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J. MeNamara, the union increased its member
ship from 5,000 to nearly 14,000 members. They
established an eight-hour day from the Atlantic
to the Pacific, from Texas to the Canadian line,
and they established a wage scale of $4.30 as
compared with $2.20. . . . I do not know,
but I suppose that the MeNamaras became con
vinced that no amount of pleading, no amount
of argument, no amount of logic, no amount of
Christianity, no amount of politics, would con
vince the steel trust that they could give ei~ht

hours and give them living wages. Labor would
have to organize. .

"The steel trust had what they called the Na
tional Erectors' Association, one of the tribu
taries of the steel trust, and the National
Erectors' Association had what they called the
American Bridge Company, another tributary. of
the steel trust. . . . How long do they ex
pect those 260,000 men and boys to work in the
steel industry for $409 a year, twelve hours a
day, without becoming imbued ·with animosity
and despair? How do they expect it? I f a
man says to me, McNamara should be con
demned, my reply is, all right, we will condemn
the MeNamaras; we will also condemn the Car
negies. If a man says to me that the Iron Work
ers' Union should be condemned, I say, all right;
we wiII also condemn the steel trust. If they
say we want light, we want justice; all right,
light up the iron workers and light up the steel
trust-light up labor and' light up capital. Put
on the searchlight for both parties, and we are
willing that our sins shall be compared with
their sins."

In spite of Johannsen's inaccuracy-for, while
there is a large element of truth in his statement,.
his figures are wrong-he brings out how in the
minds of the iron workers there was the fear
of the loss of their eight-hour day and of the
good wages now prevailing, fear of the help
lessness that they have seen is the lot of the un
organized steel workers.

That would not lead the public to tolerate their
placing bombs under bridges; but it does show
that this dynamite campaign has been part of a
larger struggle. It is one of the most sinister
mani festations of that struggle. Nevertheless
it is a part of it, and we must not think that the
matter is settled when we have the dynamiters
in jail. The court can perform its necessary
Junction, but after the men have been tried
and sentenced what about the causes that make
dynamiters?

The utter inability of a criminal court to
deal with these larger aspects of the prohlem
the incapacity of the tribunal in this particular
case to understand them and the danger lest
its procedure of punishing reckless passengers
should lend itself wholly to the uses of one
party in the industrial conflict-was shown in one
significant fact that came under my observation.
In his closing remarks to the jury, Senator Kern
charged the prosecution with having turned the

letter files of the union over to Erectors' Asso
ciation detectives. This angered District Attor
ney Miller. "I would like to see the man," he
shouted to the jury as he began his closing argu
ment, "who would declare that the letters and
papers were put into the hands of or in charge
of a detective of the Erectors' Association after
they came into the custody of the district at
torney."

If the district attorney had said "representa
tive" instead of detective, his question might
have been answered. I do not know whether J.
A. G. Hadorf considers himself a detective or not,
but before I went to Indianapolis I learned from
the headquarters of the National Erectors' Asso
ciation in New York that that was the name of
their representative in Indianapolis, and that his
address was 202 Federal Building. When I ar
rived in Indianapolis I found that 202 Federal
Building was the office of the United States dis
trict attorney. Only the day before this state
ment of Mr. Miller, Mr. Badorf had taken me
into a carefully guarded room in the Federal
Building. The guards smiled and made way for
us, and he showed me in that room the various
exhibits of the government, including hotel reg
isters, infernal machines, the nitro-glycerine car
rying case, the books of cancelled checks of the
union, and the files of letters taken from the
Iron Workers' offices. At another time, when I
had a talk with Mr. Badorf, he came out of

. that room to see me and returned to it again
when we were through with our conversation.
In view of his easy access to the exhibits it
seemed to me that whether or not he had charge
of them was a mere quibble.

But if he had, what then? It must be remem
bered that the Erectors' Association has been
active for years in another direction than that
of apprehending criminals. It exists for the pur
pose of smashing a labor union. In the steel
industry proper for men even to meet together
means discharge. The structural trade has not
swung that far toward domination by the em
ployer. Men with union cards, who stay quies
cent, work alongside the others in its open shop
work. But the impropriety of permitting an
agent of the Erectors' Association to have access
to the 60,000 or so letters, of which evidently
the vast majority had to dp with the legitimate
activities of the union, since only a few hun
dred were used in the trial, ought to be obvious
to anyone.

For it must be remembered that there are 12,
000 members of the Structural Iron Workers'
Union. There was no evidence brought out at the
trial to show that the overwhelming majority of
these workers had any more direct responsibility
for the dynamiting than, say, the policyholders of
the mutual insurance companies bore to the olIi-
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cial acts which were the subject of the Hughes
investigation. And it is the association of these
12,000 men that the Erectors would destroy.

To permit this employers' organization to have
free access to the records of the union showed
either that the district attorney and the judge
had no appreciation of the economic struggle that
has been going on for ages, or that they did
recognize it and desired to put ammunition in
the employers' hands. I prefer to believe the
former.

But, either way, what a light it throws on
the machinery upon which we still rely for bring
ing justice into industrial as well as civil rela
tions. As Judg-e Anderson said, the union was
not on trial. Even if this unnecessary misuse of
the union itself had been avoided, it was beyond
the po'wer of this criminal court to clear up the
deeper problems of justice between employer
and employe.

That is a larger prohlem than dynamiting, and
it can never be settled by a court or any number
of courts, or hy any body other than all the peo
ple. The people must co-operate for justice all
along- the line. We must stop the lawbreakers.
If necessary, we must put them in jail. But if
we do no more than that, we shall have gone
no farther toward stamping out wrong and in
'ustice than the doctors would toward eradicat
ing' disease if they contented themselves with
senrling their patients to the pest-house.

The science of criminology aims to discover
he causes of crime. It is a valuahle and re

specter! science. The averae-e citizen has more
in common with the criminologist than he has
with the trial court jurle'e. His mental jurisdic-
'on is not limiter!. A civilized people cannot re

gard anr! treat all crimes as inr!ividual acts. and
never seek to find the causes of crime commit
ed through mass or group action. I have no

patience to r!isctlsS the question with those who
c1;tim recently to have r!iscovered that the causes
of crimes of violence in labor disputes ought not
o be studied or talked ahout. If the wrongdoing

of capital has been a contributing cause it ought
'0 be known; now, of all times, when the red

herring of labor crime is being so assiduously
applied to the trail.

V'v'e need to know more of the very things with
regard to which the Indianapolis trial has left
us so much in the dark-the terms between man
and man in industry-between a democratic peo
ple and the corporations whose jobs mean liveli
hood. The Indianapolis trial shows us the fail
ure of a criminal court to supply us with such
information at a critical juncture.

My particular criticism of that tribunal is that
through one ruling it permitted the prosecution
to bring into the record its whole exhibit of the
crimes of violence, for which the men were not
on trial, while through other rulings it prevented
the attorneys for the accused men from intro
ducing such evidence as would have been admiss
ible had they been on trial for those crimes of
violence. .

Even so, a great public service was performed
by prosecution and court. For, when the state
and local authorities weakly and shamefully neg
lected to interfere in a campaign of violence
which led inevitably to bloodshed, the United
States authorities, through the halting medium of
a law designed only to protect the traveling pub
lic from ignorant carelessness, uncovered the
conspiracy and punished the conspirators.

But the very competence of this criminal court
to do this thing shows by contrast the ineffective
ness of any agency we now have to get
at an understanding of the facts and forces of
the economic struggle which lay back of that con
spiracy. This very lack is what gave occasion
to the movement for a Commission on Industrial
Relations which would take up the larger as
pects in ways commensurate with their impor
tance and with their neglect. The Indianapolis
trial has thrown this need into bolder relief.

For one other thing the trial accomplished. It
showed unmistakably that there is a disease in
the land. It did not fully reveal its nature, and
it showed only one aspect of its ravages. There.
is another aspect. We shall not be free from
its pestilential advance until we shall have found
the source of it and made it clean. And that is
the real lesson of the dynamite case.


