that a man shall not put up more than one fixture—a washstand, a closet,
or a bath tub—in a day, and states that any good plumber, after all the work is
done underneath, can connect three in a day. A very good plumber can set four.
He supposes that the rule was made because the plumbers want to give as much
work as they can. He believes that the plasterers and the lathers also have limni-
tations of work. Such rules make it dangerous to build. If one should put up a
house now, and it should cost twice as much as it ordinarily would, and next year
these rules should no longer be in force, the man who built now would be at a
very great disadvantage. (170.)

r. SMITH cites the caseof The P. Nacey Company, which discharged a plumber
for incompetency, with the result that all union men in its employ went out on a
sympathetic strike on January 17, 1900, and had not returned at the time of the
witness’s testimony. The union contended that the man was discharged because
he lived up to the union rules. He was doing work of such a nature that his
allotted task, according to the union rules, was finished by 1 or 2 o'clock, and
thereafter he had nothing to do but smoke and amuse himself till his 8 hours were
ap. (409.)
er.(CORBOY, & plumbing contractor, states that the rules of the journeymen
lumbers limiting the day’s work areridiculous. The calking of four joints, which
1s specified by one rule as a day’s work, can be done in an hour. On the other
hand, there are other specifications which a man can not perform in a day. The
men themselves constantly differ among themselves as to the interpretation of
the rules. The union promised all last suinmer to modify them, but has taken
no action to that end. (414.)

Mr. BRENNOCK, treasurer of the building trades council, says that before the
establishment of a strong organization among the carpenters there was scarcely
an employer having half a dozen or more men who did not hire some strong fellow
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to drive them all day long. Eight or nine men would be put to work in a row
laying flooring, and anyone who could not keep the pace set by the strongest could
not keep his job. It is as a result of such conditions that the rules limiting the
amount of work have been established by the various unions.

The witness declares that he has talked to many plumbers as to the restriction
of work, and that they have invariably told him that the limit of 8 joints is all that
a man can properly do in a day. If lathers attempt to do more work than 25
bunches a day, they put no connections on the corners and otherwise skimp the
work. If plumbers worked beyond their strength all day, their work would be
imperfect and would result in bad sanitary conditions. (466, 467.)

Mr. Davis, a mosaic contractor, testifies that he recently observed a plumber
sitting idle and smoking his pipe at about 11 o’clock in the morning, and he learned
on inquiry that the man had finished his day’s work. Mr. Davis recently had
occasion to have a bath tub,a bowl, and a closet put into hisown house. Anyone
of these fixtures constitutes a day’s work under the regulations of the plumbers’
organization. The man whom Mr. Davis employed set all three before 3 o’clock
in the afternoon. ’

Mr. Davis states that in his own trade of mosaic work there has been an attempt
to restrict the day’s work. (422.) ) ]

4. Qas fitters.—Mr. LoNg, business agent of the Chicago gas fitters’ association,
states that this was the first organization in the Chicago building trades to put a
limit to a day’s work. It was done about 8 years ago. He maintains, however,
that the amount permitted is more than the average workman can do in 8 hours,
and he seems to assert that a Chicago gas fitter now does more in 8 hours without
a helper than he formerly did in 10 hours with a helper. He says that the legiti-
mate contractors congratulated him on the working of the limitation when it had
been a little while in force. (198, 205.) . .

5. Lathers.—Mr. REGAN, of the lathers’ union, admits that this union fixes a
day's work at 25 bundles of lath, neither more nor less. He declares that this is-
as much as an average man can put on. There are about 15 particularly fast men

- out of the 300 members of the union, whom the bosses used to employ, one here
and one there, to set the pace for the others. The ordinary man could not keep
up without greatly overwo:":ing. He would have to keep the pace or come down
in his price; and after he came down in his price the bosses would use this fact to
compel the first-class men to come down also. It was by using oneclass as a club
to hold the other down that the employers hag got wages down to 90 cents a day
before the union was formed. (211.)

8. Tile setters.—Mr. BONNER, a floor tile and ornamental mosaic contractor,
declares that the tile setters’ union in Chicago limits the amount of work which
its members shall do. (386.) '

7. Painters.~—Mr. STILES, a master painter, has no doubt that there hasrecently
been a secret understanding in the painting trade to fix a limit to the work of
the men. For a year or two it has been impossible to get union men to do the
usual amount of work. (341.)

Mr. BLiss, a painting contractor, states that a demand was made nupon him to
discharge a certain workman who was simply trying to do a good day’s work and
help the work along, on the ground that he was doing too much. The reason
seemed to be that there were many men out of employment and it was thought
that more would have to be hired if each man did as little as possible. (250.)

Mr. MURPHY, vice-president of the painters’ district council, denies that that
organization in any way limits the work which a man shall do. He declares, on
the other hand, that it is the practice of the master painters to selectsome young
and vigorous man to set the pace for the others, expecting every man to do an
equal amount of work. It has come about by this practice that men of 45 or 50
years of age can not get jobs except during the very busiest seasons, being unable
to keep the pace. (454.) .

8. Marble setters.—Mr. McCULLOUGH, business agent of the marble setters’
union, denies that this union has a limitation of work. He admits that a book
of rules for measuring a day’s work was adopted, but says that only a single
effort was made to enforce it, and that was made over 2 years ago. The rules
were adopted in an effort to check men who were suspected of being piece work-
eg%‘; who would work night and day to the disadvantage of other members.”
(21a. i

9. Carpenters.—Mr. WOODBURY, president of the carpenters’ district council,

" says that fault hag been found with the following rule of the carpenters’ union:

*Any member guilty of excessive work or rushing on any job shall be reported

and shall be subject to a fine of $5. Any foreman using abusive language to or
rushing the men under his supervision shall be fined not less than $10 and ruled
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off the job.” The witness declares that a rule of this sort is absolutely necessary
to meet the policy of some contractors of hiring one or two young, athletic men,
far above the average in Ehysical strength, and having them set a pace which it
is scarcely possible for the average man to meet, but which he must come near

. meeting on peril of discharge. Only one man has been fined under this rule
during the 2 years that it has been in force. It ought to be enforced more than
it is, in the witness’s opinion, though it does have some salutary restraining effect
on the members of the union. (457.)

Mr. CLARK, a contractor, declares that the rule of the carpenters’ union making
& foreman liable to a fine of $10 for rushing men makes & foreman a representa-
tive of the building trades council and not of his employer. Another rule {hat
would break up any man in business after a time, if adhered to, is the rule as to
the position of the steward of the job. (401.)

10. Bricklayers.—Mr. GGUBBINS, president of the bricklayers’ union, declares
that his union does not limit the amount of work that a man shall do. The Chi-
ca%o bricklayers are known as the best mechanics in their line in the country,
and are carried all over the country by contractors who do work in Chicago.
They work harder and do more work than any men in the other States. Before
1883 and 1884 they used to work 10 hours and lay about 1,000 bricks in an ordi-
nary wall. Now they work 8 hours and have to lay 1,000 bricks. In Liverpool
and London bricklayers have a limit of 400 a day, and Mr. Gubbins envies the
English bricklayers. In Chicago two fast men are picked out to stand at the
corners of the building and lay each a small number of brick there, while the men
between have each, perhaps, 5 or 6 feet of wall and must keep their space filled up
as the end men raise the line. (233,234.) -

Mr. WELLS, a general contractor, states that he has experienced a limitation of
work on rough building, for the first time, on a large job which he recently put up
for the McCormicks. The labor on this job, both brickwork and carpenter work,
cost much more than ever before. The foreman said that if he tried to hurry the
work he would be fined by the union. (378.)

11. Bridge and struclural ironwork.—Mr. FRaANK M. RYAN, a structural iron
worker, declares that the workers in that trade in Chicago work harder and faster
than in other cities. He believes that they drive nearly twice as many rivets ina
day as workinen elsewhere. In fact,it is the practice of contractors who have 15
or 20 different gangs of riveters to select 2 or 8 of the best gangs and give them
25 cents or 50 cents a day extra to set the pace for the others, who are supposed,
then, to keep up and drive the same number of rivets. The result is that the
strongest and most robust men in the trade can not stand the work for more than
2 or 3 years without breakinz down physically. (279.)

L Apprenticeship.—1. Machinists.—Mr. CHALMERS declares that labor unions are
unjust in that they limit the number of apprentices who may be engaged, pro-
hibit the employment of colored men, at least in certain cases, and in the case of
the machinists prohibit the engagement of any man over 21 years old as an ap-
prentice. This last provision bars out from the practical work of machine shops
graduates of colleges and manual-training schools, who have specially prepared
for such work and who soon become the most efficient employees and those most
likely to be promoted. The president of the machinists’ union has declared that
he never knew a college boy who was worth anything for shopwork. In view of
this attitude of the unions, Mr. Chalmers declares that they do not tend to pro-
duce a more intelligent class of workmen, at least so far as his own experience
goes. Nor has he seen any tendency on their part toward encouraging morality
and sobriety. (12.)

Mr. DEVENS, assistant secretary of the National Metal Trades Association, says
that comparatively few regularly indentured apprentices are employed in machine
shops. There are many boys and men employed at unskilled work, but receiving
practically no instruction and not being advanced to skilled work unless they
show special aptitude. Even where apprentices are regularly indentured they
must force themselves ahead, to a considerable extent, if they hope t~ obtain sat-
isfactory instruction and advancement. In reply to a question as to whether they
ever do receive proper instruction, Mr. Devens insists that he has been familiar
particularly with one shop in which the apprentices were given every possible
opportunity to learn thoroughly. He does not know whether this is a general
rule. (511.)

2. Baﬁilding trades.—In the opinion of Mr. HAVEY, the rules of the labor unions
regarding apprenticeship are unjust. Boys to-day would like to have the same
chance to learn trades which the members of the unions had when they were boys;
but they no longer hav- the opportunity, at least in the building trades. Indeed,
the nnion men have adopted a system which will prove a curse to their own chil-
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dren. A manwho is running a shop himself is not permitted to teach hisown boy
the trade. This practice also tends to make men tramps and criminals. (172.)

Mr. FALKENAU, a general contractor, asserts that apprentices are absolutely
barred in all the most remunerative building trades in Chicago. Out of 32 trades
in the building trades council there are only two or three in which a contractor

can permit his own son to learn his own trade in his own establishment. (313.)

The ultimatum of the contractors’ council of April 30, 1900, provided that each
employer should have the right to teach his frade to apprentices. This provision
was somewhat modified in the agreement with the bricklayers made after the
strike. It was provided that each employer might take not more than one new
apprentice each year, that the term of service should be three years, and that
various detailed rules should be observed. (MILLER, 527,564.)

The carpenters’ agreement, made in February, 1901, permitted each employer
to teach his trade to apprentices, but provided that the apprenticeship should last
ggg )less than 3 years and no apprentice should be over 21 years old. (TAYLOR,
Dt

8. Plumbers.—Mr. SMITH, a plumbing contractor, states that by an agreement
made in 1896, which was by its terms to continue in force until October 8, 1898,
1 apprentice was to be allowed for every 2 journeymen during the first year. 1 for
every 3 journeymen during the second year,and 1 for every 4 journeymen during
the third year. A boy must be at least 15 years of age before he could be em-
ployed as an apprentice. Not more than 1 junior could be employed for every
2 journeymen for the first year of the agreement and 1 for every 3 journeymen
thereatter. Each shop was to be entitled to at least 1 apprentice, and 1 junior
might be hired where only 1 journeyman was employed. By a new agreement,
forced upon the empioyers in March, 1897, it was provided that each shop should
have only 1 apprentice. In April, 1899, the master plumbers were forced to agree
that they would hire no more new apprentices or junior plumbers before March
1, 1900. (404, 405.)

Mr. CorBOY, a plumbing contractor, states that a junior plumber is one who
has served as an apprentice for a certain time, say 4 years, and has not yet com-
pleted 2 further years of service. (414.) .

Mr. SMITH presents a statement in writing by Mr. Nacey, an employing plumber,
to the effect that he has attempted to teach his trade to his own son, and has been
prevented from doing so by the union. (409.) "

4. Tile setters.—Mr. BONNER, a floor-tile contractor, states that no apprenticeis
allowed by the union in his business in the city of Chicago, and he is informed

. that none is allowed in New York. Not a man has been admitted to the Chicago-
union in about 5 years. When a tile setter comes into town and gets a job they
give him a permit to work until his application is voted on; but they immediately
get a man from another job and put him in the newcomer’s place, and so run the
new man out of town. The witness would not be permitted to teach his own son
the tile setter’s trade. The witness mentions an English tile setter who has had
a brother here for four years and has tried to get him a place as helper in set-
ting tile, but so far has not succeeded. (385,388.)

Mr. McCULLOUGH, business agent of the marble cutters’ union, refers to Mr.
Bonner's statement that the tile setters do not tolerate any apprentices. Accord-
ing to Mr. McCullough, the tile setters’ helpers regularly develop into tile setters
as vhey gradually acquire a knowledge of the business, and are admitted by the
tile setters’ union when they show proficiency. (216,218.)

5. Painters.—The articles of agreement of the painters’ district council of
Chicago provide for 1 apprentice for each contracting firm, and 1 additional
apprentice for every 20 journeymen employed; the apprentices to be under the
age of 18 years and to be bound by indenture for 3 years, and to be continuously
employed during that time. (344.)

6. Carpenters.—Mr, NICHOLSON submits the carpenters’ agreement of 1899. It
does not restrict the number of apprentices, but provides that all apprentices
shall belong to the union and carry the current working card, and that no one
shall be allowed to work as an apprentice after the age of 21. (98.) .

7. Plasterers.—Mr. CARROLL, of the plasterers’ union, states that in his organiza-
tion a man must serve an apprenticeship of 4 years, and if he is not a mechanic
at the end of that time they will probably give himn another year. (275.) . :

8. Bricklayers.—Mr. GUBBINS, president of the bricklayers’ union, states that
his nnion formerly allowed 1 apprentice to a contractor who had been 2 years in
business, a second apprentice the next year, and a third the year following.
After that period the contractor could have 8 apprentices constantly. Some con-
tractors took advantage of this rule and kept 3 apprentices when they had no
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work to keep them going. The witness does not describe the present rule regard-
ing apprentices. (233.)

9. Architectural ?ron workers.—The agreement between the architectural iron
workers and the employers provides that there may be 1 apprentice for each 2
journeymen employed on a job. Apprentices shall work 3 years before they can
become journeymen. (451.)

J. Boycotting.—1. Gormully & Jeffery Company.—Mr. JEFFERY, a bicycle manu-
facturer, says that the Gormully & Jeffery Company made the first bicycles -
west of Connecticut. It has been in business about 21 years. The men employed -
have always been treated well, and there had been no difficulty until the fall of
1895. The witness at that time found that prices of bicycles were falling and cost
of selling increasing, so that cheaper manufacture was desirable. He found that -
the polishers in his shop belonged to a strong union, and that they were trying to
get unfairly high prices for work. ‘Whenever a new kind of work was under-
taken they would at first take a great deal of time to make each piece and pretend
that it was very difficult, in order to get a high price by the piece. The witness
had some hubs polished by workmen in another department and found that the
cost was about one-third of the price charged by the metal polishers. Hé¢ accord-
ingly transferred the polishing largely to this other department and had some of
the screws and nuts polished by women who were working in still another depart-
ment. The union men in the polishing department thereupon struck. They
injured some of the property in the shop before leaving, and thereafter tried to
keep men from coming to the factory and taking work. The strikers would
come around at noon and evening and try to induce the men to join the union or
to leave the factory, and intimidated them to a considerable degree.

~ On account of this difficulty with the polishers, the Rambler bicycle, manufac-

tured by the Gormully & Jefiery Company, was boycotted widely by union labor.
Mr. Jeffery declares that he received letters from agents in most of the leading
towns throughout the entire country referring to this boycott. 1T’he Metal Polish-
ers, Buffers and Platers’ Union published cards and circulars by the thousand.
The most common form of these contains the words on one side: *“ Don’t buy
these bicycles, the Victor, Victoria, Rambler, Ideal, and Crescent. They are pol-
ished by scabs.” The witness submitted a number of such circulars or stickers,
varying somewhat in style and wording, which he had received from different
towns. One label with the words, * Rambler bicycle is made by scab labor,” was
distributed in very large numbers in Detroit near the store of the Gormully &
Jeffery Company. Another circular, which was distributed widely in Marlboro,
Mass., is addressed to organized labor and the public generally, and declares that
the metal polishers’ union has placed a boycott on the Rambler and certain other
wheels because of discriminations against organized labor. This circular is
indorsed by the American Federation of Labor. In connection with it were fur-
nished stickers containing the picture of a rider falling from a broken wheel, with
the words: * He rides a Rambler bicycle. You see where it breaks.” The wit-
ness also submitted a letter from the New England depot-of the Gormully &
Jeffery Company referring to the effect of the boycott in Marlboro, and saying
that the labor unions have claimed in their meetings that the difficulty with the
union men was caused by a 40 per cent cut in wages.

Mr. Jeffery declares further that stickers similar to that just described wereeven
stuck on the windows of the company’s store in Chicago, and that they were dis-
tributed generally throughout the country. The witnessalsosubmitted a printed.
circular which was mailed to every bicycle club by the metal polishers’ union.
This circular states that the Gormully & Jeffery Company has refused to employ
union labor, and that Mr. Jeffery has declared that nonunion men were wanted
because they were more pliable to the will of the firm. The circular adds: “In
laying this letter before you we ask you to consider that the Rambler is supposed
to be a high-grade wheel, and now the nickel work on the Rambler is inferior to

‘any low-%};de wheel on the market. Itis being done by cheap, unskilled labor.
. e now ask you, as no doubt the product of this firm is sold in your city,
to wait upon the dealers and try to get them to refuse to handle the goods of this
firm.” Thiscircularis marked, ‘¢ Indorsed by the American Federation of Labor.”
A somewhat similar letter was sent to all the bicycle agents with whom the Gor-
mully & Jeffery Company did business. This latter circular refers also to the
Crescent bicycle.

The witness also submitted a package of pamphlets which were mailed to the

‘Reliance Wheelmen at Oaklant{ Cal. These pamphlets contain similar state-
ments regarding the inferior quality of the Rambler bicycle and regarding the
cause of the dispute at the wo%xs. t adds that sales of the Rambler have fallen
off more than one-half during the year 1896 on account of the boycott, and that
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the irm has *““ entered the United States court, whining like whipped curs, and
raying for aninjunction to stop the International Union of Metal Polishers from
rther boycotting their scab wheel,” and that an injunction was refused.

Mr, Jeffery says, further, that the agents of the Gormully & Jeffery Company
have frequently been waited npon by committees from local unions and told not
to sell Rambler bicycles on pain of forfeiting the custom of the unions and their
friends. The witness submitted a number of union newspapers, naming the Gor-
mully & Jeffery Company among other firms which are boycotted and should not
be patronized by union labor. In connection with one of these clippings a letter
was presented, stating that at Erie, Pa., as the result of the action of the unions
regarding the boycott, it was almost impossible to get satisfactory representation
for the Rambler bicycle. )

The president of the International Union of Metal Polishers has admitted to the
witness that the boycott was instigated by the members of that organization,and
that they were responsible for the distribution of these various cards and stickers.
The president stated that he himself had nothing 0 do with it.and was powerless
to prevent it, although he proposed to stop the boycott if a certain agreement
should be made by the company.

The effect of this boycott, Mr. Jeffery says, was to cause the Gormully & Jeffer
Company to lose a number of valuable agencies. The company was also force
to reduce the price of its bicycles by $10; but as a matter of fact this did not
ultimately injure it, since sales were largely increased by the lower price. The
number of men employed, in fact, has increased ratber than diminished, and
by various economies in methods the percentage of profit has been maintained.
The foreign sales of the company especially have increased. The quality of the
wheel has not been lowered.

¢ There has never,” continues Mr. Jeffery, ‘ been any settlement of the difficulty
at the Gormully & Jeffery works. The agreement which was proposed by the
metal polishers’ union required that only members of the union should be em-
ployed in the polishing, buffing, and plating room, and that there should be a
steward for each craft in each department of the factory where members of the
union were employed, appointed by the organization, who should see to it that all
members lived up to the rules of the organization.” The witness was unwilling
to surrender the control of his business in this manner. The boycott continues
to the present time, but it has less force than formerly. The witness has made no
strong effort to sappress it, and has brought no suits for damages, velieving that
the less stir was made in the matter the better it would be.

The Gormully & Jeffery shop is now considered a nonunion one, although some
union men are still employed. Some of the old men who were members of the
union have gone back to work, and the witness believes that they have not lost
their membership in the union. The average wages paid have not been decreased
since the strike, but have been, if anything, alittle higher. Membersof the polish-
ers’ union had demanded that they should earn $18 a week, and arranged that
when working by the piece they should get that much and no more.

The witness says that he has employed no one under 16 years of age, and that
probably at present 2 per cent of the total number of employees are boys from 16
to 18 years of age, who do not, however, do men’s work. The women who were
employed as polishers on certain classes of work are still doing that work, satis-
factorily. The price per piece has been greatly reduced, as appliances for doing
the work have improved, but the average earnings have not been reduced. The
women receive about $10 per week. The cost to the firm has been found less
thilsl)l_ ;1257&) of that paid when the members of the union were doing the same work.
1 f .

2. Other instances.—Mr. CHALMERS, 2 manufacturer of machinery, says that
during a strike in 1899 at the works of Fraser & Chalmers, the company brought
202 men to Chicago, built a restaurant and fed them. It found, however, that it
could not buy food on account of the threat of the unions to withdraw their pat-
ronage from anyone who would sell to the company. (8.)

Mr. WELLS, a general contractor, states that Mr. Mandel, owner of a depart-
ment store, had a building partly completed when the present strike began, and
was not willing to let it be completedgy nonunion men because it would affect
his trade. Mr. Wells also mentions the case of the Northwestern Yeast Company,
which insisted on the completion of its building by union men, alleging a similar
reason, and alleging also the fear that all its windows would be broken if nonunion
men were employed. (377.) . .

K. Sympathetic strikes. (As to demands of contractors on this subject, and the
provisions in agreements after the strike, see p. XL1.) . . A

The articles of agreement.of the Painters’ District Council of Chicago provide
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that sympathetic strikes when ordered by the building trades council shall not be
violations of agreement. (345.) .

The structural iron workers’ agreement for 1900 provides that a sympathetic
strike shall nof be considered a violation of the agreement. (100.) The same is
true of the architectural iron workers. (452.)

Mr. NICHOLSON, a contractor, says that the allowance of sympathetic strikes is
more unbearable to the contractors than any other demand of the labor unions.
‘When a contractor engages to gut up a building, there are two things which he
must stipulate for—the cost and the time of finishing. The constant imminence of
strikes makes it impossible to be certain of either of these things. On the other
hand, the sympathetic strike is the strongest weapon that the unions have. From
their point of view it is nnreasonable to ask them to give it up. The unions are
right and the contractors are right. They can not see each other’s rights clearly
until the fight has been continued longer and the combatants feel the injuries of
it very severely. (89,90.)

Mr. FALKENAU, a general contractor, states that the building trades unions have
employed the sympathetic strike, calling off all the men on any building where
nonunion mmechanics were employed, to compel all the workmen in other trades
to join their ranks. They have succeeded by this means in practically unionizing
the entire city. (312, 321.)

Mr. EDWARD RYAN, business agent of the architectural iron-workers’ union,
says that during more than two years there have been only three small strikes by
the organization, and that there have been no sympathetic strikes. (451.)

Mr. FrRANK M. RYAN says that he can not see that sympathetic strikes are worse
in their principles or their effects than sympathetic lockouts. The contractors
in the building trades at present, he declares, are engaged in a sympathetic
lockout. (281.)

L. Fines by labor unions on their members.—Mr. HAVEY, a gas fitter, refers to the
fining of Mr. Konemerge by the gas-fitters’union. He says that there had beena -
feud between Mr. Konemerge and Mr. Long, business agent of the gas-fitters’
union, and that Mr. Konemerge *‘ licked” Mr. Long. He was fined $1,000 by the
union, an altogether excessive and unjust amount, the real basis of it being the
enmity of the business agent. Mr. Konemerge succeeded in getting a job. He
had at the time no money and nothing to eat in the house. He went to Mr. Long
and asked a permit to go to work, promising to pay $5 when he received his wages
on Saturday night. The permit was refused unless payment was made in advance,
and this in s&i‘te of the fact that the wife of Mr. Konemerge went down on her
knees to Mr. Long.

Mr. Havey himself was fined heavily, during a period of several years when he
had allowed his membership in the union to lapse, for failure to attend the labor

arade and the meetings. He does not particularly complain, however, of the
injustice of these fines. (172, 173, 174.) }

Mr. LoNG, business agent of the Chicago Gas-Fitters’ Association, saysthat when
Mr. Havey went into business for himself he neglected to pay his dues or take
the proper withdrawal card. Mr. Long tried repeatedly to induce him to arrange
the matter when the amount due was less than §10. He refused, saying that he
did not expect to work again at his trade. He failed in business and wishec to
work again. The union gave him a permit to work. He afterwards went to
work for the gas companX, which employs none but nonunion men, at $60 a month,
contrary to the union rules. (200, 201.)

Referring to the statements made by Mr. Havey with reference to Mr. Kone-
merge, Mr. Long says that Mr. Konemerge was fined by the union for subcon-
tracting contrary to the union rules. The fine was at first $1,000, but was
reduced to $100. Mr.Konemerge was given permits to work on condition of
making payments from time to time upon his fine, whenever he should have
employment. He repeatedly broke his promises; violated the union rules, and
lied to the union representatives. He once tried to hit the business agent—that
is, the witness—with a piece of gas pipe, but did not succeed. (201, 203.{1

Mr. Long states that when a member of a union is out of work he can have his
dues extended from meeting to meeting until he gets employment, if he only
attends the meetings and looks after it. A man not in good standing, indebted
to the union for dues or fines, can get a permit to work, provided he agrees to
make a weekly payment whenever he works a certain number of days in the
week. (201, 202.) .

Mr. BUCHANAN, of the structural iron workers’ union, states that in his union
charges against a member have to be brought in in writing, a trial board of 12 is
selected by the chairman, and due notice 1s given to the accused to prepare his
defense. A fine is levied upon any member who brings in false charges against
ancther. (472.)
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Mrs. RoBB states that her husband is a first-class painter. He has twice belonged
to the painters’ union. He is now excluded by reason of .a fine of $100 which the
union laid upon him. His offense was putting a skylight over some $7,000 worth
of fine electrical machinery while there was a strike on the job. He was waylaid
in the halls of the power house by some 6 or 7 men, and beaten and kicked into
insepsibility. (80.)

Mr. MurPHY, vice-president of the painters’ district council, declares that there
has been much romance built up about a small amount of fact in the case of Mr.
and Mrs. Robb. He says that he first knew Mr. Robb in 1887 or 1888. He was
then inclined to be a good union man during busy times, but dropped out as soon
as work became slack. Finally,about 1898, he became incorrigible as a unionist,
and, to get rid of him, charges were made and he was fined $100, with no expee-
tation that he would pay the fine. The witness denies that the union has had any
influence in keeping him out of work since that time; the truth is that it had
wholly forgotten his existence. The witness has recently inquired of a paint shop
in Maplewood, near where Mr. Robb lives, and has been informed that the union
has never interfered with Mr. Robb’s getting work there. The employer added
that Mr. Robb never * got cross-eyed” trying to get work.

Mr. Murphy says further that he made numerous inquiries among the neigh-
bors of the Robbs in Maplewood, but could find none who would say a good word
for either Mr. Robb or his wife. It is reported by the neighbors that he makes it
a practice to work long enough to scrape together a few dollars, and then that he
quits and with his wife goes to the races, both being inveterate bettors. If it be
a fact that Mr. Robb has not earned more than $7 since last October, this is not
an uncommon state of affairs even for men of good standing in the union. (454.)

Mr. RYAN, a manufacturer of machinery, objects to the practice of fining union
members for disregarding some rule, often by direction of the employer. Many
men would join unions were it not for the heavy initiation fees, which they can
not afford to pay. (292.)

Mr, WILsON says that while at first it is difficult to make the members of the
union abide by its rules, when they have once been fined or otherwise disciplined
they learn what the rules are, as they often have not before, and become loyal to
them. The International Association of Machinists seldom permanently expels a
member, but will * forgive seven times seven.” (495.)

M. Fines by labor unions and employers’ organizations on employers.—Mr. PRICE, 3
general contractor, states that employers have been compelled to pay any fine laid
upon them by the labor unionsor go out of business. M. Price has been fined by
the master masons’ association, to which he belongs, for violation of a rule as to
the purchase of material. He thinks that the levy of the fine by an organization
of which a man is a member, and whose rules he has promised to obey, is a very
different thing from the levy of a fine by an organization which he does not
belong to and which should kave no control over him. (363, 364.)

Mr. NICHOLSON, a contractor, says that it is itnpossible to maintain organization
without discipline, such as that enforced by fines in associations of workmen and
of emplbyers. The exclusive agreements of service and employment between
such organizations, and the combinations of contractors with material men, are
also measures of protection which workmen and employers alike feel compelled
to resort to. Mr. Nicholson states that the employers’ organization fined a build-
ing firm $500 recently. His own firm was fined last season, but the fine was
remitted when the firm acknowledged that it was in the wrong. He believes the
same course was followed in the other case mentioned. (91.)

Mr. STRUBLE, a cut-stone contractor, states that the journeymen stonecutters
have an unwritten law under which when a fine is forced out of a contractor for
any alleged offense one-half of itis paid to the man who makes the charge. (357.)

Mr. BLiss, a painting contractor, states that a fine was placed on him in con-
sequence of his failing to appear to answer charies before the painters’ council.
They misdirected the letter notifying him, and he did not get it until the day
after the trial was set; but they said he knew of the notification, having heard of
it from the men. (250.)

Mr. STRUBLE states the following facts: ‘

The firm of John Olsen & Co., cut-stone contractors, had a stone-planing
machine and 2 hand stonecutters at the bench, as required by the agreement
between the contractors and the union. The union fined the firm $200 on the
ground that 1 of the 2 stonecutters was an exempt member of the union; that is,
one who was no longer able to do a regular day’s work, and so was permitted to
work for less than the union wage, After a strike the firm was compelled to pay
the fine. :

When the corner stone of the new post-office in Chicago was to be laid, an order
of the building trades council informed the committee in charge that §$5,000 would
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have to be paid to the council or the stone which had been cut for the corner stone
could not be laid. Mr. Sullivan, who is said to have made this proposition, after-
wards denied it; but Mr. Struble thinks that the evidence shows that it was
made, and made with the sanction of the building trades council. The block of
granite which was objected to was not in fact laid. A common limestone was
substituted. (857,360.) (See also as to this transaction, p. Lv1.) )

Mr. SULLIVAN, chairman of the stonecutters’ union, asserts that Mr. Olsen was
proved guilty of running a small planing machine while employing only 1 man
at the bench instead of 2, as provided by the agreement of the confractors with
the stonecutters. (449. ’

Mr. BONNER, a floor-tile contractor, tells of an instance in which a tile setter’s
helper, the tile setter having left the work for a few moments, soaked off the
paper from the tiles, and having accidently displaced a few tiles in removing the
paper proceeded to replace them in the cement. The walking delegate happened
to come to the door and see him. He fined the employer $50 for having a helper
set the mosaic, though the employer was nowhere near the place and knew noth-
ing of the incident. Themantel and tile dealers’ association threatened to lock
out all its men if the fine was insisted on. In another case the Interior Wood
‘Working Company employed a man probably 60 years old, concerning whom
& special rule had been passed by the union to permit him to work at reduced pay.
He was working for $2.50. When he had been at work several weeks, the union
demanded $3.50 a day for him, which is the regular rate for men over 50 years
old. The Interior Wood Working Company was fined $100. and the employers’
o;gzz)xization locked out the workmen for 6 weeks before a settlement wasreached.
(384.

N. Miscellaneous rules and practices.—L. Sharpening tools on employers’ time.—The
rules of the carpenters’ union forbid the repairing, filing, or grinding of tools on
a member’s own time while employed by a contractor or a builder, under penalty
of net less than $10 fine. (398.) .

Mr. CLARK, & contractor, referring to this rule, says that carpenters usually
come to a new job with their tools dull, and in that case can spend hours of time,
ﬁnder th:ol(;u)le, in sharpening fools, and be paid for it at the rate of 424 cents an

our. .

Mr. WoODBURY, president of the carpenters’ district council, states that a car-
penter is expected to take his kit nupon a new job in good condition. During the
progress of the job, however, it has always been the custom of the trade that tools
should be sharpened and kegt in condition on the employer’s time. (456.)

2. Foremen.—The demand of the contractors’ ultimatum of April 80, 1900, that
foremen should be the agents of employers, and not subject to the rules of labor
organizations, was incorporated in the agreements of the carpenters and brick-
layers, and in other agreements made after the building trades’strike. (526, 529.)

8. Stewards; choice and duties.—The rules of the carpenters’ union provide that
the first journeyman carpenter going to work on a job shall be steward, and if
two or more carpenters start to work at the same time they shall elect a steward.
The steward is to inquire of all carpenters employed how they stand with their
respective unions, 1o keep a list of the names and addresses of all members work-
ing on the job, their unions, and the numbers of the working cards, and to
report to the district council headquarters, within one week after work has begun,
the location of the job, the names of the contractor, owner, and architect, and
the general conditions. He has power to examine the money received by mem-
bers, to learn whether they are receiving the full rate of pay. (398, 399.)

Mr. CLARK, a contractor, declares that the rule as to the position of the stew-
ard would break up any man in business if adhered to. (1496.)

The ultimatum of the contractors’ council of April 30, 1900, provided that there
should be no interference with workingmen during their working hours, but that
wlherever a certain number of union men were working together on a job they
might select among themselves a steward to represent them in their dealings with
employers, and that he must perform his duties so as not to interfere with his
service to the employer. This provision was incorporated in the agreements
made after the strike with the bricklayers, the carpenters, and various other
organizations. (MILLER, 526; TAYLOR. 529.)

ealing time; carpenters.—Mr. WOODBURY, president of the carpenters'
district council, refers to the gractice of some foremen and timekeepers of steal-
ing 8 or 56 minutes at noon and at night, and perhaps 2or 8 in the morning. The
union has a rule that a foreman or timekeeper who does this shall be fined $10.
Such a fine has never been levied, though doubtless it should have been levied
many times. The witness implies that 1t is partly to check this practice that the
union requi;es working foremen who themselves use tools to be members of the
union. (458.) -
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6. Overtime forbidden.—Mr. GRIFFITHS, a general contractor, states that on
one building he had some runs for wheelbarrows running up from the sidewalk
through the windows. They had to be removed at night and replaced in the
morning. It took about 5 minutes for each operation. Though he was willing
to pay overtime to the necessary number of men for doing this work before an
after working hours, the bunilding trades’ council would not permit this to be
done, and all the men employed there were idle while the runs were being taken
up at night and replaced in the morning. (335.)

6.. Saturday afternoon work.—Mr, BLISS, a contracting plasterer, states that
in order to get a permit to work plasterers on Saturday afternoon at $1 an hour
it is necessary to make a special application to the walking delegate. Thisis a
thing which he will not do. (330.) )

Mr. WOODBURY, president of the carpenters’ district council, admits that the
union is perhaps wrong in forbidding foremen to stay on their jobs on Saturday
afternoons. (457.) ’

7. Useless expense demanded by unions.—Mr, FALKENAU, a %enera.l contractor,
states that he was compelled by the building trades council to finish the iron
beams in the Western Electrical building just as if he were finishing the cornice
in an elegant residence, at an expense of 15 cents a foot, while the expenditure of
2 cents a foot was all-that was necessary. The steam fitters insist on putting in
certain additional piping  which is considered by the contractors absolutely
unnecessary and superfluous. (321.)

Mr. BEHEL, a contractor, refers to the extra pipe, unnecessary in the opinion of
exp~rts, which the steam fitters compel the use of; and also states that the plas-
tt:;‘ers ir?l’sist) upon the use of three coats of plaster where the specifications call for

0. (395.

Mr. SMITH cites the case of a master plumber, whose men were called out on
strike because he refused to do certain unnecessary work, in putting in a revent,
which the city ordinance specifically provides need not be put in in cases like the
one in question. (409 .

8. Payment of dues of union members.—Mr. PRICE, a general contractor, states
that the delegate of the bricklayers’ union came upon a job one day and demanded
of three or four of Mr. Price’s bricklayers that they sign an order on Mr. Price
to pay:*‘a certain amount of dues-to the representative of the building trades
council.” The masons claimed not to be in arrears, and refused. The business
agent then demanded of Mr. Price that he discharge them. He refused, and the
bricklayers and laborers on the job immediately quit work. Rather than cause
trouble the masons signed the orders demanded. They were afterwards fined by
the bricklayers’ union from $3 to $10 apiece. (361.)

Mr. STILES, a master painter, states that he was threatened with a strike for
refusing to pay the balance of dues which was alleged to be owed to the union b
his son, who had recently joined it and who had then enlisted in tha army an
left the city. His son was of age, and Mr, Stiles was in no way liable for his
dues; but he was compelled to make the payment, and was even refused an oppor-
tunity to communicate with his son about the matter before paying. (841.)

9. Strike funds.—Mr. WILSON, vice-president of the International Association
of Machinists, says that he does not consider it a good policy for a relatively new
and inexperienced labor organization to maintain a large strike fund. If it does,
men crowding into the union are apt to take advantage of the fund whether there

is any clhance of winning the strike or not. The International Association of
Machinists has found that during strikes it is often forced tosupport many disso-
lute men who are not really machinists. On the other band, where a union is
thoroughly educated, as in the case of the cigar makers, it is desirable to maintain
a large strike fund. (497.)

10. Dues of unions.—Mr. WILSON, vice-president of the International Association
of Machinists, believes that high dues and large benefits are very desirable in a
union; that they make the organization strong and keep it from unnecessary
strikes. (498.)

VI. PICKETING AND ACTS OF VIOLENCE.

(See also Political bearings of labor difficulties, p.c1.) . :

A. Picketing.—Mr. RYaN, a manufacturer of machinery, declares himself a
believer in labor unions provided they employ proper methods, but says they have
sometimes used methods both ridiculous and distasteful to the employers. The
practices of picketing and of slugging are especially to be reprehended.

Mr. Ryan states, however, that i connection with the recent strike at the
works of the Morgan-Giardner Electrical Company, the machinists’ union did not
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.resort to lawless methods. The shop was picketed, but the pickets were orderly.
The police were sent to protect the company, but they had nothing to do. (292.)
Mr. REID, of the machinists’ association, says that the picket is a body of men
appointed by the employees of a shop to meet the men who intend to take their
places, and, by moral suasion and by demonstrating to them the foolishness of
their attitude, to educate them so that instead of workingfor a man whoisantag-
onistic to labor they will join the union and help fight against him. (191, 102.)

Mr. WALSER, of the Goss Printing Press Company, says that he has no doubt
that the company would have secured a large number of new men since the strike
except for the picket around his works, The pickets, most of whom are former
employees of the company, will not let a man pass up or down the sidewalk or
enter the building without speaking with him and telling him that he had better
not go there to work. If they can,they take a man who wants to enter the shop
to their lodge and make a union man of him. (871,874.)

Mr. ROUNTREE says that the Turner Brass Works have been picketed, and that
the pickets have been kept there even after the works were closed and after
attempts to get workmen ceased. (82.)

Mr. MILLER, a manufacturer of sheet-metal work, considers picketing unlawful,
not according to city ordinance, but according to common law. It is true that
Judge Wines, in the Chalmers case,refused to issue an injunction against picket-
ing, saying that he considered picketing, so long as it amounted only to watching
and talking, to be within the rights of men. The judge added, however, that if
workmen attempted to use persuasion in such a way as to amount to threatening,
it became unlawful. Healsolimited the number of pickets whoshould be allowed

. to ten. This was a decision by a lower court in Illinois, and has not been passed
upon by the supreme court. (352.)

Mr. CHALMERS, a machinery manufacturer, refers to the fact that a judge of a
lower court in Chicago held, during 1899, that boycotting and picketing were legal
if kept within groper bounds. The judge declared that the capital of unions was
the boycott and the picket, and that they have a perfect right to picket the prem-
ises of employers, the only question being how many pickets may be employed.
The limit he fixed at six. (8.)

Mr. DaRROW, a lJawyer who has acted on the side of the workingmen in various
suits concerning labor difficulties, refers to' this decision as to picketing. He
says that during a strike at Fraser & Chalmers’s works pickets were placed by the
strikers to meet men who were seeking employment. Mr. Chalmers got Judge
Hanecy to issue an injunction to prohibit not only violence, but the establishment
of pickets. This injunction was issued without any opportunity for the work-
ingmen to present their side of the case. Mr. Darrow brought the case before
Judge Wines, of the appellate court, and he modified the injunction, leaving it
active to restrain the men from violence, but permitting them to stand upon the
street to meet those who wished to work, using persuasion, but not force. As
showing the unfounded nature of the complaints against the strikers in this case,
Mr. Darrow says that Mr. Chalmers secured indictments against a large number
of men for assault and battery and conspiracy, but that, after the strike was
settled, he failed and refused to prosecute a single one of the cases. (67.)

Mr. BisNo, formerly business agent of the cloak makers’ union, thinks that the
picket is essential to the successful conduct of a strike. Employers have often
imported men from dther States without telling them that a strike was going on.
Some of these men can readily be persnaded by the union that it is not right for
them to cut the throats of the strikers. If a striker can approach a man and tell
him how he has been treated by his employers and what are the grounds for the
strike, there are ten chances to one that he can persuade the newcomer not to
take his job. The witness thinks that a striker has a moral claim upon his posi-
tion with his former employer. The picket is carried on in the hope that the boss
will be ﬁrevented from getting employees, so that he will be forced to reemploy
the strikers on the terms demanded. The witness admits that picketing is an act
of war, but declares that reduction of wages by the employer may also constitute
an act of war,

Mr. Bisno also describes the methods of persuasion used by the pickets. Men
seeking work are told the history of the trade and of the strike, and are shown
that if the organization fails or is broken up great evils will result to the trade.
The union usually offers to provide support for men who are seeking employment

.and who agree not to take the place of strikers, or to furnish them with ticketsback
to their homes. If, in the face of these inducements, applicants for work persist
in trying to take the place of the strikers, the next step will depend somewhat
upon the character of the strikers. In one case the trade union with which the
witness was formerly connected stirred nup the fellow church members of & scab
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against him. In other cases men are called ¢ scab” on the streets, and there are
a hundred other influences which can be brought to bear to drive such men out
of the community. The witness says that his own children would get the impres-
sion from the talk at home that the children of the'scab are bad, although he
would not particularly instruct them to take that attitude.

In some cases half a dozen or more men may surround a nonunion man on the
street and callout‘‘scab” tohim. The witnessdoesnot know whether he would call
this persuasion; it is rather coercion. He admits that such an act as this may be
contrary to law, and he thinks that under certain conditions it is right for a per-
son to violate the law. He would be willing to submit to punishment for such
an offense as this. The limit to which nunion men may rightfully go in such per-
suasion or coercion will depend largely upon the grievances which they have
against their employers and upon the attitude of public opinion as to the strike.
All trade unions deem it against their interests to resort to actual violence.

55-58.) .
¢ B. Violence in the machinists’ strike.—Mr. CHALMERS says that recently a party
of 7 workmen, who were being conducted from the Link Belt Machinery Com-
gany by the general manager, the superintendent, and 2 policemen, were attacked .

y 150 striking machinists, and the superintendent and manager were badly
injured. A shotwasfired by the superintendent, and he was arrested for attempt-
ing to kill an innocent man, which the witness considers a great injustice. At
the Gtates Iron Works an old man, who was a watcher, was nearly pounded to
death. At Fraser & Chalmers’s shop a mob of 200 men attacked the employees
and men who were guarding the property and ¢ pounded, jumped on, and kicked
them.” The police furnish no protection, and the lower courts all side with the
strikers. (7.

Mr. BAR'(I‘ON says that there has been one case in connection with the strike of
the machinists at the Western Electric Works in which a man was injured by the
pickets of the union. There have also been some cases of intimidation near the
men’s houses. The police department has done all that could reasonably be asked
in protecting the works. (297.) ’ .

Mr. WALSER, of the Goss Printing Press Company, says that for some time after
his men struck nonunion men were brought ¢t the shop daily under the protection
of special police officers. One evening quite a riot occurred in which 3 of thenon-
union men were hurt badly, and the company concluded to close down its factory.
Strikers have told the witness that they would be glad to go back to work, but
that they dare not do so. (871, 872, 874.)

Mr. REID declares that it has not been proved that members of the machinists’
union have been implicated in any acts of violence. The organization as such
denounces violence, and the witness and its other officers have impressed on the
men the necessity of refraining from it, The witness knowsof no conflicts between
members of the organization and nonunion men. The riot at the works of the
Link Belt Company was investigated by the courts, and it was proved that it was
precipitated by a representative of the company, and that the pickets of the machin-
ists’ union actually saved a superintendent of the company from being treated
with violence, There has not been a single prosecution against a member of the
organization during the strike. On the other hand,the organization has sworn
out warrants for the arrest of special policemen who have acted arrogantly and
who have committed assault and battery. (182, 183, 186.)

Mr. ROUNTREE, a manufacturer of brass, says that the union men in bis own
shop practically compelled, as it seemed to him, i large number of nonunion men
to strike. Such control of the union men over the nonunion men rests finally on
coercion and terrorism. The term ¢ scab” itself has more terror for the average
workingman than any other word or thing. The workman’s children at school
are taunted by their playmates with being children of “scabs.” His wife is pre-
vented from enjoying her social and church relations on the same ground. The
witness thinks that the use of this word in the way it is used should be considered
criminal conspiracy, but it is practically impossible to enforce the law satisfac-

torily. Sometimes, also, men are threatened. In a dozen cases employees of the
witness have told him that they have been threatened with having their heads
smashed. In the Turner Brass Works the more independent men, those with the
greatest skill and experience, do not become members of the union. (32, 85.)

Mr. WILSON, vice-president of the Imternational Association of Machinists,
declares that all forms of violence in strikes are injurious to the cause of trade

unions. But he has never known trade unionists, as such, to have anything to do
with the destruction of property. It is usually their sympathizers, or sometimes
persons hired by the employers in order to get the strikers into trouble. The wit-
ness thinks that these statements apply to the St. Louis street railway strike. It
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is impossible for a labor organization to do anything effectively to prevent such
acts by nonmembers. (492, 493.) . .

C. .Violence in building trades disputes—1. Charges of violence toward nonunion
men.—Mr. LEVIN, a detective, states that he was employed by the contractors'
association to obtain evidence of infractions of law by the building trades unions.
The unions are committing assaults, but it is very hard to obtain evidence against
them. The witness himself has seen union men slugging norunion men. It would
be possible to arrest those who do the ** slugging,” but they are not the ones who are
wanted. The congultations are held and the plans made behind closed doors.
The witness’s men have got into the union halls and have learned by hearsay
something of the methods by which the slugging is arranged, but have not been
able to get legal evidence against the leaders. (259, 261.)

Mr. HAVEY, a nonunion gas fitter, says he considers that nonunion workmen
are in physical danger in Chicago at the present time. The chances are that he
himself will be ¢ slugged ” on account of his attitude and his testimony before the
Industrial Commission. The violence is usually started by union men; nonunion
men have no object in picking a fight. The witness doesnot have personal knowl-
edge of any case of sluggin . Mr. Havey says that the violent acts of the union
men are not to be wondered at in view of their belief concerning the rightness of
their cause and the wrong which ‘“ scabs” do to them. They believe that non-
union men are trying to kill the labor cause. They will accordingly use any
means in their power, even going as far as killing men, to secure what they con-
siler their rights. Mr. Havey thinks that the police of Chicago have been doing
the best they can to protect nonunionists, although they may be influenced some-
what by their beliefs in favor of the union men. (175, 176.)

Mr. MILLER, a manufacturer of sheet metal work, says he thinks that there is
plenty of evidence to show that it is all a man’s life is worth to incur the hostility
of the building trades unions. The contractors’ association has secured convic-
tions of union men for ¢ slugging ” and beating nonunion men, and other cases
have been reported in which the association thoughtit conld not secure conviction.
The association has not tried to bring suits for conspiracy. (347,348.)

Mr. BONNER, a floor tile contractor, says that there is only one thing which ever
carries strikes through successfully—that is, intimidation and physical force. The
building trades council of Chicago is no better thanthe Molly Maguires of Penn-
gylvania. It can only enforce its rules by intimidation and force, both as to the
contractors and the employees. He mentions an instance in which an employer,
who was himself doing some work during a strike, was set upon by 2 men and
so wounded with a piece of pipe that he had to go to the hospital. Mr. Bonner
declares that a squad was organized to go out on bicycles to * slug” and disappear

uickly. He does not wish to assert that men are actually sent out to do such
things, but the men do it, thinking that they have a right to do it. They havoan
idea that no one is a laboring man but one who works with his hands on certain
conditions, and that the laboring man has a right to use a club or a piece of gas
pipe on anybody who does things which do not meet his ideas. (384,385, 388.)

gdr. STILES, & master builder and decorator, says that in 1897 an employing
painter, who was working nonunion men, was attacked in broad daylight in front
of his place of business, struck over the head with a piece of gaspipe, and instantly
killed. In the same year a body of nonunion men employed by Mr. Stiles were
set upon in a room, apparently where they were at work, and three of them were
seriously injured. One had a broken rib; another a broken collar bone. Mr.
Stiles’s implication is that both these attacks were the work of union men, but he
does not clearly state that he knows who the guilty persons were. (340.

Mr. DavIs, a mosaic decoration contractor, states that a constable came to his
office with a warrant for assault with a deadly weapon. Mr. Davis had no
knowledge of the complainant and had assaulted no one. He went with the con-
stable. %Vhen he had gone about a block and a half the constable held him while
2 men assaulted him and choked him. He got away by slipping out of his overcoat.
He afterwards appeared at the justice’s office, but no one a[‘)ipeared against him
’gursuant to the complaint. Mr. Davis’s foreman was attacked by the walking

elegate of the painters’ union. The man was arrested, but denied everythin% on
the stand and went free. Another of Mr. Davis’s workmen was held at bay by 2
men with guns while a third pummeled him. Still another was assaulted by 2
men while on his way home from work. Mr. Davis also submits a threatening
letter which his men received. (421.)

Mr. CLARK., a contractor, states that in the fall of 1894, while a strike was on
at the building which he was putting up, his foreman was assaulted by a man
hired by the carpenters’ council, and nearly deprived of his life. (400.)

Mr. BLiss, a painting contractor, states that during a strike upon his work the
union men told those who worked for him that they had better not work; that
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they were liable to be *“ slugged ” and crippled; and the threats drove off the most
of the men. Mr, Bliss himself was at work with 1 boy, when 3 men came
into the building, hit Mr. Bliss on the head with a coupling link, and threw a link
at the boy, hitting him on the hand and disabling him. The assailants were not
known to Mr, Bliss, but 1 of them bad been sitting the most of the previous
day with the union picket on the job. 2 man who had previously worked for Mr.
Bliss. Mr. Bliss got out a warrant for this picket, but the justice before whom
the case was brought practically said that the evidence was not sufficient to hold
hzimo_gnl, and Mr. Bliss’s attorney said that it would be of no use to proceed.
(250-251.)

Mr. GEORGE F. HARDING, sr., states that though he has no objection to labor
unions he employs chiefly nonunion men. His men have been assaulted and his
buildings have been picketed. A man employed by him was knocked down and
sent to the hospital, within a month before his testimony, while peacefully at
work. (160, 162, 465.) '

Mr. BEHEL declares  that Mr. Gubbins called for volunteers to do ¢ slugging,”
and that 16 members of the bricklayers’ union offered their services, were desig-
nated as the slugging committee, and promptly began their duties the following
day by making several assaults upon innocent men. One member of this com-
mittee was arrested and tried. Seven witnesses testified that the prisoner was
with them at Bricklayers’ Hall at the time of the assault. The prisoner, when
given an opportunity to testify, confessed his guilt, whereupon 1 of the wit-
nesses for the defense said that they were all a damned pack of liars. The
mag'_istratiia fined the prisoner $10 and costs and discharged fhe perjurers with a
reprimand.

The contractors’ council is obliged to hire about 100 special policemen to pro-
tect some 3,300 men who are peaceably working for its members. This great
expense is needed in addition to the service rendered by the police department.
Notwithstanding all precautions, workmen have been assaulted in several instances,
and two have been so seriously beaten that they have died. The contractors have
to carry their men to work in buses, for which they have to pay as high as $5 an
hour on account of the danger to the buses and the drivers. The wrecking crews
of the unions have in many instances entered buildings in course of erection and
destroyed the material which had been put in place by Industrial Union men.
Mr. Behel gives a list of a considerable number of assaults upon nonunion men,
followed in some cases by the arrest of the assailant and the imposition of a fine
of $10 or $15. (393-397.) . o .

Mr.. WELLS, a general contractor, states that a crowd of three or four hundred
men gathers at quitting time about the Butler Building, which his firm is erecting,
to hoot the men going from their work. The contractors’ council have to keep
special policemen inside the building to protect it, while the city sends a force
of detectives and policemen every night to surround the workmen and escort
them from the building. (878, 383.) .

2. Denial of disposition towurd violence.—Mr. MADDEN, president of the Western
Stone Company, does not think that there is any feeling of rebellion against law
and order, or any disposition to strike at property, among the Chicago workmen.
Chicago has men of every nationality, but the foreign-born people and their
children believe in law and order, and there is a no more law-abiding community
on earth. .(113.)

Mr. CARROLL, president of the building trades council, states that the unions
discourage violence, and would be willing to protect property that might be
endangered in time of trouble. He does not know of any cases in which union
men have beaten nonunion men who were working, though he has read of such
cases. Theunionsdonotindorsesuchactions. Thereis, however, no provisionin
the constitution of the building trades council or in the constitutions of the unions
against attempting by force to prevent a nonunion man from working, and Mr.
Carroll does not know of any instance in which a member of 4 union has been
suspegdet; or fined or disciplined for beating or interfering with nonunion men.
(269, 275.)-

Mr. GUBBINS, president of the bricklayers’ union, states that neither his union
nor any other affiliated with the building trades council countenances any
violence of any kind. The witness was one of a committee that went to the
mayor and told him that it was the desire of the unions that any man who broke
the law should be arrested, and that the unions would give their assistance in
apprehending any of their members who should be guilty of violence. His union
condemns the use of force to prevent nonunion men from working. This is the
general sentiment of the members of labor unions that he is familiar with.
(23, 232.)
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Mr. REGAN, of the lathers' union, declares that disorganization rather than
organization breeds crime, because without organization the workingmen can
not get wages that they can live on. He has seen his fellow unionists reduced to
the most desperate straits, week after week, and has never heard any talk about
crime from them. (208.

Mr. BAGLEY, a wholesale marble dealer, commends the members of the marble
cutters’ union for their relative abstinence from violence during their long strike.
He believes there have been only 3 cases of assault, and 8 or 4 cases of destruction
of property. (390.) :

Mr. BUCHANAN, business agent of the structural ironworkers’ union, has never
witnessed any unlawful acts during the 7 years he has been in Chicago. He
believes that the contractors are disposed to put down the unions by unlawful
means, by the help of armed men, and that they would kill every labor leader in
the country if they could have the police and the law all on their side. (472.)

Professor TAYLOR testifies that before a meeting of the trade unions of Chi-
cago in June, 1900, he made an address in which he strongly condemned the action
of union members in the building trades in resorting to violence against nonunion
labor. He declared that the use of violence was suicidal to the best interests of
union labor, by alienating the general public and nonurionists. He asserts that
this sentiment met with general approval from the audience, and that he has
never failed to find among the rank and file of the workingmen an instinct against
the use of violence and in favor of keeping within the law. On the whole, the
witness feels that there has been surprisingly little violence under the circum-
stances in Chicago. There were brawls and personal assaults, but nothing in the
nature of a riot, and if the police had been more prompt there might have been
still less violence. When it is remembered that 50,000 men were without means
of support for several months, that they belonged to many different nationalities,
and were excited as to their most vital interests, the amount of violence appears
very small, (535, 540.)

8. Violence instigated by employers.—Mr. GUBBINS declares that the bosses of the
masons’ association told him that they would stand one-half of the expense of
clearing out any job in Chicago on which there was a nonunion man or con-
tractor working. Mr. LeVin, the head of a detective agency in the employment
of the contractors’ association, has told Mr. Gubbins that certain men at the
head of the lockout wanted Mr. LeVin to break Mr. Gubbins’s neck; and Mr.
Gubbins is carrying a revolver for self-defense. Mr. LeVin also made remarks
to Mr. Gubbins which the latter understood to convey the suggestion of attack-
ing a certain bus load of nonunion men. (223, 232.) :

Mr. LE VIN refers with approval to the statement of Mr. Gubbins that he carries
a revolver for self-defense. It is necessary for Mr. Gubbins to protect himself,
as certain members of the contractors’ association tried to induce the witness,
during his employment by the association, to have his men ¢ slug” Mr. Gubbins,
and if possible to put him in the hospital for 6 or 7 weeks. Mr. Le Vin prefers
not to give the names of the men who made this proposal, because it would
weaken his testimony if he should have to appear before the criminal court. The
men are in authority in the contractors’ organization. Besides Mr. Gubbins, the
contractors desire to have Mr, McGinniss and Mr. Murray beaten. ‘It seems
that Murray had a fellow named Jennings beaten up out on Erie street, and
* * ¥ the gentleman * * ¥ gaid they wanted to get back at Murray for
the Jennings assault.” Mr. Le Vin is prepared to produce witnesses to this pro-
posal. In Tis absence his superintendent was instructed by the contractors, in
case he could not get into a fight with the pickets and the strikers when he was
on %Jard at the Ogdenburg docks, to get the men and go out and look forit. Mr.
Le Vin withdrew tfrom the employment of the contractors’ association, because
he does not think that a private detective agency is the place to get a slugging
committee from. The contractors referred to undoubtedly entered into a crim-
inal conspiracy. The witness has not complained before the grand jury nor before
the district attorney. He believes that the contractors have already succeeded
in hiring men to slug Mr. Gubbins and others. .

The witness was never asked to slug nonunion men and have the suspicion cast
on union men.

Mr. Le Vin states that Mr. Gubbins is mistaken in understanding Mr. Le Vin's
remarks to him as a suggestion of the possibility and the desirability of an attack
upon a bus load of nonunion men. The conversation took place at the house of
Mzr. Le Vin’s father, and Mr, Le Vin was speaking for his father’s information
rather than for Mr. Gubbins's. Mr. Le Vin told his father that he was with-
drawing from the employment of the contractors’ association, as his father had
desired him to do; that he had only two men still employed, and that he meant
to withdraw them as soon as he could reach them the following morning. He
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did not say that the bus would be defended only by these two men. The fact is
that as fast as his men were withdrawn a larger number were substituted by the
contractors, and Le believes that the bus in question was defended by at least 10
and perhaps by 150r 20. The witnesshad no intention of suggesting to Mr. Gubbins
that there would be a favorable opportunity for assault, and in fact he believes
there was no such opportunity. If the bus had been attacked after the witness’s
conversation with Mr. Gubbins, someone would have been killed, and he would
have considered himself responsible for the murder. (257-262.)

Mr. BEHEL, referring to Mr. LeVin’s testimony, declares Mr. LeVin was not
employed by the contractors’ council for “ slugging ” service, but only for watch
service, and that the council dispensed with his services after 8 weeks, as they
were not of a character which it desired. Mr. Behel defies any labor advocate to
prove that the nonunion men now employed by the contractors have ever com-
mitted an assault upon any citizen engaged in working for a living. (393, 394.)

Mr. LoNG, business agent of the gas fitters’association, states that a man named
McCarthy told him that he had been approached by two men who wanted to
arrange for ‘‘slugging” and for the stirring up of riots, in order that the blame
might be 1aid on organized labor and that the city might be put under martial law.
Mr. Long also states that he has been told on different occasions that he was to be
beaten by the contractors. (206,207.)

Mr. BONNER, a floor-tile contractor, says that he defies any man of the building
trades council to show that any builder, or any contractor, or any man employed
by builders or contractors, ever attempted to interfere with the union men, or do
any bodily injury to them unless he was attacked and did it in self-defense. He
never heard of an agreement made by the contractors’ council to secure the beati-
ing of the members of the unions, and he never heard of a union man being
“slugged.” (388.)

Mr. GRIFFITHS, a general contractor, states that he has no acquaintance with
Mr. LeVin. He defies any man to show him the nnion man that has been dis-
turbed, interrupted, or insulted in any way by any one connected with the
building contractors’ council. (339.)

4. Intimidation of nc ion men. (See also Nonunion men,p. LXVIIL)

Mr. BARTON submitted a copy of a letter sent by a Chicago lodge of the machin-
ists’ union to a man who had refused to join the strike, but who had been a
member of the union at Grand Rapids, Mich. This letter contains the words:
‘I want you tounderstand that Grand Rapids Lodge will be informed that Unity
Lodge, and every one of the 5,000 union men in the city, consider you a scab of
the thirty-second degree. Your name will also be published in the journal, and
when the union wins this fight they will teach you and your kind a lesson.” This
same man was afterwards assaulted by one of the union pickets. (297.)

Mr. OFFIELD, a patent lawyer, refers to the fact that members of trade unions
unlawfully enter upon private property and practically coerce employees and
manufacturers into acting according to their dictation. He declares, further, that
the police do not adequately protect the property of manufacturers, and that the
State authorities generally seem indisposed to take effective measures. (84.)

Mr. BLiss, a plastering contractor, believes that the use of the term ¢ scab” has
a great terror for nonunion men. -‘‘ That and the slung shot, I think, are very
effective.” (334.)

5. Destruction of property by unions.—Mr. DAVIS, a mosaic decoration contrac-
tor, mentions a case in which a mosaic floor which he had just laid was torn up
during the might, and five representatives of the mosaic workers’ union were
arx-es;;ed with the implements in their hands which had done the destruction.
(420.

Mr. BoNNER declares that he knows of his own knowledge a building where a
union * wrecking crew ” tore out the plumbing work. 'Wrecking crews have gone
into rooms and chopped the woodwork to pieces. (388.)

6. Threats by nonunion men.—Mr. CORRISTON, a union carpenter, states that a
nonunion man, who had just left a street car which Mr. Corriston was on, shouted
to him, ¢ Get off that car,” and put his hand in his pocket and said, * I will fill
you full of lead.” Mr. Corriston has never heard of any one connected with any
organization that he has belonged to instructing any man to do violence. " (475.).

7. Legal remedies for interferences with business.—Mr, WELLS does not think
that suits'at law would be an effective remedy for unlawful interferences with
business by the unions. The contractors hze not thought it worth while to give
this subject serious consideration. (882.) .

Mr. MILLER says that there have been no serious attempts in Chicago to get
legal redress for the injuries inflicted by the trade unions. Heisinclined to think
that the common law is ample to grant redress if properly applied. There are
obstacles in getting cases decided. Appointive judges would probably do better
Wwork in labor cases than elective judges. (352.)
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VII. CHARACTER AND EFFECTS OF UNIONS GENERALLY.

A, Desirability generally discussed.—Mr. HAVEY testifies that he was formerly a
member of the gas fitters’ union. At that time he believed the unions beneficial
to the cause of labor. In 1893 Mr. Havey established a shop of his own and forgot
to take out a withdrawal card from the union. His business failed in 1898 and he
supposed he could get back into the union by simply paying the dues which were
in arrears. He found that he had been fined $10 for failing to turn out on each
Labor Day and also fined for failing to attend meetings. - The total amount due
was about $100, and although he could have afforded to pay this sum he refused
as a matter of principle. The rule by which the fine was imposed was perhaps
not unjust, but the acts of the witness had been due simply to forgetfulness. The
witness declares that since that time he has made a study of the labor question,
and has come to the conclusion that trade unions as at present conducted are
causing more tramps and sending more boys and men to the penitentiary than all
other causes combined.

In view especially of their endeavors to exclude nonunion men from labor, of
their rules as to apprenticeship, and of their limitations on the work a man may
do, Mr. Havey holds that the labor unions are to be considered trusts, and the
parents of all trusts. Their members get together for their own interests solely,
regardless of the interests of others. The witness does not mean to imply that
there is any understanding or combination between the labor unions and the com-
binations of capital. ¢ Trade unionism protects the strongest and does not carea
continental for the weakest.” (171, 175, 177.) .

Mr. JONES, a nonunion machinist, declares that unionism is a mild form of
anarchy. He says that he, as a nonunion man, is speaking for many others who
hold the same views when he declares that trade unions as now conducted are the
most selfish organizations that bave ever arisen among men. .

The unions when they demand recognition mean that the employer must forfeit
his right to hire whom he will and discharge whom he will. They mean that the
employer must hire only union mer and must cooperate with them in denying to
nonunion men the right to earn their daily bread. Unionism has thus created a
great chasm between the employer and the employee, and it has also arrayed one
group of laborers against another. )

Mr. Jones admits that much good could be accomplished by labor organizations.
It is simply their present methods of doing business that he opposes. Nonunion
men have no objection to increased pay or shorter hours, nor do they consider it
wrong to combine to secure those ends. The only evil arises from attempting to
compel men to combine whether they wish or not. The witness thinks it might
perhaps be desirable for those who oppose present union methods to form new
unions of their own with a different policy, especialllfor the purpose of protecting
themselves against the tyranny of the unions. (194-197.)

Mr. GEORGE F. HARDING, sr., regards labor unions as similar in character to
the combinations of manufacturers, though hardly as powerful. His sympathies
are with the unions, as if he had lived in France when there was a struggle
between the nobles his sympathies would have been with the lesser rather than
with the greater. The workmen have no means of fighting for their own position
except through the unions. He feels and believes that we are coming to a union
between the trusts and the labor combinations. Such a union between these
two great forces would leave the public entirely powerless. If a great labor
combination controlled half the labor in the market the witness would regard it
as a monopoly, as he would say that a man who controlled half of the oil of the
country had a monopoly. He would Sﬁnpathize with the labor monopoly, but
it would be & monopoly none the less. Mr. Harding thinks that the labor organ-
izations would give no trouble if they were fairly prosperous. It is because we
are settling down toward pauperism that they are getting stronger. He thinks
we ought *‘ to equalize with them,” and he is glad to have the workmen wuse their
organizations if they can keep out of poverty. (161,162,164,167.)

Mr. Davis thinks the growth of the contractors’ association, as well as the

owth of the trusts in many instances, has been caused by the trusts in the

abor market. (423.) :

Mr. STILES, a master painter, feels that the rules of the unions are restrictive

“and hampering to business, and contrary to the interests of the contractors and
the owners of buildings. The members of the unions are not free men. The
associations of contractors do not restrict the freedom of their members in any
such way as the unions of workmen do, though the witness would not think it
quite honorable for him to make an agreement with the labor union independently
of his fellow contractors. (343, 843.)
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Mr. JEFFERY, a bicycle manufacturer, thinks that trade unions generally have
proved injuriouns to the interests of both employers and employees, interfering
with the harmonious relations which should exist between them. If the unions
maintain such control of affairs as they now possess in Chicago business will
decline and will ‘go to other places. This has been the effect of the extreme
actions of the unions at Toledo, Ohio, and Kenosha, Wis. Were it not for labor
difficulties, the present year would be the most prosperous Chicago has ever
enjoyed. The rules of the unions are oppressive not only to the employers but
to their members. The witness does not think that trade unions should be
crushed, but he thinks that their rules should be modified, and that they should
leaml;(;n)lething about the law of supply and demand as connected with labor.
(130-134.

Mr. BOoARD, a manufacturer of machinery, declares himselt decidedly opposed
to organized labor. Hoe believes that if a man who applies for a job and is offered
$2 does not want to accept $2 it is his business to walk off. Every man having
capital invested in a business ought to be able to manage it according to his own
ideas and methods. He ought to be able to say what a workman is worth to him,
and not to be forced to pay more than he thinks he is worth.

Mr. Board considers the average laboring. mechanic as more or less an over-
grown boy. ‘‘He wants a guide and a help and when he is turned loose he gets
erratic.” He can not be allowed to dictate to his employers.

Mr. Board declares that he is always willing to confer with his men individ-
ually, and that he never had any trouble before the recent strike caused by the
machinists’ union. He asserts also that the union is absolutely irresponsible and
can not furnish any guaranty that any arrangements it makes will last more
than a week.,

Mr. Board admits that some unions tend to improve the condition of their
members. Where they have benefit insurance they are doubtless useful, at
least to that extent, but the witness thinks that few of the unionsin Chicago pro-
vide insurance for their members. The idea that the labor union is an educa-
tional force sounds very well, but it is not carried out in actual practice. The
labor union is most emphatically a trust. Its one advantage is in enabling poor
workmen to get greater wages than they are worth. The rules of the unions put
a premium on inefficiency. There may be good unions, just as there are bad
combinations of capital. The national unions which extend throughout the
country are apt to be more conservative than the local organizations, such as
those at Chicago. )

The great fault with the labor unions, according to. Mr. Board, is that they
choose unscrupulous men as leaders. If a man is a good fellow and can make a
smart speech, he becomes a labor leader. The leaders are looking after their own
self-advancement first, last, and always. (42, 45, 46.

Mr. MILLER, a manufacturer of sheet iron material, declares that the building
trades council never has been and never can be of any benefit to the laboring
men, and in fact that the various organizations in the building trades in Chicago
have been detrimental to the union and nonunion men alike.
~ Mr, Miller says that there are plenty of things in which organizations can be
useful by conservative action. They can act as benefit societies, and can provide
for the improvement of the members. On being gquestioned further, the witness
admits also that it is laudable for men to associate for the purpose of increasing
wages and lessening hours, provided they resort to no illegal methods. (849-352.)

Mr. Miller says later, in his testimony of February, 1901, that his preference

is for individual dealings between employers and workmen. He admits that
organization doubtless strengthens the position of employees, but he doubts
whether the advance in wages during the past 80 years, atrleast in the Chicago
building trades, has been particularly due to labor organizations. Workingmen
in Chicago have secured shorter hours, perhaps, through the influence of organ-
ization, and higher wages per hour. but their work is less steady than formerly.
In fact,in the building industries he does not believe that organizations areneces-
sary, since wages are kept up by the ability of workingmen, with very little cap-
ital, to become contractors and employers. The witness declares that employers
are perfectly willing to have their men organize if they respect the rights of non-
union men and the rights of employers who prefer to employ nonunion men.
" Mr. Miller admits that some legislation favorable to labor has been placed on
the statute books through the influence of labor organizations. This is doubt-
__less true of the law making wages the first lien on buildings, which is perhaps a
fair law. (521-524.) : . .

Mr. DEVENS, assistant secretary of the National Metal Trades Association, while
-appreving the regnlation of the National Metal Trades Asgociation, providing that -
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employers may employ nonunion men at discretion, declares himself also in favor
of the organization of labor. He says it is just as important for labor to organ-
ize to protect its interests as for capital to form combirations. He believes that
unions have helped reduce hours and increase wages, and that they are necessary
to offset the desire of the manufacturer to make his shop as profitable as possi-
ble. Wages are seldom increased voluntarily. Moreover, arbitration arrange-
ments are furthered by labor organization. On the other hand, Mr. Devens
thinks that individual manufacturing concerns are in a better position to main-
tain sick and accident benefits than are national trade unions. Furthermore,
. individuals have their own ideas, and it is not right to insist that they shall join
a union. (512,)

Mr. WALSER, a machinery manufacturer, says that unions are a good thing for
the workingmen and also for the manufacturer if they keep within proper limits;
but when they make rules by which a workman is allowed to do only part of a
day’s work for a day's pay it is a gross abuse. The workingman should be tespon-
sible for himself—should make himself a good workman if he wants good wages..
It should be the privilege of the employer to hire whom he will and pay what a
man is worth. Unions ought not to admit into their membership men who are
not proficient enough fo be considered skilled mechanics. (373.)

Mr. CHALMERS, manufacturer of machinery, says that while trade unions could
be made a good thing if carried on in a proper manner,all those with which he
has come in contact have been bad. Trade unjonism is the most gigantic trust
in the world—arrogant, dictatorial, led by incompetent and selfish men. Some of
these characteristics, the witness admits, are more strictly applicable to trade
unionism in Chicago than elsewhere. (6,8.)

Mr. GATES, a manufacturer of mining machinery, says that he is in favor of
unions, provided they are reasonable in their demands. If, however, they under-
take to limit a person to the use of one tool, to curtail production and to limit the
capacity of workmen so as to reduce all to one level, they become injurious. The
witness thinks that organization of labor has become necessary to facilitate deal-
ings between employers and employees, on account of the great increase in the
number of men employed in the average establishment. It is impossible now for
an empIO{er to give personal attention to the complaints of his many men, and it
is natural that the men should combine to present their grievances in proper
form. If the unions are properly controlled, there can be no doubt as to their
advantages. The witness thinks that the time will come when all the workmen
will be organized into unions on the one side and all the manufacturers into asso-
ciations on the other side, and that they will settle their difficulties by joint com-
mittees. (25,26.) )

Mr. WEBSTER, a manufacturer of machinery, declares that workingmen have a
right to organize and to make demands collectively. Demands concerning wages,
hours,and conditions of labor may justly be made. The witness says that his
company has never made any distinction between union and nonunion men, and
is always willing to confer with the representatives of organized men. On the
other hand, a demand that only union labor shall be employed violates the principle
of individual liberty.

Mr. Webster thinks that. the time will come and should come when in every
important trade there will be a strong union of the men on the one side and a
strong union of the employers on the other, both national in scope. It is desirable
trorm the standpoint of the employers that there should be strong organizations of

“the men, which can ‘‘ deliver the goods” promised in their agreements through-
out the country; so that wages and hours may be reasonably uniform in all
places. A strong union is also desirable for the employees in order that they
may compel fair wages, especially from such employers as are inclined to be
unjust: On the other hand, a strong national organization of the employers is
necessary in order to resist excessive demands of the employees,and in order to
make the conditions of labor uniform. Disputes between these national organi-
zations should be settled by arbitration on national lines. If the machinists’union
in Chicago should become very strong and succeed in getting 85 cents an hour,
while machinists in Buffalo, where the union was weak, received only 25 cents an
hour, a great injustice would be done to Chicago employers. (144,145,149, 151.)

Mr, MANGAN, of the steam-fitters’ union, holds that strikes, instead of being
due to organization, show in many cases a lack of organization, and that a thor-
ough organization between employers and employees, on fair and equitable lines,
is conducive to harmony. (446.)

Mr. COrBOY, a contracting plumber, thinks that unions are good things; but
thai while they still have, as they always had, a fine class of men, they have
recently taken in a large number of stragglers who have dropped off in Chicago
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and got stranded there. There was never any trouble between the plumbers’
1(1;11?1; and the contractors until the union joined the building trades council.

Mr. NICHOLSON, a contractor, says that the great cause of the existing difficul-
ties is that employers and employees have their separate organizations, and each
tries to formulate rules which shall govern both, without consultation with the
other. The labor unions frame their rules and the employer has nothing to do
with them except to sign them. If the men had no union, the employers would
not formulate their demands in the same way, but the men would have to work
under such terms as the employers might dictate. The employers would do
away with the 8-hour system, the weekly pay day, and the double pay for
overtime, and would reduce the workmen to the same condition they were in 30
years ago, and to the same condition that exists in the farming communities to-
day. Aside from the reasonableness of any given rules or demands, the dictation
of rules by one side or the other is in itself a cause of friction. There ought to
be mutual consultation and agreement. Mr. Nicholson believes that the majority
of contractors are not against the unions. Almost all say they favor the unions,
but they are likely to qualify the statement in such a way as to indicate that the
gsnigglz s1):hey favor are unions which will not interfere with their interests. (93—

; 98, 99.) .

Mr. OFFIELD, a patent lawyer, declares that it is not the purpose of the manu-
facturers of Chicago to break down unionism, but simply to resist the extreme
demands made by the unions. ' They feel that the unions are taking a position
like that of a highway robber—stand and deliver. They believe that every point
which is yielded to the labor organizations is made.the basis for further attacks.
It looks to the witness as if the object of the unions was practically to share in
&e proﬁstg %f 1);he manufacturers without any of the risks which the employers

ar. (83, 85.

Mr. RYAN, although he does not recognize the machinists’ union directly in his
shop, declares he has no objection to unions as such if they use proper methods.
He believes that workmen can accomplish more by organization than in any other
way. They doubtless are able in this way to secure better wages and shorter
hours, although the witness is not certain what proportion of the advance in
these regards in recent years has been secured by means of organization. The
activity of the unions, however, should be confined for the most part to the
enlightenment and mutual benefit of their members. If this were their purpose
and method they could-secure the membership of nearly every workman. The
employers then would know that they could get honest men and that there would
be no interference with the transaction of their business. Unions should not
demand that their employers make .unreasonable sacrifices, while, on the other
hand, employers should concede a reasonable hearing to representatives of labor
organizations. The witness admits that the union men in his employ are his best
mechanics. If the unions should pursue a less radical policy than they fre-
quently have done, they would prosper more. Moral suasion rather than force
should be used, and there should be proper regard for the business interests of
employers. Strikes are apt to result in hard feeling, even after they have been
settled. (203-295.) . .

Mr. GRIFFITHS, a general contractor, states that in order to employ carpenters
last year the contractors had to go to the carpenters’ hall and sign a contract with
the union. The contractors had nothing to say about its terms; there was noth-
ing to do but sign it as presented. Mr. Griffiths felt himself outraged and dis-
graced by this method of dealing. (338.

Mr. CLARK believes that the union leaders are for the most part honest, but are
wrong. They would probably bhave obtained all that they wanted if they had
been more persuasive and less dictatorial. The laborers have suffered more
than the contractors from the labor difficulties that have been stirred up. The
increased wages and other demands of the unions have curtailed the volume of
. business to the detriment of the workingman. Mr. Clark admits that there are

a small number of contractors who would try to beat the men down as much
as they could, in the absence of strict union rules, and to take every possible
advantage of them. Most contractors, however, desire to treat their men fairly;
and if the men simply would not work for the unfair employers, such employers
would soon get their deserts. The witness prefers to employ union labor, and
if he were perfectly free to employ members of the unions or nof, 80 per cent of
his work would probably be done by union men. (419, 420.) "

Mr. BRENNOCK, treasurer of the building trades council, declares that conditions
have become such that no single trade can protect its own interests effectively.
It was necessary that there should be a combination of the building trades. The

7784 VIT
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building trades council is the strongest organization ever established in America.
It would require more power to break it up than to break up any other organiza-
tion. The council takes the stand .that an injury to one organization is the con-
cern of all. Its members believe that workingmen have never been known to
ask too much for their labor. They never get what they earn. Statistics show
that the production of labor in this country averages as much as $13 per day. (437.)

Mr. LILLIEN, president of the hod carriers’ union, states that the employers
have not objetted to that union since 1898. Before that they did object strongly,
and up to that date the union was not able to obtain recognition. (116.)

Mr. HiLL, business agent of the slate roofers’ union, declares that employers
will often grant concessions to avoid the demand for recognition, because they
know that recognition would enable the men to deal with the employer more like
an equal. The recognition of the right. to make terms through fhe union is the
most important thing for the workmen to secure. (482.)

Mr. MADDEN gives as the general opinion of contractors that labor unions give
the men a better opportunity of keeping respectable wages, and that the better
the wages the better the opportunity the men have to educate their children and
give them an opportunity of living the life they ought to live. It is also the gen-
eral opinion of contractors that the union men are the best workmen. The great
objel;:tion t(l) the unions is that in many trades they limit the amount of the day’s
work. (111.) ) '

Mzr. DARROW, an attorney at law who has been active in defending workingmen
in litigation, says that he does not believe the strike to be an ultimate means of
settling labor difficulties; it is a measure of war. He thinks that the labor unions
as now carried on are exclusive and aristocratic. Nevertheless, labor organiza-
tions see employers protected by the tariff and strengthened by combinations
among themselves, and they are forced to act as they do. It is only the combina-
tion of laborers which protects them from low wages. It would not do any good
for one man to quit work without assistance from his fellows; his place could be
easily filled by someone else. (71.) . :

Mr. WILsON, vice-president of the International Association of Machinists,
declares that the refusal of employers to recognize trade unions or to recognize
the representatives of their employees is thé cause of more than half of the strikes
in the country. Where, as in the case of the railroads, the organizations are
frankly recog‘nized and treated with, strikes almost disappear. In a few cases the
stupidity and arroganceof the officers of labor unions causestrikes. The St. Louis
street railway strike is attributed by Mr. Wilson primarily to the refusal of the
employers to recognize the trade unions. (492-494.)

Professor TAYLOR declares his belief that the organization of labor is absolutely
necessary in view of the organization of capital, and he thinks that an increasins
proportion of employers, even in Chicago, recognize the right of organization an
the advantage to themselves of dealing collectively with the men instead of indi-
vidually. (540, 543.)

B. Effect on social and economio condition of members.—Mr. STILES, & master painter,
does not think that the workingmen have really more voice in fixing their hours,
their wa.ies, or the conditions under which they work, by organization into unions.
That is, he does not think that the unions give the workmen an increase of free-
dom in such directions which balances the restrictions they put upon freedom.
¢ There is a tacit understanding among the employers that a certain rate is right
and is equitable and profitable, and those who are honorable pay it.” (343.)

Mr. JEFFERY thinks that although daily wages have perhaps been increased by
the unions, the average wage for the whole year has not been increased. (134.)

Mr. MCGARRY, & manufacturer of boilers, declares that the labor unions are
the best thing that ever came up for the workingmen. Except for the unions they
would be worse off than slaves. The great majority of employers have no care
for the conditions of their men. The unions are usually right in their demands.

308, 810.)

( Mr. FrRANK M, RYAN believes that the organization of the bridge and structural |
iron workers’ union has been highly beneficial in securing better wages and better
conditions generally. All unions iave similar advantages. They are beneficial
to the general community, as well as to their members. A man who is getting
better wages has better opportunities for bringing up his children as a desirable
class of citizens. (285.) :

Mr. NICHOLSON, a contractor, states that the union which he has had chiefly to
deal with has been able to kee% wages at nearly the same figure during the last
8 or 10 years of depression. The unions are a great social uplifting force for their
members. They are the only strong power left to raise the workingmen. (97.)

Mr. Davirs, & mosaic decoration contractor, believes that a good workman does



DIGEST;—CHARACTER AND EFFECTS OF UNIONS GENERALLY. XCIX

not need a union, and that the union is a detriment to the good workman. He
has no objection to unions, and the men have a right to form them, but every
man has also a right to work and support his family without paying tribute to
any other men. (422.)

Mr. MILLER, a manufactarer of sheet-metal work, declares that the demand of
the unions, especially in the building trades, for higher wages per hour has
brought -a lot of men to Chicago, reducing the amount of work per year per man,
so that the yearly wages have,if anything, decreased. The effect of this practice
is shown by the fact that the unions have been forced to raise the initiation fees
to $50, $75, or $100. It is impossible for wages to be maintained for any length of *
time in any community at more than the rates prevailing elsewhere. Organiza-
tions can not defeat the operation of the law of supply and demand. The condi-
tion of the workingmen in Chicago is not as good now as it was 10 yearsago. The
workingmen have made a mistake in attempting to get higher wages and shorter
hours than the conditions will permit. There are other ways by which better
conditions can be obtained than by organization, as by changing trade, working
harder, or going into independent business.

Mr. Miller doubts also whether the nominal rates of wagfres fixed by the unions
are actually maintained. The agreements as to wage scales are violated in most
cases. The less competent men could not get work at these rates, and they make
secret arrangements for lower wages. (350-352.)

Mr. PoUcHOT, business agent of the sheet metal workers’ union, denies Mr.
Miller’s statement that its wage scale is generally violated. He admits that the
union has occasionally discovered and dealt with attempts at evasion of it. (429,
430.)

Mr. PLAMONDON, president of the Illinois Manufacturers’ Association, says that
manufacturers have from time to time made concessions to the unions, but that
the more they conceded the more was demanded. Wages have increased steadily
in Chicago during the past 2 years, and were it not for the strike they would be-
higherthan at any time since 1892, while labor would be more generally employed.
The machinists’ strike tends to cripple manufacturing industry generally. (3,5.)

Mr. BisNo admits that nonunion men often get more work during the year than
union men because they are willing to accept lower wages and less favorable
conditions. He declares that it does not follow, however, that union men ought
to abate their demands for better conditions. - If they should do so, they would
before long become actual slaves. Manufacturers always desire to buy labor as
cheaply as possible. It is not true usually that they are forced to cut wages
because of lower prices for their products; on the contrary, the prices of products
depend largely on the wages they pay their workmen. The witness declares that
he does not know of a single case, In an experience of 18 years as a wage-earner,
in which a boss has raised wages voluntarily because of prosperous business. Itis
true that if employees are well paid, and consequently well fed, they are more
efficient workmen; but the individual capitalist never considers that in bargaining
about wages. It may be more profitable to pay a man $2.50 than to pay another
man $1.75, but if the $2.50 man can be got for $2.25 the employer will profit, or at
least will think that he will profit.  There are cases doubtless where employers
show humane consideration for their men, as in the case of Mr. Nelson, who
shares profits with his employees, but such cases are comparatively few. What-
ever members of unions get above the minimum rate of wages is primarily due
to the strength of the orgarization. :

Mr. Bisno does not fear that by their demands labor unions will drive manu-
facturers away from any particular State or city, or at any rate he does not think
it would be good policy for the unions to abate their demands on account of the
fear of such a result. The thought that some employers may take their plantstoa
small town for the sake of getting better police protection is a mistaken one. As
a matter of fact, in small towns the working people have more control over the
local administration than in large cities, and the manufacturers know that thisis
the case. Itis trne that manufacturers in New England are tending to transplant
their textile factories*to the South, where labor is cheaper and not organized.
There have been instances in Chicago where employers have trained up foreign-
born workmen to a particular trade in the belief that they would be more sub-
servient. Doubtless the labor organizations will suffer from the competition of
cheap and unorganized labor at various points. But this is no reason for aban-
doning the organization or making less vigorous efforts to improve conditions.
Rather, labor unions in the North should send walking delegates to the South to
educate the people there so that they will not compete against the very lives of
working menin the North.

On being questioned further, Mr. Bisno admitted thatto some extent the general
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market conditions determine the ability of the employer to pay wages. It is the
very nature of competition, he says, to force employers continuously to reduce
wages and to wring more work out of employees. But it is precisely these con-

- ditions which force the workingmen to organize to maintain their wages. (58-65.)

Mr, CorBoY, & plumbing contractor, states that the very large number of
plumbing shops in Chicago is due to the fact that many journeymen have found
themselves incompetent to earn a journeyman’s wages, and have sought relief by
starting independent shops. (414, 415.)

Mr. GEORGE F. HARDING, Sr., thinks that unions have undoubtedly bettered the
condition of laboring men,and increased their wages. They are a good thing.
He objects only to their coercive methods, and to the attempt to prevent him from
employiné the best man he can get at the best rates he can get. (165.)

Mr. McCULLOUGH, business agent of the marble setters’ union,says that he is
informed that wages run from $1.25 up to $2 in the marble regions where stoneis
cut for Chicago buildings. He understands that there is no organization of the
workmen in Vermont,and that any man who tries to form an organization is
discharged. As a result, the condition of the workmen is very bad. (213.)

Mr. NICHOLSON, & contractor, states that 8 or 4 yearsago common laborers, who
had no union, were working on buildings for wages ranging from $1.75 down to
90 cents per day. They formed a union, and with the help of the other unions
raised their wages to 25 cents an hour. That was a good rate, and all the con-
tractorssigned the agreement without hesitation. This year thelaborers demanded
a further increase of 15 or 20 per cent. The bricklayers demanded an increase at
about the same ratio. The employers can not but fear the continuance of such
demands for increase. (95.)

Mr. BRENNOCK, treasurer of the building trades council, declares that from his
experience he knows the necessity of trade unions as a protection to workingmen.
It it were not for them the workers would be in worse condition than slaves.
‘Wages would not be more than 10 cents an hour.

As evidence supporting these opinions, Mr. Brennock refers to the effect of the
establishment of the first carpenters’ union in Albafiy, N. Y., in 1858. This
organization prevented the bosses from reducing wages and soon afterwards suc-
ceeded in getting a positive advance in wages. The union continued to prosper
as long as the witness remained in Albany. In 1864 he came to Chicago. There
was no carpenters’ union, and wages were constantly fluctuating, some men get-
tiu%K much more than others. The union was afterwards established, but soon
broke up. About 1875 there were several different carpenters’ unions, but they did
not work in concert and accomplished little. Thus they lost a strike for $3 a day
in 1884 through lack of harmony. Later on the United Carpenters’ Council was
established, including the carpenters’ branch of the Knights of Labor and the Broth-
erhood of United Carpenters and Joiners. From that time on the success of the
earpenters in securing better conditions was complete. Anything in reason which
was asked was conceded. The 8-hour day was established in 1886, and, although
wages were at first at the same rate per hour as under the 10-hour day, the next
year a large number of the bosses granted the demand for an increase to 85 cents
an hour. During the World’s Fair wages went up to 40 cents an hour.

Mr. Brennock says further that before the establishment of a strong union many
carpenters or contractors were very irregular about paying wages. Frequently
suits had to be brought against them at considerable expense. The witnessbelieves
that since the establishment of the building trades council the carpenters have
not sgent more than $10 in all to recover wages. As soon as bosses refuse to
pay their business ceases. (465, 466.

Mr. PREECE, of the bricklayers’ union, declares that this union is worthy to be
maintained, if only as a means of collecting the wages of its members. If is esti-
mated that the bricklayers formerly lost 20 or 25 per cent of their wages; since the
union was formed in 1879 its members have not lost one-half of 1 per cent. The
union men are the best workmen, and they are the best citizens, because they give
thought to the means of bettering their condition and the condition of their
fellow-workmen. The nonunion men are generally incompetent, or men who have
been fined for violation of rules. The contractors tell them what good fellows
they are when there is trouble, but when the trouble is over there is no room for
them. (478,479.)

Mr. CLARK states that in doing some work at Hegewisch, a suburb of Chicago,
he found himself obliged to pay 25 cents an hour for%uilding laborers and 424 cents
an hour for carpenters, while the firm which he was working for had been doing
some similar work on its own account at 15 cents an hour for laborers and 25
cents an hour for carpenters. The unions had a hold on Mr. Clark because he
was doinﬁ work in the city, and a sympathetio strike would have occurred if he
had paid less than union wages.
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About a year ago Mr. Clark put up a large amount of suspended ceiling at
Albany at a cost of some 30 cents a yard for labor and material.  During the past
season similar work cost him 81 cents a yard at Chicago. The increased cost of
material might have amounted to 10 cents a yard; the remainder of the difference
i8 due to the higher wages and the restriction of the day’s work in Chicago. (417.)

C. Effoct on skill of members. (See also Minimum rate of wages and its effects,
p. LXXIV,)

Mr. JEFFERY, a bicycle manufacturer, declares positively that trade unions do
not raiss the standard of skill, but that they furnish an inferior class of work-
men. They protect the poorer workmen and enable them to demand as much as
the better. The attempt to obtain a uniform rate of wages for laborers of
different skill is contrary to economic principles. If wages are graded according
tosx:)kilé Ihere is an incentive for a man to do better work and improve his skill.
(130, 134, 135.) :

Mr. GEORGE F. HARDING, Sr., says that while he is not opposed to labor unions,
he employs chiefly nonunion labor, because it is cheaper and better. The ten-
dency of unions is to compel the employment of poor men. (165.)

Mr. STILES, a painting contractor, says that he can get just as good workmen
outside of the union asin it. (342.) '

Mr. MADDEN, president of the Western Stone Company, says that every con-
tractor would prefer to employ union labor rather than nonunion. They realize
that they get a better class of men. (111.)

2]9!%1-) RYAN admits that the union men in his employ are the best mechanics.
(294.

VIII. POLITICAL BEARINGS OF LABOR DIFFICULTIES.

A. Political influence of trade unions.—1. Generally.—Mr. REID says that the consti-
tution of the International Association of Machinists assures to its members
freedom in all political matters, althongh the union tries to impress upon its
members the necessity of voting for men who will regard their interests. Asa
matter of fact the union has never acted together politically; indeed, the trouble
in the past has been that it has not been united enough. A member of the
organization, were he a candidate, would not be permitted to proclaim that fact
in a meeting and to solicit the aid of the organization.

As a counter argument against the claim that trade unions are in politics, Mr.
Reid states that the Illinois Manufacturers’ Association, according to its own
gamphlet, is maintaining a lobby to %revent the passing of any law that may be

rought forward in the interest of labor, and expresses its delight at having been
able to frustrate the passage of such laws. (181,192.)

Mr. WILSON, vice-president of the International Association of Machinists,
declares that that association takes no political stand. The discussion of partisan
politics and religion in the meetings is prohibited. On the other hand, the unions
discuss the same questions which come before political parties, and indorse prin-
ciples and not parties. The members are advised to vote in the way which will
do them the most good.” Sometimesit will be pointed out that a certain candidate
has pledged himself to legislation in favor of labor. Mr. Wilson declares, how-
ever, that political parties can not buy up labor organizations, or their leaders,
wholesale, and that labor leaders who claim to be able to carry the votes of their
organizations for particular parties are frauds. (496,497.) .

Mr. PoucHOT, business agent of the sheet metal workers’ union, states that his
organization has nothing to do with politics, except that it sometimes indorses a
particular candidate who is friendly to organized labor or is thought to be the
right man for the place. (436. .

Mr. CARROLL, president of the building trades council, states that the unions
never participate in politics except in indorsing and condemning individual can-~
didates by resolution. Such resolutions are not considered binding upon the
members, and no attempt is ever made to punish a member for his political actions.
(276.) .

Mr. McCULLOUGH, business agent of the marble-cutters’ union, states that he
has been connected with the building trades council for almost 3 years and in
that period has never been approached more than three times about politics.
(215.) .

Mr. FALKENAU, a general contractor, does not consider that politics has had
anything to do with the beginning of the existing strike or with the failure of any
of the efforts to settle it. He does suspect that city politics has something to do
with the operation of the building trades council, and that the national building
trades council may have been organized in part for political purposes. (323,3825.)

Mr, GATES, 8 manufacturer of mining machinery, says that there are in the
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city councils of Chicago a large number of pronounced labor leaders. The con-
stitution of the machinists’ union states that one of the purposes of the organiza-
tion is to teach its members their political rights, to the end that the Government
may be for and by the people, and it recommends that the members set about at
once securing the nomination and election of pronounced trade unionists in munic-
ipal, State, and national legislatures. The witness admits that such a policy is
justifiable if it is honestly carried out. (25.)

Mr. DAVIS says that every one connected with the workmen’s side of a contro-
versy wants to get into politics as soon as he attains any prominence. The busi-
ness agents of the unions are too much in politics, and the politicians cater to the
b‘il;gin)ess agents on account of the large vote which they are supposed to control.
(423. .

Mr. BoARrD, a manufacturer of machinery, thinks that the politicians utilize the
labor unions for their own ends, especially in Chicago. Most strikes in that city
have been about election time. The politicians thrive by discontent in labor cir-
cles. The newspapers at present say that there are a number of labor-union offi-
cials in the city employ, and the witness implies that the civil-service examination
system is abused in favor of union men. (44.)

Mr. OFFIELD, a patent lawyer, thinks that the present labor difficulties are
leavened throughout with political influences. He says that the State legislature
has passed various statutes which look well on paper, but which have practically
no beneficial effects in protecting manufacturing interests. (85.)

Mr. MILLER, a contractor, testifying in February, 1901, says that during 1900
there was a good deal of trouble in Chicago on account of intimidation and
assault of nonunion men by strikers. After the investigation of the Industrial
Commission in March, there was especial trouble on the Marshall Field Build-
ing. The atiempt to employ nonunion men led to all sorts.of riots, intimidations,
and assaults, and the police did not protect the men effectively. About the same
time the city government had to borrow money in anticipation of taxes. The
bankers declared that the credit of the city was in the keeping of the mayor and
the police, and that until these assaults should be stopped, and unless Mr. Carroll,
president of the building trades council, should be removed from the city civil-
service board, they would not advance any money. Riotingstopped instantly,and
since then there has not been one-tenth as much violence as before. Mr. Miller
feels that this was not unjustifiable interference of the money power in politics.
It was a justifiable act. Shortly before this action a Chicago newspaper had
published what was called the criminal record of Mr. Carroll, and this.doubtless
influenced the bankers in taking this step. But it was the action of the bankers,
and not the criminal record, which caused Mr. Carroll’s removal. (516, 522.)

2. Attilude of unions toward courts and Government.—Mr. STILES, a master
painter, testifies that within two months a walking delegate of the painters’ union
said to him: ‘“ The Government of the United States is rotten, and it will only be
agslao)rt time until the labor unions will take up arms and wipe it out of existence."
(340.

8. Union men in political office.—Mr. FALKENAU, & general contractor, states
that up to 1897 the building trades council had a law that no member of it could
hold any political office, national, State, county, or city. In that year, when the
present mayor took the chair, this law was abrogated. Somewhat later the pres-
ident of the building trades council was made one of the officers of the civil-service
commission of the city. That has led to many abuses of power, and has been a
material factor in helping the members of the various affiliated bodies to obtain
city offices. It has also led to increasing the number of persons required in doing
city work. On paving jobs there are now one inspector of sand, one of cement,
one of crushed stone and concrete, and sometimes one of asphalt, each at $5 per
ds%;‘ '(823,3824.) .

ofessor TAYLOR quotes an address made by him before a convention of the
trade unions of Chicago in May, 1900, in which he declared that the public justly
criticises the acceptance of ap?ointive political offices by officers of the building
trades council and of other labor organizations. The incumbents of these
offices, he declared, are held as hostages for the delivery of the labor vote; the
practice destroys the confidence of the public and of the rank and file of the
unions in the integrity of their leaders. If organized labor desires to exercise
political power, it should openly nominate and elect its representatives toelective
offices. Professor Taylor further expresses the opinion that there has been an
attempt on the part of the various city administrations to secure the labor vote
by the distribution of offices among labor leaders. On the other hand, he says,
there has doubtless been an exaggeration of the extent and effect of this practice.
Moreover, many of these appointive offices ou%ht properly to be given to men in
the several trades with which they are especially connected.
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Professor Taylor believes especially that the appointment of Mr. Carroll as a

member of the civil-service commission of Chicago was unsatisfactory, and not

" such as would have been expected by the friends of thecivil-service law. Never-
theless it was desirable to have some representative of the working class on that
commission. The witness believes also that it was acommon opinion among the
workingmen that if the building-trades strike was prolonged, some advantage
to the bnilding trades council might be secured from the city authorities.

Professor Taylor testifies further that his address with reference to the undesir-
ability of labor leaders holding appointive offices met with general applause and
approval from the workingmen present, and that many member of the building
trades especially insisted that the charges against their leaders should be thor-
oughly investigated. (534, 538, 539.) o

Mr. BEHEL, a contractor, states that 15 or more labor leaders hold positions
under the city fovernment of Chicago which they have no qualification for except
that they are leaders in the bodies affiliated with the building trades council.
The position of vehicle inspector is filled by a steam fitter. (895.)

Mr. CHALMERS, a manufacturer of machinery, points out that the president of
the building trades council is also president of the civil-service commission. He
thinks that there are plenty of men who would be better fitted for that position
than either a labor leader or a large capitalist. He declares that the civil-service
examination system has proved to a considerable degree a farce, although it is
hoped gradually to improvethe system. There are 22 prominent labor-union rmen
in positions at the city hall. (9, 16.)

Mr. MILLER thinks that the building trades unions in Chicago have exercised
an undue influence over the civil-service commission in regard to appointments.
Mr. Carroll, a prominent union man, is one of the civil-service commissioners, and
his whole idea is that none but union men should have jobs under the city. This
Mpr. Miller considers practically an attempt to defeat the civil-service law. The
witness refers especially to the recent appointment of Thomas Redding, president

. -of a sheet metal workers’ local union, as foreman of the street lamp repairers.
The examination paper of Mr. Redding was marked 100, which the witness thinks
was obviously an unfairly high mark, while the fact that the two or three other
applicants answered only a few questions seems to him to show that there was
collusion in the examination. (353.)

Mr. PouceoT, business agent of the sheet metal workers’ union, says that
before Mr. Carroll, president of the building trades council, became a member of
the civil-service commission, Mr. Redding tried two examinations for a place in
the city repair shop. He stood 100 on a technical examination, and his standing
was reduced to 98 only on a second promotional examination. The examination
which he tried after Mr. Carroll became a civil-service commissioner, and on
which he stood 100, was similar in character to the examination that any man
must pass to become a member of the sheet metal workers’ union. It was not
remarkable that Mr. Redding was graded 100 upon it. The influence of Mr. Car-
roll on the civil-service commission had nothing to do with it. (485.)

Mr. BaGLEY and Mr. BEHEL state that Typographical Union No. 16 has pro-
tested to the American Federation of Labor against the holding of political office
by officers of that organization. Mr. Bagley strongly objects to the connection of
labor unions with politics. (392, 397. )

Mr. CARROLL, president of the building trades council and president of the
Chicago civil service commission, states that out of the 34 trades affiliated with
the council only one walking delegate and only one representative of the building
trades council besides himself holds a political office. (276.)

Mr. REID admits that there are labor leaders who are holding positions in the
city administration of Chicago. He sees no reason, however, why a man should
not get a position in virtue of being a good trade unionist. At any rate, it should
not weigh against him that he is a trade unionist. It is a fact that every
machinist employed by the city of Chicago is a union man. (193.) .

Mr. BUCHANAN thinks that a reputable laboring man has as good a right to
hold public positions as any other. He gets his position by the force of his intel-
ligence, while the rich man’s son often gets his by his ability to corrupt the
appointing power. (472.) .

Mr. GUBBINS, president of the bricklayers’ union, states that men can not hold
an office in that union and at the same time hold a'political office. Some of the
men of the union do hold public positions. In view of the approaching end of his
term as president of the bricklayers’ union, Mr. Gubbins tried the examination
some time ago for the position of chief sewer-pipe inspector of Chicago. He was
third in the list. He thinks that he ought to have been first. He afterwards
tried the examination for the position of tunnel mason, and was marked first.
He believes that the criticisms of the civil service commissioners, based particu-
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larly on the fact that Mr. Carroll is a labor-union man, are unjust and without
foundation. (225,226,230.)

Mr. DoYLE, who is president of the engineers’ union and also president of the
board of examining engineers of Chicago, states that he has been influenced in
his official actions by a desire to avoid the appearance of personal tavoritism, and
has not been guided by the desires or dictates of the union. (305.)

4. Alleged unjust revocation of engineer’s license.—Mr. ANDERSON; a stationary
engineer, testifies that his license from the city was revoked by the board of exam-
ining engineers in March, 1900. He attributes this action altogether to the oppo-
sition of the Progressive Association of Stationary Engineers, the president of
which is a member of the examining board. The witness had been working for
Keenan Brothers. The watchman of the firm, who was & member of & labor
union, accused him of having left open the blow-off cock on a boiler, and he was
R‘ractically discharged on that account, although he was going to quit anyway.

he witness then went to work in a nonunion shop, but took the place there of a
man who was a union member, although he did not know that fact at the time.
To take the place of a union man is against the rules of the progressive associa-
tion. The organization attempted to get Mr. Anderson reinstated with Keenan
Brothers, but he did not wish to leave his new employment. He also refused to
attend the meetings of the association, although notified to doso. On account of
these facts, so the witness declares, such influence was brought to bear that his
license was revoked, and his new employers were forced to discharge him. The
witness denies absolutely that he left the blow-off cock open as charged, declaring
that if he had done so the fusible (iplug in the bottom of the boiler, which is
intended to guard against this very danger, would have melted out and the water
would have run down and put out the fires. The witness has appealed for recov-
ery of his certificate as an engineer. (246-249.)

" Mr. DOYLE, who is president of the engineers’ union and president of the board
of examining engineers, states that a fourth-issue license was issued to Mr.
Anderson on November 14, 1899, which would indicate that his first license was
issued in or about 1895. Mr. Anderson rose in a meeting of the union soon after
and stated that Keenan Brothers had discharged him because he was a union man.
The union business agent went to investigate, and found that he had been dis-
charged for allowing the water to get low in the boiler and so endangering it.
The union notified Mr. Anderson to appear and explain why he had made a false
statement. He refused to appear. Then the union preferred charges against him
before the board of examining engineers. The board had a hearing in the case,
and decided to renew Mr. Anderson’s license if he would make an affidavit spe-
cifically stating that he did not leave the blow-off cock in such a condition that it
could come open, and that the water did not get low. Mr. Anderson has failed
to present such an affidavit. He has presented one which does not cover the case.
On hearing the affidavit which Mr. Anderson produced before the commission,
with the statement that he had submitted it to the board, Mr. Doyle denies that
this affidavit has been submitted, and addsthat it is all that the board requires. He
states that the reason for demanding the affidavit was fear of criticism, if the
board should renew the license, against the protest of the union and in the face
of evidence of carelessness and incompetency, without definite rebutting evi-
dence.  (808-805.)

Mr. BURKE, business agent of the Progressive Association of Stationary Engi-
neers, says that he, as business agent of the union, offered to go with Mr. Ander-
son to investigate the grounds of his discharge !by Keenan Brothers, but Mr.
Anderson refused to go, although he said that a number of charges had been
brought up against him which were unwarranted. Mr. Keenan told the wit-
ness that g/lr. Anderson had left the blow-off cock on the boiler open, so that
water had run all over the boiler room. The night watchman arrived in time to
save the boiler from burning out. The watchman told Mr. Keenan that Mr. Ander-
son offered to pay him money for saying that the cock leaked. The board of
examining engineers investigated the matter and refused to reissue Mr, Ander-
son’s license until he should go to Mr. Keenan and clear himself. This he refused
to do. Mr, Keenan also told Mr. Burke that this was the second time the same
accident ocourred, and that Mr. Anderson was careless and incompetent. (306.)

5. Public works and the unions,.—Mr. FRANK M. RYAN says that it is the
policy of some of the city boards of Chicago that none but union men shall be
employed on public works. Men who enter into a contract for such works must
comply with union conditions. The witness believes that this practice is the
requt of the influence of organized labor. During several months a clause was

ut into the contracts for public-school buildings that none but union labor should
ge employed, but this clause was declared illegal by the supreme court of Illnois
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as against public policy. The. witness thinks that such a clause was desirable
from the standpoint of the school board itself, since about 97 or 98 per cent of the
men employed on the buildings were union men in any case,and since loss of
time from strikes was chiefly caused through the other 2 or 8 per cent. (285.)

Mr. MILLER says that various public bodies in Chicago, like the board of
education, have at various fimes agreed to employ only union men. Employers
finaily carried the matter into court, and the supreme court of Illinois decided that
no public or semipublic body had any right to make sauch a discrimination. Re-
gardless of this decision, the city and the county still kept on their records resolu-
tions favoring the employment of union labor exclusively. Moreover, in May or
June, 1900, the county commisioners advertised a job with the specification that
the work was to be done by union men. The contractors’ council brought suit for
injunction, which was allowed immediately when the decision in the board of
education case was shown to the court. In the absence of an injunction the poli-
ticians would have violated the law as laid down by the supreme court. The
witness believes that labor organizations in general are trying to get the best of
things throuéh State legislatures and Congress. Thus, recently, the American
Federation of Labor urged itsmembers to do all they could to prevent the passage
of the anti-trust bill, unless with the proviso that it should not apply to labor
organizations. (518,519.)

B. The police and the strikers.—1. Alleged bias in favor of labor.—Mr. BOARD, &
manufacturer of machinery, says that Chicago would be the greatest manufac-
turing center in the world if it were not for the labor troubles and the poor pro-
tection furnished by the police and other city officials. Both political parties
have always catered to the reg'ludices of the working classes. The police at the
present time are afraid of offending the labor vote, so that they remain absolutely
neutral unless some extremely open act is done. Thus the policemen who are
now guarding the property of the witness made no arrests when a mob of 150 or
200 persons threw cinders at the employees, called them scabs, and used threat-
ening language. There is an ordinance prohibiting the use of abusive and pro-
fane language on the street, but the police do not seem to care to exercise their
authority. The police courts and justices are also affected by the same spirit,
and fair decisions can not be obtained. (40, 41.) . .

Mr. WALSER, of the Goss Printing Press Company, says that there seems to be
nothing in the way of law which the striking workmen need respect in Chicago.
The police department is a good one, but the police are not properly instructed.
The mayor is apparently trying to get the votes of the laboring classes by cater-
ing to them. He wants to further his interests as a candidate for some higher
g:ition. Policemen have been duly furnished to protect the works of the Goss

inting Press Company, but they have their instructions, in a general way, not
to interfere with anybody unless there is an overt act or assault. The witness
considers the maintenance of a picket around a shop a menace to the public order
8313]';12 a§17 4in;}t;lt)f:o the manufacturers, but the police take no steps to prevent it.
(372, 374, 875.

Mr. ROUNTREE, of the Turner Brass Works, thinks that the city authorities do
not afford fair protection to the manufacturers. In the case of his own company
two special policemen were hired, but the strike never reached such a stage that
police protection was necessary. The witness has been told that the captain in
charge of a police station told a manufacturer, who wanted golice protection in
anticipation of a strike, that he had better keep out of trouble, because the captain
had no authority to give him help. The reason for this condition, the witness
thinks, is that the strikers have more votes than the manufacturers. He fears
that the condition in thisregard is worse in Chicago than in other cities. (87.)

Mr. FALKENAU, a general contractor, believes that there is no city in the coua.
try where lawlessness is allowed to prevail and continue as it is in Chicago. In
New York the policemen have recently notified pickets that they would bearrested
if they were found twice before picketed premises. The Chicago police have
been entirely subservient to the unions since 1894. At that time 40 policemen
were stationed, at the witness’s own request, about a building which he was at
work on, and where there was a strike. But the policemen permitted the pickets
to patrol the premises in such numbers that it was difficult to pass by. and non-
union men were constantly beaten in the presence of the police, with the result of
numerous arrests of nonunion men, ang only two arrests of members of the
unions. (322,823.) . . .

Mr. CHALMERS, a manufacturer of machinery, declares that the Chicago police
do not furnish proper protection to employers, and attributes this to the fact that
the city is on the eve of an election, and that the labor vote in Chicago is the
determining vote, so that both parties are catering to it. The witness recently
heard a police officer order his subordinate to arrest certain men, * this time no
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matter what party they belong to,” from which heinfers that arrests do not always
disregard party lines. (9, 16.)

Mrs. RoBB declares that when her husband was beaten into insensibility by
emissaries of the painters’ union, the policeman at the corner turned his back.
Nonunion men can not get adequate police protection. (80.)

‘Mr. GEORGE F. HARDING, sr., declares that the mayor and the police force have
the same feeling which he has, that the laboring man is only trying to preserve
his life and his family and his bread when he tries to keep nonunion men out of
higplace. The police are * neutral,” but they never get to the place of violence
in time. Though he does not at all justify the violence of the workmen, he does
not blame the police or the mayor for sympathizing with them. (162.)

Mr, GINDELE, a general contractor, says that for a month before his testi-
mony the conduct of the police has been all that could be asked for. If the same
public protection had been provided in the months and years past, some of the
events which Chica%;) has seen would not have happened. The labor organiza-
tions and their members have been encouraged to commit violence by the failure.
of the police to command their respect. (368.) :

Mr. Davis, a mosaic contractor, says that when his trouble began in the spring
-of 1899, he had no public sympathy, and men who were beaten by the unions had
none. Public sentiment is now developing toward the maintenance of order, and
the law is better enforced than it was some months ago. (421.)

Mr. BLiss, a painting contractor, declares that the police and the justices’
courts are in sympathy with the union workmen, and that it is commonly under-
stood that the policemen turn their backs so far as possible when union men are
doing acts of violence. Mr. Bliss does not know that it is possible for the police
to put men on every job to watch, and he hesitates to complain of the city author-
ities. His own sympathies are with the workmen, though he doesnot think they
are justified in some of their conduct. (252.)

Mr. Bliss states that after being assaulted, as he supposed by union men, he
went to police headquarters for a permit to carry a revolvor. He was told that
the ]iolice had no authority to grant a permit, but the officer whom he saw said:
‘2‘5 2f ; were you I would carry it;” and Mr, Bliss carries one accordingly. (251,
Mr. CLARK says that there is undoubtedly an insecurity of person in Chicago,
and that it is due partly to defect of administration of law and partly to the fact
that no law could prevent the commission of crimes by those who have the dispo-
sition to commit them. (420.) )

2. Defense of police force—Mr. LEVIN, a detective, thinks that the police force
has acted splendidly during the present strike. They are criticised by the con-
tractors because they will not break their clubs over the strikers’ heads or go out
and take the pickets and misuse them. (259.)

Mr. BisNo, formerly business agent of the cloakmakers’ union, says that the
police in Chicago were formerly against the workingman, and it was not quite
safe to do picket duty, but that now the city authorities have given orders to the

olice not to interfere unless there is actual violence. On the other hand, there
isnot a si;lﬁle case in which they have failed to arrest and prosecute men who
have actually violated thelaw. Men who are insulted or assaulted have sufficient
remedies. (56.) :

Mr. CARROLL, president of the building trades council, declares that there were
never 8o few cases of assault in Chicago as at present. Some of the newspapers, .
in their efforts to help the contractors in destroying the unions, have created a
fictitious state of anarchy in Chicago. If there is any trouble,it is the fault of
the contractors. A contractor has no right to declare a lockout and then ask the
aid of the police to destroy the buildinﬁ trades council. (268.)

Mr. LoNg, business agent of the gas fitters’ association, states that he is opposed
to police protection. He thinks the mayor should find out who is right and who is
wrong when a crisis comes up and who is at fault for the troubles that exist.
Since the existing difficulties are altogether the fault of the contractors, he does
not think they are entitled to protection in causing more trouble. At the same
time, he agrees that it is the duty of the police to preserve order and peace, and
that they should not recognize any person or any organization in connection with
the performance of their duties. (205,206.)

8. Arbitrary arrest of workmen.—Mr. GUBBINS, president of the bricklayers’
union, states that the contractors of Chicago, through men employed by them,
have made it a practice to go before justices and swear out large numbers of John
Doe warrants. They would have a man arrested and then pick out a warrant
the description in which fitted the man arrested as nearly as possible. The wit-
ness declares that one man 6 feet 2, with a dark mustache, was arrested on & war-
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rant calling for a man 5 feet 8, with a light mustache. Another man, 5 feet 103,
was arrested on a warrant which called for a man 5 feet 4. It is the policy of
the contractors when such arrests have been made to get the case continued from
time to time, thus either keeping the man in custody or involving the union in a
considerable expense for bonds. The special policemen who have been sworn in
are largely of the lowest class, and are disposed to exceed their authority. They
have no right, when employed to protect a building, to act outside of the build-
ing. The witness is carrying a revolver in view of threats of violence to him.
(H2§ 31112'315)0)5% to use it if any attempts are made to arrest him in any illegal way.

Mr. BEHEL says that it is astounding that a man like Mr, Gubbinsg, who claims
to be a law-abiding citizen, should -acknowledge on the stand that he is carrying
concealed weapons. The contractors’ council applied to the mayor and the chief
of police for licenses for men doing special duty in protecting life and property
to carry weapons, and could not get them. The treatment of this question is an
indication of the degree of protection which the contractorsarereceiving through
the legal authorities. (394.)

4, Special police.—Mr. LILLIEN, president of the hod carriers’ union, has no

- fault to find with the administration of the law in the State or the city, except as
to action of the special policemen. (117.)

Mr. REID, of the International Association of Machinists, says that one of the
pickets of that organization was recently requested by special policemen to move
faster. The man did not feel inclined to run; and was confronted with a pistol,
and also received a severe punchin the neck. (192.) '

Mr. LEVIN, a detective, states that he has never been employed in connection
with a labor difficulty, except that he was emgloyed for a time during the pres-
ent strike by the contractors’ association. When his men act as officers—as, for
instance, in protecting property during the present strike—they have to be spe-
cially authorized for each job. When employed to protect buildings, they have
no authority outside of the buildings. (258, 260.)

Mr. MILLER, a2 manufacturer of sheet-metal work, says that the building con-
tractors’ council have employed private detectives to protect their property and
their laborers. This he considers they have a perfect right to do. He is not

-inclined to complain that the city authorities have been remiss in failing to fur-
nish sufficient protection, since it is exceedingly difficult to protect a large num-
ber of nonunion men scattered in different places. (348, 353.)

C. The courts and labor.—1. General attitude of courts toward labor.—Mr, CHAL-
MERS, manufacturer of machinery, declares that the lower courts in Chicago fur-
nish no adequate protection to employers. If alaboring man on strike is arrested
and the most positive case of assault is proved against him, the chances are that
he will be discharged and that the man who had him arrested will be fined. The
courts have upheld boycotts and pickets. Some corporations are planning to
incorporate in anocher State in order that their suits may be tried by the Federal
courts. Mr. Chalmers favors making all judges appointive. He considers that
the election of judges makes them unduly subservient to the laboring classes,
and that the Federal appointed judges are more independent and more just.
‘While he does not favor injunctions in general, he thinks that they become nec-
essary when no sufficient relief can be obtained from the police or from the lower
courfs. (8,9,16.)

- Mr. WALSER thinks that the courts, at any rate the lower courts, are inclined
to discriminate in favor of the workmen; there seems to be no justice to be
secured from them. (3873.)

Mr. CLARK, a contractor, states that after an assault on his foreman, a war-
rant was sworn out against the man whom his foreman identified as his assailant.
A time was set for a hearing before a justice of the peace. At the hour appointed
the justice had not appeared. About 2 minutes after the hour the prisoner’s’
attorney said to him, “ You can go now; quick.” The prisoner hastened from the
room and subsequent efforts to find him were unavailing. (400.) .

Mr, FRANK M. RYAN complaing of the delays and injustice of the courts in
settling suits against contractors for injuries in the construction of iron and steel
buildings. He refers in particular to the case of a prominent member of the

-bridge and structural iron workers’ union who has been crippled and has tried.
for 3 years in vain to get a decision of his case in the courts. The witness
believes that such delays are caused in a large measure by the shrewd attorneys
of the casualty companies which insure the contractors. The judges also are
inclined to be unjust. Moreover, there ought to be more judges in order that
there should be less delay. (283.)
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Mr. MILLER, a contractor, complains (in February, 1901) of the unfairness of
the courts of Chicago in discriminating in favor of labor organizations. He says
that probably not one in a hundred of the employers of nonunion men who were
tyrannized over by these or%aniza.tions thought of seeking the protection of the
courts. In a few cases employers have brought suit for injunctions to restrain
unions from interfering with their business. Sometimes satisfactoryresultshave
‘been reached, but sometimes not. The remedy by injunction is not very effective,
because the supreme court of Illinois has not passed on any of the questions relat-
ing to picketing, boycotting, coercion of union members by the union, sympathetic
strikes, etc., so thay each judge of the lower courts is at liberty to follow any
precedent that fits his own ideas. Moreover, to get a case finally decided would
require from 2 to 6 years, while the awarding of damages against labor organiza-
tions would be of no particular avail.

Mr. Miller asserts further that criminal prosecutions against strikers and union-
ists have usually had very little result. The police magistrates of Chicago are
disposed to favor labor, and though fines as high as $50 have sometimes been
imposed for assaults, the usual fine, even when the case was fully proved, has
been only $10 and costs. The witness cites various specific instances of insignifi-
cant finies, or of failure to convict on technical grounds in cases brought before
justices’ courts. In one instance a number of union members swore to an alibi,
while the defendant had previously admitted that he was guilty. In another
instance a justice imposed a fine, but refused to issue an execution to collect it
unless by an order of the State’s attorney, although legally no such order was
reguired. The justice finally issned the order, when himself threatened with
indictment.

The higher court, known as the criminal court of Cook County, is composed of
elective judges, while the State’s attorney, the clerk of the criminal court, and the
sheriff are also elected by the people. Mr. Miller believes this court is subject to
political influence. Im all, the contractors’ council obtained 21 indictments from
the grand jury during the building trades strike. In one case where an assault
had been committed of such a brutal character as to justify a verdict for assault
with intent to do great bodily injury, the jury brought in a verdict of simple
assault, the fine being $100.

The witness sags also that the decisions of the lower courts in Chicago have in
some cases upheld picketing. There have been no decisions on this subject by the
supreme court of Illinois, but the witness knows of no decision by the supreme
court of any other State, of the several which have been made, in which the
employment of pickets has been justified. Mr. Miller says that labor leaders are
continually talking about the antagonism of the courts to organized labor, but he
believes that they ought to antagonize organized labor in such acts and methods
as bring organized labor before the courts. (519-522.)

Professor TAYLOR says that there has been a feeling of deep disappointment on
the part of working men in Chicago with reference to the courts and the relief to
be secured from them. The police courts and justices’ courts of Chicago have
been notoriously incompetent and corrupt. The employees have been especially
stirred up by the use of the injunction, and by the imprisonment of men, or the
decision of cases, on what they consider to be side issues rather than on the main
point.

Moveover, the action of the State legislature, especially in relation to the fran-
chises in Chicago, has aroused suspicion as to the integrity of the legislature. On
the other hand, there has been some legislation tending to improve the conditions
of labor. (539.)

3. Elective vs. appointive judges.—Mr. MAYER, a lawyer of Chicago, believes
that the elective judiciary, as now constituted in all States, is disposed to be
unfair to corporate interests and to favor the laboring classes unduly. Political
influences have too much control over the character and positions of the judges.
The ballot box puts men on the bench because of some supposed popular leaning,
and removes others on account of soms unpopular adjudication. The witness
refers to a recent case where a judge lost his office on account of a decision regard-
ing the property of the Catholic Church. There are such prejudices, he declares,
among judges that one of the chief functions of lawyers, who are in charge of
corporate interests in connection with every litigation,is to attempt to get the
case before some particular judge for adjudication. There is a game of chess-
playing between the opposing lawyers for this purpose. The corporation lawyer
wants to get the case before a judge who is uninfluenced by any *‘ism.” .

Although the witness recognizes that there are some difficulties connected with
the appointment of judges, and particularly with life tenure, nevertheless, he
thinks that the arguments in favor of these methods far outweigh those against
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them. The advantage of having judges who are free from the possibility of bias
and from the inflaence of popular whims will more than offset the risk of occa-
sionally getting an incompetent or bad man on the bench.

Mr. Mayer does not think that the fact that a man has been a corporation
lawyer will tend in itself to make him unfairas a judge. A man who has hon-
esty and training and a judicial frame of mind will be a fair judge regardless of
his previous experience as a lawyer. The witness does not believe that the Fed-
eral courts, as is charged, have been unfair to labor. Those who comment
adversely on the decisions of the Federal tribunals, are men who are thoroughly
inoculated with the spirit which would protect combinations of labor and refuse
equal protection to combinations of property. The reason why the decisions of
the Federal tribunals appear to favor property rather than labor, is that litigants
take cases requiring the protection of property before the Federal tribunals. The
Federal courts would take the same stand if labor were claiming protection
against wrongs at the hands of property. The State courts, on the other hand,
have come to be considered the bulwark of the interests of the workingmen.

Mr. Mayer adds that in his judgment there should be no judge upon the bench,
whether in an inferior or superior court, who is not a traingd lawyer. (76-79.)

Mr. BRENNOCK, freasurer of the building trades council, declares that Mr.
Mayer is strictly a corporation lawyer, and that his statement that the courts do
not properly protect corporations is not true. Very recently injunctions have
been granted against laboring men without giving them a hearing. The courts

enerally side with incorporated wealth. The whole police force of Chicago also
i8 guarding the interests of the contractors. (467.)

Mr. MILLER, a contractor, says that he favors the establishment of a long tenure
of office for judges in order that they may administer laws impartially without
influence either by money power or labor organizations. He thinks that elective
judges are more apt to side unfairly with labor than appointed judges. (523.)

Mr. OFFIELD, & patent lawyer, believes that every argument is in favor of the
appointment and against the election of judges, and that the judicial history of
the country points in the same direction. The Federal judges who are appointed
by the President are men of the highest standing. Politics have litfle influence
in the appointments. The President,in making his appointments, recognizes the
responsibility of a life choice. Judges, chosen for life, are above any clamor of
the mob or any bias on the side of corporations. Only by such a system can the
judicial department be removed from political tempests and excitement; only
thus can there be assurance of the dispensation of justice. In the opinion of the
;vitness, the Federal courts have done exact justice between laborers and manu-

acturers.

The elected judges. on the other hand, at least in Ilinois, are partisans, and
their acts are continually influenced by the desire of reelection. ~Litigants are
uneasy, so far as questions involving party are in any way in dispute. The
remuneration of State judges also is 8o low that lawyers of the highest class will
not abandon their practice to take the position.

The witness is not quite sure that the system of appointing judges would work
as well in the States as it does in the Federal Government. If the governors of
the States were, apg)roximately, equal in character and judgment to the President,
the appointment of the State judiciary would certainly be advantageous. (86,87.)

Mr, DARROW, a lawyer, declares that the opposition to the election of judges is
really an opposition to the control of the people over their own courts. The wit-
ness admits that a man appointed for life might be more independent than one
elected, but says that after all this is a government of the people, and that the
judges should represent the people. Men appointed for life are largely released
from responsibility to the people. )

The witness thinks that the judges of the Federal courts are, on the whole, very
much more inclined fo favor the employers as against the working classes than
the State judges. He says that most of the Federal judges have been attorneys
for railroads and corporations, and that, although they do not mean to be unfair,
they are influenced by their training and by the impressions which they have
formed before appointment. It is natural that the President, who is more closely
associated with men in high position and of large moneyed interests, should
appoint men more or less hostile to the interests of the working classes, and that
the judges elected by the people themselves should be more in sympathy with
those classes. The witness thinks that in the few States where State judges are
appointed there is probably the same tendency on the part of the courts to favor
capital as against labor, although the %overnor of a State is perhaps a little closer
to the people than the President. In Massachusetts, where the judges are
appointed, the State court has disgraced itself by sending a man-to jail because
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he st}rixck, holding the strike itself unlawful without reference to the use of force
or violence. :

Mr. Darrow does not think that such decisions as that in the Debs case and
other similar cases would have been made if the judges had been trained to look
upon the other side of labor questions. He believes that the tendency is for
appointed judges to be too much controlled by strong corporations. Corporations
are always active in influencing the appointment of judges; their influence is
much more powerful than that of the workingmen in the election of judges.
The witness thinks that the State courts are seldom unfairly biased in favor of
the workingmen.

Mr. Darrow further says that the judges of the more important State courts in_
Ilinois, thesuperior and circuit courts, are elected for 6 years. There isalsoacounty
court whose judges are elected for 4 years, but they have less important jurisdic-
tion. The justices of the peace are appointed by the governor on the recom-
mendation of the judges. The witness declares that the justices are a very good
set of men, almost all of them being lawyers. The judges are mostly lawyers
who have stood well in the profession; they are representative men. On the other
hand, in Chicago the party complexion of the government changes frequently, so
that the judges are changed at practically every election. (67-70.)

8. Injunctions in labor difficulties.—Mr. MAYER, a lawyer, thinks it is possible
that the courts have sometimes gone too far in granting injunctions. Neverthe-
less the proportion of cases in which injunctions have been unjustly granted is
bg no means greater than the proportion of wrong decisions in any other branch
of human affairs. The witness would especially deprecate any statutes prohibit-
ing the granting of injunctions against acts which are criminal offenses by statute
or common law. Such a limitation would not permit the redress which the law
contemplates. The punishment of conspiracy does not give redress to the person
whose property is destroyed or whose life is endangered. Moreover, the judicial
department is equal and coordinate with the legislative department, and the legis-
lature has no right to lay down rules for the guidance of the courts. Itistrue that
the use of the injunction to restrain persons from committing criminal offenses is
comparativelynew, but it is because the offenses themselves are comparatively new.

It may be that occasionally a judge has the mistaken idea that merely exercis-
ing the power of punishment for contempt of court creates respect for his judicial

-person, but this is not usually the attitude of the judges. The witness believes
strongly, however, that a person who is punished for contempt should have the
right to appeal to a higher court. On the other hand, to submit a case of con-
tempt to a jury would be to obstruct the administration of justice and to reduce
the decision of the case to a petty struggle. (78, 79.)

Mr. OFFIELD, a patent lawyer, thinks that there are few cases where injustice
has been done by the issue of injunctions by Federal courts. . Most of the injunc-
tions which are complained of have been issned by two or three judges only.
The witness thinks there are instances where Federal judges have refused injunc-
tions sought by corporations in labor troubles. (86.)

Mr. DARROW, a lawyer, refers to the Debs case as illustrating the unfair use
of injunctions. He says that Judge Woods issued a blanket injunction running
against at least 10,000 persons in Chicago, including Mr. Debs and his associates
and all other persons-whomsoever. Mr. Debs and five associates were arrested on
the ground that they had violated this injunction in contempt of court. The issue
gractically was whether these men were responsible for the acts of violence.

udge Woods held that they were, although, according to the witness, it was not
proved that a single violent act or word, or act tending to cause violence, had been
proved against Mr. Debs. These same men were also indicted for the offenses
charged, but the case was dismissed. (68.)

Mr. Darrow declares that workingmen claim that the courts should have no
right to issue an injunction in any case where the facts constitute a criminal
offense; or at any rate, that if the right of injunction in such cases be retained,
punishment for contempt should be possible only after a jury has decided as to
the facts constituting the offense. Personally, the witness would prefer that the
use of the injunction to restrain criminal acts should be altogether prohibited.

The witness admits that violence often does grow out of strikes, and especially
out of the practice of sicketin . It arises naturally because of the great excite-
ment. Workingmen do not claim that they should be protected in their acts of
violence. But the police department should see to the prevention and punish-
ment of such acts. %t is true that the police and other authorities are sometimes
lax in the performance of their duty, but the public must assume thatthe law will
be carried out by its chosen officers. At any rate, there is no more assurance that
a judge will carry out the law fairly than that the mayor or.the police will do so.
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The only safety is to keep each department of government within its own sphere,
and then to trust to the gradual progress of civilization and the improvement
of the character of the authorities to secure good order. Meantime, the laboring
men insist that they bave the right to form organizations, to strike—just as the
employer has the right to discharge his men—and to persuade others to strike or
to refrain from working. (68-71.)

IX. EFFECTS OF STRIKES.

A, Effects on prosperity of Chicago, generally.—Mr. OFFIELD, a patent lawyer, whose
duties bring him into connection with variousmanufacturers, declares that within
a radius of 40 miles from the city of Chicago more money is invested in manu-
facturing industries than in all New En%la.nd. He asserts, however, that during
recent years manufacturers in that locality have become exceedingly uneasy on
account of the attitude of labor organizations. They feel that there must be
some drastic measures to prevent constant interference with their business.
The State authorities seem indisposed to take any practical measures. The wit-
ness has heard a large number of manufacturers who have advocated the pro-
‘gramme of fighting out the points of contention immediately, and, in case they
are mot seiztslsed favorably, moving their industries outside of Chicago and its
vicinity. L

Mr. BOARD, a manufacturer of machinery, says that Chicago would be the
geatest manufacturing center in the world if it were not for the labor troubles.

e declares that if ﬂ‘}:‘ﬁ)resent condition of things continues the manufacturing
industry of the citg ill be driven away, especially to the suburban towns. His
own business could be carried on just as well in a small town, and he could save
25 per cent in the cost of labor, on account of the lower cost of living. If labor
unions continue to be 8o extravagant in their demands throughout the country,
our manufacturing industries will largely be destroyed and Europe will get the
advantage of the business. (41,44.) .

Mr. ROUNTREE says that the general conditions of business at Chicago and
throughout the country are such that, were it not for the strikes, there would be
great prosperity. If the labor difficulties can be settled Chicago will be the best
point for carrying on the brass industry. It is near the source of production of
copper and is advantageously situated for shipping, while it is easier to get skilled

. labor in a large city than in a small town. (34.)

Mr. CHALMERS, & manufacturer of machinery, declares that unless there is
some radical improvement in the labor conditions in Chicago it is doomed as an .
industrial center. He knows of plans for new corporations there which have
fallen through because of the fear of labor troubles. The present strike among
the machinists alone has caused a loss in wages of $15,000 per day to the strikers,
while on account of the dependence of the other workers in the machine shops

. upon the machinists unemployment of these will also be greatly increased. This
strike, together with the others, will soon become the cause of great suffering.

The strikers can not look for much relief from the public, for the public is getting
- educated and will not support men who will not work. . (6,15.)

Mr. A. R. CLARK, a contractor, states that there are companies that have been
forced to leave Chicago on account of itslabor conditions. He names the Compound
Door Company, which left Chicago with some 250 men, and is now employing
400 or 500 men at St. Joseph, Mich, (401.)

Mr. CoRBOY, a contracting plumber, declares that the controversies and strikes
that have prevailed in Chicago for some years have resulted in driving away a
good many manufacturing plants to the smaller towns about. (415.)

Mr. PRICE, a general contractor, has heard of several people who meant to
build manufacturing plants in Chicago, but have decided not to come here on
account of labor difficulties. He estimates that Chicago has only laid about
300,000,000 brick during the past year, while New York haslaid about 1,200,000,000.
Chicago has great advantages as a manufacturing center but for the conditions

" of the labor market. (862,363.) .

B. Effect on prosperity of building industry.—Mr. MADDEN, president of the West-
ern Stone Company, says that his business is a sort of thermometer of the increase
and decrease of the manufacturing business in Chicago. When business is brisk
there is a_demand for building stone. When business is-dull there is little
demand. From the close of 1892 to the close of 1896 the great manufacturing
industries of Chicago were practically at a standstill. There was a great increase
during 1897, and in 1898 some of the great manufacturing plants had more than
doubled the men they employed in 1896, and in 1899 the force of 1898 was almost
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doubled again. This increase necessitated large additions to their plants. Fur-
ther large additions would now be in progress if it were not for the building
trades troubles.

The general building business has been very small up to this time. Real estate
and building are the last interests to feel the effects of rising prosperity. Fur-
thermore, the unsettled relations between contractors and workmen during the
j{)ggst) year have made capitalists hesitate to undertake building operations. (108,

Mr. GINDELE says that mechanics and laborers in the building line were pretty
well employed in 1898 and 1899, but the reason was the construction of the drain-
age canal and certain other city works, and also the fact that many mechanics
left the city to work elsewhere. Some of the Chicago mechanics prefer to take
Jjobs outside of the city even at lower rates, because they know that their work
will not be interrupted by labor difficulties. The actual building business in
the city itself was very small during these years as compared with former
years. (367.)

Mr. NICHOLSON says that he reads in the papers from the report of the masons’
association that some 300 buildings partially erected are suspended by the exist-
ing strike. Probably about 20 are large buildings. (94.)

r. A. R. CLARK, a contractor engaged in putting up buildings on his own
account for sale, states that when the carpenters’ a%reement of 1899 was presented
to him its demands were 80 preposterous that he thought it better to cease build-
ing operations for the year. During the 3 years before he had put up buildings
to the value of $250,000 a year. He made no further effort to build until it was
stated in the press, and until he had been assured by the officers of the master
masons’ association, that an agreement had been formed with the building trades
council by which these objectionable demands were to be left to arbitration. He
then pregared plans for two buildings, to contain 44 flats. The foundation of one
of these buildings was laid before the existing trouble began. There it stands,
and Mr. Clark will not attempt anything further until matters are adjusted. (401.)

Mr. F. W. CLARK states that when the present strike began his firm had figures
out on work amounting to about $2,000,000, more than it had had out-in Chicago
at any one time for 5 or 6 years past. He knows of several million dollars’ worth of
work which is waiting for the adjustment of the troubles. Probably 12 or 15 mil-
lion dollars’ worth would be started this season in the architects’ offices or on the
ground but for the strike. Almost half of the amount would go in wages, for
work on the buildings or in making material for the buildings. The Chicago
mills feel the strike more severely than they would if the effort had not been
made, with a good deal of success, to restrict the manufacture of material for
Chicago buildings to the city. This has resulted in the exclusion of outside work
from the Chicago mills. (417.) . ) )

Mr. NICHOLSON, a contractor, says that the public has the largest interest in
such a strike as that existing in Chicago. There are some 16 unions with which
his firm comes directly in contact in the building trades, having perhaps 25,000
men, but as many more are doubtless thrown out of employment. The planing
mills, the stone quarries, the sand pits, the limekilns—all are shut down. The
witness estimates that. there are about 200,000 mouths to feed whose breadwin-
ners are idle. (89,92.)

Mr. GRIFFITHS, & general contractor, states that there was a considerable amount
of building and public improvement in Chicago last year and that in his opinion
the present year would have been one of the most prosperous that Chicago has
seen in a long time but for the labor difficulties. As it is, very little, if any, new
building is being started. (337.)

Mr. GEORGE F. HARDING, Sr., says that he would seem to be benefited, as an
owner of groperty, by an{)thing that should stop people from building. On the
other hand, he could not be much more harmed than by anything which should
make people unable to pay their rent, as the strike makes the strikers and will
make others,

Mr. Harding states that his rents have scarcely equaled the outgogunder the
greatly increased cost of building, due to the combinations of materfal dealers
and to the demands of the unions, Even in the present strike, which has checked
building, the course of rents has not been appreciably upward. (164.)

Mr. CARROLL, president of the building trades council, says that contractors
complain that not enough new buildings are put up, the real-estate board has
joined in the cry against labor, and some real-estate men have said that rents will

ave to be increased because of labor troubles. On the other hand, the constant
statement of real-estate men has been that too many buildings have been gu_t up
and that flat rents have been steadily going down because of the yearly addition
of new buildings. (268,) .
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Mr. BLiss, a painting contractor, declares that it is not true that the stoppage of
building is altogether because of labor actions. The price of material has been
put up by combinations of every kind, and when the workman asks a slight
increase gg o)ﬁset the increased price he has to pay for everything, he can not
get it. (255. .

Mr. MILLER, a contractor, testifying in February, 1901, says that he does not
believe the losses of employers and employees have exceeded $5,000,000, At the
time of his testimony building operations were going on with little hindrance,
and there was a prospect of a considerable amount of building. (521.)

C. Bitterness remaining from strikes.—Mr. NICHOLSON declares that 30 years will
not efface the memory of the sufferings of a great strike. This is a most deplor-
able thing, especially in this country, where the poorer classes all have votes. (96.)

X. THE MACHINISTS’ STRIKE.

A, Organizations involved.—International Association of Machinists.—Mr. WIL-
SON, vice-president of the International Assoeiation of Machinists, states that this
union was organized at Atlanta in 1888. Before that the local associations of
machinists all belonged to the British Amalgamated Society of Engineers. The
gresent membership of the International Association is about 85,000, having

oubled during the year 1899. The reason for this increase is largely the fact
that the assdciation supported many nonunion mer during the strike of 1899 and
thus won their interest.

The initiation fee of the lodges of the International Association may not be less
than $2. The dues paid to the local lodges vary in different localities. The per
capita tax for the International Association is 15 cents monthly, with an additional
25 cents every 3 months for a special fund. The organization pays in the
way of benefits only a death benefit of $50 aside from strike benefits. The wit-
ness thinks it would be wiser to have higher dues and more benefits, thereby
tending to strengthen the organization.

Mr. Wilson says further that the local funds of the lodges are independent of
the control of the international organization, aside from the per capita tax. The
per capita tax is paid by means of stamps inserted in a membership book which
each member must carry. The organization has a system of numbering its mem-
bers by which they can be accurately traced. (489.)

The International Association of Machinists has no regular strike fund, but
raises money to aid strikers by special assessment, The amount spent for strikes
during 1899 was $31,834. ' Aside from this, $524 was paid for ‘¢ victimized benefit.”
This benefit is paid when a man is discharged without just cause and when the
union is not sufficiently strong in the factory to justify a strike in order to compel
his reinstatement. In such a case the person discharged is paid regular wages
while the business agents look up for a job for him. (487489, 498.)

Mr. Wilson remarks that in this country, as distinguished from Great Britain,
an * engineer ” means not a person who makes machines, but only one who attends
to an engine. American engineers are not supposed to be able to make repairs;
indeed, the most successful never interfere with the mechanical side of their
engines atall. The American Association of Machinists has no jurisdiction over
engineers. (489.)

. Mr. Wilson says that there is no formal relation between the International
Association of Machinists and the American lodges of the Amalgamated Society
of Engineers, although the two organizations are thoroughly friendly to one
another. They do not exchange cards, and no person can be a member of both.
The Amalgamated Society of Engineers has much higher dues and pays more
and larger benefits. When men become educated up to appreciating these
advantages they sometimes change from the International Association to the
Amalgamated Society. The Amalgamated Society has grown in strength since
the establishment of the Intermational Association. On the other hand, the
American body has done away with some of the merely formal ceremonies and
old-fashioned customs of the British organization. (487,488.)

National Metal Trades Association.—Mr. DEVENS, assistant secretary of the
National Metal Trades Association, says that this is a voluntary association of
manufacturers, primarily for the purpose of defending themselves against unjust
demands of labor organizations, and alsoto endeavor to adjust difficulties between
employers and employees in an amicable manner. It was organized as the
National Association in December, 1899, but previously a local union had existed
in New York City, formed in August, 1899. . .

The association has a president, first and second vice-presidents, a secretary-
treasurer, and an assistant secretary, the latter being the only salaried officer.

T18A——vIIL
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The body is divided into 9 districts, each having a district committee of 5 mem-
bers. The general body has a council composed of its executive officers and the
chairmen and vice-chairmen of the district committee, 16 members in all.

The present membership of the organization is 114, and it covers practically all
the Northeast and North Central States.

The regular dues of the members are $1 per year for the general fund. In addi-
tion there is a reserve fund, to be used in helping members in case of labor
difficulties, which is maintained by a tax upon the members in proportion to the
number of persons they employ. Mr.Devens thinks that there may still be occa-
sion for the use of this reserve fund, despite the existing arbitration agreement
with the International Association of Machinists.. (499,500,508.) .

B, Causes and history of inauguration of strike.—1. Generally.—Mr. REID, national
organizer of the International Association of Machinists. testifies that in January,
1900, a circular letter was sent by the district lodge of the association in Chicago
to the machinery manufacturers of that city, asking them at a certain day to
meet the representatives of the organized machinists for the purpose of discussing
a contract as to conditions of labor. On the date fixed very few of the manufac-
turers appeared. About March 1,1900, accordingly, a written contract was drawn
}:11? by the district lodge and was presented to the various machinery manufac-

rers.

This contract, Mr. Reid declares, was not prepared hastily by irresponsible
leaders, but the variouslocal organizations in the city instructed the district lodge
to draw it up, and after being drafted it was submitted to a referendam vote of
the local lodges of the city. .

This contract provided first for complete recognition of the International Asso-
ciation of Machinists. It demanded a minimum rate of wages of 28 cents an hour
for machinists and 32} cents an hour for die and tool makers. Overtime to mid-
night should be paid for at one and one-half times the regular rates, and after
midnight and on Sundays and holidays at double rates. The contract provided
for the employment of apprentices in accordance with the constitution of the
international association, which calls for a 4 years’ apprenticeship and allows 1
apprentice to each 5 machinists. The 9-hour day was also demanded. If griev-
ances should arise it was grovided that the company should receive a committee
of its own employees, and, if no adjustment could be reached, that the dispute
should be left to the employers and the executive board of the district lodge, with
provision for arbitration in case no settlement could be reached by conference.

This proposed contract, says Mr. Reid, was rejected by the great majority of
the machinery manufacturers, and as a consequence about 5,000 machinists and
other employees in machine shops ceased work. During the second week of the
strike 13 of the employers had signed this contract or contracts in an amended
form. (178,187.) )

Mr. Reid says that the constitution of the International Association of Machin-
ists provides that when a grievance occurs in any shop the men shall first appoint
a committee to wait upon the employer. If he will not settle the difficulty it is
referred to the i{and lodge of the organization. The grand lodge tries to secure
a conference. the grievance of the men is not a just one the lodge has the
power to prohibit the men from going on strike. If it is just and no settlement
can be secured it may legalize the strike. (186.)

Mr. WILSON, vice-president of the International Association of Machinists, says
that the main object of the machinists’ strikes at Chicago, Cleveland, Detroit,
Paterson, and Philadelphia was to secure a reduction of hours. It was thought
that Chicago would be a good place to make a test fight. Unfortunately, the
machinists there thought they were strong enough to win anything, and the wit-
ness believes that ¢ they went off at halfcock.” They went on strike before the
time agreed upon for the reply of the employers, and that probably prevented
reaching an understanding. (490.)

Mr. DEVENS, assistant secretary of the National Metal Trades Association,
says that about January 23 Mr. Brown, the business agent of the Chicago
lodge of machinists, wrote to various manufacturers, asking them to meet him
in conference. Only 4 did so. After about 3 weeks he wrote again, sending
copies of the proposed agreement for signature. The agreement is submitted by
Mr. Devens, the terms being as above stated by Mr. Reid. As most of the manu-
facturers paid no attention te this second demand, Mr. Brown went in person to
many of t}ile shops and presented it. Mr. Devens believes that in many of these:
cases he notified the employers that the agreement, which was to take effect in 8
weeks, must be signed immediately, and on refusal the men were immediately
ordered to strike, in some instances doing so within 20 minutes.

The witness declares that business was very brisk at this time and that all the
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shops had large contracts on hand. It would have been entirely impossible for
them to make such sudden and important changes of hours and wages while
tlslgg w(r)%res Ob;n)md by these contracts. The union was hasty in forcing this demand.
, 508, 507.
( Mr. CHALMERS, of Fraser & Chalmers, manufacturers of machinery, says that
just before March 1, 1900, the machinery mianufacturers of Chicago received a
circular letter saying that unlessthey arranged to meet the union men who signed
the letter, and such other delegates as might come to Chicago, by March 1, a
strike would be called. The manufacturers did not object to meeting their own
employees, but they knew nothing of the business agents who signed fhese
notices, and they refused to attend such a meeting. Consequently, 6,000 machin-
ists have struck, involving an average loss in wages of about $15,000 per day. (6.)

Mr. WEBSTER, a manufacturer of machinery, thinks that the employers took the
wrong attitude at the outset toward the demandsof the machinists. Thosedemands
were first made in January. The employers were not well organized, and individ-
ually they paid little attention to the demands in most cases. They had an idea,
perhaps, that to grant any demand was to open the door to greater ones, both by
the machinists and by other employees. Mr. Webster thinks that instead of refus-
ing outright the employers should have negotiated with the men. (145.)

2. Morqaanardner Electrical Company.—Mr. RYAN, of the Morgan-Gardner
Electrical Company, says that about half of the employees of that company struck
on February 23,1900. The chief demand was that the machinists’ union should
be recognized, although some men who were not members of the uvnion struck.
The men had practically no grieva.nces of their own, but wished to help other
employees not as well situated as themselves. The witness refused to recognize
the union in negotiations, although he is not opposed to unions as such. He did,
however, negotiate with a committee representing the men, and in a certain sense
representing the union. .An agreement was reached on March 19, a written con-
tract being made which established practically the same methods and rules ag had
formerly existed in the shop,and the men all returned to work. The company
did not agree to employ exclusively union men, but is left at liberty to employ
whom it will. Itis the purpose of the company, however, to recognize a com-
mittee of the men in the shop at all times, and when it needs new employees to
ask it to furnish them. The witness thinks that the settlement is enfirely satis-
factory to both sides. (290, 201, 293, 295.)

3. Gates Iron Works.—Mr. GATES, of the Gates Iron Works, manufacturers of
rock breakers and of machinery for precious-metal mines, says that most of the
employees of that company had, up to the time of the recent strike, been in its
em&)loy for a long time. Their wages had been increased in the past year or two,
and averaged fully as high as in 1892, although the prices received for the products
of the company are considerably less than at that time. The witness thinks that
the majority of the men in his shop have been nonunion men. Recently the
machinists have struck; the others are still at work. There was no demand or
complaint regarding conditions in the shop itself. The strike was ordered by the
district lodge of machinists. The company declared that it would not recognize
a local organization, but wished to arbitrate along the lines established by the
National Metal Trades Association and the Iron Moulders’ Union.

Mr. Gates thinks that the great majority of the men on strike at present in
Chicago would rather be at work. He believes that they are misrepresented by
their officers. There are always a certain number of workingmen who are dis-
satisfied, and it is these who largely control the situation, very much as in the city
politicians of a low order control the primaries and make up the slate for the
nomination of officers. (19,20, 25.) N

4. Tin-can machinery manufacture.—Mr. BoARD, a manufacturer of machinery,
says that at the beginning of March, 1900, he had in his employ 890 men. About
that time the machinists in the shop presented a demand for signature. This
provided for a minimum rate of wages for machinists of 28 cenfs and 32} cents
per hour for a 9-hour day; for employment of members of the International Asso-
ciation of Machinists in good standing exclusively on machinists’ work and on
die and tool work, and for settlement of disputes by arbitration. This demand
was presented to the witness on Thursday, and he told the walking delegate that
he would reply on Saturday. The walking delegate said there would be no inter- .
ference until the reply was made, but he reported to the union that night that he
did not think the witness would sign the paper, and advised a strike. One of the
witness's foremen was told that there would be a strike, and for the sake of put-
ting himself into a better position the witness discharged all of his machinists—290
men. He gave as a reason that he intended to move his shop, which was a fact.
At the time of his testimony Mr. Board was just sending out, he declares, a letter
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to all of the old men saying that if they wished to come back at the old wages
3nd regg})aii';n)ls they might do so, and that their places would be held for a few
ays. (39,47.

5. Goss Printing Press Company.—Mr. WALSER, president of the Goss Printing
Press Company, says that the men in his shop have struck, but that they do not
claim to have any grievance. They have not spoken to the company in any way
as to demands, but the leaders of the machinists’ tinion have presented the same
contract for signature which was presented to the other machinery manufacturers.

Mr, Walser says that he tried to operate his plant for a time with nonunion
men, but that at last through fear of violence he practically closed it down. In
a few of the departments work is still going on, chiefly with apprentice labor.
A good many of the men on strike have told the witness that they would be glad
to go back to work, but that they dare not do so—that they think their lives
would be in danger. §371, 374.)

6. Webster Manufacturing Company.—Mr. WEBSTER, president of the Webster
Manufacturing Company, employing 850 to 400 men, says that the same demands
have been made by the machinists’ union upon his company as upon the other
machinery manufacturers, but that, although the demands have not been acceded
to, the men have not as get struck. The company has asked them to wait until
the matter can be settled by consultation between the International Association
of Machinists and the National Metal Trades Association. The witness thinks
that the men have recognized that the company has taken a stand somewhat more
favorable to them in various ways than some of the other employers have taken.
They may, however, strike at any time. (144,147.)

7. Western Electric Company.—Mr. BARTON, president of the Western Electric
Company, says that that company employs in Chicago about 5,200 or 5,300 men,
some of whom are machinists. About the beginning of the present year repre-
sentatives of the different labor unions among the men demanded that only union
men be employed. This was refused, and on February 22 the machinists, 214 in
number, quit work. About 8 weeks later the men working in the brass foun-
dries, and the buffers, polishers, and platers, demanded that preference be given
to members of the union in employment, and when this was refused they also
quit. In both these cases there was no complaint against the conditions of work
in the factory itself. The majority of the men who have struck are still out, and
the company has made no particular effort to fill their places. There have been
some negotiations with the union, but since they have always demanded that
some preterence be given to union men in employment the demands have been
refused. The company will be glad to resume work, giving preference to its
former employees. (296-298.) Co

8. Turner Brass Works.—Mr. ROUNTREE says that several different trade
unions are represented among the workers in the Turner Brass Works. Some
belong to the International Association of Brass Workers, some to the brass
molders’ union, some to the polishers’ union, some to the finishers’ union, and a
few to the machinists’ union. The witness has had various interviews with the
business agents of the unions. They have approached him especially because he
was regarded as a representative of the em Yoyers in the brass industry, having
been instrumental in organizing the Brass Club among the employersin Chicago.
At one time two business agents appeared and asked the witness to sign a con-
tract. Hé refused, and afterwards they offered a new contract, but the witness
stated that the company had decided not to unionize the shop. The company
understood that to recognize the union men was to agree to employ only members
of the union, which is the first article of these contracts. The Turner Brass
‘Works have never made it a custom to inquire whether a man was & union man
or not. Its employees are hired by individual contracts, practically by the week.

The witness says he was not waited upon by any committee of the workmen in
his shop, nor was there any dissatisfaction as to the conditions of labor there.
He has always stood in close connection with his men and their relations have
been pleasant. He does not think that the men in the Turner Brass Works
expected to be called out. Early in March, however, 23 men out of 150 employed
struckat the call of the business agents. The witnessthinks that this represented
the entire number of union men at that time. Gradually the rest of the men
were persuaded to quit work, nearly four times as many leaving as originally
belonged to the union. Some of these afterwards became members of the union,
so that about 49 are probably now union men. The witness thinks that some
degree of compulsion was useg to get these men to quit work. After a few days
the works were closed, and there has been no attempt to reosaen them. (28,29,382.)

9. Fraser & Chalmers.—Mr, CHALMERS, of Fraser & Chalmers, manufacturers
of mining machinery, says that the machinists in the shop of that firm made no
complaint before striking. A claim was made at the union headquarters that the
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firm was going to lock out its men—a claim without foundation—and thereupon
a strike was ordered. Mr. Chalmers says that Fraser & Chalmers have increased
the wages of their men from 5 to 12} per cent during the past 14 months. (15,18.)

C. Discussion of demands of machinists and attitude of employers toward them.—1. Gen-
erally.—Mr. WEBSTER thinks that most of the demands made by the machinists’
union are reasonable, or at any rate that they are fit subjects for arbitration.
The demand concerning wages is entirely satisfactory. Employers differ as to
granting the 9-hour day, but the witness believes personally that it ought te be
granted.although it would be very desirable that it should be adopted by machinery
manufacturers throughout the country. On the other hand the demand that only
union men shall be employed isregarded as violating a great principle, and, more-
over, the employers fear that if they should grant this the union would extend
its demands—for example, would want to limit the amount of work to be done by
the men. (147,148.) .

Mr. MCGARRY, proprietor of the Washington Steam Boiler Works, thinks that
the machinists and other strikers in Chicago are for the most part right in their
demands. He declares that he does not permit labor difficulties to interfere with
his business, because, having been a working man himself, he puts himself at the
point of view of his employees. He has never lost sight of the fact that he may
at any time have to be looking for a job himself. In 1899 the boiler makers work-
ing for the witness threatened to strike for an 8-hourday. The witness promised to
sign the proposed agreement if some of his competitors would do so first, and two
o;ogh%%es o)ther signers having been obtained he willingly met the terms demanded.
¢ Mr. GaTes declares that if this strike continues it will result either in reducing
the business of his company to a few specialties or in driving it out of business
entirely. Itis simply impossible for the company to submit to the dictation of
the local unions, especially because it comes in competition with manufacturers
in other parts of the country and in other countries. The general attitude of the
laboring men in Chicago at the present time is hostile to the best interests of
Chicago as a manufacturing center. (24.)

2. Recognition of union.—Thedemand madein the original contract submitted by
the machinists to their employers, as stated by Mr. REID, was that only members
of the International Association of Machinistsin good standing should be employed
on machinists’ and die and tool work. Mur. Reid says that the machinists believe
that harmony is necessary tosuccess in business, and that a shop whose employees
are members of an organization which teaches them to be diligent and faithful
will naturally be more successful than other shops. Moreover, the machinists
believe that employees should be controlled by their organizations and that friv-
olous grievances tending to irritate employers should be suppressed, while griev-
ances of a serious nature should be adjusted by arbitration. It is believed that
only where the employees are governed by a responsible organization can arbitra-
tion be successfully conducted.

On the other hand, the machinists were perfectly willing to amend their pro- -
posed contract in this rega.rd, but many of the manufacturers broke off negotia-
tions so that the proposed amendment could not be presented. As evidence of
the attitude of the machinists, Mr. Reid submitted a copy of the contract between
the machinists’ union and Siemens & Halske, which states that the company
agrees that, should it require the services of a machinist or other skilled worker,
the shop committee of the men will be given 48 hours in which to furnish a com-
petent man, but that in case of failure to do so the company shall have the right
to hire a union or a nonunion man at pleasure. .

Mr. Reid says, further, that even nnder the original contract there was no pro-
vision to prevent an employer from discharging his men for any reasonable cause.
The employer should be the judge of the competency of his men. The subjectof
discharging is not even mentioned in the contract. In case an employer should
discharge a man apparently because he had been active in union work or for some
such reason, it would be considered a grievance, but not otherwise. The organi-
zation simply seeks to protect its members from discrimination on the ground of
their membership.

The union does attempt to make its membership a guaranty of competency.
There are many branches of the machinists’ trade, and each man is given a due
book or traveling card which states in what branch he is specially skilled. It
may, the witness admits, happen that incompetent men get into the union.

The constitution of the International Association of Machinists itself does not
compel its members to refuse to work with nonunion men. The constitution sim-
ply asks that the members themselves be diligent. On the other hand, the inter-
national officers, like the witness, are not responsible for bitter feeling on the part
of the men in the local organizations and can not prevent them from refusing to
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work with those whom they consider traitors. In practice the witness believes the
men do sometimes refuse to work with nonunion men, but usually only where such
men have proved traitors in a peculiar sense. (179,181,188.)
Mr. BARTON, president of the Western Electric Company, says that that com-
pany has no objection to dealing with its men through any representatives they
may choose, whether a committee of their own number or the business agents of
the unions to which the men may belong. The company has always discussed
matters with representatives of the unions and is willing still to do so. There are
})roba.bly six or eight different unions among the workmen in the company’s shops.
n some departments practically all of the employees are union men. This i3
notably the case among the brass foundrymen and the iron foundrymen; their
unions are of long standing and well managed. In the case of the machinists
there is a smaller proportion of union men—not more than one-half in these shops.
This is partly due to the fact that the machinists are less nomadic than many
other workmen, but are permanently established and do not need the union so
.much for their protection. In some other departments there are no union men
at all. The stockholders and directors of the company sustain the position of the
officers that the company will not agree to give preference to union men, and
- especially will not employ them exclusively. The witness doubts whether the

manufacturers of Chicago can get enough nonunion men to run their establish-

ments but thinks that they intend to fight out the strike. .

Mr. Barton declares that on general principles he is in favor of labor unions,
and that he believes that, in spite of mistakes and drawbacks, they have benefited -
the laboring classes without seriously injuring any other class. It is legitimate
for workmen to combine to secure shorter hours and higher wages. (299-301.)

Mr. Barton, on hearing a summary of the conditions of the contract made by
the machinists’ union with the firm of Siemens & Halske, says that, if stated cor-
rectly, practically nothing is involved in this contract which was not already in
practice at the Western Electric Company’s works before the recent strike, unless
perhaps the irovision concerning the shop committees. The witness sees no rea-
son why work should not be resumed under such conditions. The Western Elec-
tric Company, however, would not be willing to have a steward, an official of the
union, representing the organization among its employees. It will not make itself
a recruiting agency nor a collection agency for the unions. (297,299.)

Mr. GATES says that the demands of the machinists in the present strike are not
especiallg unreasonable, except their demand that every shop shall be a union
shop, and that all of the employees shall submit to union rules. " One of these
rules provides that no member shall take a job for less than it formerly paid. If
any workman shows himself superior and entitled to more than the minimum
rate of wages, the emgloyers, in view of this rule, will not advance his pay, since
any other man who should afterwards take the job could not work at a lower
rate. If a man knows that more efficient work will not result in higher wages,

" he will do as little work and as poor work as possible. The constitution of the
machinists’ union also provides that the local union must vote on the question of
the reduction of wages; in case of hard times the employer may be unable to con-
tinue business because of refusal ‘to accept lower wages. Amnother rule of the
machinists’ union limits workmen to the use of one tool. In every instance the
tendency is to curtail the production of each man, and to make one level for all
workmen, with no chance to rise. (24,25.)

Mr. ROUNTREE says that the Turner Brass Works have never made it a custom
to inquire of workmen whether they were union men or not. The witness has no
objection to dealing with union men if they are wmen of sufficient ability and hon-
esty and if labor disgutes are treated from a national standpoint. It will not do
to settle disputesin the brass industry from a local standpoint. The International
Association of Brass Workers is not very large orstrong, and the employers are
not warranted in believing that it could compel their competitors in other places
to make the same terms as are demanded in Chicago. (31.)

Mr. WALSER, of the Goss Printing Press Company, thinks that Siemens &
Halske were compelled by force of circumstances to operate their plant at any -
cost, and therefore made the agreement with the machinists’ union. He does not
believe they will be able to compete with the Eastern manufacturers under these
conditions. (376.)

Mr. JONES, & nonunion machinist, says that he has been employed in shops
where there is no distinction made between union and nonunion men. As far as
he knows, the nonunion men are often as competent as the best union men. The

_ witness himgelf gets as good gay as theunion men. Employers usually care little
for certificates of membership in the machinists’ union as evidence of skill,
although such a certificate might have some weight in certain shops. Practically,
men are always taken on trial and must prove themselves skilled mechanics.
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Mr. Jones says, further, that before the present strike one-third of the machin-
ists in Chicago were members of the union. The membership of the union has
been increased during thestrike, partly, as the witness implies, by practical coer-

-cion of men to join the organization. (196,197.)

Mr. WILSON, vice-president of the International Association of Machinists, says
that that organization has never attempted to compel men to join it before allow-
ing them to work. The rights of nonunionists are thoroughly respected, but the
organization tries to induce them to join. This policy of open shops has, in the
opinion of Mr. Wilson, tended to increase the membership of the union. (495.)

Mr. DEVENS, assistant secretary of the National Metal Trades’ Association,
asserts that the employers in the machine shops have never discriminated against
union men, but have run open shops, insisting on the right of the employer to
employ whom he will. They are perfectly willing that their men should organize.
This practice is made general and permanent by the agreement adopted in New
York in May, 1900. The witness believes that under the terms of this agreement
it will be possible to check the various secret discriminations made by union men
against nonunion men in machine shops. Mr. Devens states that it has often
been the practice of union men to hide the tools of the nonunion men, or to
refuse to assist them in emergencies. (509,511.) .

3. Demands as to wages.—Mr. REID says that the demand of the machinists for
a minimum rate of wages did not aim to establish a uniform rate or to prevent
the employer from paying higher wages to the more skilled workmen. The union
believes that no workman who is competent to act as a machinist should receive
less than 28 cents per hour, and that tool makers should receive 824 cents. The
high skill required deserves reasonable compensation. To become a skilled
machinist a man must submit to instruction for a number of years,and must also
apply himself to mechanical studies, Not only is skill of hand required, but the
brain must be continually in operation.. A man must be able to work to the
thousandth part of an inch.: Asa matter of fact,the minimum demand is not
higher than that usually paid in the past by Chicago manufacturers. The
machinists are not asking for the 9-hour day with 10 hours’ pay. Theyhavebeen
earning in the past from $2.60 to $3 per day for 10 hours’work, and the minimum
fixed in the contract would amount to $2.52 for the 9-hour day.

The increase in the prosperity of the manufacturers warrants an increase in the
wages of the employees, and yet during the past year there have been no general
advances, unless perhaps in the case of one or two firms. There may have been
individual advances of wages.

It was not intended that the wages of individual workmen in the shop should.
be fixed by a contract with the shop committee or with the union. Each man’s
wages would be fixed by agreement with his employer individually, but a mini-
mum would be fixed.

The machinists did not demand this minimum wage for any but. skilled men,
those technically known as machinists or die men. Menknown as‘ handy men,”
who are able to work the simplest machines, drill presses, screw machines, ete.,
but who are able usually to do onlyone class of work, might receive lower wages.
The lglcilled machinists will not allow men of this class to do regular machinists’
work.

There was no strike among the employees of the Illinois Steel Company, although
some machinists are employed by that company. The wages of these men have
been raised, and their condition is entirely satisfactory. (179,189-191.)

Mr. CHALMERS declares that the demands of the machinists are not really on
the subject of wages. He does not believe that there is a machine shop in Chi-
cago of any importance which pays less than 28 cents per hour to machinists.
The average wages in Fraser & Chalmers’s shop are from 26 to 35 cents per hour.
The claim that hod carriers are paid a higher rate per hour than machinists fails
to regard the fact that the work of hod carriers is very irregular. The actual
average wages of hod carriers for the year are probably less than $1.50 per day.
The machinists work every day in the year except holidays, and their work is
carried on under more comfortable conditions. (7, 8.) . L

Mr. BARTON, of the Western Electric Company, insists that the strikers in the
shops of the Western Electric Company had no grievance of their own, especially
as regards hours and wages. The competent machinists who struck had been
receiving wages ranging from 26% cents to 50 cents per houreand the tool makers
from 294 to 37} cents per hour. The brass molders, who struck afterwards, had
been receiving from 264 to 31 cents per hour, and the buffers, platers, and polishers
from 224 cents to 35 cents per hour. The wages mentioned are those for the
skilled men in each case, there being lower rates for helpers and learners. For
women the wages are at first 74 cents per hour and afterwards 94 cents per hour,
while the few who become specially skilled get 11} cents per hour. (296,297.)



OXX INDUSTRIAL COMMISSION ;:—CHICAGO LABOR DISPUTES.

Mr. ROUNTREE, president of the Turner Brass Works, says that the men there
have had no grievance of their own. Theaverage wages paid in the works, nearly
one-half of the men being under 21 years of age, are $10.98. For skilled workmen
the minimum wage is 25 cents per hour. The work is regular 300 days inthe year,
80 that the men can earn §$750 yearly. Brass workers are better paid at $2.50 than
bricklayers at $4 per day, since the work of bricklayers is less regular, and since
they lose considerable time and spend considerable money going to and from work.
The wages of brass workers have been increased about 10 per cent in 2 years and
work has been steady. Most of the workmen at the Turner Brass Works are
prosperous, Some of them have put their children through the high school, and
the witnees thinks that in few cases are the children of the workmen engaged in
labor. They are ablé to advance to still higher occupations than that of their
parents. The hours of labor at the Turner works have been 10 per day, or 63 in
a week; but the works closed at 8 o'clock on Saturdays, so that the total hours
were 60 per week. (29,33.) . A

Mr. BOARD says that the wages paid in his establishment before the strike aver-
aged about $2.80 for 10 hours, the best hands earning as much as $3.50 per day.
‘Wages have been raised during the past 2 years, but by arrangements with indi-
viduals, not generally. The witness says that during the recent hard times he
did not lower wages at all, but that he took many contracts, out of which he made
scarcely any profit, merely to keep the establishment running. (41.)

The average pay of the machinists in the emgloy of the Goss Company, accord-
ing to Mr. WALES, has been about $2.60 for 10 hours’work. The witness declares
that his company could not grant higher wages and shorter hours and continue
in competition with Eastern establishments, especially since the latter are nearer
the markets than Chicago. . If the demands of the union were granted the GGoss
Company would be paying from 15 to 25 per cent hi%her wages than its competi-
tors at other points. The machinists claim that hod carriers get as high wages
as they do, but they do not consider that hod carriers work only a fraction of the
year. (872,875.)

Mr. RYAN, of the Morgan-(ardner Electrical Company, says that the wages in

its shop average $2.28 per day, including unskilled laborers. The present hours
ogglzabor are 9 per day, but the witness favors reducing them sooner or later to 8.
(292.) :
4. Demand for 9-hour day.—Mr. REID says that the demand of the machinists
for the 9-hour day is not based on the desire for 10 hours’ pay for 9 hours’ work,
but rather on the belief that under the shorter day the physical condition of the
men will be much improved; in fact, that they can work so much better that the
output will be as large, if not larger, than under the 10-hour day. Machinery
was intended to lighten labor rather than to increase its burdens. The work of
the machinists is not light in comparison with that of other trades., The ma-
chines which they tend are speeded to the highest limit, and the nature of the
work makes it necessary to pay rigid attention constantly. In a large city like
Chicago workmen almost invariably have to travel long distances to their work,
80 that their hours are actually considerably longer than the time spent at the
shop. The machinists want the 9-hour day, so that they may have more
opportunities to become acquainted with their families and to enjoy the various
comforts of home. The argument of their opponents that the extra hour will be
spent in the grogshops is an ungentlemanly attack upon the character of the ma-
chinists, who are, Mr. Reid declares, exceedingly temperate men. The claim that
Chicago manufacturers must have the 10-hour day because their competitors in
other parts of the country work 10 hours is not thoroughly well founded. A ma-
Jjority of the machine shops in Pittsburg and in Greater New York are operated
on the 9-hour day. (179, 180.)

Mr. MCGARRY thinks that 8 hours is amply sufficient for any man to work.
He believes that his men work with far more pleasure and energy, so that the
sroduct throughout the year is not reduced by the shorter hours. The witness

eclares that his business comes into competition with that of other manufacturers.
He is chiefly engaged in making tanks for ice machines, taking subcontracts from
the manufacturers of those machines, He also does much local repair work. Mr.
McGarry admits that if his competitors had as good and willing men as himself
he might be at some disadvantage from working an hour or two less a day.

308, 809. ~ .
¢ Mr. WI)LSON, vice-president of the International Association of Machinists, de-
clares that the main aim of that organization has been to reduce the hours of
labor. They felt during 1900 that the time had come to demand a general 9-hour
day. Although they realize the fact that a reduction of hours must reduce the
output and must render idle for a proportional time the valuable machinery of
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the employer, they believe that a shorter workday would give labor to the un-
employed and that it is necessary for the well-being of the workers. ~In the larger
cities a man has to leave his home very early in order to get to work at 7 o’clock,
and he reaches home very late in the evening. (490.)

Mr. WEBSTER thinks the time has come when the hours of labor should be
reduced, in many trades at least, to 9. In the case of heavy physical labor men
can perhaps accomé)lish as much in 9 hours as in 10. This is noft true, Mr.
Webster thinks, of machinists and some other classes of skilled workmen.
Their work is not severe physically. The machines are speeded at a fixed rate,
and practically all the men have to do is to watch them carefully. The chief
ar%-ument in favor of shorter hours in such trades is that the increased efficiency
of labor and of labor-saving machinery in this country has brought us close to the
line where the production is greater than the wants of the people. If we wish to

_give all men work, the hours of labor will probably have to be reduced.

In the case of a national industry, such as that of the machinery makers, it
would be very desirable that the shorter workday should be adopted uniformly
throughout the country, in order that no section might be placed at a disadvan-
tage in competition. The reduction of hours in such a case would simply increase
the fixed charges of the manufacturers. The witness does not think that shorter
hours would prevent American manufacturers from competing with foreign
manufacturers. The American workman can produce a very large amount in a
day, both because of superior efficiency and because of the superior machinery
which he uses. The witness thinks an American machinist, with the machinery
;v41§101h5 018) employed here, can do as much work as two English machinists. (147,

Mr. CHALMERS declares that the Chicago machine manufacturers can not
afford to grant the 9-hour day on account of the longer hours of their competitors
in other parts of the United States, and especially in Germany and Belgium.
Labor is a comparatively small item in the expense of manufacture. The large
capital i;u)rested in machinery can not afford to lie idle a tenth of the normal
time. (7. )

Mr. BARTON says that the hours of labor at the Western Electric Company
works are 94 per day. The regular working hours for men at the Western
Electric Works have been for many years 56 per week in winter and 52} in sum-
mer, the limit per day being 9 hours. In the women’s department the regular
hours are 53 per week in winter and 49} in summer. He hopes that during his
lifetime hours generally may be still further reduced without materially reducing
the amount that men and women will earn. (296, 301.) .

Mr. RyaN, employer, declares himself a believer in the 8-hour day, although his
shop is at present working 9 hours. The shorter day can be made to the interest
of the manufacturer as well as of the employees. When the witness began work-
ing at his trade, the hours of labor were 12, and there was the same talk about the
danger of reducing them to 10 as is now heard when the 9-hour or the 8-hour day
is discussed. As a matter of fact, improvements in machinery and methods have
made it possible for manufacturers to reduce their hours and make as much
money as formerly., However, the strain upon the -workmen with improved
machinery is, if anything, less than it used to be. (292.)

5. Limiting of work.—Mr. BoARD, a manufacturer of machinery, objects espe-
cially to the rules of certain unions limiting the amount of work which the men
may do in a day. In his own business the witness has suffered from the rule of
the machinists’ union that no man shall run more than one machine at a time.
Often a mechanic can run three or four machines as well as one. In times like
the present, when there is demand for the labor of every good man,such a rule is
especially absurd and unjust. (46.) .

r. REID denies that the machinists’ union attempts to limit the amount of
work which a man shall do. In proof of this statement he submitted a copy of
the contract between the organization and Siemens & Halske which specifically
states: ‘‘ Nothing in said agreement is to be interpreted as limiting the amount of
work a man must do.” (183.) .

Mr. WILSON, vice-president of the International Association of Machinists, says
that it has been the practice of the British Amalgamated Society of Engineers to
restrict the output of machinists, but that American workmen work at high pres-
sure all the time and get all possible output from the machines. All restrictions
bhave been done away with, (488,498.) L .

6. Apprenticeship.—The demand of the International Association of Machinists
that the employers shall require 4 years apprenticeship and that no more than 1
apprentice shall be employed for each 5 machinists, is justified, according to Mr.
REID, by the fact that the overproduction of machinists will not be conducive to
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the welfare of the trade, and that since the success of new workmen depends on
the instruction given them by journeymen, the employees have the right to govern
the apprenticeship system. (179.)

Mr. WILsON, vice-president of the International Association of Machinists,
quotes from the constitution of the organization as follows:

““Any boy hereafter engaging himself tolearn the trade of machinist must serve
4 years. He shallin no case leave his employer without just cause. The follow-
ing ratio of apprentices shall be allowed: One to each shop, irrespective of the
number of machinists employed, and 1 to every 5 machinists thereafter, and no
boy shall begin tolearn the trade of machinist until he is 16 years old, nor after
he is 21 years of age.”

He adds, however, that this provision was practically a dead letter, since the
organization could not enforce 1t, until the manufacturers belonging to the Metal
Trades Association agreed to this limitation in connection with their joint agree-
ment with the International Association in May, 1900. Employers generally have
before sought successfully to increase the number of apprentices.

7. Overtime.—Mr. REID says that the demand of the machinists that overtime
be paid at higher rates is not due to a desire for excessive wages, but is made
because the machinists consider overtime injurious to their health and wish to
discourageit. The witness declares that he himself, like many other machinists,
hf’ISQ olf&()e!; worked long extra hours, and atfributes his poor health to that fact.
(179, 190.

D. Negotiations for arbitration and final settlement.! (See also under Arbitration,
Pp. CXXXVIL) .

1. Preliminary negotiations.—Mr. REID says that the association of machin-
ists believes in arbitration and has been willing to arbitrate the present diffi-
culties. The international president and the witness, when they first came to
Chicago during the present strike, held a conference with the manufacturers’
association, but it was a dismal failure, since the manufacturers positively refused
to discuss even the first clause of the contract proposed, that regarding recogni-
tion of the organization. Later on, the general board of the machinists’ associa- .
tion metrepresentatives of the National Metal Trades Association. The committee
of the latter association proposed an agreement for arbitration of all future griev-
ances, but added a clause demanding that all present strikes should be declared
off. Mr. Reid says that, while the International Association of Machinists con-
trolled nine-tenths of the machinists of Chicago, the National Metal Trades Asso-
ciation at that time embraced only 18 firms in Chicago out of a total of over 200,

- 80 that the vast majority of firms would not have been bound by the decision of
the arbitrators chosen by this association. The machinists accordingly proposed
that an agreement concerning arbitration be sent by the National Metal Trades
Association to employers in the metal trades throughout the country, and that an
arrangement be made by which the present difficulties could be arbitrated. The
machinists were unwilling to call off the strike in anticipation of an arbitration
which mi%)t take place at the pleasure of the employers. The committee of the
National Metal Trades Association states practically that it had no final power
to enter into an arbitration agreement, but it refused to take the course suggested
by the machinists, and to secure authority from the organization throughout the
country. Every amendment proposed by the machinists was rejected by the °
committee of the National Metal Trades Association. (181, 185.) .

Mr. CHALMERS says that the local organization of the National Metal Trades
Association in Ohicago refused to recognize the local union of the machinists in
negotiations or in arbitration, on the ground that the local organization did not
have correct knowledge of the conditions of industry throughout the country.
The National Metal Trades Association offered to refer all matters in dispute to
the national executives of the organizations of employers and employees. The
president of the machinists’ union at first agreed to this, but when the represent-
atives of the two organizations met the machinists declared that they could not
‘*deliver the goods.” The employers held that they would not arbitrate until the
men had gone back to work, and when Mr. O’Connell, president of the machinists’
union, refused to declare the strike off, they insisted that since he could not control
his men then he could not do so after arbitration.

Mr, Chalmers presented a copy of the proposed contract submitted by the rep-
resentatives of the National Metal Trades Association to the International Asso-
ciation of Machinists. The committee of the first-named association declared
itself the duly appointed representative of the organization, proposed an agree-
ment indorsing the principle of national arbitration, and recommended it for

1 Most of these witnesses testified before the final settlement of the strike; Mr. Wilson and
Mr. Devens after it. . ’
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adoption by the members of the National Metal Trades Association and the Inter-
national Association of Machinists. Pending the time necessary for ratifying the
agreement, strikes and lockouts should be immediately called off. Should the
agreement be ratified, either party to a labor dispute should have the right to
demand its reference to a committee of arbitration, consisting of the president
and two other representatives from each of the two associations, the finding of a
majority of which committee should be considered final. Pending such arbitra-
tion there shounld be no cessation of work at the instance of either party.

Mr. Chalmers insists that the employers can not arbitrate with local organiza-
tions who know nothing of national conditions. He says that systems of arbitra-
tration such as that proposed by the National Metal Trades Association have
been satisfactorily employed by the National Stove Founders’ Association for 9 or
10 years, and by the National Founders’ Association for several years. Neither
of these organizations has suffered from a strike since the arrangement was
established. (11,13, 14.)

Mr. WEBSTER thinks that the wrong attitude taken by the employers toward
the machinists’ union at the outset now stands in the way of an agreement to
arbitrate the difficulties. The employers are willing to arbitrate every question
and are willing to grant some of the demands. All of them want to get help to
run their shops, and can not get enough of it outside of the union.  All the men
want to remain in Chicago and work. But bad blood has been stirred up and it
is hard to secure arbitration. If the employers had been well organized at the
beginning, along the lines now adopted by the National Metal Trades Associa-
tion, there might have been arbitration. As it was, perhaps the machinists had
to strike. The manufacturers now demand that the men go back to work and
that the differences be afterwards arbitrated. The men demand that the differ-
ences be first arbitrated and then they will go back to work. It seems impossible
to come to any agreement on this point. The question as to whether the employ-
ers are right in this particular demand is one which appeals to different men 1n
different ways. (146, 147.)

Mr. WALSER says that the National Metal Trades Association has been formed
among the machinery manufacturers, not for the purpose of putting down
strikes, but for the purpose of treating labor disputes from a national standpoint.
It makes comparatively little difference to the manufacturers whether they pay
one rate of wages or another, provided the rate is uniform throughout the coun-
try. The competition, especially between Western and Eastern manufacturers,
is such that it is impossible for one city to pay more than another. The National
Metal Trades Association is perfectly willing to negotiate or arbitrate with
the different international associations of the workingmen; but it can not settle
strikes according to purely local conditions. The association includes manufac-
turers from all parts of the United States.

Mr. Walser declares further that the demand made by the National Metal
Trades Association, that the machinists shall return to work before attempting
to arbitrate the present difficulty, is a reasonable one. The men have left the
employ of the manufacturers and can now have no grievance against them. The
employers wish them to go back under the old conditions and will then be pre-
pared to discuss or to arbitrate any grievance. (372, 876.)

Mr. DEVENS, assistant secretary of the national association, testifying in June,
1900, says that at the time when the strike in Chicago broke out that association
had only 6 members in the city. Nevertheless the assistant secretary went to
Chicago on February 15 and a meeting of the manufacturers was held with about
40 present. Eighteen of these decided to join the National Metal Trades Asso-
ciation, and a local organization, known as the Chicago Association of Machine
Manufacturers, with a%out 70 members, was formed. The national organiza-
tion, being still young and relatively weak, was obliged to await the action of
this local association. ’ .

On March 15, however, the national administrative council of the Metal Trades
Association was summoned to Chicago. On March 17 a committee of this organi-
zation met a committee of the International Association of Machinists, 6 on
each side, and the committee of the employers submitted what is now known as
the Chicago agreement. This agreement, which is more fully summarized below,
provided for the establishment of a permanent system of arbitration. and for the
cessation of all strikes pending such arbitration. Thecommittee of the machinists
was in favor of the agreement, but the president of that organization, Mr. O’Con-
nell, stated that he could not accept it I?ecause he could not compel the members
of the organization to abide by it. .

Matters accordingly went ansettled until March 81. Just before that time 5
important manufacturers of Chicago wrote to the officers of the International
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Association of Machinists again urging them to sign the agreement submitted on
March 17, and declaring that the writers would do their best to secure the signa-
tures of 5 or 6 prominent members of the National Metal Trades Association
indorsing certain principles to be followed by the groposed arbitration committee.
The officers of the International Association agreed to the recommendations of this
letter, and the principles laid down in it were actually adopted in the agreement
reached at New York in May. (501, 508.)

2. Final settlement of strike and the establishment of arbitration system—Mr,
DEVENs states that the agreement submitted by the Committee of the National
Metal Trades Association on March 17 and concurred in by the International
Association of Machinists on March 31 declared that the experience of the two
organizations justified the opinion that the practice of national arbitration in the
settlement of contentions was better than resort to strikes and lockouts; and
that mutual agreement, conducing to greater harmony, would be of advantage.
Accordingly it was resolved that in all pending disputes, and those thereaffer
arising, after every reasonable effort by the parties to effect a satisfactory adjust-
ment should have failed, either party should have the right to ask for reference to
a committee of arbitration, consisting of the presidents of the National Metal
Trades Association and the International Association of Machinists, or their rep-
resentatives, and two other representatives from each association appointed by
the respective presidents. The findings of ‘the committee by majority vote
should be considered final. Pending adjudication there should be no cessation
of work, and existing strikes and lockouts should be terminated, to await action
concerning the caunses of dispute.

In accordance with this agreement the Chicago strike was brought to an end
by order of the International Association of Machinists early in April, and arrange-
ments were made for a meeting of the arbitration committee at New York in the
latter part of the month.

The first task of the arbitration committee was to bring about a cessation of
the strikes which were still being carried on in Cleveland, Paterson, and Phila-
delphia. These strikes had been started partly in sympathy with the Chicago
strike, and had not been called off when that was ended. In Cleveland
the National Metal Trades Association had only one member, and neither this
member nor the other manufacturers in the city would accept the Chicago agree-
ment. The Paterson members of the association took the same stand; they
declared that they would maintain open shops and take back their old men,
whether union or otherwise, upon the old terms. The old men refused to apply
and nonunion men were emploged. The employers at the conference in New
York insisted that the Cleveland strike should be called off as a preliminary to
further negotiations, and this was finally agreed to, and the president of the
machinists’ organization telegraphed that the strike must be terminated. After8
daysof negotiations a %enera.l agreement concerning the mostimportant conditions
of employment aside from wages was reached. (504-506.)

Mr, WiLsoN, vice-president of the International Association of Machinists, who
was also secretary of the Board of Arbitration of the National Metal Trades
Association and the International Association of Machinists at New York, says
that that board consisted of the presidents of the two organizations, and two
others from each side appointed by them, and that a vote of 4 was necessary to
carry any point. The board met at the Murray Hill Hotel, New York, in May,
1900, and sat for 8 days, both sides being in constant communication with their
representatives in all parts of the country. The result was that a good under-
standing was reached, and the witness considers this experience and the result-
ing agreement for further arbitration the best step which an organization of labor
has ever taken in America. It has shown that the principle of arbitration is
scientificand correct. It hasmade employers more tolerant toward their workmen,
and especially toward organizations, and has taught the employees that the
employers are reasonable bein%. (490, 492.)

8. Terms of settlement.—Mr. DEVENS describes the terms of the New York agree-
ment in detail and comments upon them.

The agreement incorporates the terms of the Chicago agreement, providing for
an adjustment of future disputes by a committee of arbitration in the manner
above described. .

The (ﬁestion of wages is not directly covered by the a.%reement, but a provision
which Mr. Devens considers important, in view of probable future local agree-
ments as to a minimum rate of wages, fixes the definition of a competent machin-
ist. Mr. Devens declares that the machinists have hitherto attempted to enforce
their minimum rates for incomgetent men who arereally only ‘ handy men.” By
the agreement a machinist is defined to be a ** competent general workman,” &
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competent floor hand, lathe hand, planer hand, vise hand, etc.; he must be able to
take a blne printor a drawing and prosecute the work therefrom successfully within
a reasonable time. The competency of the men is to be determined entirely by
the judgment of the employer. -

The agreement provides that overtime shall be paid at the rate of * time and a
quarter ” up to 10 o’clock, ¢ time and a half ” from 10 o’clock until midnight, and
** double time ” after midnight and on Sundays and holidays. Mr. Devens says
that this arrangement probably represents, on the average, neither a gain to the
employers nor to the employees, but simply systematizes overtime work, which was
formerly paid at various different rates by different establishments.

The agreement further regulates the apprenticeship system, adopting the rule
of the machinists’ union as to the number of apprentices. Every shop is allowed
1 apprentice, and 1 additional for every 5 men employed.

Mr. Devens believes that this regulation will have little effect, because there are
few regularly indentured apprentices, unskilled work being done by boys or * handy
men,” who receive no particular instruction. He does not consider that the agree-
ment applies to thisclassof men. Theagreement next declares that * no discrimi-
nation shall be made against union men, and every workman shall be free to belong
to a trade union should he see fit. Every employer shall be free to employ any
man whether he belongs or not to a trade union.” Mr. Devens asserts that this
provision is of very great importance, since it prevents the union from insisting
that only union men shall be employed. He asserts that employers have never
discriminated against union men, but have merely insisted on their 1‘i%ht to employ
whom they please. The hours of labor, under the agreement, are to be reduced to
57 per week after 6 months from date of the agreement, and to 54 after 12 months.
This provision, Mr. Devens points out, provides for gradual adjustment to the new
conditions and prevents hardship to employers through the fact of their being sub-
ject to existing contracts.

The International Association of Machinists binds itself by the agreement to
})lace no restriction upon the management of shops, and to give a fair day’s work

or a fair day’s wage. (509-512.) .

Union men at the conference in New York City strongly opposed the provision
permitting employersto employ men regardless of membership in the union. They
hold that where the shop is unionized the men are all under control and the
elxlnployer is less likely to have difficulty than where only part are members of
the union. .

4. Effect of New York agreement.—Mr. DEVENS says in one place that the New
York agreement is entirely satisfactory to both sides, and that there is no ques-
tion which, in his opinion, can not be settled through arbitration proceedings. It
has been the endeavor to formulate a lasting agreement, and the witness believes
that this method of settlement, by conciliation within a trade, is better than
State arbitration. .

On the other hand, Mr. Devens believes that many of the members of the Inter-
national Association of Machinists do not altogether understand the conditions of
the agreement, and that if they did, they might not be so well satisfied with it.
He implies that the officers have concealed the provisions somewhat in order that
the men might be more inclined to accede to them. He states that what purport
to be copies of the agreement have been widely distributed, omitting the impor-
tant provisions 1Il)ermittiug the employers to employ whom they will regardless of
union membership and prohibiting restrictions upon the amount of output or the
methods of work. The copy of the report published in the June number of the
Monthly Journal of the International Association of Machinists also left out the
employment clause.! The incomplete form of agreement to which Mr. Devens
refers is probably one which the International Association of Machinists drew up
for presentation to the employers who were not members of the National Metal
Trades Association, and in which it was not intended to make these concessions
unless forced to do so. Mr. Devens feared at the time of his testimmony that the
International Association of Machinists would not be able to control its members
80 as to force them to live up to the agreement. He pointed out especially that
there had already been a strike of members of the organization in New York City,
and that the local lodge had declared that it would not follow the orders of the
central organization. (508, 513, 514.)

Mr. WILSON says that the metal trades’ association does mot, by any means,
include all employers in the machine trades. e believes that only 5 firms in
Cleveland belong to the association. It is stronger in Chicago than elsewhere.

1Tt will be noted, however, that the full agreement, including these clauses, was printed in
the July number of the Monthly Journal, with approval,
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Nevertheless, the agreement made with the International Association of Mpaich-
ists influences many employers who do not belong to the metal trades’ association,
and many of them have already signed an agreement to abide by the conditions
fixed at the New York conference. (494, 495.)

Mr. DEVENS says further that the National Metal Trades Association is still
accumulating its defense fund and may have occasion to use it. For example, in
view of the reduction of hours the question whether there shall be an advance
in pay per hour is likely to arise in the future, and it may be impossible to settle
it by arbitration. (508.)

E. Character of members—Machinists’ union.—Mr. REID protests against the attacks
made by manufacturers upon the character of the machinists who are on strike.
He declares that the standard of morality among them is as high as among the
men who are trying to defame them; that with regard to temperance especially
their standard is very high. The union would be willing to invite any member
of the Industrial Commission freely to attend any meeting in the city. The
organization will not allow dishonest men among its members; it will suspend
them for failing to pay their debts., The witness genies also that the members of
the orﬁ%nization have engaged in acts of violence. (191.)

Mr, Reid says that there 1s no prospect of settling the machinists’ strike so lon
as the manufacturers continue to treat the men with contempt. They have calle
them hard names and the men have become exasperated. The strike will be con-
tested bitterly, and the men can hold out a long time. (188,193.)

Mr. WILsSON says that the International Association of Machinists formerly had
local unions in which various foreign languages—German, French, and Bohe-
mian—were spoken. . The organization had done everything possible to check the
foreign spirit. It is an Americanizing institution.. Although probably 50 per
cent of the members are still foreign, English is used in all unions except a few
German ones. These German unions are strongly tinged with socialism and
sometimes ‘‘ kick over the traces” of trades unionism. (495,496.)

XI. STRIKES AND CONDITIONS IN CLOTHING TRADES.

A, Journeymen tailors’ strike.—Mr. LINDHOLM, a journeyman tailor, says that the
journeymen tailors’ union consists only of those men who make the high-priced
garments, only the upper crust of the trade. )

The journeymen tailors are demanding that their employers shall establish
shops of their own instead of giving out material to contractors for home work.
At present journeymen tailors are paid by the piece for their work, and do not do
it on the premises of the owner of the goods. If & man is married he does the
work at his home, where he can economize in rent, and where his wife can help
him. This Lind of work injures the home, and the sanitary conditions are often
bad, so that there is danger of contagious diseases being carried by the goods.

Tailors who are not married nsuaﬁy rent a place to work in a shop along with
other men, each of whom may have a different boss. Some of these large shops
are on the upper floors of buildings, and the accommodations are extremely bad.
There are no shops worse than those of the custom tailors. The worker makes
the shop his lodging place as well as his working place. He often lies down on
the table, frequently covered with vermin.

A further evil of the present system is that the employer often keeps the tailor
waiting to get goods to work upon. He has absolutely no care for the time of the
worker. The result is that the men are compelled to work at all hours of the
night. Many men make it a rule to work 7 days in the week, and many others
work 6 days and 8 nights every week.

The tailors believe that if the employers would maintain workshops themselves
they would be compelled to regard the time of the men. The demand of the men
is tKat such workshops should not be open more than 12 hours. This demand is
nothing new to the employers. The journeymen tailors’ union resolved in Janu-
ary that it would ask for free workshops on April 1, 1900. Those employers who
belonged to the Tailors and Drapers’ Exchange replied by a circular letter
addressed to each individual tailor asking him to sign an agreement not to demand
free workshops or higher wa§es during the year 1900. The men refused to sign
this agreement, and in the middle of February some of the bosses locked their men
out. Three hundred have been out of employment for 6 weeks. Eighteen firms
not belonging to this exchange, including some of the best tailors, have furnished
shops, and they all express themselves in favor of the system.

r. Lindholm declares that the journeymen tailors are the hardest-worked
laborers in existence, and that the effect of their excessively long hours and severe
work on their morals and health is very bad. (424-426.) .
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Mr. TAGGART, a representative of the journeymen tailors’ union, says that the
members of that body are engaged in making the highest grade of clothing.
There are about 725 tailors in the union. They have long been trying to induce
their emplo¥ers to furnish them shops in connection with the establishments.
Until recently there were none even of the best merchant tailors who did not send
their work out to be done in homes and in sweat shops. About 2 years ago the
journeymen tailors made contracts with a number of employers, in connection
with bills of prices, that the employers should furnish free shops at their earliest
convenience. Since few of them took steps to do so, notice was given, soon after
January 1, 1900, that shops must be furnished by April1. A large number of
employers accordingly locked their men out, taking advantage of the notice which
was thus given them. There are only 6 or 7 establishments which have furnished
shops for their workmen, while 16 or 18 more have promised to furnish shops,and
about 15 have locked their men out. The number of men out of employment is
about 295. (137,139.)

Mr. Taggart declares that where work is sent out it is done, in the case of mar-
ried men, largely in their own homes, in living rooms, while in the case of single
men it is largely done in shops rented by the men clubbing together or in shops
maintained by one man who rents sitting room to others. %nder either of these
systems the tailors never can regulate their hours. As a rule theyspend a good
})art of the daylight down town waiting for customers to try on clothing or waiting

or the work to be cut. .

Home work especially is injurious to the health and interests of the tailors. It .
is impossible to regulate the sanitary conditions there, since the factory inspectors
have no power to enter a man’s home so long as he does not make it a public nui-
sance. There is constantly a temptation in the case of home work to call in the
wife to help. The result is that the housework and the children are neglected.
Soon, moreover, the boss, finding that the workman is getting more wages by his
wife’s assistance, cuts down the price for the work, so that in the long run the
husband and wife together can earn no more than he could earn alone. The wit-
ness declares that he tried the system of home work himself and knows that it is
a system of slavery. When men are too much at home, they lose the respect of
their wives and fainilies. .

Mr. Taggart declares further that where workis done by men who rent sitting
room in shops the impossibility of cooperation between the workers, each of whom
is employed by a different boss, results in waste of time. The men in these shops
also are unable to control their hours. The shops are open 7 days in the week; in
fact, they never close. .

Most of the journeymen tailors in Chicago were born in foreign countries and
have been accustomed to working at home or in crowded shops, and to working
excessively long hours; hence it has been more difficult to get them to demand
that shops be furnished by employers. Nevertheless, although thé employers
have insisted that their men did not want shops, the demand has been repeatedly
ggm('lzd by a majority vote of the tailors, and recently by a majority of two-

irds.

The chief advantage which is expected from the establishment of free shops is
that the employers will be made responsible for the conditionsin the shop. ~More-
over, the men can thus better regulate their hours. The union has been willing
to concede that such shops should be kegt open 13 hours, no limit being set to the
amount of work a man may do within the 13 hours, and that the men should sup-
ply the machinery and part of the necessary tools. It is believed also that men
become better citizens by working together. Contact with one another develops
their intelligence and especially tends to Americanize those of foreign birth.

The witness says also that it would not be a hardship for the employers to fur-
nish shops, as is demanded. It has been calculated that it would cost only 25
cents a suit on the amount of business which is done. The witness himself was
formerly engaged in home work, but he succeeded in inducing his employer to
furnish a shop, and the system worked satisfactorily. It wasshown that by work-
ing regular hours the men could accomplish more. The employer was entirely
satisfied with the change. Later the witness went to work for another employer,
and got him also to establish a shop; and here again the system worked to the
satistaction of the men and of the employer. None of the employers who have
established shops wish to go back to the old system. The change makes necessary
less use of errand boys in going to get clothing, and it makes possible greater
supervision of the work. .

Mr. Taggart says that the Consumers’ League, in Chicago, has indorsed the.
movement for free shops, and has published a white list naming those employers
who have furnished them, (137-142.)
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Mr. JUNGSTRAND, a journeyman tailor, thinks that the attitude of the employers
in the present lockout is not so much one of opposition to the demand for free
workshops as of desire to break up the tailors’union. The employers have taken
advantage of the fact that notice was given of the demand for free shops to secure
other workmen. The witness declares that he himself was discharged because he
was a union man. The witness thinks also that one reason for the opposition to
the free workshop is that the bosses think that the men, by meeting one another,
will become more intelligent and may é)erhaps make a demand for higher wages
and better conditions, Mr. Jungstrand thinks that the necessity of the shop is
appa.rengliio evlegt;ne, and that the cost to employers of maintaining it would be
very small. (143.

Miss AppaMs, matron of Hull House, Chicago, thinks that the opening of shops
by merchant tailors would be the one thing which would make the garment
workers’ trade regular. Under the sweat-shop system the workers are very busy
for 3 or 4 months in the spring, and for a time in the fall, during which periods
they have to work excessively long hours. The rest of the year they are in idle-
ness. Owing to the intermittent character of the work, men who take shops get
the poorest accommodations possible. If the merchant tailors had factories of
their own, they would try to plan the work so as to keep the men busy the year
round. (428.) :

B. Conditions of tailors and garment workers—1. Generally.—Mrs. HENROTIN, presi-
dent of the Consumers’ League, of Chicago, says that there are about 13,000 men,
11,000 women, 500 boys, and 1,600 girls employed in making garments in Chicago.
She thinks it is a mistake to suppose that the boss sweaters are prosperous men.
There is excessive competition among them, and they are growing poorer. The
sweater has to pay rent and furnish motive power for his machines. The wages
of workers in sweat shops, especially of those working at their own homes, are
excessively low. The witness found one woman finishing overalls at 10 cents a
dozen. She could only make 2 dozen a day. Other women sometimes get 12 or
15 cents a dozen for doing this same work, For making and finishing fine ‘‘ tailor-
made ” skirts, which are sold for from $35 to $45, the worker is paid only $1.10.
There seems to be some mystery about the word *¢ tailor made,” which makes it
possible for a fashionable tailor to ask almost any price for his work.

Mrs. Henrotin thinks the first step toward securing improvement in the condi-
tions of the garment workers would be to make the merchant tailors provide
workshops for their men. The Consumers’ League is working in this direction,
and intends to indorse the strike of the journeymen tailors. (427.)

Miss CoPE, deputy State factory inspector, says that there are about 25,000 gar-
ment makers in Chicago, of whom 11,000 are women and 1,600 children under 16
years of age, mostly girls about 15. The wages paid to the workers, both the
tailors and the garment makers, are, in the opinion of the witness, fair. Miss
Coge mentions two instances in which women earn from 66 to 73 cents per day
in home work, finishing men’s trousers. She says that usually women working
10 hours per day can earn $4 per week in their homes, while women in the shops
who are somewhat skilled earn from $5 to $7 per week. "The average male jour-
neyman tailor earns from $10 to $12 per week, while the more skilled get from $15
to $30 per week. In the regular factories where garments are made girls under
16 generally earn from $2.50 to $4 per week; the average woman of ordinary skill
can, after learning the trade, earn from $8 to $12 per week; and the men earn from
$7 to $12 per week, a little less, usually, than journeymen tailors earn. In sup-
port of these statements Miss Cope mentioned several specific establishments,
stating the wages paid in detail. .

Miss Cope declares further that the conditions of work are not usually severe
or unsanitary. Girls under 17 do not do much work with foot-power machines.
In fact, many of the machines are being run by electricity or steam. The usual
day is 10 hours, although when work is slack there are many short days, while
during the rush season the shops run overtime about 2 days in the week. Most
shops work steadily 8 months during the year. The condition of the home work-
ers 18 a8 satisfactory as that of most other working classes.

The garment trade has kept pace with modern improvements. There is no
other industry which is more generally distributed among managers of small
means and among independent workers. The proposed chanse in_the tailoring
trade to work in shops furnished by the merchant tailors would tend to centralize
the industry, to drive out of business many small merchant tailors, to deprive
home finishers of the little work which they now can do, and to drive out many
older and feebler journeymen tailors who can not keep the pace set by younger men.

The women and %irls employed in the garment factories are nearly all of for-
eign parentage. They are vigorous and strong and get as good or better pay in
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that industry than they could get in any other. The work is not as hard as in
many other industries. (483-485.)

2. Wagesof merchant tailors.—Mr. TAGGART, ajourneyman tailor, saysthat some
men in that trade make fair wages. Some are strong and can stand the exces-
sively hard work and long hours. The amount of work which such men can do
is taken by employers as a standard in fixing the scale of prices. The witness
says that for making a suit which will sell for $75, the tailors get on the coat from
%12 to $14, on the vest from $3 to $4, and on the trousers $3 to $4. The better
stores are supposed to furnish the tailor with all the trimmings, although they do
not actually furnish machine sewing silk. The cheaper the work is the more
trimmings the workmen have to furnish. (140, 142.)

3. Factory inspection.—Mr: TAGGART, a journeyman tailor, says that the fac-
tory-inspection laws of Illinois are entirely inadequate to reach the evils of the
sweating system. It is impossible for theinspector to force his way into a man’s
own home so long as he does not make himself a public nuisance. The factory
inspectors can in any case get around only once or twice a year, because their
number is wholly inadequate. The system has checked child labor to a certain
extent, but in the case of home workers it is impossible to prevent it altogether.

The factory inspectors themselves recognize the need of turther legislation, espe-
cially to remedy the evils of swea.tin(gi. One recommendation is that a label or tag
shall be placed on all garments made in sweat shops. Another very important
recommendation is that the employer himself shall be held responsib'e for viola-
tions of the law in making clothing. At present the poor worker himself is
prosecuted. Often he does not know the language and has no idea why he is
being prosecuted.

Mr. Taggart thinks that it might be desirable to have a Federal tax upon
goods manufactured in sweat shops in order that the central government might
establish some control over them. He does not think such a proposal would be
popular, but he believes that the people would favor any law that would tend to
prege% the spread of contagious diseases through sweat-shop-made clothing.
(138,140, 141.)

4. Contagious diseases in clothing.—Mr. TAGGART, a journeyman tailor, says
that the best tailors in Chicago, those who supply the so-called aristocracy,
largely send their goods out to be made in small shops and in the homes of the
workers. The witness says that when he himsélf was working at home his chil-
dren suffered with contagious diseases. He felt then that if the users of the
clothing made under such circumstances knew the conditions they would force
the employers to furnish their own workshops. (138.) .

Mr. JUNGSTRAND, a journeyman tailor, says that he has known clothing to be
made in homes where contagious diseases existed. When a man has sickness in
the family he needs money especially, and that makes him try to cover up the
existence of the disease and to continue working. The witness has heard a report
that work has recently been traced to a house bearing a scarlet-fever placard.
(143.) . )

Mr. LINDHOLM, a journeyman tailor, says that much work is done on garments
in the homes of the workers where there are frequently diseases. He believes that
many cases of contagious diseases in the homes of the riclier classes could be
traced to garments made under these unsanitary conditions. (424,426.)

Miss COPE, deputy state factory inspector, says that garments are not usually
retained long in the homes, and that persons in whose homes there is serious s.jck—
ness are not likely to bring more work, so that the danger of spreading contagious
diseases from home shops is slight. (485.)

5. Chicago cloakmakers’ union.—Mr. BIsNO, formerly business agent of the
Chicago cloakmakers’ union, says that that organization was broken up by the
stre];xgth of )the employers about 2 years ago, at the close of an unsuccessful
strike. (48.

XII. LABOR TROUBLES IN SEVERAL TRADES.

A. Marble eutters.—Mr, BAGLEY. a wholesale marble dealer, states that no labor
troubles arose in his trade until last year. In April, 1899, the marble cutters’
union demanded an 8-hour day on the buildings and in shops, with an increase
of wages of a dollar a day. Some of the shops were running 10 hours and some
9 hours. The men also demanded that all cutting of marble for Chicago work
be done within the city by members of the Chicago union. The manufacturers
did not object to the increase of wages or the reduction of hours on buildings,
because all competitors would be in the same position. They did object to the
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proposed arrangement of wages and hours in the shops, on the ground that it
would prevent them from competing for work outside of the city. They also
objected to giving the control of the shops to an organization affiliated with the
building trades council. The experience of other trades under those circum-
stances warned them that it would result in constant trouble. Several firms
were compelled to yield after 2 or 3 months of struggle. Four or five firms,
doing 80 per cent of the business, have refused to yield, and have since been
compelled to work with nonunion men. (389-390.)

Mr. McCuLLOUGH, business agent of the marble cutters’ union, says that he
spent the greater part of two days at Mr. Bagley’s house arranging a new agree-
- ment, and succeeded in settling everything, until the question of the disposal of
Mr. Bagley’s nonunioh employees came up. Mr. Bagley was supplied with men
who had taken the places ¢f union men during the strike, and would not discharge
them: and this broke off the negotiations. (215.) )

B. Carpenters.—Mr. CLARK states that a strike of his men, begun to enforce
the wage demands of the building laborers, was continued on the ground of his
refusal to become a member of the boss carpenters’ association. He afterwards
discovered, however, that the real trouble was his employment of some membérs
of the journeymen carpenters’ organization, and their working for him. After
some 10 weeks of struggle, the matter was referred to the Philadelphia head-
qrarters, and the officers.there decided it was an unjust fight and called it off.
(400.)

Mr. WOODBURY, president of the ca.r{)enters’ district council, says that the con-
tractors and builders’ association had long tried to get the carpenters’ union to
drive Mr. A. R. Clark into their association. The union refused to do so for some
time, but yielded at last, and did compel Mr, Clark to join the employers’ associa-
tion. Some members of the union, employed by Mr. Clark, against whom charges
had been preferred under the rules of the organization, appealed their case to the
central office at Philadelphia. This appeal had nothing to do with Mr. Clark’s
own case, and the sustaining of it would not necessarily sustain Mr. Clark’s
contentions. (459,461.)

C. Sheet-metal workers.—Mr. MILLER, a manufacturer of sheet-metal work for
building, testifies that during 1899 there was a strike among the sheet-metal
workers, in the course of which the sheet-metal workers’ union brought back to
Chicago some men who were working for the Sykes Steel Roofing Company of
Chicago, who had been sent to Moline by that company. In the settlement of
this strike an agreement was made between the sheet-metal contractors’ associa-
tion and the sheet-metal workers’ union, providing that disputes under the agree-
ment should be submitted to arbitration. Several months later the union
demanded that the fares paid by the men returning from Moline to Chicago,
$24.80, be repaid to them. The Sykes Company refused, on the ground that the
men had been sent to Moline with the understanding that they should remain
until the job was finished, but offered to arbitrate the question. The union replied
that there was nothing to arbitrate, and the men working for the Sykes Company
on one of the city pumping stations were called out on strike. These men after-
wards returned to work, the union paying them the $70 wages which they had
lost by the strike. ‘Soon after the union called out all the employees of the Sykes
Company, demanding pay for the time of the men who had been on strike, and
refusing to arbitrate that question. The contractors’ association then took the
matter up and locked out all their men. After a few days the matter was settled
by the Sykes Company paying the $24.80, the union and the company agreeing to
arbitrate as to the question of paying for the time of the men while on strike.
The association submitted the names of arbitrators to the union, but the union
paid no further attention to the matter. The net result of all this difficulty was
that the men lost about $3,000 in wages to collect $24.80. Moreover the con-
tractors’ association holds that it is no longer bound by the agreement, since the
union refused to arbitrate, the only obligation upon it under the agreement being
to submit disputes to arbitration. (845-347.)

Mr. PoucHOT, business agent of the sheet metal workers’ union, says that the
Sykes Roofing Company had taken & number of men to Moline, agreeing to pay their
railroad fare both ways. During their absence a strike was declared against the
Sykes Company in Chicago. The men at Moline were summoned to return,”and
the union paid their fare back, It was never demanded that the company pay
this return fare. When the strike was settled the men went to work again for
the Sykes Company. The commpany deducted from their wages the fare from
Chicago to Moline, which it had paid. When the union protested the company
desired to arbitrate the matter. The union refused, on the ground that the com-
pany had violated a definite part of the existing ugreement. The agreement pro-
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vided that all workmeu sent out of Cook ‘County should receive actual expenses,
unless otherwise agreed, and that no definite part of the agreement should be
subject to arbitration. The union ultimately called out its men, not from all the
Sykes Company’s work, but from one of its jobs. The union notified the com-
pany that it would insist upon payment for waiting time to the men who struck
to enforce this demand. The Sykes Coinpany finally paid the railroad fare de-
manded, $24.85, and it was agreed between the company and the union that the
payment of waiting time should be left to arbitration. (430,433.)

Mr. WELLS, a general contractor, states that the sheet-metal workers went on
a strike 15 days or more before the time which had been set for the signing up of
a contract or the settlement of a dispute. Just at this time Mr. Wells had opened
the ronf of the M¢Clurg Building to put in a large skylight. The roof had to
stand open about 6 weeks, because if any effort had been made to put in a skylight
with other men the finishing of the remainder of the building would have been
stopped by a sympathetic strike. The contractors had to pay the owner $500 for
loss of rent-on account of the delay, and a great deal of the calcimining had to be
done over, (377.)

D. Mosaic decorators.—Mr. DAVIS, a mosaic decoration contractor, states that the
mosaic union ordered his men to quit work on May 1, 1899, because he would not
sign their scale providing for 8 hours’work in the shop. He was willing to have
the men work 8 hours on buildings, but was not willing to restrict the shop hours
so that he could not manufacture work in Chicago in competition with other
towns. He has always paid his men more than the union wages. He asked his
men to refrain from working for a month, hoping that the union would agree to
some fair settlement. The union did not do so, and his men went back to.work
without its permission. The union fined them $300 or $400 apiece, and has perse-
cuted and abused them since. It has also notified all Chicago architects that Mr.
Davis is the only mosaic manufacturer in Chicago who has refused to sign the
union agreement, and has requested that né contract be let to him. (420-422.)

Mr. CLARK, a contractor, submits a copy of the letter which was sent out to
contractors by the mosaic workers’ union, warning them that sympathetic strikes
would result if any contracts were let to Mr. Frank L. Davis. (403.)

Mr. McCuLLouGH, business agent of the marble setters’ union, makes state-
ments intended to show that Mr, Davis has displayed an unnecessary hostility to
union labor. He was manager of the marble work on the library building in
1897, and he then refused to sign the agreement which the union presented to him,
althongh the firm which he represented had previously signed it. The differences
between the union and Mr. Davis were finally settled by arbitration, but Mr.
McCullough thinks that Mr, Davis was entrapped into arbitration: against his
will, and that he put all possible obstacles in the way of success. (215.)

E. Painters.—Mr. MURPHY, vice-president of the painters’ district council, says
that it has been the practice of the organization to make agreements for 2 years
at a time with the organization of master painters. When the new agreement
was up for discussion early in 1900, it was understood that the committees of both
organizations had full power to act. These committees reached an understand-
ing and all signed an agreement. The association of employers met the following
week and expelled all the members of its committee who had signed the agree-
ment, including the president, secretary, treasurer, and many of the prominent
members of the organization. The painters are now working for these men who
have1 been expelled from the organization, who represent about 70 per cent of the
employers.

The witness declares that Mr, Stiles, the newly chosen president of the organi-
zation of master painters, does not count for anything in the trade. He saysthat
Mr. Stiles has repeatedly violated or evaded his agreements, and that it was on
this account that he was asked by the union to give a bond of $500 in connection
with his signature. (453.)

F. Boiler makers.—Mr. PRATT, secretary of the Tobin-Hamlar Manufacturing
Company, which is chiefly engaged in making and repairing boilers, says that in
July, 1899, the union men in the shop, about 90 per cent of all, struck. The com-'
pany at that time had a number of contracts on hand. The union asked the
company to sign an agreement. The most important demand was that hours be
reduced to 44 per week, the hours at that time prevailing being 54.” An increase
of wages was also asked, although the company had been aning about 27 cents
per hour, and had not reduced wages during the period of hard timessucceeding
1893. In fact, the witness insists, the wages paid were quite a little higher than
those of competing boiler concerns in other places. It was also demanded that
boiler makers should be employed to do certain work, such as running a punch,
which did not require the skill of a boiler maker.
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The company refused these demands, although it was willing to grant to the
men working outside the shop, at repairing, etc., the 8-hour day with 9 hours
pay. The men accordingly left work and have not returned. New men have
taken their places—none of them union men, although the witness would be will-
ing to employ union men if they would accept the terms.

Mzr. Pratt declares that it would have been impossible for him to accede to the
demandsmade and to continue in business in competition with other firms. There
are no boiler concerns in the country who work less than 54 hours per week.
Some of the shops in Chicago doing a purely local business accepted the terms of
the union, but if the Tobin-Hamlar Company had done so it would have been
forced to give up its large general business. The company would not have
objected materially to granting the demands if its competitors had been in the
same position as regards hours and wages. (302, 308.) )

G. Bicycle workers.—Mr. SIEG says that he was for 4 years engaged in manufac-
turing wheels at Kenosha, Wis., but that at the beginning of 1900 he was com-
‘pelled to abandon the business on account of the cost of labor, enhanced by the
unjust demands of the unions. The locality itself was doubtless unfavorable for
getting labor, but the works went on nicely until the men joined the bicycle
workers’ union. This organization has no requirement concerning apprentice-
ship. Many of the men in the witness’s shop were not highly skilled, and the
union demanded excessively high wages for them. The union also sought.to limit
the amount of work which the men might doinaday. Itthoughtthe firm ought
to employ more men. Thus in the case of one operation, of which a man should
be able to complete 80 in a day, the union cut down the rate to 40. Many of the
best workingmen in the shop, the witness declares, called on him personally and
expressed their regret at being so restricted by the union: The witness offered
to the president of the bicycle workers’ union, Mr. Mulholland, to pay the same
wages as 8 manufacturers whom he named in Toledo, Milwaukee, and Chicago,
but the offer was refused. In one case the committee demanded that a cer-
tain man, who was receiving $1 per day, should be paid $1.50. This employee
proved to be a boy who had just reached the age of 18 and had joined the union
the night before the demand was made.

These, together with other demands of the union, made the firm feel that it
could not control its investment at all. It was obliged to discharge its superin-
tendent in order to avert a strike. Finally, after its output had been reduced
to one-half the former amount, the works were closed altogether. The plant was
worth, Mr. Sieg says, about $200,000. (135,136.) . -

Mr. HARRIS, a representative of the union of polishers and buffers in Kenosha,
says that Mr. Sieg did have some trouble with the metal polishers about a year
ago on account of a superintendent who had reduced wages in some instances 333

er cent, and who had discharged several men withouta reason, The men struck,

ut an adjustment was reached with Mr. Sieg personally. Mr. Harris declares
that Mr. Sieg at various times told him distinctly that he was never so well
pleased with the way his factory was ranning, as since it was organized. After
the shop had